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To whom it may concern:

I am writing in regards to the U.S. Forest Service's recently released draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the George Washington National Forest (GWNF), which includes a proposal to
close 160 miles of roads located within the forest boundaries.

As you are aware, these roads provide vital access to recreational offerings within the GWNF
and, if closed, would have a burdensome impact on those who engage in outdoor recreational
activities, such as hunting and fishing. While I share your concerns regarding the protection and
preservation of the GWNF, | do not support wholesale road closures that would restrict access
for law-abiding individuals that derive enjoyment from these areas, the vast majority of which,
practice good environmental stewardship.

| understand there is a 90 day public comment period on this proposaL As you consider the
public's feedback, | respectfully request that you take these comments into consideration. Please
do not hesitate to contact me or Christin O'Brien from my staff in my Washington, D.C. office at
202-225-3861 if you have any questions regarding this issue. | remain

H. MORGAN GRIP
Member of C

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



Letter# 252
Recreation vs.resource harvesting jobs

1. Recreation jobs created should not only include the direct
recreation jobs created in the national forests, they must
also include the indirect jobs created to serve recreation
users, visitors-e.g.,the provision of food, lodging and
provision of things they will buy. After all,according to the
World Tourism Organization, tourism is the world's biggest
iIndustry-recognizing that most of the time we have to
spend is free time, and due to the fact that much of the
time, and most of the spending, of tourists and recreation
users,is spent in the communities that serve them.

2. The permanence and significance of these jobs-the
community-building aspects, the property tax aspects,
must be recognized, as opposed to the shorter term and
intermittent nature of resource extraction jobs.

3. The fact that resource harvesting jobs will be occupied by
non-locals who migrate in for the jobs and migrate out
after the resource harvesting,should be recognized.

Wilderness designation
The plan adopted must include protection of as much of the
natural world as is possible- designation of as much land as
Wilderness as is possible:
1. To enable natural processes to occur aswidely as possible,
2. To protect our natural world for future generations,
3. To enable nature to adapt to global climate change,and
4. To enable ecoregion research and learning to occur to
determine what we need to do to preserve our natural
world, both inside and outside the forest boundaries.



Recreation
Society needs more opportunities for outdoor recreation to
address:

1. Nature Deficit Disorder-if we do not learn about,and
experience the natural world aswe grow-up we will not
gain an appreciation that all life on earth depends upon
our natural world to thrive and survive.

2. Obesity and Overweightedness-Two-thirds of us are
overweight, one-third of us are obese.

We need accelerated varieties of opportunities to get out-of-
doors to experience nature in these national forests. This need
should be recognized and the opportunities discussed.

Global Climate Change

There is no more important topic facing society than global
climate change. We just have to look to the weather patterns
and climate changes and see how it is affecting our world-the
flooding in the Midwest, the forest fires in the Southwest, for
example. National forests are prominent places where global
climate changes are being experienced. learning about it, and
dealing with it, must be the number one priority of our natural
lands, our national forests, these national forests.

Alternative Energy sources
1. All activity in the national forests must be energy neutral.
2. Opportunities should be developed to provide wind
turbines and solar panels-opportunities that protect and



enhance the other legitimate forest uses-aswidely as
possible.

The number one priority for forest management must be
protection of our natural world. The present highest priority is
providing a viable natural world for use,our children and
grandchildren in this period of global climate change. We
should look at global climate change and the new natural-as
something to accepted- mitigated yes-but global climate
change will change our natural world and we-along with the
other species that make up our natural world-must adapt to

it. These national forests are prime placesto learn what nature
Is doing-to teach us what we must do to provide a livable and
enjoyable world for society.

John F. Byrne
Chair, National Parks and Monuments Team
Sierra Club

Adjunct Professor
George Mason University
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11-074
June 23, 2011

Elwood Burge, District Ranger
Forest Service

North River District

401 Oakwood Drive
Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Dear Elwood

The Board of Supervisors at its Wednesday, June 22, 2011 meeting voted
to reaffirm its previous position to "oppose"” expansion of Wilderness Areas in
Augusta County. As you recall, the Board previously outlined its opposition and
concerns In a letter dated September 25, 2009 (ATTACHED).

Your assistance in having the "Draft Plan" modified to reflect the feelings
of the Board would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Aominisir

R Py tor
. ‘\J\J'UHL‘Y Foaat s

PJCljts
Enclosure

cc: Honorable James Webb, US Senate
Honorable Mark R. Warner, US Senate
Honorable Robert W. "Bob" Goodlatte, US House of Representatives

H-
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The Hen. James Webb

U.S. Senate

Russell Senate Office Building, Courtyard
Washington, DC 20510

The Hen. John W. Warner
U.S. Senate

225 Russell Building
Washington, DC 20510

The Hen. Robert W. Goodlatte

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

Gentlemen:

The George Washington National Forest occupies approximately 196,000 acres of land
in Augusta County, which is more acreage than any other county in Virginia. We also have
16,392 acres of wilderness, which is more than any other county has in Virginia. The George
Washington National Forest is in the process of revising its forest plan. The last revision was
done in 1993.

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

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

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

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



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

owners.
2. Access: In this day and time when the baby boomers are reaching retirement, they
may not be able to access the wilderness area by foot. Many individuals enjoy traveling into the
National Forest with 4-wheel or other types of transportation that can assist them in enjoying the
beautifulmountains and forest.
3. And finally, once an area is designated wilderness, it cannot revert back to any
other use.

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

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

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

crQQ13 .LA-

David R. Beyeler, Chair n
Augusta County Board of Supervisors

cc: Elwood Burge, District Ranger
North River Ranger Dis!., Harrisonburg VA
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John P. Cone, Jr.
Citizens Task Force
Citizens Environmental Council
June 25, 2011
George Washington National Forest
Forest Plan Revision
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, VA 24019
COMMENTS ON THE APRIL 2011 DRAFT FOREST PLAN REVISION

GENERAL

After reading and scanning the 1,307 pages of the Draft Environmental Statement, the Land and
Resource Management Plan, the Summary and the Appendices, the first review comment must
be to compliment the technical staff for their exhaustive effort to document the many resources
contained by the George Washington National Forest.

That being said, the second review comment inescapably is that the seven plans selected for
evaluation are strongly skewed toward a preconceived goal; that to save the forest, it must be cut
down, piece by piece. It is hard to believe that this goal is not economically driven. For the last
twenty five years the forest management team has been content to conduct timber operations in a
relatively restrained manner. Now, apparently, economic pressures have returned to cause
management to return to the view that the National Forest can be treated in a manner similar to a
com field. The ground is to be plowed, harrowed and planted, and in due time the crop is ready
for harvest. This view was publicly stated by a forest manger in 1987.

The problem with this approach is that the forest is not a com field. The top soil is thin and easily
erodible. Steep slopes on mountain sides make erosion a constant threat, as the plan's cover so
well illustrates by the 1910 photo. Nowhere in the plan is there any suggestion of preservation of
top soil, re-fertilization of the soil or replanting of the crop. The crop is supposed to replant itself
by stump sprouts with no help from management. Page G-1 of the Draft Forest plan lists the
Timber Research Need as "Methods to enhance the regeneration of ... oak ..." This is an
admission that regeneration from stump sprouts is not a satisfactory method of regeneration.
Also, since one of the most important goals of the Draft EIS is to enhance diversity, why is oak
the only species of interest?

It is an undeniable fact that stump sprout regeneration produces trees of increasingly poor
quality. Stump rot condemns many to an early death. Sprouts compete with each other and
mature improperly with no one to prune them. The result is a banquet for the Gypsy Moth and a
place of refuge for many undesirable species. The Forest Service is treating its resource like an
inherited bank deposit from a rich uncle, trying to live on the interest, but continually expending



more than the income and gradually depleting the capital. This is not "Caring for the Land and
the People.”

THE PLANS

The general review of the plans leads inevitably to the conclusion that they were generated with
the determination to increase timber production to the maximum without incurring excessive
public dissent.

e Plan A: The current plan which is not producing sufficient wood product.

* Plan B: Designed to produce the desired wood product.

« Plan C: Designed to demonstrate that conservation is not viable.

e Plan D: Designed to show that Plan B is not extremely biased toward timber harvesting.

e Plan E: An attempt to compromise Plans B and C.

e Plan F: An attempt to compromise Plans B and C.

e Plan G: Plan B with specific public benefits to ease the pain of seeing the bulk of the
forest slowly nibbled away..

This view of the plans is spelled out on page 1-12 of the Draft EIS under "Timber Harvest-
Background:' "Some people strongly state that the forest should reduce the acres suitable for
harvest ... due to adverse impacts to: water quality, competition with private lands, air quality,
scenery, ecological habitats ... and a wide variety of other ecological/environmental resources ...
Other people strongly support an expanded timber program ..."

The view is borne out by aJ. examination of the Draft Forest Plan — Alternative G to see how
much of the total forest not specifically preserved for special use is marked "Management
Prescription 13: Mosaics of Habitat Suitable for Timber Production." Many communities
adjacent to the Forest are going to find their local environment considerably altered in the future

if this plan is adopted.

Under "Areas Recommended for Wilderness Study”, Plan C designates 386,768 acres and Plan
G designates 20,314 acres. (See pages S-12 and S-13 of the Draft Plan Summary.) Plan G is 5%
of Plan C. This one item will greatly affect recreational opportunities for the public. What factors
were used to create this arbitrary and out of balance ratio?

TIMBER MANAGEMENT

During past planning, the Forest Service has been asked to document what percent of the timber
harvest is suitable for use as saw logs for lumber or veneer and what percent is to be chipped or
ground up for building board or paper. The Service has refused this request on the grounds that it
has no way of knowing. No personnel are tasked with the assignment to record the difference
between viable saw logs and unsuitable material. Since the Forest's timber management is
subsidized by the United States taxpayer, the public is entitled to know the answer to this
question. The public is entitled to make a decision regarding the cost/benefit of harvesting
material that can be produced by other means such as recycling paper.

Page 1-10 of the Draft EIS discusses forest health and the need to avoid the loss of native
biodiversity. Page 1-12 states that, "Timber harvest is one of the tools used to manage vegetation
on the forest to create a diversity of habitat conditions.” Page 3-258 of the same document states



that, "Salvage operations will be continuing as we attempt to salvage the dying trees prior to the
oak losing their capability to stump sprout and regenerate the next stand to a desirable oak
component to meet future conditions." These are contradictory statements. In fact, the Service is
attempting to produce a monoculture of oak. Oak is the species most susceptible to the Gypsy
Moth and by concentrating on producing oak, the Service is making the forest more and more
vulnerable.

On June 15, 2011, National Public Radio reported a twenty year experiment by the Smithsonians
Conservation Biology Institute in Front Royal, Virginia. A 10 acre tract of forest was fenced off
to exclude white tail deer and left to grow by itself. The result was biodiversity of 20 to 30 tree
and plant species which planted and grew by themselves. Moreover the result was a complete
profile of ages. The Forest's Plan C most closely resembles this experiment.

The Forest Service continually talks about mature oak die back and the need to harvest trees that
are dying anyway. This ignores the fact that oak die back is the result of diminished nutrition. In
the future, as the practice of self generation continues with constant loss of viable soil for plant
growth, die back will occur at a younger age.

Page 3-186 of the Draft EIS states that, "Non native (invasive) plants are known to occur across
Southern and Appalachian forests, often accoU!lting for 25% or more of the documented flora."”
Twenty-six of these invasive species are then listed. "The plan objective is to protect native
populations of plants ... minimizing effects to native species and natural communities is a
priority." Page 3-266 of the same document states that 900 acres of land would be clearcut and
21,300 acres would be shelteiWWood cut in both Plans Band G. A total of 34,000 acres would be
cut in both Plans B and G, the most of any plan except Plan D. The Service needs to
acknowledge that timber harvesting, especially clearcutting and shelteiWood cutting open up the
way for invasive species to enter the forest. The Forest Service refers to "early successional”
species occurring after a timber harvest. "Early successional” equals a high percentage of
"invasive." The Service is providing habitat for a forest of invasive species.

Page 1-12 of the Draft EIS refers to the "benefits to local economies™ produced by timber
harvesting. If the Service were really serious about benefitting local economies, it would
undertake a program to replant trees seedlings following a timber harvest. If the wood product is
really that valuable, the consumer should be paying for the regeneration. This would place the
management of the forest on an equal footing with private forestry which now follows this
practice. It would generate income for local labor. It would be the best counter to invasive
species. It would greatly reduce soil loss on steep slopes. It would be caring for the forest instead
of continually raping it. This is the true meaning of "Caring for the Land and the People™.

The Draft EIS Appendices contain a magnificently complete Species Diversity Report, complete
in every detail, except for one item. Trees. Other than the broad brush discussion on Pages 3-55
through 3-59 of the Draft EIS pertaining to animal habitat, there is no mention of tree diversity in
the Plan. Is the diversity of tree species of no interest to the Forest Service? Is tree diversity
affected by soil type, or by topography, or by elevation? Some species are disappearing from the
forest due to environmental factors. Are these of no interest? Some species may well be under
stress due to timber harvesting activity. Are these of no interest? Why is there no estimate of
existing and future stands of all the various species? Are any that are under stress worth saving?



WATER

It is noteworthy that the Forest Service has now been able to identify 11% of its area as karst
geology. The distribution of karst terrain throughout the forest is very significant. This is a major
factor in Virginia's ground water supply. Page 3-48 of the Draft EIS correctly states that karst
groundwater systems are very complex. Although they are poorly understood, dye tests that have
been conducted have clearly indicated that the ground water from karst often travels very rapidly
and for far distances. The existence of unexplored karst bedrock is probably responsible for this.

It is to be hoped that the Service will continue to prohibit this groundwater from becoming
contaminated by oil and gas activity which could not only affect local water sources but could
also affect sources at great distances from the forest. This is not a non-significant issue.

Page 3-40 of the Draft EIS states, "Streamflow represents a 'leftover' of precipitation minus
evaporation and water use by growing vegetation.” This statement leaves out a major component
of water use, namely absorption. This is an important component because forest management can
do a great deal to increase absorption on the land, both in karst areas and non karst areas.
Maximizing water absorption in the soil is a goal greatly to be desired. This can be accomplished
first by designing harvest operations in a manner conforming to land surface contours. This has
often been ignored in the past where planning has been designed to assist chain hoist and cable
harvesting. Also, cleanup operations after a harvest can require the distribution of left over
material in a manner that will retain water.

Page 3-9 of the Draft EIS correctly note the disaster of August 19 1969 which severely impacted
the GWNF. It fails to note that much of the debris which affected the public was the result of
timber harvesting that was poorly plarmed and poorly administered. Cleanup operations
following a harvest are an important expense that should be addressed in every timber sale.

A timber harvest on the national forest is like any construction project under contract. The
project is specified, the fee is set, the project is performed and the fee is paid. Any construction
project under contract remits fees as the work is performed, minus a retainage which is payable
only after the final project has been properly inspected and all requirements have been properly
met. This includes complete clean up and proper distribution has been made of the waste. In the
past, the Service has not fully lived up to the requirements of project supervision all the way to
final completion.

AIR

Pages 3-33 through 3-37 contain an excellent summary of air quality issues affected by the
forest. One issue, however, is avoided. Do mature trees produce more oxygen than "early
successional species"? If true, then Plan C maximizes the production of oxygen and Plan D
minimizes it. Plans B and G are only slightly better than Plan D. The discussion about controlled
burning is relevant but pales in comparison to the pollution emanating from coal fired energy
production because it is only occasional. If it can avoid a forest wide disaster from a lightning
strike or a mismanaged campfire, it is the lesser evil, but it needs to be minimized and carefully
plarmed to fonn fire barriers.



WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

The discussion concerning the optimization of the white tail deer population by means of
maximizing timber harvesting in order to increase the tree growth edge effect goes back to the
last forest planning cycle, if not before. The argument in the 1980's was that the more timber
harvest, the more white tail deer would be produced. During the succeeding 20 years, this
argument has been proven correct to the point where the deer are becoming a public nuisance in
nearby private and public areas.

Private lands adjacent to the forest are visited by deer nightly. VDOT has hired tree removal
adjacent to rural roads in an attempt to reduce deer road kill. Urban areas are hiring professional
hunters to reduce or eliminate deer populations in parks and vacant property. Deer hunting
permits have been increased to include harvesting does and greatly increased numbers of harvest
of either sex on private land. Still the deer population increases, almost out of control. And yet
the Forest Service, originators of this bounty are complaining of too few deer! The Virginia
Department of Game Management records deer kill on the National Forest declining from 14,000
in 1994 to 6,000 in 2010. What is wrong with this picture?

These facts are recognized in the Draft EIS on page 3-106. The Forest Service argues that
increasing the amount of browse area on the Forest will attract the deer away from the adjacent
private and public lands back to the forest where they belong. This argument is contrary to well
established knowledge of animal behavior. The herd has discovered that it can make a good
living on private land adjacent to residential areas without the danger of being shot at. There is
the added incentive of the need for a dependable supply of water. A much more dependable
supply is typically available in valley streams outside the forest boundaries.

The Forest Service timber management has created the deer population problem. More of the
same is not going to reduce the problem.

