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CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION REVIEW  
PROPOSAL INFORMATION 

Proposal Name: Gauley Healthy Forest Restoration 
Project   

Proposal Date: 8/5/2020 

Proponent Name: Monongahela National Forest  

Line Officer: Richard Raione 

District: Gauley Ranger District 

County(ies): Greenbrier, Nicholas, Pocahontas, 
Webster 

Anticipated Implementation: Spring 2020 

Signing Authority: District Ranger 

PALS Tracking #: 57335 

Project File: 
https://usfs.box.com/s/0fsaym1wi76s6mwq8r6gag4
rr3pmmz97 

GIS Info: 
"T:\FS\NFS\Monongahela\Project\GauleyHealthyFor
estRestoration" 

General Location: The project area is adjacent to, 
and east of Richwood, and extends eastward to the 
Cranberry Mountain Nature Center. West Virginia 
Route 39/55 bisects the project area.  County road 
7/2, Forest Road 99 and the Cranberry River form 
the northern boundary of the project area, and 
private lands form the southern boundary 

Applicable Management Areas: management areas 
3.0 vegetation diversity and 4.1 spruce and spruce 
hardwood ecosystem management  

Boundary Description: Beginning in Richwood West 
Virginia.  In the North part of Richwood, start at the 
ridge top west of CR 7, follow the ridge north to the 
boundary of the Monongahela National Forest. 
Follow the forest boundary west to CR 74. Follow CR 
74 north to the intersection with CR 76. Follow CR 76 
north to intersection with forest service road 99 
(fs99). Follow fs99 north/northeast to the 
intersection with fs848. Follow fs848 approximately 
1.3 Miles then heading northeast down slope to the 
mouth of Queer Branch and intersecting fs76. Follow 
fs76 south/southeast till the Cranberry Glades 
Botanical Area (CGBA). Follow the northern and 
eastern boundary of CGBA. Head upslope to 
intersect with fs150 (Scenic Highway) Follow fs150 
southwest, eight tens of a mile, to the intersection of 
state route 39 (WV39) Follow WV39 northeast, two 
tenths of a mile then head downslope to the 
southeast to the boundary of the Monongahela 
National Forest. Follow the forest boundary 
westward for approximately 28 miles back to 
Richwood and the beginning of the project boundary 
description.   

Elevation Range: 2,300 to 4,500 feet 

Watersheds: North Fork Cherry River and Cranberry 
River and a small portion of Spring Creek 

APPLICABLE CATEGORY/IES 

This proposal is categorically excluded from documentation in an EA or EIS because it fits the following category:  

Applicable Category: Section 603 of HFRA (16 U.S.C.6591b) (FSH 1909.15, 32.3(5)): Insect and Disease Infestation.   

This category is  applicable for this project because all project activities comply with the Healthy Forest Restoration 
Act section 603 requirements. The project area: 

• Does not include more than 3,000 acres. (The project area may be greater than 3,000 acres if the actual 
treatment areas are 3,000 acres or less).  

• Shall be limited to areas in the wildland-urban interface or to areas in Condition Classes 2 or 3 in Fire 
Regime Groups I, II, or III outside the wildland-urban interface. 
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• Shall be identified through a collaborative framework such as described in A Collaborative Approach for 
Reducing Wildland Fire Risks to Communities and the Environment: 10-Year Comprehensive Strategy 
Implementation Plan, or is developed and implemented through a collaborative process that includes 
multiple interested persons representing diverse interests and is transparent and nonexclusive; or meets 
the requirements for a resource advisory committee under subsections (c) through (f) of section 205 of 
the secure rural School and Community Self-Determination Act of 2000 (16 U.S.C;7125). 

• Shall be consistent with agency and departmental procedures and applicable resource management 
plans; 

• Shall not be in wilderness areas or impair the suitability of wilderness study areas for preservation as 
wilderness; 

• Herbicides, insecticides, and pheromones may be used, but their use must be consistent with the 
applicable Forest Plan; 

• Shall not include the construction of new permanent roads or other new permanent infrastructure but 
may include the construction of temporary roads if they are decommissioned and restored within 3 years 
of the end of project activities; 

• Treatments may include the sale of vegetative material if the primary purpose of the activity is to reduce 
the potential spread of insect and disease infestations and hazardous fuels; 

• Maximizes the retention of old-growth and large trees, as appropriate for the forest type, to the extent 
that the trees promote stands that are resilient to insects and disease; and 

• Considers the best available scientific information to maintain or restore the ecological integrity, including 
maintaining or restoring structure, function, composition, and connectivity. 