COYOTES

The 1,307 combined pages of the Draft Plan never once mention the word coyote. The eastern
coyote is the offspring of the National Forest deer management planning. The question is asked,
"Where did the coyote come from? Many myths about private importation exist, but the most
probable source is well described in the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
report "Living With the Coyote in Virginia".

"On their path to the east the coyote hybridized with timber wolves in the north and red
wolves in the south and possibly wild dogs. Thus at 20 to 45 pounds the eastern coyote is
bigger than its western cousin. The eastern expansion of the coyote was probably a result
of the elimination of its ancient foe the timber wolf and the establishment of the deer herd
in the east as a food base."

The coyote very simply followed the easy trail of food and water supply from west to east to the
Appalachian mountain chain, then north and south to Virginia. The VDGIF managers and game
hunters report that coyote populations have increased from 7 to 9 times their 1997 numbers in the
last 12 years. This is a faster rate of increase than the deer population. The relationship between
the deer population and the coyote population is spelled out in the VDGIF report.



"Predator-prey relationships between the white tailed deer and the coyote have been
extensively studied. The coyote is a significant predator of deer fawns. Studies in Texas
have shown that the coyote's diet consists of 70% fawns during June and July.... During
winter predation again picks up and the deer again become the main diet of coyotes.... In
Maine, food habitat studies showed that white tailed deer made up 50-60% of the
coyote's diet, and this predation had the potential to have significant negative effects on
the deer herd."

Mother does are now beginning to have their fawns in wooded areas adjacent to residential lands.
This is where the Forest Service deer herd has gone. The VDGIF report contains these warnings

to the public.

"Be aware that there have been a few recorded instances of coyotes attacking small dogs
on a leash.” ~

"Be aware that coyotes in other eastern states have attacked and severely injured small
toddlers when left unattended for even a short period of time."

""Be aware that coyotes can jump over fences less than 7 feet high and can climb over
taller fencing that does not have an outward slanting overhang."

The coyote has demonstrated that it can learn to hunt in packs. If the deer population starts to
decrease as the coyote population increases, the coyote will become ever bolder in its search for
food. No one has yet asked the question, what happens if the coyote population starts to become
a rabies carrier as the raccoon already has? This is clearly a serious issue that the GWNF needs
to address in the proposed next 15 year plan. What happens on the forest directly affects its

neighbors.




VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND INLAND FISHERIES

LIVING WITH

COYOTE K R s

IN VIRGINIA

t

The coyote population in Virginia continues to TN
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«+ KEEP THE WILD IN WILDIFE- ENCOURAGE COYOTE AVOIDANCE BEHAVIOR OF HUMANS

REMOVE ACCESS TO UNNATURAL FOOD SOURCES: Unnatural man-made food sources alter coyote behavior and may
result in coyotes becoming tolerant of and dependent on humans. In addition, feeding or unintentionally providing a food source
(such as pet food on your porch or in your back yard) over a long period of time may result in coyotes becoming less wary of
your presence or actions. Such behavior may result in coyotes bec-oming bold and even aggressive towards humans. If you
feed pets in your yard or on your porch, feed only enough food that can be completely consumed by your pet in a short amount of
time. Secure garbage cans and !ids in order to prevent coyotes from overturning the can for an easy mealL

DEFEND YOUR LIVING SPACE:Tolerating coyotes around your residence may result in coyotes becoming less wary of your
presence or actions. Such behavior may result in coyotes becoming bold and even aggressive around humans. It is the
responsibility of everyone living in a residential community to dissuade coyotes from occupying or using space in areas
frequented by humans. When coyotes attempt to extend their living space to include space around your residence, find a safe
position that affords you an opportunity to escape an unlikely attack, and yell, throw non-edible objects in the direction of the

L coyote, or otherwise convey to any "trespass | T1 ¥'anim .!tht itls. nowel .Jn your " p':ia=c=e="'=-=============
| - AVOID COYOTE PREDATORY AND TERRITORIAL BEHAVIOR

| PEOPLE: Approaching any wildlife may provoke an encounter if the animal feels cornered or restricted in movement. This is
particularly true of animals that have become accustomed to the presence of humans and their activities as a consequence of being
fed, or because of access to a readily available food source such as pet food or refuse in a garbage can or compost pile. Be aware
that coyotes in other eastern states have attacked and severely injured small toddlers when left unattended for even a
short period of time. Although the likelihood of such an attack is very remote, never leave small children unattended in
areas frequented by coyotes.

Consider removing habitat that provides protective cover for coyotes and their prey such as small rodents. Modifying such habitat
around residential areas will dissuade coyotes from using the space as a part of a territory or home range and will reduce the
likelihood of conflicts.

PETS: The territorial nature of predatory coyotes poses a real risk to small, free-roaming dogs and cats. Keep small dogs
restrained on a leash when walking them outdoors and avoid \:valking in areas where coyotes are raising their pups from March-
August. Be- aware that there have been a few recorded instances of coyotes attacking small dogs on a leash.

Small dogs and cats are also vulnerable to attacks by coyotes when tethered outside of your house or even on your porch. Small
dogs and cats should be kept in an enclosure when kept outdoors in order to prevent coyotes from attacking and killing a pet
animal. Even though a fence may dissuade coyotes from attacking your pet, be aware that coyotes can jump over fences
less than 7-feet high and can climb over taller fencing that does not have an outward slanting overhang.

UVESTOCK: Contact the Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services- USDA Wildlife Services Virginia
(. ooperative Coyote Damage Control Program at 540-381-7-387 to obtain--.informatio.n and assistance on preventing and alle.vi.ati..ng.

THE COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND INLAND FISHERIES
P.O. BOX 11104, 4010 WEST BROAD STREET RICHMOND,
VIRGINIA 23230-1104
(804) 367-1000 http://www.dgif.virginia.gov
The Depilrunem of(;amo «nd Inlan<! Fi llene; shali ufionl tn al p<'<sosan oguJ access tu Dep rtme<i pal r>m' an(l fe'llito> witllotr g"nl 0™ color, roh ion, nationsi ori in,

Lh>biiLt)\ ' ‘mage I1fyou hehOYO 11" 1" hw been Uiscrinrinate<! ago!nsl in ony program, O<II\ily or f; cility, plea™ \\rite to- Viglinia Departmem afGamc & IniONII Fh;lwries. Attn
Cnmplioru:e Oll'ioer, 4010 W Droad "I, Riclmwml. VA :'3C'lI-'D4
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. Historically, the coyote was commonly found in the Great Plains of western
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and mid-western states. During the last 50 years, expansion of the coyote

Kid i(re eastward has come from the northwest and southeast. Today, the coyote

occupies every state in the continental United States and ranges from
—' \V Alaska to the Panama Canal. On their path to the east the coyote
"y hybridized with timber wolves in the north and red wolves in the south and

possibly wild dogs. Thus, at 20 to 45 pounds, the eastern coyote is bigger
than its western cousin. The eastern expansion of the coyote was probably
aresult of the elimination of its ancient foe the timber wolf and the [
establishment of the deer herd in the east as a food base. The coyote is an
adaptable animal and there may be more coyotes today than there were in
colonial times.

It has been said that the coyote's favorite food is anything they can chew. The coyote is a carnivore that
is able to adapt to the available food supply. The coyote is a significant predator of both wildlife species
and farmer's livestock. Primar; wildlife species that the coyote prey upon are white tailed deer and small
mammals such as rats and mice. Their diet also consists of rabbits, groundhogs, ruffed grouse, turkeys,
chipmunks, squirrels, muskrats, fruits, berries, carrion, and the occasional house cat.

White the coyote is a significant predator on wildlife populations, it should be noted that predation is a
natural part of the ecosystem. The addition of the coyote to the ecosystem can change ecological
balances of predator and prey species, but it will not eliminate other species from the environment.
Predators serve a valuable function to keep prey species in balance with their habitat. Rodents such as
rats and mice would be soon out of control without predators.

White-tailed Deer

Predator-prey relationships between the white-tailed deer and the coyote have been extensively studied.
The coyote is a significant predator of deer fawns. Studies in Texas have shown that the coyote's diet
consists of 70% fawns during June and July. Sheep predation by coyotes is known to drop drastically
when fawns are born around the first of June. The synchronous birth of fawns in June allows the

numbers of fawns to overwhelm the predators, and although a large number of fawns are taken during the
first month of the fawns' lives, they become relatively secure after about one month. During winter
predation again picks up and deer again become the main diet of coyotes. Although the coyote takes
healthy adult deer during the winter, winter killed and wounded deer as well as carcasses and offal from
hunting season probably make up the bulk of the winter diet.

In areas, such as West Virginia, where deer populations are abundant, coyote predation may benefit deer
health by reducing the deer herd and providing more nutrients for the remaining deer. Coyote predation
also has the potentia! to have significant negative effects on deer herds. In some northern states, deer
herd densities are relatively low and their habitat consists of vast wild areas with severe winter weather.
In Maine, food habitat studies showed that white-tailed deer made up 50-60% of the coyote's diet, and
this predation had the potential to have significant negative effects on the deer herd. Coyote predation in
the high mountain areas of West Virginia with lower deer populations and severe winters is likely to have
more effect on the deer herd than in areas with higher deer populations.

In Texas, fawn survival in a coyote proof enclosure was significantly higher than outside the enclosure;

however, as deer populations in the enclosure exceeded their carr;ing capacity fawn survival from 6-12
months was greatest outside the enclosure because the fawns were in better physical condition. This
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John Cone

From: Monday, June 13, 2011 3:41 PM
Sent: John Cone

To: coyote livestock report

Subject: Coyote2010.pdf

Attachments:

John,

Attached here is our annual report for 2010. The coyote harvest charts are made from VDGIF data. | did not include the
specifics of the statistical details of how these numbers were derived so you might want to discuss that more with Mike
Fies to further understand their meaning. However, Ido believe that the picture projected is an accurate trend in that
coyote populations have exponentially increased.

Chad J. Fox

District Supervisor
USDA-APHIS-Wildlife Services
105 B Ponderosa Dr.
Christiansburg, VA 24073
(540)-381-7387
(540)-381-7359 fax



The Status of the Virginia Cooperative Coyote Damage Control
Program- Fiscal Year 2010

Chad J. Fox, United States Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service, Wildlife Services, 105 B Ponderosa Drive, Christiansburg, Virginia 24073.
540-381-7387

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

USDA-APHIS-Wildlife Services (WS) provided direct control services to 159 livestock farms in
24 western and southside counties in federal fiscal year (FY) 2010. During FY20!0, 348 sheep,
35 calves, and 5 goats were reported and verified killed by coyotes in Virginiaon these 159 farms.
This level represents a 19% increase in reported sheep predation, a 6% increase in reported calf
predation, and 50% decrease in reported goat predation from FY2009. WS has helped keep the
statewide average number of sheep killed by coyotes per farm to less than approximately 5 per
year for fourteen consecutive years. In FY2010, the average number of sheep killed per farm by
coyotes was 4.2. Preventive control was conducted on 82 livestock farms with historic coyote
predation. WS removed coyotes on these farms before livestock depredation occurred, and these
farms had no losses in FY2010. Corrective control was conducted on 77livestock farms to
remove coyotes killing sheep, goats, cattle, and other livestock. In FY2010, WS removed 298
coyotes on fanns to stop or prevent coyote predation on livestock. A cost-benefit analysis on
sheep alone detemrined that $12.03 was saved for every dollar spent on the coyote damage
control program.

The program was impacted by state-wide budget cuts, which elinrinated all state funding for state
FY2010. There was a 10% decrease in the number of farms receiving assistance for coyote
predation on livestock from federal FY2009. There was a 62% decrease in the number of
educational programfi-om federal FY2009. Overlap of state and federal fiscal years allowed the
program to continue a status quo before making substantial cuts as a result of the loss in state
FY2010 funding. The Virginia General Assembly reinstated $80,000 for state FY2011.
Currently, state and federal funds now provides an equivalent of 3.5 staff years. Five employees
stationed in Augusta, Franklin, Highland, Montgomery, and Russell counties work part-time to
resolve coyote predation and also work on other wildlife damage management projects as needed.
Continued increases in predation are expected as employees will be spending less time working on
farms and as fewer farms are assisted.

FY2010 marked the 20% Year of the Virginia Cooperative Coyote Damage Control Program.
Over one thousand small farms in Virginia, Virginia Tech, county governments, and the Virginia
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries have used the VCCDCP for expertise in coyote
management.



INTRODUCTION

The United States Department of Agriculture - Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service -
Wildlife Services (WS) Program serves Virginia livestock producers suffering coyote predation on
livestock by providing technical assistance, direct control, and education. This status repmi
summarizes WS' accomplishments, funding, and goals ineach of these areas.

Coyote depredations were recognized as a potentially serious threat to Virginia's livestock
industries in the early 1980's (Figure 1). As a result, the Virginia Cooperative Coyote Damage
Control Program (VCCDCP) was created in 1990 by a Cooperative Service Agreement between
the Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS) and WS. The
VCCDCEP is funded by sheep producers and county, state, and federal funding (Table 1). The
program provides necessary technical and operational assistance in identifYing, controlling, and
abating coyote predation to livestock.

The VCCDCP uses and recommends an Integrated Predator Management (!PM) approach for
solving livestock predation problems. This approach to predator management uses improved
husbandry practices, predator resistant fencing, predator frightening devices, livestock guardian
animals, and predator removal. The implementation of !PM on Virginia farms was accomplished
through technical assistance, educational programs, and operational programs.

Livestock Losses from Coyote Predation (FY 1992-2010)
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Figure 1. Total livestock losses by coyotes reported to Wildlife Services from 1992-2010.



Table 1. Sources of funding for the Virginia Cooperative Coyote Damage Control Program ina
sampling of Federal Fiscal Years (FY) 2004,2006,2008,2010, and 2011 (October 1- September

30).

Source FY2004 FY2006 FY2008 FY2010 FY2011
VDACS $85,000 $120,000  $120,000 $0 $80,000
VSIB $15,300 $4,000 $4,000 $5000 $5000
USDA-WS $121,000 $158,000 $164,000 $164,000 $164,000
Total $221,300  $282,000  $288,000 $169,000  $249,000

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS
Technical Assistance

Technical assistance was provided to producers statewide through personal consullations on the
farm, written/telephone consultations, and educational programs and exhibits. WS distributed
hundreds of leaflets to producers, loaned videos on using guard aninlllls, provided infonnation to
implement non-lethal and lethal methods, and evaluated predator-killed livestock.

Direct Control Services

During FY2010, the VCCDCP provided direct control services to 159 livestock producers
reporting livestock losses to predation or livestock producers with historic losses. WS provided
direct control services to 81 sheep farms, 74 cattle fam1S, and 3 goat limns in FY2010.

The VCCDCP implements preventive control to remove coyotes before losses occur because it
mirllivizes overall livestock losses to predators. Preventive control is implemented priinarily fi-otn
January through April. Preventive control strategies remove territorial coyotes before pups are
born, which decreases the predatory behavior of coyotes during the lambing season (Wagner and
Conover 1999). Of the 158 livestock producers assisted, 82 fa= (a 15% decrease from
FY2009) with historic coyote predation losses had coyotes removed to prevent livestock
predation. These 26 sheep farms, 54 cattle faffilS, and 2 goat farms with historic coyote predation
losses received preventive control services. These farms had no livestock killed by predators in
FY2010.

Corrective control is the implementation of coyote removal methods after the livestock producer
reports losses. These losses can and do occur in all months of the year. Corrective control was
implemented at 76 fa= to stop chronic coyote predation on livestock in FY2010 (Table 2).



Table 2. Livestock depredations reported to, or verified by Wildlife Services on farms receiving
assistance from the Virginia Cooperative Coyote Damage Control Program in FY2010 and
FY2009.

No. of farms No. of farms
Total livestock Kkilled Total livestock killed reporting losses, reporting losses,
Resources by coyotes, FY2010 bv coyotes. FY2009 FY2010 FY2009
Sheep 348 294 55 50
Cattle 35 33 21 27

Goats 5 10

Methods used by WS

Integrated Predation Management is the use of any or all practical and legal methods
simultaneously or sequentially to prevent or reduce predation. Livestock producers are better
able to implement non-lethal methods such as fencing, shed lambing, and other husbandry
practices. Livestock producers can implement some lethal methods. However, they request
assistance from WS when the predation losses are overwhelming or when preventive strategies
are appropriate.

Wildlife Services implements a combination oflethal methods to alleviate predation on livestock
at the livestock producers' request (Table 3). Coyotes may be removed by WS using snares,
foot-hold traps, shooting, calling and shooting, decoying with dogs and shooting, M-44 sodium
cyanide ejectors, or Livestock Protection Collars.

M-44's are the primary lethal method used because Of efficiency and effectiveness at stopping or
preventing predation. On average, 65-70% of coyotes killed by WS are taken each year with M-
44's (Table 3). Also, M-44's are better able to continuously work during bad weather and
freezing and thawing soil conditions, which can disable traps and snares.

Where appropriate, WS uses non-lethalmethods to resolve livestock predation. Infi-equently,
strobe-sirens, a non-lethal method, are used untillamhs are moved to market or lethal methods
can be implemented. WS also assists in the placement of guard dogs to protect livestock.

Table 3. Lethal methods used by Wildlife Services and coyotes removed to protect livestock from
predation in Virginia in FY2010.

Number of coyotes

Method used captured per method
M-44 217 (73%)
Snares 64 (21%)
Foot-hold traps 9 (3%)
Livestock Protection Collar 0 (0%)
Calling/shooting 8 (3%)




Wildlife Services has consistently kept sheep losses to an average of approximately 5 or fewer
sheep per limn for 14 consecutive years (Table 4). The average number of sheep killed by coyotes
per sheep producer receiving WS assistance during FY2010 was 4.2 sheep per farm. This
represents a 27% increase from FY2009 in the average number of sheep lost per farm to coyote
predation and a 19% increase in overall sheep predation from FY2009. Although coyote
predation to sheep is increasing (Figure 2), beneficial impacts to individual farms receiving
assistance are realized (Table 4).

The average number of sheep Kkilled by coyotes per faJm has fluctuated from a low of 1.7 in 2003
to 4.3 in 2005 and down to 2.0 in 2007. Fluctuations of coyote predation Ji-om year to year have
human and biological causes. Sheep and lamb inventories in Virginia have increased on average in
recent years further increasing the likelihood of predation. Some producers lose many sheep to
coyote predation before contacting WS to request assistance. Also, coyote predation can be
difficult to stop due to irregular occurrence of predation and some coyotes are able to avoid
capture. Furthermore, coyote populations continue to show increasing trends statewide (VDGIF
Bowhunter Survey 2009, VDGIF Hunter Harvest Survey 2008-2009, VDGIF Pelt Harvest
Survey 2009-2010).

Coyote and Dog Predation to

Sheep
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Figure 2. National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) estimates of sheep losses fi-om coyotes
and dogs in Virginia.



Table 4. Number of sheep, cattle, and goats killed by coyotes per livestock producer on farms receiving assistance from Wildlife

Services 1993-20 | 0.

1993 1994 | 1995 1996 1997 1998 | 1999 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003 | 2004 2005 2006 | 2007 2008 | 2009 | 2010
Sheep killed 404 363 191 402 250 229 448 3.17 IR7 234 142 2R8 433 242 194 296 294 343
Sheep producers assisted 24 41 28 56 49 72 84 67 1" 113 86 91 100 113 95 110 R8 81
Sheep killed per tann 16_8 8.8 68 72 51 3.2 53 50 2.3 2) 1.7 3.2 43 2.1 2.0 2.7 3.3 4.2
Goats killed per farm - - - - - - - 90 fi_ 0 6.3 7.3 24 31 61 2.2 34 25 1.7
Caltlektlled per limn - - - - - - 14 17 03 0.6 0.4 06 12 .53 37 27 .39 47
N1imber of coyotes removed 19 56 37 75 115 129 284 204 231 394 220 403 315 387 364 454 384 298




Livestock Losses from Coyote Predation (FY 2010)

Number of Livestock Lost
e

E-s
P 6-10
[
Mg -

Figure 3. Livestock losses by coyotes reported to Vlildlife Services itl FY20 10.

Goat losses inwestern Virginia due to predation by coyotes in FY2010 decreased 50% from
FY2009 (Table 4). Goat losses were reported in Rockbridge, Powhatan, and Chesterfield
Counties in FY2010.

Caitle

Twenty-one (28%) of the 75 cattle farms assisted in FY2010 received corrective control. Fifty-
four (72%) of the cattle farms assisted received preventive control because cattle producers felt
coyotes were a threat, coyotes were seen harassing or chasing cattle, or coyotes killed cattle,
sheep, or goats on adjacent property.

Calf predation by coyotes is a growing concern among producers statewide. Fifty-two percent of
all cattle losses reported toWsS were from the Southwest Virginia region in FY2010, compared to
45% in FY2009, 36% in FY2008, 30% in FY2007, 26% in FY2006, 70% in FY2005, 58% in
FY2004 and 100% in FY2003. This pattern is attributable to the VCCDCP providing services to
Southside Virginia producers beginoing in FY2006, who reported 42% of all cattle losses in
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FY2007 and 61% in FY2008, 27% in FY2009, and 26% in FY2010. The National Agricultural
Statistics Survey (NASS) of cattle predator/death loss indicates an increasing number of
cattle/calves killed by coyotes in Virginia, ranging from 700 cattle/calves in 1991, 900
cattle/calves in 1995, 1,100 cattle/calves in 2000, to 2,300 cattle/calvesin 2005 (Figure 4). A

NASS survey of only WS clients reported 95 cattle killed by coyotes on 174 cattle farms in 1998
(NASS 1999).

The economic impact to the cattle industry from coyote predation is actually greater than the
impact to the sheep industry. The value of cattle and calves lost to coyote predation in 2005 is
estimated at $1.7 million whereas in 2004 the value of sheep lost to coyote predation was
estimated at $310,000. (NASS 2005, NASS 2004)

Coyote and Dog Predation to
Cattle

-+-coyotes
---dogs

1991 1995 2000 2005

Figure 4. National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) estimates of cattle losses from coyotes
and dogs in Virginia.



Covote populations

Direct control services resulted in the removal 0f298 coyotes by WS personnel during FY2009
compared to a high of 454 coyotes removed in FY2008 (Table 4).

WS assisted 1049 different livestock producers from 1990-2010 to protect livestock from coyote
predation. Coyote populations in Virginia continue to grow each year (Figure 4), which results in
more livestock predation on fanns that historically never had coyote predation problems. In
FY2010, an additional 56 new farms were assisted to protect livestock. Increases in coyote
harvest have been documented by hunter and pelt harvest surveys from the Virginia Department
of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) (Figures 6 and 7). The coyote harvest has increased from
1,295 in the 1993-94 hunting season to 24,449 inthe 2008-2009 hunting season.

Coyote observations
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Figure 5. Coyotes observed (per 100 hours ofhunting) by cooperating early archery hunters
from 1997-2009 east and west ofthe Blue Ridge Mountains and statewide in Virginia (VDGIF

Bowhunter Survey).



Coyotes harvested by hunters
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Figure 6. Number of coyotes harvested by hunters in Virginia during recent hunting seasons
according to VDGIF hunter harvest surveys.

Coyote Pelt Harvest
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Figure 7. Number of coyote pelts harvested by hunters and trappers during recent hunting and
trapping seasons according to VDGIF surveys.
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Education

VCCDCP personnel worked with local media as a means of educating livestock producers and the
public. VCCDCP information appeared in several newspaper articles in FY2010. WS also
conducted 6 educational programs to educate livestock producers and the public about coyote
ecology and coyote damage management. These educational programs were attended by 253
people, and several hundred infonnationalleaflets about livestock protection were distributed at
these programs (Table 5).

Table 5. Educational programs presented and meetings attended by Wildlife Services personnel
under the Virginia Cooperative Coyote Damage Control Program in FY20 10.

Requests/Cooperator/Organizations/Governments #of Participants

Alleghany High School FFA 57
Bland County livestock producers 48
Northern Virginia Master Gardeners 45
Virginia Trappers Association 53
Virginia Tech wildlife students 50
Virginia Cattlemens and Dairymens Conference unk.

Total for FY2010 253
FUNDING

Duric"lg FY2010, the WS program employed 5 part-time coyote specialists. Approximately
$70,000 is required to fund a full-time specialist. Federal funds and Virginia Sheep Industry
Board funds provided a FY2010 total of approximately 2.5 staff years.

Cost-benefit analysis

Cost-effectiveness of WS predator damage management can be assessed by comparing: 1) the
value of actual losses with the program in place, plus the cost of the program, and 2) the value of
what losses could reasonably be expected without the program in place. This cost-benefit analysis
is limited specifically toWsS efforts to protect sheep in the analysis area during FY2010. A critical
part of the detennination of cost-benefit is the estimation of the losses that might reasonably be
expected to occur without a damage management program, and sheep are the only class of
livestock for which studies have been specifically conducted to address this issue.

This cost-benefit analysis is limited to quantifiable values and does not consider a number of



values that would he difficultto measure (i.e., reduced weight gain, still births). When sheep are
repeatedly harassed by predators, for example, they do not disperse and feed nonnally. Thus, the
sheep would not fmd the quality and quantity of feed if unstressed. This stress results in lower
lamb weights at the end of the grazing season which affects market price at the time of sale. Tins
is a fmm of predator damage, but it is difficult to quantifY. Jahnke eta!. (1988) and Wagner
(1988) discussed additional examples of indirect predator damage, including increased labor costs
and producer efforts to fmd sheep scattered by predators and pasture danlage related to the
tighter herding required in response to the presence of predators.

USDA (1997) cites four studies where sheep losses to predators were documented with no
damage management program in place. Annual predation loss rates during these studies varied
from 6.3-29.3% for lambsand O to 20.8% for adult sheep. However, for purposes of this
analysis, we will conservatively assume that loss rates for sheep and lambs could be expected to
be 7% and 17%, respectively, in the absence of a danmge management program.

Table 6 shows that based on expected predation loss rates in the absence of a danmge management
program, the projected losses for sheep producers in Virginia during 2010 may have been valued at
more than $2.2 million. VCCDCP expenditures for predator damage managementto protect sheep
in the analysis area in FY2010 were $169,000. This figure includes salaries and benefits for fteld,
supervisory, and administrative staff; vehicle expenses, supplies and equipment, and overhead for all
activities to protect sheep in the analysisarea during FY2010. The difference between 1) the value
of actual2010 losses, plus the cost of the damage management program,

and 2) the value of what losses could reasonably be expected to be without a damage

management program is estimated at $2,033,860. This amount, divided hy the cost of the FY201
0 program, yielded a positive cost-benefit ratio of 1 to 12.03, or for every dollar spent on
VCCDCP there was potentially up to $12.03 saved. This cost-benefit ratio is conservative, given
that cattle and goats were not included in the analysis.

Table 6. Actual and hypothetical sheep and lanlb losses to predators in the Virginia analysis area
for FY 2010. The VirginiaCooperative Coyote Damage Control Program budget in 2010 was
$169,000.

Number of head Actual losses Projected losses

oflivestock in w/VCC:DCP  w/out VC:C:DC:P Average$

VA (% predation) (% predation) Difference value per head Total Saved
Sheep (55,000 37 (<1%) 3,850 (7%) 3,813 $155 $591,015

head)

Lambs (63,000 311 (<1%) 10,710 (17%) 10,399 $155 $1,611,845
head)

Total 294 14,560 14,212 $2,202,860
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GOALS FOR FY2011

WS will provide information to the livestock industry on the status of the program and seek
feedback on industry needs in Virginia. Education and outreach activities will be increased in
FY2011. WS biologists will increase outreach to cattle and goat producers to better determine
the needs for these components of the industry that are sustainmg the greatest and growing
inlpacts of predation. Specialists will initiate preventive control work prioritized on fmms with a

recent history of predation. Farms requesting conective control will receive top priority and
attention.

WS managers will seek alternative sources of funding to diversifY and increase the stability of the
livestock protection progralll. WS will also set a goal to maintam and increase other funding for

other wildlife management projects to maintain the current staffing level of 5 employees working
part time on the progralll
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the East

John C'. Kilgo, Rt:smrch Wildhfe Biologist
r7\1M FOrest Stntia Southl'171 Researrh Station

<any hunters and landowners in the eastern United States have
:expressed concern in recent years about the number of coyotes they
. are seeing and whether coyotes might be affecting deer and- otber
3 ¢ 'Wildlife_. Coyotes have long been known tu be effective predators of
fawns an: d other small animals in the "\ lest, but eastern biologists have generally
not considered coyotes- a management problem. However,. recent research indi-
cates that predation by coyotes may be more of a concern than previously
thought. M:uch of this work has been conducted at the U$. Department of
Energy's Savannah River She (SRS)a 300 square mile} forested area in western
South Carolina where concerns over the possible effects of -coyotes on deer
prompted the research. The first step was to study the coyotes themselves-tlleir
population size) their movements and habitat use. survival and mortality, and
food habits. This work later led to n10re direct assessments of their impacton the
deer population.

"fox pens" in which the coyotes were
hunted with hounds. Coyotes occasion-

$"'"™ coosle Kiel< ry
It is important to understand that coy-

otes did not historically occur in east-
ern North America. They were native
to the western plains from southern
Canada to Mexico. Now, however, they
have expanded their range in all direc-
tions to include most of the continent
Habitat change, primarily the dearing
of land, which resulted in more open,
early successional habitat, and the
removal of gray wolves allowed for
movement of coyotes into the
Northeast from the Midwest.
Colonization of the Southeast was
expedited by the diren translocation
of coyotes by fox hunters, who released
coyotes into large enclosures called

ally escaped the fox pens and estah
lished isolated populations, which
grew and merged over time.

The eastern U.S., from Maine to
Florida, is now fully occupied by coy-
otes, though many eastern states have
only seen well-established populations
within the past couple of decades.
Thus, coyotes arc still very new to many
areas and much remains to be learned
ahout how they function ecologically
in the region. The species is clearly
highly adaptable to a wide range of
conditions.

FOREST LANDOWNER

C<i>yclE<oi<>Ni

Hnb1tct

In contrast to the open nature of the
historic \Vestern range of coyotes,
much of the eastern U.S. is forested.
This drastic difference in habitat may
affect coyotes in many ways and makes
it difficult to apply what vc know of
western coyotes to the newly estabM
lished populations in the East. For
example, with different foods available
to them, eastern coyotes necessarily
differ in what they eat. Other diarac-
teristics such as habitat use, daily and
seasonal movements, social organiza-
tion and behavior, and size mav also
distinguish them from their western
counterparts.

In Georgia and South Carolina, coy-
otes average 28.5 pounds in size and in
Yiaine, 33 pounds. Coat color ranges
from light. tan to black. Some eastern
populations have a higher incidence of
black coloration, but there is no evi-
dence that this results from hybridiza-
tion with dogs. At SRS, approximately
one-third of coyotes are black, a rela-
tively high proportion.

cned Relotionships

Coyotes mate only once a year, during
winter. Pups are born 63 days later,
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usually in April. Litter sizes range from
three to seven pups. Coyote dens may

he in brush piles, rock crevices,
enlarged burrows of other animals, or
any suitable hole. They may use more
than one den, particularly if the active
den is disturbed. Pups emerge from
the den within wto ro three weeks of
birth and are usually weaned at about
two monthof age, but they remain
with the parents untjl the falL

In the South, coyotes rarely form
persistent packs. \lated pairs occasion-
ally travel together, and during sum-
mer and fall, pups of the year may also
be present. However, it is unusual to
sec more than two coyotes together;
most often, coyotes are solitary.

Howling is a means of communica-
tion that occurs throughout the vyear,
but it peaks during the winter months,
when pair bonds are being established.
A howling sequence often consists of a
very rapid series of yips and howls, and
when two coyotes perform this yip-

howl! together, the impression can be

als.
Lif-e
Coyotes rarely live more than a few
years. V\'here trapping and hunting

pressure is heavy, few live more than
two or three years. Humans account
for most coyote deaths through hunt-
ing, trapping, or w-bicle collisions.
Other causes of death include disease
and accidents. At SRS, the annual sur-
vival rate of 33 radio-collared coyotes
monitored over a 2-year period was 66
percent. In other words, one-third of
the adult population died every year.
At least 60 percent of the mortalicy was
from anthropogenic sources, despite
the fact that no shooting or trapping
occurred on the study area. Because
coyotes move over large areas (home
range size at SRS averaged over 12
square miles, with some transient indi-
viduals covering much more ground),
the radio-collared anirnals occasionally
left the SRS and were then vulnerable
to trapping and shooting.
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The coyote diet is highly diverse and
varies markedly through the year. One
of the reasons coyotes have been so
successful is that they eat just about
anything, from garbage to insects to
fruit to other animals. However, at any
particular time, coyotes typically focus
on just a fCwabundant food sources.

At SRS, food preferences were
assessed on a monthly basis through
examination of scat contents. During
months in which natural fruits are
available (May through November)
fruit is always the number one food
item, with the particular species
depending on what is fruiting at the
time and the size of the annual crop: in
May, wild plum; in mid-summer, black
berry and black cherry; and in late
summer and fall, pokeweed, persim-
mon, and muscadine.

Plant material, which remains a sig
nificant if less important pan of the
diet throughout the vyear, is replaced
during the winter and spring by mam-
mals. \Vild hog carcasses, rahbits, squir-
rels, and other small mammals are
eaten throughout the year but arc
rnost. irnportant during the winter,
\'vhile deer fa\vns arc important during
thc- spring and early summer. Large
insects, particularly beetles and
grasshoppers, are frequently eaten
during summer. Interestingly, birds,
though occasionally taken, are never
an important part of the diet. Other
mammalian food items recorded
include beaver, armadillo, raccoon,
opossum, and gray fox.

ImpcH::b on Dee.r
So what about deer? The SRS favvn
resean:h began in 2005 and is ongo
ing. The approach of the study is to
capture, radio-collar, and monitor a
sample of fawns to determine the pro-
portion that die and, in particular, the
proportion that die from coyote preda-
tion. This number can then be
plugged into statistical population
models to assess whether the amount
of mortality caused by coyotes is suffi-
cient to explain the decline in the deer
population.

Each radio-collar is equipped with a



tain, but the SRS data demonstrates
that coyotes are capable of inflicting
severe losses on deer populations.

MMagemeol Oplic"e

Kmw:ing that coyotes cat a lot of fawns,
hunters incvltahly v.ill ask what can be
done about it. There are no easy
answers, but the first step isto consider
the situation and the management
goals of a particular property. Many
parts of the Southeast, particularly
urban areas with limited hunting, still
have prohlcms with over-abundant
deer. In such areas, some predation
losses may actually he helpful to deer
managers. Researchers at Auburn
University found that coyote predation
was the leading cause of f wn mortality
in  suhurhan areas around Auburn,
Alabama. High-density deer popula-
tions in rural areas may also benefit
from the additional controlling in1lu-
ence of coyotes, especially if hunters
are not able to achieve adequate con-
trol through doe harvest.

On the other hand, if a deer popula-
rion appears to be declining or is at. a
low density, coyote predation may wdl
be responsible. In this case, two possi-
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bilitics exist: attempt to limit predation
by reducing the number of coyotes or
attempt to increase production by
inueasing the number of does.
Although there is some disagreement
among biologists as to whether coyote
control can be effective, a recent
University of Georgia study conducted
in northeastern Alabama documented
higher fawn to doe ratios (indicating-
increased fawn survival) following an
intensive predator removal program.
However, coyote control can be very
expensive and time consuming, and it
genera.lly requires the efforts of an
experienced trapper; occasional shoot-
ing will have little to no effect. It must
be done over a fairly large area because
of the wide-ranging nature of coyotes,
and it must he done as close in time to
fawning season as possihle (late winter
is better than fall) because transient
coyotes will quickly move in where res-
ident coyotes have heen removed. For
t.he same reason, it must be conducted
year after year. In short, this is not a
feasible option for most landowners.
Increasing the numher of does in
the population by limiting harvest is a
more easily achieved option, but less

attractive for hunters who like to har-
vest does. Unfortunately, limiting doe
harvest may be the only option avail-
able in most cases. Based on the SRS
data, some deer populations simply
cannot sustain both coyote predation
and heavy doc- harvest, at least at the
levels to which hunters hecame accus-
tomed during the 1g8os and gos.
Something will have to give, and
hunters tend to be easier to control
than coyotes. \Vhether doe harvest will
need to be substantially curtailed or
just slightly restricted will depend on
many factors speciflc to the local situa-
tion, hut some agjustment may be nec-
essary in many areas.

CortchrEioA

Regardless of whether they have posi-
tive or negative effecL<; in any particular
situation, the now-widespread abun-
dancP of coyotes m<ans that: deer man-
agers and hunters will need to consid-
er this new source of mortality in deer
populations. For better or for worse,
thi.fascinating and adaptable animal

is here to stay. -




motion-sensitive switch that changes
the signal emitted by the collar when it
has not moved in four hours, thereby
indicating- that the fawn is dead (fawns
rarely remain motionless for  four
hours). By checking the signal from
each fawn frequently, researchers arc
then able to determine when a fawn
died, and therefore how old it was at
death.

When a "mortality signal" is detect-
ed, the transmitter and carcass are
recovered and an attempt is made to
determine the cause of death.
VVhether the predator was a coyote or
bobcat (essentially the only two posRi-
hilities at SRS) can be determined
from evidence at the scene. Coyotes
and bobcats cache their prey in differ-
ent manners and leave different sign.
For example, coyotes often bury a car-
cass in the ground, whereas bohcats
only scrape litter over it. Bobcats may
leave scratch marks on nearby trees or
logs. Coyotes occasionally defecate

near the carcass to "mark" it. Tracks
may he visihle if there is exposed moist
soil. A field necropsy is performed on

the fawn to examine the pattern and
location of bite wounds and the dis-
tance between canine punctures,
which can also aid in predator identifi-
cation. Finally, residual predator saliva
is collected from bite wounds using a
cotton-tip swab. Genetic analysis of sali-
va can reveal not only the species of
the predator, but can also identify indi-
vidual animals. This information incli-
cates whether just. a few experienced
predators or all of them kill fawns.

To date, the SRS research has found
that coyotes are, in fact, taking a
trenwndous toll on fawns. Of 6o fawns
monitored over the course of the work,
only 16 have snrvived until autumn,
when they are old enough to be safe
from predation and can he considered
part of the hun table population. That
means that 44 fawns, or 73 percent.
did not survive. Predation hy bobcats
and coyotes has accounted for all hut
one of the deaths. The gTeat rnojority
of the predation, though, has been by
coyotes: 36 of the 44 (82 perct nt) have
been either confirmed or probable
coyote predation, 6 have been bobcat

predation, and 2 have been attributed
to unknown predators.

The risk of predation is greatest in
the first month of a fawn's life. By
about 6 weeks of age, they seem gener-
ally able to evade predators, and no
fawns have been Kkilled by predators
after 10 weeks. Genetic analysis has
revealed that many different coyotes
kill fawns, 'vith only two individual coy-
otes being responsible for more than
one kilL

Population models show that this
level of mortality is more than sufll-
cient to explain the decline that has
been seen in the SRS deer population,
but does it mean that coyotes repre-
sent a threat for deer across the
Southeast? The density of the SRS deer
population is very low, so the effects of
predation may he especially magnified.
However, the statewide deer popula-
tion in South Carolina has declined
approximately 30 percent since the
mid 1ggos. Hmv much of that broader
decline can he anributed to coyotes
versus other factors such as large-scale
changes in habitat conditions is uncer
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Growing Deer Population Hurts Survival Of Forests

by SABRI BEN-ACHOUR

June 15, 2011 textsize A A A

The white-tailed deer was a rare creature across the East Coast 100 years ago. Now it is widely
overpopulated, but what does that mean for forests? A decades-long experiment has found unsettling
implications for bio-diversity and the long-term survival of forests.

Copyright© 2011 National Public Radio®. For personal, noncommercial use only. See Terms of Use. For other uses, prior
permission required.

RENEE MONTAGNE, host:

The white-tailed deer was a rare creature along the East Coast a hundred years ago. Now they seem to
be everywhere. Across the country there are some 20 million white-tailed deer and many states are
seeing record populations, populations that are expected to grow. That has had big implications for
road safety and gardens. Now new warnings about the implications for bio-diversity and the long-term
survival of forests.

Sabri Ben-Achour has the story.

SABRI BEN-ACHOUR: Back in 1990, scientists with the Smithsonians Conservation Biology Institute in
Front Royal, Virginia closed off about 10 acres behind an eight-foot tall wire fence. Its called an
exclosure. Its a world without deer and it doesnt really exist anymore anywhere else.

Bill McShea is a wildlife ecologist with the Smithsonian. And after passing through a rickety wire door...
(Soundbite of a metal door)

BEN-ACHOUR: ...he is standing in that world.

Mr. BILL MCSHEA (Wildlife Ecologist, Conservation Biology Institute, Smithsonian Institution): So here
were inside this deer exclosure, right at the fence line here. And this fence has been up now for 21
years. So we're comparing inside the fence to outside the fence. And there's two things to notice. One

is, its green on both sides of the fence. But in here, its a lot more diverse than out there.
BEN-ACHOUR: That is an understatement. The deer side of the fence has a carpet of grass, a shrubby
looking thing, and some large trees - things that are either too big for deer to eat, or are among the very

few plants they dont like to eat. Inside it is practically a jungle. Dozens of different almost exotic looking
plants are tumbling over one another. Many of them are young trees.

Mr. MCSHEA: In here, | can see white ash and hickory and red maples and service berry. Were looking
at 20, 30 species. If you look out there, its a much simpler world.

BEN-ACHOUR: And that simpler world is an aging world. Really, its a dying world, as far as forests go.
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Mr. MCSHEA: The future is not good. Theres no teenagers here. There's no young adults. Everybody is
a mature individual. Whereas inside this fence, you have the complete profile of ages. You have
youngsters. You have teenagers you have middle-aged adults. You have the old trees. And when the
old trees go, there is something here to take its place. Out there, | dont see anything out there !hats a

small tree.

BEN-ACHOUR: One of the surprising things theyve found with this experiment is that deer allow
invasive species to flourish. And with fewer native plants, there are fewer birds who depend on them for
nests and food. There are fewer mice and fewer chipmunks here when they have to compete with deer.
It wasnt always this way.

A hundred years ago deer were nearly extinct in Maryland and extremely rare in Virginia. Newly minted
state game departments rushed to the rescue, banning or regulating hunting and setting up parks.

Mr. MCSHEA: They went and got deer from Arkansas and brought them here to repopulate that area.
So growing the deer population was intentional. Its a conservation story and it went just like they
planned. And now the fiipside has happened.

BEN-ACHOUR: Deer arent evil, McShea is quick to emphasize, but they donlhave any natural
predators anymore and they need to be managed. States rely on hunters and even hired
sharpshooters. But McShea says in order to protect the long-term health of forests, a wider, more
aggressive approach is necessary.

Mr. MCSHEA: We have time in that we don'have to make a decision this year.
BEN-ACHOUR: But he says, we dont have decades -trees dont live forever.

For NPR News, Im Sabri Ben-Achour in Washington.

Copyright© 2011 National Public Radio®. All rights reserved. No quotes from the materials contained herein may be used in
any media without attribution to National Public Radio. This transcript is provided for personal, noncommercial use only,
pursuant to our Terms of Use. Any other use requires NPR's prior permission. Visit our permissions page for further
information.

NPR transcripts are created on a rush deadline by a contractor for NPR, and accuracy and availability may vary This text may
not be in its final form and may be updated or revised in the future. Please be aware that the authoritative record of NPR's
programming is the audio.
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Letter# 255

COMMENTS ON THE GWNF DRAFT PLAN
BY
William B. Leichter

Whoever reviewed the draft phm did a poor job of editing of information and data
in the documents. Many errors are scattered through out the documents. | will
only point out a few such mistakes. One example is the mailing addresses for the
Ranger Districts are mixed up. This should not have happened. This and data
provided gives the impression that the plan was poorly prepared by those who did
not tm.derstand the process or know anything about the GWNF and sets the stage
for appeals. 1t makes one wonder how good the plan will be to provide direction on
the management ofthese public resources. The final must take a close look at each
page and the maps in order to provide reliable direction and information.

Both Alleghany County and Bath County Boards of Supervisors passed Resolutions
opposing additional Wilderness Areas. They represent the citizens of the area and
those desires should be followed. Therefore no additional wildernessareas should be
proposed in those counties. But the Forest decided to ignore the citizens in the area
which will have to live with such areas if approved.

Another example is the data given on existing designated wilderness areas.

(1) Rough Mountain Wilderness- about 150 acres of this area is in Alleghany
County and within the James River Ranger District but the draft shows it all
on the Warm Springs District and in Bath County.

(2) Barbours Creek Wilderness-The Draft shows this entire area to be on the
Jefferson National Forest. However, it crosses into Alleghany County on top
of Potts Mountain and that portion of about 20 to 30 acres is on the James
River District of the GWNF.

(3) Shawvers Run Wilderness — The Draft shows this entire area being in Craig
County and entirely within the Jefferson National Forest. However an area
of around 50 acres crosses into Alleghany County and is within the James
River Ranger District.

These errors on existing wilderness cast doubts on other data provided. H gives
credit to the Jefferson National Forest for management direction on the GWNF. To
my knowledge no changes have been made between the two Forests nor should there
be any such changes made to administrative boundaries. Someone with knowledge
of the Forest needs to check all the data ami make changes to show accurate
information. Even though the acres involved are small they need to be shown where
they are located. Also this adds to the amount of designated wilderness areas on the
GWNF. Itis evident that no one checked the records to insure accurate information
is provided.



RICHHOLE WILDERNESS AREA
COMMENTS

Interstate 64 parallels the Richhole Wilderness area and is within 31111 feet for most
of that distance. Traffic on |-64 is heavy and increasing each year. A large
percentage of the traffic is truck traffic. The noise from this traffic and the odor of
truck and car exhaust fumes takes away fl-om the wilderness experience for the
area. This designated area receives little use except for a few hunters in the fall.
This area should never have been designated as a wilderness al-ea. Ifpossible an
attempt should be made to have Congress remove this area from the wilderness
classification because it doesn't provide a wilderness experience.

Now in the Draft Plan you are proposing an addition to Richhole in Bath County. It
is evident the planners are trying to tie Rough Mountain Wilderness Area to the
Richhole Wildernessarea. This addition will not add to the wilderness experience
for either area and cannot be joined into one area. The CSX Main Railroad track
for their Mountain Division is between these two areas. Coal trains and Freight
trains use this track. Also Amtrak uses this route on its east and west routes about
three times a week each way. There is coal dust, noise and exhaust fumes from the
diesel engines. In addition adjacent to the railroad track there is a low standard
jeep road on the CSX property and adjacent to the area proposed for an addition to
Richhole. Itis used by local ATV users as well as by CSX maintenance vehicles.
The railroad crosses the Cow Pasture River very close to the proposed additionand
by law each train going east or west must blow their horn before reaching the
bridge as a warning to any one who might be walking across the bridge. When one
considers the dust problem, noise of train engines, warning horn, ATV problem,
safety, etc. it is very obvious that the proposed addition to Richhole does not add to
the wilderness experience. It just takes more land out of balanced am!needed
management and creates problems. His no more than an attempt to set more land
aside as wilderness even though it don't add to the wilderness experience. This
proposal must be dropped in the final plan as it does not qualify for wilderness
designation.

PRESCRIBE FIRE

The Draft Plan increases the amount of area to receive prescribes fires. Prescribe
fire should only be used in those areas that contain vegetation that require fire. It
should not be used in the spring of the year when tree sap is on the rise as fire
during such times will damage the oaks and hickories. Itshould not be used during
the period when ground nesting birds or young animals are using the under story
for cover. The Plan needs to set a period when such fire will not be used (spring and
summer months). Fire as a management tool has not been proven to be beneficial to
the resources in an Appalachian Area. The research on this needs to be spelled out
in the EIS. Prescribe fire cannot be used to provide early succession habitat that is
needed by certain species of birds and animals. It will not provide such habitat.



The plan should show on maps the areas where such would be permitted and the
plan must give reasons of why such areas were selected. The manager should not
bum the same areas year after year like they have been doing. In addition prescribe
fire should not be used in Developed Recreation Areas as have been done in the past
few years.

TIMBER SALES

The draft plan does not permit enough timber sales. The forest is an aging forest and
at present more timber dies of disease and other factors than is harvested by timber
sales. This is a waste and the lack of timber harvest also has adverse impacts on
other resources. The deer population has declined as have the grouse population and
certain song birds. These require early succession habitat and the lack of

timber harvest prevents such habitat from being developed in the amount that is
needed. Too many acres are placed in a preservation type of management and no
thought is being given to the needs of these species. This also affects the local
economy due to the lack of hunters and timber sales. Each of the districts should
harvest approximately eight to twelve million board feet of saw timber and
pulpwood each year to bring the habitat back in balance. This would provide many
local jobs also and help the local economy. One :reason given for the lack of an
adequate timber management program is that the budgetwon't support such a
program. This is a ridiculous reason for lack of planninga better timber program.
They can't predict the budget for next year let alone ten years from now. The team
should plan for what is needed and then the Forest Supervisor and Staff should
work to obtain an adequate budget to support the program. Supplyingtimber
products to the public was one of the main reasons for the establishment of national
forests along with water. More emphasis needs to be placed in this Plan on the
management ofthe timber resource. Private timber cannot provide what is needed
to supply the various timber industries within the GWNF zone of influence.

Sincerely,

William B. Leichter
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County of Bath

County Administrator’s Office
P.O. Box 309

Warm Springs, VA 24484
(540) 839-7221

(540) 839-7222 FAX
bathadmn@tds.net

July 12, 2011

George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington and Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24018

RE: BATH COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS COMMENTS HEREWITH
FILED ON THE PROPOSED GEORGE WASHINGTON FOREST PLAN
(GWFP)

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

On July 12, 2011, the Bath County Board of Supervisors authorized the
filing of these comments on the proposed George Washington Forest Plan
(GWFP). Several land management policies proposed pose concerns for Bath
County.

The County has participated in this forest planning process as it started,
continued, was stopped by court order, and continued again. The Board has had
presentations by the Forest Service and previously made written comments
concerning the proposed plan. On January 26, 2009, the Board passed a
resolution filed with the Congressional delegation and the Forest Service asking
that no additional wilderness areas be included in Bath County; these comments
are attached again for reconsideration, and again shall be filed with the
Congressional delegation and State representatives.

The Bath County staff has undertaken an initial review of the proposed
Plan, to gain knowledge of its features. The County staff has searched the
Forest website, read news reports, corresponded by emaii with the Forest staff,
requested a presentation to the Board of Supervisors on June 14, 2011, and
conducted field reviews of the mountains named as possible sites for windfarms
by the Forest Service in order to assess viewshed impacts which may affect our
tourism economic base. It appears that the proposed plan includes
recommendations which affect the management of the Forest in Bath County:

s An addition to the Wilderness Areas {Rich Hole Mountain Addition near
the Alleghany and Rockbridge County lines, southeast corner of Bath
County)—the Forest Service says that it evaluated comments including



those of County Boards, and attempted to add wilderness areas which did
not border settled areas. The Bath County proposed addition is between
2 other Wilderness Areas, including Rough Mountain, which has a border
along Route 42, a settled area.

¢ Consideration of wind energy development on several ridge tops—
the Forest Service and James Madison University's wind program staff
worked on these recommendations. The Forest Service has excluded
some natural areas from consideration of wind energy development but,
with the implementation of the preferred alternative plan proposal, the
National Forest would consider wind farm development on certain ridge
tops and review proposals following NEPA considerations. The Bath
County mountains include: Alleghany Mountain (along the West Virginia
line), Walker Mountain, Little Mountain (the ridges west of the Cascades),
and part of Back Creek Mountain. Considered unsuitable by the Forest
Service are Warm Springs Mountain, Beards Mountain (borders Douthat),
Rough Mountain (existing Wilderness), Mill Mountain, and Shenandoah
Mountain. The Forest Service has told the County staff that if the County
or people in the County would like to see more areas identified as
unsuitable for wind energy development to provide them that information.

s Maintenance of timber harvests-—more land is opened fo this practice
but the yearly amount is not increased.

» Continuance of fire (prescribed burns) as a management tool

e Exclusion of lateral underground drilling for minerals/oil/gas

The Plan has several alternatives and includes a recommended
alternative (G). G includes the items listed above. The Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed Plan recognizes alternative viewpoints on
issues such as access, soll and water quality, biological diversity, old growth,
forest health, wind energy, oil and gas leasing, fire, recreation,
wilderness/roadless areas, timber harvest, economics and local community, and
climate change.

The Preferred Alternative is stated to attempt to provide for biological
diversity and habitats through designated management areas. It reduces road
network mileage. The Summary says “High scenic quality would be a major
emphasis” and that resource management would be designed to attract
recreation users locally and from large population centers.

BATH COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ CONCERNS REGARDING THE
PROPOSED PLAN, WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE OF THE FOREST SERVICE:

These comments are filed for consideration in revising the Forest Plan, as
follows:



1) Wilderness Areas—it is gratifying that the Forest Service has reviewed
the concerns of those who spoke in favor of and against more Wiiderness Areas.
The Wilderness Area proposed fo be added in Bath County is between two
existing Wilderness Areas in the southeast corner of the Millboro Magisterial
District, “Rich Hole Addition”. The County has previously requested that no
additional Wilderness Areas be included in its borders, largely due to public
safety concerns. These Areas are supposed to remain roadless and remote, and
feature access, forest management, trail cutting, and maintenance relying on
“old-time” techniques. Were there to be a fire that needed to be quelled or a life
to be saved within the Wilderness Area, and if the local fire and rescue were
called, it would be difficult to respond quickly and effectively. Lives and property
may be affected. The Forest Service has explained that it may ask
interdepartmentally for permission to enter and take action as needed, a protocol
which is another step to be taken in response to an emergency. The locality
remains concerned for public and private property that are adjacent to
Wilderness Areas, and life saving measures when needed, and files its
comment once again in non-support of additional Wilderness Areas in Bath
County.

2) Wind Energy—the County has addressed this type of energy
development in its Comprehensive Plan, with prohibitions to assure no
degradation of vistas and viewsheds that are a part of our tourism heritage.
Tourism has played a major economic role in Bath County since the early 1700s.
About 65% of our work force is employed in the tourism sector. it is of major
concern to the County that there be no loss of employment or potential tourism
development. As the County has worked toward zoning ordinances for wind
energy, the public has said that it does not want any harm to come to the
viewsheds and vistas, the cultural, historical, and natural features and
environment that are of great importance to tourism in Bath County, providing its
destination attributes. The public comments do not support wind energy
placement in villages or on the mountains and ridgelines. QOur zoning ordinance
includes pubtic utility generating only in the M-1 (industrial) category.

As the Forest Service states in a summary of significant plan issues:
*Responding to opportunities to develop wind energy generation may resuit in
effects on a wide variety of resources (including birds, bats, scenery, trail use,
soils on ridgetops, water, noise, remote habitat, local communities/economies,
and social values).”

There are selected ridgetop areas in the County where available wind
energy reaches a level that it may be considered for utility development. The
Class 7 variety is atop Back Creek Mountain and Warm Springs Mountain,
There are some Class 6 spots that are on those mountains and appear on
Alleghany Mountain and other ranges in the western part of the County. The
County staff has reviewed the mountains where wind energy development would
be considered by the Forest Service.



Bath County staff field review indicates that the mountains designated for
potential windfarm development in Bath County are visible from the fourism
overlooks, the major highways, and in the instance of Route 39—from a State
Scenic Byway. The major entrance roads into the County (Routes 220 and the
39 Scenic Byway, and Route 687) would be affected by placement of wind farms
in terms of intrusion on viewsheds. Turning off the major roads and traveling the
rural back roads, as part of a tourism event such as biking or a driving tour,
would be affected by intrusion of wind farms on the scenic mountain vistas.

Addressing only the potential economic effects of wind farms on tourism,
tourists come to Bath County for its tranquility, beauty, the healing waters,
artistic/cultural events, historic sites and villages, outdoor sports and recreational
opportunities. The County is investing one-half of its Transient Occupancy Tax,
obtained as a result of recent General Assembly approval requested by the
County, toward the development of the tourism sector. Our efforts in that regard
include a “blueprint plan” developed with the assistance of Virginia Tech, hiring a
Tourism Director, development of new tourism events and public information, and
coordination with the region on tourism development. The County needs tourism
to thrive in order to sustain its economy, jobs, and ultimately the quality of life,
health and wellbeing of its people. It is our major industry and the County is
following its adopted plan for tourism.

The development of wind energy in a neighboring county has reportedly
been correlated by tourism staffers with a drop in inquiries for information on
potential relocation and tourism. A review of literature by the Bath County
Tourism Director indicates similar concerns in other localities. With tourism
employing 65% of our work force, the preservation and conservation of certain
properties and vistas is a necessary component of the natural and historic
resources tourists come to enjoy in the County. Two studies from Massachusetts
and Scotland indicated that tourism spending in areas with a view of a large wind
farm may be reduced by 5.1-13.6%. The possibility of reduced spending for
tourism is not a healthy economic boost to a locality dependent for 65 percent of
its employment on tourism.

The County's major economic base is tourism; however, it is important to
note that other economic activity in the County invoives services and
construction. Where tourism assets encourage visitation and second-home
decisions, the pristine natural environment cannot be degraded without potential
harm to the strength of the Countywide economic base.

Aside from tourism economic concerns, there are several ecological
concerns regarding development and implementation of wind energy on the
mountains of Bath County including forest fragmentation, loss of habitat, the
mortality of bats and birds, and soil and erosion effects. The County of Bath
does not support any degradation of the mountain ecology within its borders.



The national forest occupies 51% of the County’s territory and
dominates the viewsheds relied upon for their pristine quality and
biclogical diversity. These assets have underlain County tourism and
community development for over 200 years. The County does not support
wind energy development within or on any of the George Washington
National Forest within Bath County.

The attached table provides some summary considerations regarding
wind energy development.

3) Timber Harvesting—the County has a timber industry and some of ifs
economic base is tied to harvesting and value-added activities, while some of its
residents rely on gathering wood for heat. When the George Washington
National Forest (GWNF) opens land for timbering and timber gathering, the
businesses and residents have appreciated the source opportunity. The
preferred alternative opens more land to timbering, but does not anticipate
substantial increases in harvesting. Apparently the GWNF staff must conduct
studies and receive approvals to provide timbering opportunities. The County
supports nurturing the timbering industry and wood gathering, as an adjunct to
forest diversity encouragement. The County supports greater opportunities
for harvesting and gathering wood from the National Forest.

4} Prescribed Burns—County residents have commented in Regular
Meetings of the Board of Supervisors to request that prescribed burns in the
GWNF in Bath County not be scheduled when nesting is underway. Residents
have said that field observations following prescribed burns noted abandoned
nests and scorched eggs. The County once again requests that prescribed
burns not be undertaken in seasons when animals are reproducing and
need forest cover.

5) Lateral Underground Drilling—the County does not support any
techniques used in resource exploitation which may potentially result in
environmental harm—with particular reference to the lateral underground drilling
technigues which may interfere with the water tables and water quality. The
preferred alternative of the GWFP excludes lateral underground drilling,
and the County Board of Supervisors supports that exclusion given
potential environmental degradation of the National Forest.

As a "gateway community” within the beautiful George Washington
National Forest, the Bath County Board of Supervisors hereby files these
comments and respectfully requests that the proposed GWFP be revised to
incorporate them. Thank you for sending the Plan documents and discussing
some of the Plan’s proposed features with the Board of Supervisors upon our
request.



On behalf of the Bath County Board of Supervisors, best wishes as you
continue your Plan development. Please let us know of the upcoming steps you
will be taking and how the County may further participate.

Sincerely,
7D -
@ﬁﬂm( ﬁ?/{,} &jgﬁ}ﬁ\

Bonnie Johnson
County Administrator

ATTACHMENTS (2: Table of Potential Assets and Liabilities; Prior letter
and resolution on Wilderness Areas.)

Cc:  The Honorable Senator Mark Warner
The Honorable Senator Jim Webb
The Honorable Congressman Bob Goodlatte
The Honorable Governor Bob McDonnell
The Honorable State Senator Creigh Deeds
The Honorable Delegate Ben Cline
Mr. Marek Smith, Program Director, Allegheny Highlands,
The Nature Conservancy
Honorable Members of the Bath County Board of Supervisors



CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING WIND ENERGY DEVELOPMENT
IN THE GEORGE WASHINGTON NATIONAL FOREST
IN BATH COUNTY, VIRGINIA

POTENTIAL ASSETS

Energy Source (for areas beyond Bath)

Helps Energy Companies meet VA
Energy Plan {Volunteer,
15% Alternative Sources)

Affordable development consideration

due to tax subsidies

Jobs during construction; however,
fewer jobs thereafter for
maintenance

POTENTIAL LIABILITIES

Environmentaj Concerns—

Biological Harm (bats and
birds in particular)

Potential Ecological Harm {soil
and piants disturbed)

Noise and Flicker
Forest Fragmentation Effects—

Loss of Land for Mountain
Habitat and Uses

Major Land Use Decision beyond
Local Control and Purview
(land use determinations
granted to localities in State
law)

Power generating an M-1
(industrial) use in the local
zohing ordinance

Potential Conflicts with Tourism-—

Viewshed and Scenic
Intrusion

Other Economic Concerng——
Tourism Economy Effects on
Countywide Jobs (direct
and indirect)

Property Values in Viewshed

Potential lrreversible Shortterm

and Longterm Effects on
Environment and Community



County Administrator's Offica
P.O. Box 309 Sent also to Congressman

Warm Springs, Virginia 24484 Goodlatte and Senators Warner
(540) 8398-7221 and Webb.

(540) 838-7222 FAX
www.bathadmn@tds.net

March 16, 2009

Mr. Ken Landgraf, Chief Planner

George Washington and Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanocke, VA 24019

Mr. Patrick Sheridan, District Ranger, Warm Springs
George Washington and Jefferson National Forests

Route 1, Box 30 -
Hot Springs, VA 24445

Re:  Wilderness Resolution by Bath County Board of Supervisors; Other Concerns
Regarding the 1993 Plan Update

Dear Mr. Landgraf and Mr. Sheridan:

The Board of Supervisors of Bath County adopted the attached resolution in
opposition to additional wilderness areas in the National Forests in Bath County. We
will also share this with our Congressional representatives.

The Board of Supervisors asks that special attention be paid in the plan updste 1o
the following items:

1) Public Access to the National Forests— Public access enables the
general public and the members of adjacent communities to go into the National Forests
for recreation, cutting of wood, hunting, fishing, hiking, biking, horseback riding,
camping, and other forest purposes. We have been told by commenters at the Board of
Supervisors’ meetings that the forests” gates are closed about 3 weeks too early to enable

the hunters to use the full hunting season. We ask that the gates not be closed until after
February 28" each year.

2) Timbering— Timbering is an important economic use of the forests. It is

one means of employment in Bath County. We urge the National Forests to work toward
additional implementation of timbering.

3) Wind Energy--Bath County is in the process of developing a wind energy
ordinance. We request that the National Forest consider that ordinance in its
development of wind energy policy. We also request that vista management and



protection of the ridge lines of the mountains be integrated in project consideration,
unless for some reason the wind energy turbines are not visible to tourists. In Bath
County, our mountains and scenery are very important as tourism attractions. Weask
that you coordinate your planning for wind energy with Bath County.

4) Controlled Burn as Fart of Forest Managemernt— We understandthe = .
goal of having & diversified forest to encourage wildlife habitat, and the use of controlled
burns as a part of forest management. Our citizens have requested that the timing of the
burns be controlied so that nesting animals are not disturbed.

5) Trails and Tourism Developmeni— The recreation potential for the
George Washington National Forest is an asset to the economy of Bath County. We ask
that the Forest Service coordinste and work with Bath County on developing the
recreation potential as appropriate. Bath County anticipates the development of a tourism
plan and we look forward to working with the National Forests.

6) Water Quality— Bath County finds that watershed and water quality
management may be combined with allowance of ground disturbing activities that are
managed and controlled, and trail development may be combined and compatible with
water protection activities.

The Board of Supervisors has requested that it be informed of and allowed to
comment on the draft that is produced o update the 1993 plan.

‘We appreciate the work of the George Washington and Jefferson National
Forests, and look forward to partnering on public projects of mutual interest.

Best wishes,

Sincerely,

gﬁw

Nowlin, III
Chairman of the Board of Supervxscrs

Attachmcm (wﬂdmness resofution})

Cc:  Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors and the Planning Commission
Bomnie Johnson, County Administrator
Sherry Ryder, Planning and Zoning Administrator



RESOLUTION IN OPPOSITION TO ADDITIONAL WILDERNESS AREAS IN
BATH COUNTY, VA

WHEREAS, The Bath County Planning Commission passed a resolution in
opposition to additional wilderness areas on January 26, 2009, afier hearing a
presentation from a U.S. Forest spokesperson on the proposals being considered for

integration into the Plan for the National Forests (including the George Washington
National Forest); and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors had a similar presentation made to it on
the planning ongoing for the National Forests in Bath County; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors requested a resolution be prepared in
opposition to additional Wilderness designations within Bath County in the National

Forest, and be provided to our Congressional representatives and the U.S. Forest Service;
and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors finds that there are substantial public
safety concerns associated with Wilderness areas such that modern fire apparatus may not
be brought into them without special permission from U.S. Forest Offices located in

Atlanta and Richmond, and that about 51% of the land mass of Bath is in National
Forests; and

WHEREAS, The Bath population is a commmunity in the midst of National Forests
and subject to any risk associated with the Wilderness area (with 176,809 acres of
National Forest in the 345,500 acres of land area in Bath County); and

WHEREAS, Timbering is vital to the Bath economy and cannot be undertaken as
an industry in Wilderness areas; and

WHEREAS, Trails may not be cut through the Wildemess area, nor maintenance
undertaken except in a primitive fashion, nor may vehicles enter it, so that recreational
potential is thereby hampered for the general public; and

WHEREAS, Public testimony to the Board of Supervisors with regard to
establishing additional wilderness in Bath County indicated that the community objects
to: ] o

¢ Lack of access for public safety and emergency services

» TFirefighting prohibitions and regulations which may enable a blaze
enough time to spread through the forest and reach the built
community

e Lack of access for the handicapped and disabled due to lack of
trails, established and maintained not only for walking but also
vehicles

e Restricted use of the forest for wood gathering, timbering, and
other forest uses as a result of lack of access



WHEREAS, Wilderness designation may restrict the public’s input on present
and future forest management; and

WHEREAS, there is already a Wilderness area designated in Bath County of
9,100 acres.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Bath County Board of
Supervxsors urges the Congress of the United States not to create more Wilderness areas
in Bath County, Virginia where the George Washington National Forest is located; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Bath County Board of Supervisors
respectfully submits this resclution for consideration by the Congress and the U.S. Forest
Service (which includes the George Washington National Forest in its care); and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Bath County Board of Supervisors

seeks the support of the Congress and the U.S. Forest Service to not create additional
wilderness areas in Bath County; and

LASTLY MAY IT BE RESOLVED, That a copy of this resolution be spread
upon the minutes of the March 10, 2009 Board of Supervisors’ meeting and a copy sent

to our Congressional representatives.

Perdy C. Nowlin, III
Chairman

Board of Supervisors
County of Bath, Virginia

ADOPTED: March 10, 2009

,f-. ‘ s -
Lt SPANTET

Bonnie Jdhnéon, Clerk




Letter# 257

VIRGINIA LOGGERS AssociATION INc.

July 12, 2011

Mr. Ken Landgraph

US Forest Service

5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, VA 24019

Dear Ken:

The Virginia Loggers Association has been pleased to be part of the planning process on
the George Washington National Forest. The sessions have been informative and while a
consensus was not reached the "Stakeholders Group' meetings were valuable as well.

The Virginia Loggers Association continues to support the "1% Solution"to the level of
timber harvesting section. We believe that for timber, wildlife, ecological, and economic
reasons, that the portion of the forest not already in a protection designation area should
be managed on a 100 year rotation. We also believe that a single target number should be
used, and that it should reflect the entire 10 year management term. We recommend
43,000 acres for the ten year plan.

We are very aware of the budget restrictions currently in place, but feel the plan should
stand on its own regardless of the budget constraints. This 1% plan is well suited to the
needs of both timber and wildlife supporters, and to a lesser extent, both bike and horse
trail riders. Our membership depends on available timber and we are very concerned over
the lack of federal timber in the past years.

We strongly encourage you, and the entire staff to put forestry back in the national forests
and manage on the multiple use concepts that the forest was established under. We
believe there is room for all interest as expressed in our support of the "Stockholder"
resolution. We will be withholding our support of further federal designations pending
support of our timber position by the environmental groups at this time.

We again thank you for the time you have spent on this plan and your visits with our
Board ofDireetors. We look forward to the final draft and hope to continue working with
you for the benefit of both our members and the forest as a whole.

Sincerely

I -
j- 9 O Director.

33 Morewood Place < Palmyra, Virginia 22963 < Phone: (434) 589-1942 < Fax: (434) 589-6345



Letter# 258

July 21, 2011

Forest Service Supervisor's Office
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Rpample. VA24-19

Dear Sir:
Concerning the George Washington NationalForest Draft Plan

The Forestry Draft Plan presented at the Verona Government Center is a commendable attempt
to satisfy the competing

pressures on the Forest. Ilaud the restriction on horizontal hydro tracking. However, my purpose
in writing is to urge the

Forest Service to further amend the Draft Plan to more closely reflect the Sierra Club's
recommendations. Specifically,

outlaw all drilling, horizontal or vertical or diagonal, for water, oil, or gas. Outlaw or do not permit
any leases.

Leases restrict the use of the public lands in the future when conditions are changed or unknown.
Leases permit private
interests to benefit unfairly from public land and to harm land which should be preserved for all.

Drilling never restores the land to its original state. Drilling always disturbs surrounding land aAd
access roads for heavy

equipment are incompatible with natural habitats. Drilling is always at risk of accidents which can
devastate the affected

area for many years: The Gulf, The Artie.

Water. This is the resource of which no more is being created and without which life is not
possible. We must protect

our water sources at all costs. We should never compromise water sources to private gain,
energy, or jobs.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

AJdvcl:,

Constance Birch



Letter# 259

George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valley Pointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

July 21, 2011

To Whom It May Concern:

I would like to comment on the draft management plan for the George Washington
National Forest:

Drinking water: We should maintain the strongest possible restrictions on the
forest in order to protect the drinking water for neighborhood 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 (frack:ing). 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 the opportunity to comment on the draft plan.

Respectfully submitted,

—



Letter# 260

George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valley Pointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

July 21,2011

To Whom It May Concern:

I would like to comment on the draft management plan for the George Washington
National Forest:

e Drinking water: We should maintain the strongest possible restrictions on the
forest in order to protect the drinking water for neighborhood 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.

e 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 the opportunity to comment on the draft plan.
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Letter# 261

THE CITY OF LYNCHBURG, VIRGINIA

525 Taylor Street, Lynchburg, VA 24501
www.lynchburgva.gov
TEL: (434) 455-4250
FAX: (434) 845-7353

DEPARTMENT OF UTILITIES

July 27, 2011

George Washington National Forest
Fores!Plan Revision

5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, Virginia 24019-3050

RE: Comment- Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Forest Plan

The City of Lynchburg has withdrawn water from the Pedlar Reservoir and the James
River for over 100 years. Both of these sources are essential for the welfare of 23,000
customers in the City of Lynchburg and parts of Amherst, Bedford, and Campbell
counties.

We take this opportunity to express the City's concern about changes to the Forest Plan
that might affect the City's drinking water quality.

The Pedlar Reservoir, Lynchburg's primary source of water, is listed in Table 2.7,
Drinking Water Supplies Within or Downstream of George Washington National Forest.
Its 34 square mile watershed is listed as a Priority Watershed in Appendix D. The
Watershed Management Approach, in Chapter 3, assigns a priority to these watersheds
for inventorying soil and water improvement needs, restoring streams and streamside
systems to fully functioning systems, restoring habitat for sensitive aquatic and riparian
species, addressing opportunities to reduce impacts from roads through relocation or
decommissioning, and evaluating new proposals for special uses that could affect water
quality. We support these general management objectives; however, the management
approach does not specifically prohibit geological carbon sequestration or drilling and
hydrofracturing of the Marcellus formation, both activities that could lead to
contamination or degradation of the Pedlar watershed and drinking water supply.
Instead, the management approach clearly leaves the door open for further consideration
and administrative action. Geological carbon sequestration is still in the research stage.
The safety record for Marcellus shale drilling and fracking is mixed.  Regulation and
enforcement are weak.  Fracking uses unregulated proprietary mixtures of toxic
chemicals and large quantities of water. Recovery, treatment, and disposal are uncertain.



July 27, 2011
Page2

The City withdraws water from the James River several times each year during
emergencies caused by drought, dam maintenance, or pipeline failures. These intakes are
listed in Table 2.7, Drinking Water Supplies Within or Downstream of George
Washington National Forest. The locations and details of these intakes are registered
with the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Office of Water Supply
Planning. Many tributaries flowing from the Forest empty into the James River upstream
of these intakes, exposing the intakes to the same potential for contamination and

degradation.

Given the lack of effective regulation, unproven technology, and questionable safety, the
City of Lynchburg supports a moratorium on these techniques for Priority Watersheds
and Downstream Water Supplies. If such a moratorium is enacted, it should remain in
force until repealed through the revision process and not by administrative action.

Sincerely,

Hifothy A. Mitchell, P.E.
Director

Attachment (with author's permission): Hydrofracking Is It Worth the Risk?
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Water Quality

Paul R Easley Is environmental manager for
the Fnrt Smith utility, Fort Smith, Ark.

Controversy surrounds the current implementation of hydraulic fractming

technology in the United States. Environmental safety and health concerns

are being debated at state and national levels. Nraw 1 mLn

IT

YDRAULIC FRACTURING, also known

as "hydrofracking" or "fracking," is the
use of high-pressure fluids to force

open seams in natural gas-rich rock to

Environmental and human health concerns

associated with hydraulic fracturing include the
contamination of groundwater, risks to air qual-

ity, the migration of gases and hydraulic frac-

allow gas to be extracted (see figure, page 12).turing chemicals to the surface, and potential

Although it's an old technique, hydrofracking has:

mishandling of waste. The potential costs asso-

increased in the last few years as a way to extract ciated with possible environmental cleanup pro-

gas from sizable but hard-to-reach deposits.
Hydrofracking is used in90 percent of the nation's
oil and natural gas wells and has been instrumental
in accessing huge new natural gas deposits trapped
in shale fonnations. Large shale-gas formations
where hydrofracking is used include the Barnett
(Texas), Fayetteville (Arkansas), Haynesville (Lou-

isiana), and Marcellus (the Northeast) formations.

cesses, loss of land value, and human and animal
health concerns are undetermined. However, the
process introduces hundreds of tons of fracturing
chemic:als into a watershed over a period of sev-
eraldecades and could be accompanied by grad-

ual dispersion of low levels of toxic chemicals
into the environment and water supplies through

multiple pathways.

.10 Opflow July 2011
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Water Quality

THE IIYDROFRI\CKING PROCESS
Hydrofrncking uses vast quantities of
water and. could intensify drought dur-
ing dry periods. Howevert as shown in
the table on page 13, the real. hazard is
the mix of numerous toxic chemicals and
materials that can be used in the hydro-
fracking process. A cocli::tail of an esti-
mated 260 to more than SOO chemicalsis
used for natural gas fracking. Most drill-
ing companies are reluctant to disclose
the exact mix and quantities of chemicals
used in the process, because they con-
sider the -information proprietary.
Despite the risks, the L'S Congress
in 2005 exempted hydraulic fracturing,
except fracturing with diesel fuel, from
Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) regula-
tions. Oiesel fuel used for fracking is the
only substance for which drillers muSl seek
a permit. Technically, fracturing can be
done using justwater and sand, but doing
so costs more and is inefficient. Accord-
ing to the drilling industry, hydrofra&Jng
works much better when cherokal'i such
as diesel fuel, methanol, hydrochloric acid,
and formaldehyde are added to the mix.,

However, current protective measures
usually fail to consider potential hannful
effects of the hydraulic fracturing process
and associated fluids. Because of rela-
tively new, widespread use Of hydrau-
lic fracturing, there's a regulatory void in
most states. Also, regulatory difficulties
are further complicated by mineral rights
and split estates.

Site Management. The problem with
natural gas drilling isn't necessarily the
drilling of wells and distribution of the
gas; it's managing the site and fate of drill-
ing fluid:; that cause concern. Improper
dispo,)a:l of recoverable drilling fluids and
mismanagement of wastes in"tank farms"
has led some state environmental agen-
cies to develop additional measures to
prevent unnecessary surface discharge of
these contaminants.

Environmental Exposure. Because
hydrofracking's main purpose is to
force open channels in rock to facilitate

12 Opflow July 2011

Hydrofracldng Details

1-fydrofrat:king causes selsmk>iUte actMty, breaking up rock and opening many veins In

the earth,thus releasing the gas.

Roughly 200 tanker

A pumper truck

Watural gas fiows ouf of the well

upward movement of Hqu.ids and gases,
it's no surprise that hydrofracking chemp
icals ca:n enter tlt environment. That's
bad under any circumstances, but it can
be particularly harmful when the chemi-
cals enter the environment in or near a
water source or watershed. High-volume
hydraulic fracturing and horizontal drilling
can pose unacceptable threats to the water
supplies of many people. Tlle problem will
persist because much of the natural gas
reserves discovered in the last few years
require hydrofracking for exploitation.

WIDESPREAD DAMAGE

Hydrofracking concerns include

ifi Withdrawals of water to -support
hydraulic fracturing during dry periods
could increase the duration of drought.

m The process can produce an industrial-
strength waste stream characterized
by exceptionally high concentrations
of a wide range of substances with

possible adverse health and water
quality effects.

o Chronic and pel-sistent occurrence of
small-scale surface spills and contam-
ination incidents may accompany the
hydrofracking process and reduce pub-
lic and regulatory agency confidence in
the quality and safely of a water supply.

m Hydrofracking waste can be expected
to exceed existing treatment and
assimilative capacities.

m There's a lot of uncertainty as to
whether current treatment processes
effectively remove these Waste compo-
nents and whether suffident treatment
capacity will be available in the future.
Hydrofracking has been linked to

drinking water contamination and prop-

erty damage in Colorado, Ohio, Penn-
sylvania, Wyoming, and other states. In

Pennsylvania, gas well drilling contamina-

tion of water wells has forced people from

their homes. In West Virginia, Dunkard

FRIURE: PROPUBLICA

www.awwa.org/opflow



Creek was used to dispose of gas well
fluids. This disposal caused golden algae,

most of the creek's aquatic life. Near some
hydrofracking sites in Cotorado and Can
ada, people have set fire to gas con.tam
inated weH water as it pours from their
taps or bubbles up out of the earth.

REGULATORY ACTION
Although specific problems have been
reported in some states, hydrofracking is
a nationWide concern.

For example, after several exploration
companies purchased leases and applied
for permits. many New York water suppli

watersheds. That concern prompted the
New York State Department of Environ
mental Conservation (DEC) to issue an
802-page draft Supplemental Generic
Environmental Impact Statement (SGEIS)
about how to regulate natural gas drill-
ing. The draft language was presented for
public comment. The full text of the draft
impact statement is available at WW"W.dec.
ny.gov/energy/58440.htrnL

In response, the US Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) submitted
14 pages of conunents to the New York
DEC, in which USEPA recommended
that New York's proposed rules for high-

icantly and include greater emphasis on
potential health effects that could be asso-
ciated with natural gas drilling. USEPA
officials urged DEC to partner with other
state agencies to more thoroughly analyZe
the cumulative and indirect effects of gas
drilling. Federal regulators were particu-
larly concerned about the potential risks
of gas drilling in "Watersheds for New York
City and across New York state.

In view of increased hydrofracking and
concerns raised by the publicthe media,
and Congress, USEPA announced in March
2010 that further study of the topic may be
warranted and requested scoping materi-
als for initial design of a USEPA reseat-ch

A water utility with a groundwater or surface water

supply and associated watersheds located in a shale-gas

formation should be concerned about potential effects

natural gas drilling projects can have on its water supply.

PotentialHydrofracldng Chemicals (not inclualva)
Many chemic:als identified in fracturing fluid may cause health risks that range from

2,2...01bromo-3-Nitriloproplonamlde

Glycol Ethers

2-butoxyethanol

2-methyl-4-Isothlazolin-3-one

5-chtoro-2-methyf-4.1sothiazotin-3-one Isopropanol
Acetic Acid Ptllyglycol
Acetic Anhydride AJphatlc Acid

Alphatic Alcohol

Ammonia Persulfate

Aromatic Hydrocarbon Mesh Sand

Aromatic Ketonetc

Berte Acid

Mineral Spirits

Borfc Oxide Monoethanolamine
Butan-1.-01 Citric Acid
{Cristobale Polyethoxylated Alkanol (1) Sodium Bicarbonate
CrystaUfne SlUca Polyethoxylated Alkanol(2)
Dazomet ' Dazomet Polyethylene Glycol Mixture

Diatomaceus Eartb

lesel (use discontinued)

Ethane-1,2-dlot

Ethoxtated Alcohol Ptop-2 yn-1.01

Ether

Isopropyl Alcohol

Ethoxylated Alcohol

Ethoxylated Alcohol Propan-2.01

Ethaxylated Octylphenol

Ettr;lere Glycol

Propargyl cohol
Ethy hexanof

Ferrous Sulfate Heptahydrate

Formaldehyde

Glutarald<>hyde

Sucrose

Guar Gum

HemlceUulase Enzyme

ydrochlorlc Acid

Hydrotreated ligbt distillate

Mesh Sand {Crystalline Silica)

Methanol

Monoethanolamine

Petroleum Distillate Blend

Polyethylene Glycol Mixture

Polysaccharide

Polysaccharide

Propylene

Potassium Carbonate

Potassium Hydroxide

Sodium Chloride

Sodfum Hydroxide

Tetramethylammonium Chloride

Magnesium Nitrate

study on potential relationships between
hydraulic fracruring and drinking water
resouro’'s. The study is being conducted
through USEPA's Office of Research and
Development. Additional information
about the project and hydrofracturing can
be viewed at Vi'Ww.epa.gov/safewater/uk/
wells hydrofrac.html.

CAUSE FOR CONCERN

A water utility with a groundwater or sur-
face water supply and associated water-
sheds located in a shale-gas formation

should be concerned about potential
effeCts natural gas drilling projects can
have on its water supply. It's worth addi-
tional effort by water utility managers and
government regulators to make decisions
based on sound sdentifi.c: practices and
economic benefit').

Communities stand to benefit enor
mousiy from pt"Ofits associated with natu-
ral gas exploration. Howeverj the wealth
may carne at the cost of one of the most
precious commodities on earth-dean,
safe drinking water.

11\
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Letter# 262

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing to express in the strongest terms that | am completely and one hundred percent opposed to mining

for Natural Gas in the George Washington or Jefferson National Forrest via the process known as Fracking. | have
been informed that there is a draft proposal to prevent fracking and | am writing in support of that plan to prevent
fracking in our National Forrest. Furthermore, | am writing so that you will know that there are many citizens in this
area that are opposed to this form of mining.

Please realize the seriousness of this precarious situation. The fracking process is completely detrimental to
human health. Itis also an environmental disaster for our National Forrests. | have seen videos of people igniting the
water that comes out of their faucets in their kitchen sink. I have watched videos of persons driven off their ranches
in Western states by this process. So polluted was the water and air by this process which was occurring on or near
their ranch lands that it was either leave or Jive as virtual prisoners in their own homes and then die an early death.
Our national forest should be managed to promote healthy sustainable long term environmental and economic health
to our region. Fracking does just the opposite. Fracking creates major water and air pollution and involves the use of
known toxins being introduced into our water shed. Fracking creates short term financial benefits to a very small
number of persons who manage or work for large energy corporations most of whom do not live in this area or even
in the state of Virginia. This beautiful ShenandoahValley is a remarkable place. It's beauty is unmatched. Our
biggest asset and our strongest assurance that this part of the world remains a place of beauty is a firm commitment
by the citizens of this region to maintain a healthy environment. Fracking would be a sure loser for the Shenandoah
valley in both economic and environmental terms. Please do everything in your power to ensure that Fracking is not

allowed in the George Washington National Forrest or any other state or private lands in Virginia.

Sincerely,

William Leigh



Letter# 263

August 5, 2011

George Washington National Forest
Forest Plan Revision

5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, VA 24019

Re: Forest Plan Revision Allowing Wind Energy
To Whom It May Concern:

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

Two years ago my wife and I bought property in Little Valley, Bath County Virginia lor our retirement
home. The property adjoins George Washington National Forest Tract 1287C on the west side of Jack
Mountain. We recently started construction on the home. The house site has an expansive view of Jack
Mountain, Big Valley, the Bolar Gap, and national forest lands. Nevertheless, we placed the house in a
location where it cannot be seen by any of our neighbors, in order to preserve their natural viewshed. We
recently learned that the National Forest Service will consider placement of wind turbines on our public
ridgetops in the George Washington National Forest, including our public ridgetops in Bath County.

1 am adamantly opposed to the placement of wind turbines on our public lands, including our public
lands comprising the George Washington National Forest in Bath County. The forested ridges of the
Appalachian mountains are the heart and soul of America's eastern highlands. The beauty of these ridges
is ingrained in my psyche, as it is for all of the residents and visitors to this area. This natural beauty gives
us comfort, and inspiration, and reminds us that our Creator did indeed give us a Garden of Eden.
Placement of wind turbines on these ridges would destroy the legacy of these mountains, and create a
waking nightmare for all those who live in, or visit this area.

Placement of wind turbines on our National Forest ridgelines would also adversely affect local
tourism, and economic development. Folks are drawn to these mountains because of their natural beauty.
Fewer people will visit, fewer people will use local businesses, and fewer people will choose to settle in
these areas if wind turbines are placed on our ridgelines.

Wind turbines are detrimental to wildlife, particularly bats and birds. Our ridgelines should be left free
of wind turbines to allow free and safe access to bats and birds, including migrating birds.

Wind energy may be a temporary short term component in our transition away from harmful fossil
fuels to environmentally friendly, renewable energy resources. However, placement of wind turbines on our
public lands comprising the George Washington National Forest is ill conceived. The impact to our
viewshed and to those that are unfortunately close enough to endure the ongoing low frequency sound
pollution from the turbines is not acceptable. Waking up in the morning and going out on the porch to look
up at the wind turbines is not my idea of how to start out the day. Walking under wind turbines is not my idea
of how to hike. Driving down our country roads and looking up at wind turbines is not my idea of a scenic
drive. Seeing, hearing and feeling the turbines day and night is not my idea of how to retire.

Wind turbines may be temporarily suitable if they are placed in, or near the population centers that
they will serve. We can understand placing them on buildings or towers near Richmond, Norfolk,
Washington, Baltimore, or any of the large urban areas. These are the areas that use the most energy, and
these are the areas that are already blighted by unnatural buildings, roads, bridges, shopping centers, and
all the other accutrements of modern urban life. Wind turbines placed in or near the cities would likely be



seen only as a curiosity by the residents and visitors. Wind turbines placed off shore out of site of the coast
would also be suitable to serve the large population centers near the coast, and this may be the best wind
energy alternative possible, if, in fact, wind energy Is used at all.

The Idea of placing the turbines on ridgetops in our area to serve cities far away is aggravating, to
say the least. We use very little electricity. We have designed a passive solar home, and we will use the sun
and wood heat as our primary heat sources. We use an average of 20 KWH of electricity per day in our
current home, and expect to use the same amount when we move to our retirement home in Bath County in
the spring.

Frankly, Iam surprised that George Washington National Forest officials would even consider
allowing wind turbines on our public lands. 1 would think that Forest Service officials, more than most, would
understand the beauty of these Appalachian ridges, and would be opposed to such an idea. | think that
there is a good chance that in your heart of hearts you are opposed to this concept, and have capitulated. If
that is the case, please stand up, and let your voice be heard in opposition to this ill conceived concept.

I believe that solar and geothermal energy will be the most effective renewable energy resources
moving forward, and I would not be opposed to limited development of these energy resources in the
George Washington National Forest.

However, 1am completely opposed to placement of wind turbines on ridgetops in the George
Washington National Forest because of their blight on the natural viewscape, their negative impact to
tourism, economic development, and growth, and their negative impact on wildlife. I will fight to keep wind
turbines off of the ridges of the George Washington National Forest to my last breath.

Thank you for the opportunity to let my voice be heard. Ilove the George Washington National Forest,
and | appreciate your stewardship of this national treasure.

Sincerely, ) ) ‘
{/.;= f Z/M

William F.Limpert



Letter# 264

CATHERINE C. STRICKLER, CHAIR

CLIMATE ACTION ALLIANCE OF THE VALLEY
540-434-8690

1225 Hillcrest Drive

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

August 9, 2011

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

Dear Planning Team:

We are submitting comments about the George Washington National Forest Plan revision on behalf of the
Climate Action Alliance of the Valley (CAAV), a group of citizens from Virginia's Shenandoah Valley
concerned about climate change.

Although much of our effort is toward educating people to change their use of carbon-based energy and
promoting political policies that will reduce the speed of climate change, we are concerned about how the
George Washington National Forest will be managed for the next 15 years. Forests will play a critical role in
our adaptation to a warmer climate. As our climate changes, it will be important to protect habitat resilience. To
this end we would like to see protection of core road-less areas and connectivity between those areas that will
allow migration of plant and animal species trying to adapt. Please keep road construction and other activities
that fragment the forest to a minimum. In addition to helping species adapt, healthy forests sequester carbon
from the atmosphere.

In our efforts to educate our fellow citizens to live more sustainably, we encourage people to drive their
automobiles less. The George Washington National Forest offers many recreational opportunities that families
in our locale can enjoy close to home. We ask that you manage the national forest to maintain recreational
oppmiunities such as hiking, biking, fishing, hunting, camping, and studying nature.

The pure water flowing from the George Washington National Forest is a valuable asset that will help
humans cope with climate change. As water becomes scarcer and population grows, this supply will increase in
value. Please manage the national forest to protect water quality.

While CAAV promotes the use of sustainable energy sources, such as wind, we do not think industrial
wind development should take place in the George Washington National Forest. Development of offshore wind
would be more appropriate and far more productive. Our national forest is more valuable for habitat, carbon
sequestration, recreation, and water. We also oppose gas development by hydro-fracking as this would endanger
our water and fragment the forest.

CAAY endorses the Friends of Shenandoah Mountain Proposal and would like to see the proposal
recommended in its entirety in the Forest Plan. We appreciate the addition to Ramseys Draft and the
recommendation of Little River for Wilderness in the draft, but we ask that you also recommend Skidmore Fork
and Laurel Fork for Wilderness and Shenandoah Mountain and Kelley Mountain-Big Levels for National
Scenic Area designation in your tina! plan. The Shenandoah Mountain Proposal is attractive to us because, if
enacted by Congress, it would offer permanent protection of Shenandoah Mountain, Laurel Fork, and Kelley
Mountain-Big Levels.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft plan.

Sincerely,

CC C-—

Catherine C. Sttickler



Letter# 265

August 10, 2011
Mr. Elwood Burge, District Ranger
George Washington National Forest
North River Ranger District
401 Oakwood Drive
Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Dear Ranger Burge;

Thank you, you gave an excellent discussion of the proposed Forest Plan.
Thanks for leaving the maps and the "Most frequently Asked Questions".
Aft.er the business meeting, members looked at the proposed plan map and
were discussing your presentation. Several of our members came to me
afterward and told me that they really liked your program. Rick Layser said
that he enjoyed your presentation, primarily because it was not the same one
he had heard before.

Thank you again for being our guest speaker.

WAL

Lew Manhart
Director, Middlebrook Ruritan Club

\)"  cc: Forest Supervi.sor, George Washington-Jefferson National Forests
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George Washington NF Plan Revision Letter# 266 M
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, VA 24019
8/12/2011

Thanks for this opportunity, and for the opportunity to exchange ideas and to learn from many of
your personnel during the meeting at Verona, VA last month.

My concerns remain the same as in my written comments from earlier this year and two years ago.
Doing what can be done to minimize road-building in the Forest--the primary entry area for invasive
flora and fauna--as well as the invitation they offer for illegitimate uses of the forest by humans.
More and more | see "camps” which look more like temporary homes, with old car seats and the like.
Dumping of trash continues, and with the budget cuts you have endured for years, |1 know you
haven't the personnel to deal with many of these challenges. | fear that putting nearly half the forest
in the "mosaic™ classification will exacerbate many of these problems, since you can neither cut nor
burn without building more roads, can you? Helicopter management is quite expensive. Larger
cutting areas on existing roads where invasives already have the upper hand, and leaving the less
disturbed areas undisturbed as long as possible is a better plan for ecosystem-wide management, |
think.

I note that public watersheds are by no means all protected. While this year's rains have been
wonderful, last summer's drought certainly gave us advance notice that can change very quickly.
Meanwhile, the populations of Winthester, Harrisonburg, Staunton and associated towns have
increased dramatically, with no signs of slowing. | would liketo see a higher level of watershed
protection.

I'm disappointed that the proposed Shenandoah Mountain National Scenic Area has not been
endorsed, that roadless area protection has increased only minimally, and very little increase in
wilderness areas proposed. Of all the east coast national forests, Virginia has the least protection. |
am perfectly aware that the current political situation makes increasing wilderness difficult, if not
impossible. But if it isn't at least proposed, then it can't be carried forward to a more favorable time;
Once those areas are roadless no longer, can it be done at all? Please consider increasing that
protection. The inclusion of Shenandoah Mountain as a National Scenic Area has endorsement of
dozens of groups, hundreds of businesses, and perhaps thousands of individuals. Only loggers can't
stand it. Please reconsider your stand on this proposal.

Hydrofracking! It MUST be specified that hydrolic fracturing may not be used in the forest. Merely
specifYing vertical drilling does not rule that out. As you point out, the layers of the Marcellus shale
within the forest are vastly folded anyway, so any attempt at gas retrieval is unlikely to use horizontal
drilling in the strictest sense. The effects on water use, road damage and soil and water contamination
alone should preclude hydrofracking at all. There will be aLOT of material to dispose of A great
deal of methane gas is lost to the atmosphere, and it is a very potent greenhouse gas. Once you have
changed the channels underground withthis violent and umegulated practice, it



cannot be undone, and no one can yet predict how it may affect water supplies and quality many years
from now. We all know that when$$ are on the line, ifthere are loopholes in the requirements, they
will be found. There are many hungry lawyers associated with this practice.

On the otherhand, | am delighted to see that more old growth forest will be retained. They are
important as fefugia for many species. Managing the forest for species migrations as climate change
progresses is immensely important. It is happening now, and it does not appear that our current
Congress is capable of dealing with it, nor any other complexity.

I am a biologist, retired college professor. In association with others in the Shenandoah Chapter of
the Virginia Native Society, | was involved for years in volunteering to monitor invasive plants as
well as prime populations of native plants deserving protection near roads through the GWNF in
Rockingham and Augusta Counties. In many areas it is such a beautiful place, and native populations
are thriving. In others, invasives are a major concern. | am very aware of the effect that economic
and political pressures, as well as population growth, have on management of the forest. The bottom
line should be "do no harm". As we sometimes don't know what that involves for decades after an
action is taken, certainly erring on the side of caution can be urged.

Thank you, to each of you that have so painstakingly taken part in the planning process. Thanks to
the several generations offoresters that have preceded you, taking land that frequently was denuded
and abandoned, and helping to foster the living, breathing forest that we now enjoy and depend on.
We have learned some things about the effects of forest management in the last century. Itis my
prayer that a century from now, our great grandchildren will think you did well in conserving the
forest for them.

Sincerely,
Anne W. Nielsen



Letter# 267

August 13, 2011

Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor, and Planning Staff
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

Dear Supervisor Hyzer:

Please consider the following comments while you develop and approve a final plan
for the George Washington National Forest plan.

As you know, the George Washington National Forest is one of the most
important collections of federal lands in the greater Chesapeake Bay watershed.
Itis not only incredibly important for the health of our planet but is also a
treasured destination for many in Virginia and the surrounding region.

Please 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.

B supportthe banon horizontalnaturalgas drilling proposed in
Alternative G and other alternatives, and would like all hydrofracking banned on
the Forest.

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.

Protect all roadless areasto the greatest extent possible. The
Forest Service should identify all qualified roadless areas and protect all roadless
areas, whether previously inventoried or recently identified, consistent with the
provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule.

Designate More Wilderness Areas. Only 4% of the George Washington
National Forest is permanently protected Wilderness, far less than the national
average of 18%. More wilderness (and national scenic area) acreage should be
recommended.



Protect all existing Old Growth forest. Of particular importance are the
sizeable old growth tracts at Peters Mountain North and Frozen Knob areas
identified by the Virginia Division of Natural Heritage. These areas should be
designated as being unsuitable for logging and road building and protected as
research natural areas or special areas (old growth protection).

Virginia national forests have provided a small percentage of total logging
and so are not crucial. The logging also costs the public more than it brings in, so
it makes no fiscal sense. This is particularly important at this time. Tourism
brings in more income in a sustainable way than logging does, and it makes no
sense for the government to subsidize the loggingindustry.

No NaturalGas leasing or Hydrofracking. The full cycle of natural gas
development and hydraulic fracking (or hydrofracking) brings roads, pipelines, and
noise to national forest lands. There should be no hydrofracking or federal natural
gas leasing in the forest. Strong protective measures should be applied to ensure
that privately owned mineral developments do not destroy other values on the
Forest.

Compared to Alternative G, Alternatives C does a far better job of protecting
roadless areas, protecting special biological areas, protecting old growth, protecting
water quality, and providing large backcountry area experiences that are very rare
in the eastern US. The Forest Service should pick Alternative C, or a modified
Alternative C, particularly one that is modified so that it is consistent with the
Friends of Shenandoah Mountain proposal.

Sincerely yours,

K:z_ rtf(P

Edgar MJkyle, Ph.D.

J P-

Barbara 1. Kyle
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August 18, 2011 Letter# 268

Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

Dear Ms. Hyzer,

Please accept our comments on the draft Land and Resource Management Plan and draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the George Washington National Forest (GW),
which were issued in May 2011.

The Rivanna Conservation Society is pleased to see the increased attention on public
drinking watersheds and water resources in the draft plan when compared to the current
plan. More protective measures are needed because the draft plan is too general. We
suggest that specific management objectives for watersheds that provide drinking water
to cities and communities near the forest.

As a watershed organization we are pleased to see the identification of priority
watersheds. However, the draft plan does not describe how or why the watersheds were
selected. Less than athird of the acreage in pnblic drinking watersheds are included in
the priority watersheds. This seems to lessen the importance of protecting drinking
watersheds.

Riparian areas in the priority and public drinking watersheds deserve special attention.
Riparian zones in these areas should be wider than 100 feet along perennial streams and
50 feet along intermittent streams specified by the draft plan forest-wide (on level and
gently sloping ground). These widths should be tripled to improve water quality and
aquatic habitat and provide riparian habitat for many species (e.g., salamanders, tnrtles)
that use these special areas.

On sloping lands, the draft plan requirements are less stringent than the Virginia Best
Management Practices. State BMPs call for streamside management zones along
Municipal Water Supplies (including both perennial and intermittent streams) to be 150
feet wide where the slope of the ground is 11-45%, and 200 feet wide where the slope
exceeds 45%. Ata minimum, the riparian area widths in priority and public drinking
watersheds of the GW should meet these state BMPs.

Sedimentation is a big threat to water quality everywhere, including the GW. Yet,
sedimentation is not directly measured or monitored under the draft plan. Measuring
sedimentation in strategic locations and waterways will complement the
macroinverebrate sampling in streams and should be part of forest management.

Finally, I strongly support the prohibition on horizontal drilling in the draft plan. This
will reduce the risk of serious water quality degradation and other environmental
concerns associated with hydraulic fracturing. Please keep this prohibition in place.

Sincerely,

> 1/Qavo

Roberta Savage
Executive Dj



letter# 269

PEAKSVIEW PROPERTY OWNERS' ASSOCIATION,INC.
WILLIAMSVILLE, VIRGINIA
19 AUGUST 2011

Ms. Maureen Hyzer

Forest Supervisor

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

Dear Ms. Hyzer,

On behalf of the Peaksview Property Owners' Association (PPDA)we appreciate the opportunity
to submit comments on the draft environmental impact statement and the draft revised land and
resource management pian- George Washington National Forest. | am providing the comments herein
as President of the PPOA.

As way of background, the PPDA is a non-profit and non-stock corporation formed under the
laws of the Commonwealth of Virginia. This incorporation is for purposes of maintenance of the
privately owned roadway and the common property under the PPDA. The PPDA consists of 415.8 acres
with 44 landowners. Within the property there are over three miles of road for access to each lot. Each
lot has deeded access to the George Washington National Forest. Peaksview is in the vicinity of the
Coursey Springs Hatchery (Rt 678 Williamsville). Additionally, seven lots have property boundaries
adjoining with the national forest boundary, totaling about 5,914 feet.

Accordingly, with the proximity and use of the forest, the PPOA takes great pride and sense of
responsibility in being stewards of the national forest through litter clean-up, watching for fire hazards
and maintaining PPOA roads suitable for emergency vehicles as may be needed for the forest.

As President of the PPOA, the comments herein are directed by the PPOA Board of Directors via
the undersigned. The PPOA comments noted below are framed around a principal theme that the
forest must be protected and managed for future generations to enjoy. Camping, hunting, fishing,
nature observation, wildlife habitat and hiking are just a few of the activities the PPOA wishes to see
maintained in any future land management plan.

Our comments are as follows:

(1) Chapter 1. Page 1.1-Asa general comment the requirements set forth in 36 CFR 219.1(a)
where forest plans "shall provide for multiple use and sustained yield of goods and services---- in a way,
that maximizes---- public benefit in an environmentally sound manner" reflects a great mission
statement for the forest plans. The details in meeting this aforementioned requirement will be the
future challenge and a likely source of contention from all who wish to seethe National Forests thrive
and survive for generations to come.

(2) Chapter 1. Page 1-3- Consistent with the above comment alternative "G", for managing the
land and resources of the George Washington National forest appears to present the best overall
approach to meeting the challenges of managing the national forest. The decision to ensuring changes
to the management of the forest plan will have public notification and involvement opportunities is a
critical pillar in having a balanced forest plan for people and the environment.




(3) Chapter 2, Page 2-18 Old Growth- Timber- Protecting wilderness areas-it is said that the
nation is losing many of the old growth forests due to timber harvesting. While there are pro's and
con's on both sides of the issue,the reality is once the trees are harvested we will not seethe area
return to its former arowth in one's lifetime. It seems contrary to good policy to designate wilderness
areas of a national forest and then harvest resources that reside in the designated area. The PPOA does
not have a solution other than to note- once the tree is gone there is not going to be a recovery for
many centuries. We believe that any timber harvesting in wilderness areas must be part of a plan that
improves the growth and sustainability of these magnificent portions of the forest. While it is
recognized that in the old growth wilderness areas there are large diameter-high value hardwoods that
are desired by many users,the mere fact that these trees are "limited" should trigger caution in
harvesting as once they are gone, our future generations may never see these wilderness areas.

(4) Chapter 2, Page 2-21-Desire Conditions for Fire & Chapter 3 Fire Page 3-16- Controlled
burning-The PPOA recognizes the importance of controlled burning, however many of the Peaksview
owners are concerned about the state or local ability to control fire to avoid massive forest fires. The
PPOA believes any controlled burnings must have the necessary resources identified to deploy
immediately in the event burn conditions change. Several years ago the Deerfield Fire department
demonstrated the challenges one faces from forest fires. Although this was not a controlled burn, the
ability to muster necessary resources to suppress and contain the fire appeared to be a challenge. The
desired conditions stating that "fire is used in a controlled, well planned manner---"is a critical
management strategy that will need resources (people, equipment, etc) identified and available to meet
this objective.

(5) Chapter 2, page 2-24- Non-motorized (motorized) dispersed recreation trails. The "desired
conditions" for non-motorized trails reflects a balance between the user and the environment. We
agree on this approach. We also believe that ATV/motorized trails will be hard to enforce regarding
detrimental use that contributes to environmental damage and detriment to forest life (trees, plants,
wildlife). Motorized ATV trails should be limited to that which exists today. ATV Access-the PPOA
believes the use of ATV'sin the national forest is contrary to maintaining the ecosystem. The beauty of
the forest is being able to hike, hunt or observe nature without a vehicle encroaching and reducing the
serenity of the area. The tracks that repeated ATV use is cutting into the forest floor are also damaging
the ground coverage, potentially causing erosion of valuable top soil. ATV access should not be
expanded beyond existing plans.

(6) Chapter 2 page 2-31-Timber Management- Timber Harvesting -The PPOA is concerned
that any timber harvesting be more controlled to avoid collateral damage. Clear cut harvesting in
smaller areas of the forest impacts the forest as areas are denuded and it takes decades to initiate
substantial growth. Selective cutting has significant impact in collateral damage. In falling a tree,
several other trees are damaged and usually succumb to disease due to bark and root damage. All of
this affects the habitat and forest regeneration. Timber harvesting guidelines should be more restrictive
on allowable collateral damage. We observed after the development of Peaksview that harvesting of
select trees collectively damaged three trees for every one tree harvested. Most of the damaged trees
had severe bark damage and died despite efforts to coat the damaged areas. The PPOA also
understands and acknowledges the benefits from well-managed and controlled timber harvesting.

(7) Chapter 3, Wind Energy Development Page 3-28- Suitable use/wind energy-The PPOA
understands the nation's need to reduce relying on external energy sources. Wind energy is an
alternative; however it does not appear that there is effective_and comprehensive criteria_for siting wind
energy eguipment. The height of the towers, the potential for species damage and the impact on
esthetics/views appears, among others, to need more detailed analysis and measurable criteria.
Recognizing this nation's concern for biological and ecological impacts of planned developments and the
need to ensure a balanced approach, it appears that wind energy development has eluded




comprehensive regulatory review at all levels of state government. Thus local government seems to be
working to adjudicate proposed wind energy development with little or no effective or measurable
criteria to render a decision to approve or deny the proposed action. Once a wind tower is operating,
the ability to mitigate any detrimental consequences is lost. The national forests are but afew acres as
compared to private land. In a manner of speaking, the national forest is the "common mans" private
land. The national forests are experiencing loss of flora and fauna, species of trees dying and minimal
re-growth, insects invading plant growth and reduced wildlife quality. To clear cut areas to support
massive wind energy units seems clearly at odds with a balanced vision for forest use. Wind turbines
provide no benefit that we can assess to help the national forest recover and to sustain. Wind energy
units should be constructed on private land with due diligence for adetailed environmental impact
assessment.

(8) Chapter 4 Designated Wilderness Page 4-27. The wilderness areas are a national treasure.
The desired conditions noted by the wilderness act of 1964 is an eloquent mission statement that
should be employed when any action is being considered that may directly or indirectly impact a
wilderness area.

(9) Chapter 4 ATV use Areas Page 4-77. Please see comment Number 5- ATV use should be
limited to existing trails today.

In Summary, the PPOA commends the forest service in addressing the enormous task of revising
the forest plan. Asnoted, we believe the vision, strategy and design criteria built on the pillar of
alternative "G" provides an effective framework for meeting the revision challenges. Again, we
appreciate the opportunity to comment.

direction of the PPOA Board of Directors

Copy to:

PPOA Board of Directors
Darrell Hayes- Vice President
Brian Zartman- Secretary
Tim Seitz-Treasurer

James K. Strickland

President PPOA & Chairman PPOA Board of Directors
217 S. Broad Street

Suffolk, VA 23434

Tel-757-S39-9136



County of Rockbridg
County Administrator
150 South Main Street
Lexington, Virginia 24450

ROBERT CLAYTOR

County Administratol-
Office: (540) 463-4361
Fax (540) 463-4346

August 23, 2011

Ken Landgraf

George Washington National Forest
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, VA 24019

RE.  Horizontal Hydraulic Fracturing

Dear Ken:

Letter# 270

L.VUJ' TY I<:NGINICER
(540) 464 1152

OATA PROCESSING
(540) 464 1241

FISCAL SJ<:RVICES
(540) 463 4361

GEOGRAPHIC INFORN-fATIO:-t

SYSTE:N'IS
(540) 464 9656

PLANNING & ZONING
(540) 464 9662

RECYCLING COORDINATOR
(540) 463 2437

Thank you for taking the time to speak to the Board of Supervisors about the draft Forest
Management Plan last night. | have enclosed a resolution passed by the Board that addresses the issue of
horizontal hydraulic fracturing. Though the Board supports the goal of energy independence for our
Country, this current technique used to extract natural gas from the Marcellus Shale formation appears
questionable and could be very detrimental to our natural resources. All that we ask is for the U. S. Forest
Service to use great caution when considering leasing our public lands for such mining operations.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Sam Crickenberger
Director of Community Development

enclosure

cc: Robert Claytor, County Administrator



Resolution Regarding Horizontal Hydraulic Fracturing 1in the
George Washington National Forest

Supervisor Riegel made a motion to adopt the Resolution
with a second provided by Supervisor Comstock and approval by
the following vote:

AYES: Riegel, Comstock, Lewis, Ford
NAYES: None
ABSENT: Smith

RESOLUTION

A Resolution Requesting the U. S. Forest Service to Protect
Drinking Water and Other National Resources by Prohibiting
Horizontal Hydraulic Fracturing Natural Gas Wells in the George
Washington National Forest

WHEREAS, the U. S. Forest Service is preparing a draft
forest plan and environmental impact statement for release 1in
January 2012 that will govern management of resources within the
George Washington National Forest for the next fifteen years,
and

WHEREAS, the Rockbridge County Comprehensive Plan has
identified the need to manage natural resource sites for
sustainable use, to ensure that large areas of the County are
maintained as open space for agricultural and forestall
production, recreation, water supply and quality of life; and

WHEREAS, horizontal hydraulic fracturing requires from two
to ten million gallons of water per well, combined with sand and
numerous chemicals, to break up shale and access natural gas, a
drilling and mining process that has been linked to ground water
and surface water contamination, air pollution and soil
contamination, and

WHEREAS, horizontal hydraulic fracturing gas mining has
been linked to other significant adverse environmental impacts,
including massive water withdrawals, gas migration from new and
abandoned wells, the inability of public treatment plants to
adequately treat millions of gallons of gas mining waste water,
underground injection of brine waste water, iImproper erosion and
sediment control, improper cementing and casing of wells, over
pressurized wells, significant increases in industrial truck
traffic with subsequent increase in accidents on rural roads,
and other accidents and spills, and



WHEREAS, Congress®™ 2005 Energy Policy Act exempts the
hydraulic fracturing drilling process from long held
environmental regulations such as the Clean Air and Water Acts;
the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Superfund law and other
environmental regulations, and

WHEREAS, the exact chemicals used in the horizontal
hydraulic fracturing process are currently considered
“proprietary” and, therefore, are not disclosed to federal,
state or local health officials or the public, and

WHEREAS, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency i1s in
the midst of a two year study of the effects of horizontal
hydraulic fracturing gas mining on water quality and other
resources, to inform the development of regulations and
recommendations to reduce environmental impacts,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE 1T RESOLVED, that the County of
Rockbridge respectfully requests that the U. S. Forest Service,
in the revised management plan for the George Washington
National Forest, act aggressively to protect drinking water and
other natural resources by prohibiting horizontal hydraulic
fracturing natural gas wells in the George Washington National
Forest.
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Letter# 272

Botetourt County, Virginia
Board of Supervisors

September 2, 2011

Ms. Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor
United States National Forest Service
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019-3050

Dear Ms. Hyzer:

There are 82,400 acres of Forest Service land in Botetourt County, including
13,400 acres which are in the James River District of the George Washington
National Forest. The County is in the process of conducting a staff review of the
August 8, 2011, revised George Washington National Forest Resource Land and
Resource Management Plan.

The County is aware of the potential for commercialization and development
of energy sources on federal land and recognizes the fact that a majority of the land
encompassed by the James River District is underlain by Marcellus shale formations
which may contain natural gas deposits. Further, the County has reviewed research
involving the process of hydraulic fracturing, which is utilized to release and subse-
qguently capture natural gas. The process appears to be linked to numerous cases of
surface and drinking water contamination as well as to air pollution and soil contami-
nation.

Botetourt County harbors significant concerns with the potential for significant
adverse environmental impact, specifically with regard to protection of critical
groundwater aquifers and byproducts of the hydrologic fracturing process. As such,
the County supports the Forest's revised position, which removes consideration for
horizontal drilling, effecting a moratorium on hydrologic fracturing. The County
supports such a position until the process can be verifiably proven to pose no signifi-
cant risk to the environment.

Thank you for the opportunity to offer comment. If you require additional detail
or have questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Gerald A. Burges
ICMA Credentialed Manager
County Administrator

cc: Spencer Suter, Assistant County Administrator



Letter# 273

September 5,2011

George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington and Jefferson National Forests
5612 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

USFS,GWJNF

My name is David Duncan. B am a United States Citizen,resident of Prince William County
Virginia, and land owner in Nelson County Virginia. 1 appreciate the efforts, services,
diligence, and professionalism of the USFS-GWNF staff. B am in general concurrence with the
Agency Preferred Alternative (Alternative G) recommended in the GWNF Draft EIS and Plan,
with a few exceptions and areas of emphasis, as outlined herein:

1. Wilderness: In addition t0 the Wilderness recommendations presented in the Plan, i
would recommend Wilderness consideration for lynn Hollow, Skidmore Hollow,Beech
lick Knob and little Allegheny Mountain; as well as all possible additions t0 the St.
Mary's, Priest, and Three Ridges Wilderness Areas.

2. Inventoried Roadless Areas: B concur with management of all Inventoried Roadless
Areas to "closely mirror the management restrictions on road construction and timber
harvest that were described in the 2001Roadless Area Conservation Rule".

3. Road Closure: B concur with the reduction of road network mileage and utilization
of closed roads to supplement the trail system for non-motorized use.

4. Energy Development: Utilization of GWNF lands for energy development should be
limited so as to not increase risk to natural and cultural resources as posed by the energy
development. In particular, development of natural gas resources via
hydrofracking could impact water resources,and land development activity associated
with these extractive industries could fragment habitat and recreational solitude. Wind
energy development is also of concern due to potential impact to avian resources,impact
associated with industrial development,and viewshed impact to forest visitors and local
land owners with a possible impact to nearby property values.

5. land Acaquisition: If allowable by law,and if funding allows,and only with consent of
land owner; I recommend active acquisition of lands that are within the designated
purchase area and border existing USFS lands; especially inholdings that fragment
habitat and require maintenance of federal roads that could otherwise be closed thus
saving taxpayer funds.

Thank you for your consideration.

7 U ———

Dave Duncan
Haymarket, VA and Nelson County, VA



Letter# 274
September 7, 2011

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

Dear Planning Team:

While I support the use of sustainable energy sources, B don't think industrial wind development
should take place in the George Washington National Forest. Development of offshore wind is more appropriate
and productive. 1 also oppose gas development by hydro-fi-acking as this would endanger our water and
fragment
the forest.

1 support the Friends of Shenandoah Mountain Proposal and would like to see the proposal
recommended in its entirety in the Forest Plan. I appreciate the addition to Ramseys Draft and the
recommendation of Little River for Wilderness in the draft, but ask that you also recommend Skidmore Fork
and Laurel Fork for Wilderness and Shenandoah Mountain and Keliey Mountain-Big Levels for National
Scenic Area designation in your final plan. The Shenandoah Mountain Proposal is attractive because, if enacted
by Congress, it would offer permanent protection of Shenandoah Mountain, Laurel Fork, and Kelley Mountain-
Big Levels.

Please recommend Beech Lick Knob for Wilderness and Wilderness additions for Rich Hole, Rough
Mountain, Three Ridges, and St. Mary's.

1 think that Big Schloss should be designated a National Scenic Area; Three High Heads, wilderness;
Northern Massanutten, National Scenic Area; and Little Allegheny Mountain, Wilderness.

Thank you for the oppmiunity to comment on the draft plan.

Sincerely,

Susan E. Gier



Letter# 275

Headwaters Soil and Water Conservation District
P.O.Box 70
Verona, VA 24482
(540) 248-6218 Extension 3
www.headwatersswcd.ora

We work with the people who work the land.

September 20,2011

Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor

George Washington & Jefferson National Forest
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

Dear Supervisor Hyzer:

It seems appropriate at this time that we are reviewing the future management of the George
Washington National Forest in the revised land and resource management plan. It is 100 years since
wise men of vision saw the deplorable conditions of the Appalachian watersheds and established the
Weeks Law (the law that has now provided usthe George Washington National Forest with all of its
valuable resources from which we today benefit and now plan for its future).

Here are our comments on the draft plan:

1. The restoration of watersheds to improve the quality of water from our headwater streams has
always been the highest priority for the national forests under the Weeks Law. We believe the
preferred alternative (G) does an excellent job of using scientific methods to protect water
quality and riparian resources in these headwater streams. The plan, we believe, adequately
provides effective Best Management Practices to both prevent erosion and restore watersheds
that do not meet the standards. We especially commend you for selecting those watersheds as
priority that store public drinking water such as North River. These watersheds will be
recognized for their value by emphasis toward restoration and effective management activities.

2. The plan does not recognize the flood control dams (PL566} located on the national forest that
are the responsibility of the Headwaters Soil and Water Conservation District and under permit
to the forest for their operation and maintenance. The impoundments provide:

= Reduced flood damage to downstream structures, forest and farmland.
= Recreation for swimming, fishing and camping.
< Domestic drinking water such as Elkhorn Lake.

We will continue to cooperate with the national forest in the operation of these impoundments
including:

« Conducting annual inspections for safety and maintenance.

Guiding citizens and governments in the balanced and sustainable use of natural resources



« Seeking funding to meet required changes for certification, including the federal certification
program.
« Evaluate the effectiveness of dams as they age.

3. Oil & Gas Leasing- We realize the national importance of reducing our dependence on foreign
oil and that the national forest can provide some types of fuel products including biofuels. We
believe the plan is correct not to allow horizontaldrilling in the Marcellus Shale Formation that
could jeopardize the water sources in our fragile karst formations. Much more experience
toward safely reducing the risk of contamination must be demonstrated before this method
should be permitted.

We know that the George Washington National Forest has provided many valuable resources to both
the local population and the nation. Providing management for these resources in a reasonable mix is
complicated. We commend you for your work and understand the importance of this plan for the
future. Headwaters SWCD will continue to cooperate with the forest and welcome ways that we can
support our mutual goals as we have in the past.

Sincerely,

Charles E.Horn, Chairman
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Thank you for your time
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Bergton, VA 22811-2422

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