PROJECT ACTIVITIES 
The Gauley Ranger District of the Monongahela National Forest proposes to conduct hazardous fuels reduction 
and insect and disease infestation control activities on 2,984 acres of the 48,000-acre project boundary. The 
project area is adjacent to, and east of Richwood, and extends eastward towards the Cranberry Mountain Nature 
Center. West Virginia Route 39/55 bisects the project area.  County road 7/2, Forest Road 99, and the Cranberry 
River form the northern boundary of the project area, and private lands form the southern boundary. The general 
area is managed under Forest Plan management prescriptions 3.0 and 4.1.  Possible treatments may include, but 
are not limited to the construction of temporary roads and the upgrade and maintenance of existing designated 
roads; construction of fuel breaks; the use of herbicides, insecticides, and pheromones; use of pesticides; 
application of prescribed fire; timber harvesting, including salvage (commercial sale); mastication, mowing, 
thinning, clear-cut or other thinning methods; and other allowable actions.   
 
All design criteria, best management practices, and mitigation measures developed for this project (as approved by 
the Line Officer) will be implemented as well as all applicable measures outlined in the Forest Plan Standards and 
Guidelines.  As such, resource specialists conducted their analysis with the assumption that these practices will be 
applied during project implementation. 
 
Thinning and Associated Treatments 
Thinning. Forest Plan, page A2 “The thinning method is an intermediate cut that . . . removes high risk . . .  low 
quality, diseased, and over mature trees to increase the health, development, and growth of the residual trees in a 
stand. . .. Thinning is applicable to all of the forest types found on the Forest.” 

The primary purpose of treatment is stand improvement to develop resilient healthy stands more resistant to 
insects, disease, or fire.  Some, but not all of trees to be removed in the thinning treatment are dead, dying, or 
damaged from an active infestation of insects or disease (See Forest Service Handbook 2409.19 Chapter 70) such 
as hemlock wooly adelgid, beech bark disease, emerald ash borer, and other native pests.  Wood rot fungi related 
to damage from recurrent storm events (including the Derecho and Hurricane Sandy in 2012 and tornados in 2016) 
are also a major factor in the need to remove and salvage trees.   Timber volume from salvage will vary depending 
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on individual stand characteristics, but it is estimated to be less than 25 percent of the volume.  Depending on 
timing of salvage needs, additional entry into specific areas could be needed for salvage. 

Thinning is expected to remove about one-third of the basal area in a commercial harvest, which removes mostly 
sawtimber.  Within treatment areas, large trees will be favored to be left to the extent that they are healthy and 
have potential to persist within the stand.  Many large trees would be cut to salvage, or because of dead tops and 
branches, or because of active infestations of insects or diseases.  Removing some trees by thinning, whether 
commercially or non-commercially, is part of an Integrated Pest Management method to minimize or prevent the 
development of pest problems (Forest Plan Goal VE26).  In some areas, especially in or near the fuel breaks and 
around Summit Lake campground, treatment may be needed in addition to commercial harvests or instead of 
commercial harvests if trees to be removed are not suitable for timber products. 

Firewood gathering opportunities may be provided (Goal TR14).  Many or most of the trees to be removed have 
been determined by the Forest to be a risk to public safety, so personal use firewood may include dead, down or 
green trees to be removed (Standard TR15).  Some of the areas to be treated may be made available to the public 
as green firewood sale to accomplish the resource management objectives of reducing fire and insect and disease 
risk (TR16).  Closed roads may be opened temporarily for firewood collecting (TR17). 

Commercial timber harvest involves the use of hand or mechanical felling and removal from the forest by 
helicopter or skidder. 

Vine Control. Vine Control may be done in stands to be thinned– Forest Plan page A16. “Vines interfere with the 
growth of trees, causing decreased growth, deformity, and broken tops.  Broken tops allow entrance for insect and 
diseases, decreasing the vigor of a stand.  Vines are severed with cutting tools near the ground.  (This treatment 
may be done three growing seasons prior to harvest.) 

Clearcutting (Regeneration) and Associated Treatments 

Clearcutting (Regeneration). Forest Plan, page A2 “The clearcutting method harvests most or all of the trees 
within a stand in one removal.  Typically, some reserve trees are left to meet wildlife habitat or other resource 
needs.”  Commercial timber harvest involves the use of hand or mechanical felling and removal from the forest by 
helicopter or skidder.  Firewood gathering opportunities may be provided with these treatments also, as described 
under thinning. 

The primary purpose of treatment is to develop healthy resilient young stands that will be more resistant to 
insects, disease, or fire in the long-term.  Up to 10 percent of timber to be removed may be salvage of material 
that is dead, dying, or damaged from an active infestation of insects or disease.   

Associated with the clearcutting treatment is Site Preparation with Hand Tools for Natural Regeneration – Forest 
Plan page A15.  “The objective of site preparation is to enhance germination, sprouting, and survival of natural 
regeneration.  Site preparation includes cutting down residual trees between 1 and 5 inches in diameter during or 
immediately after a regeneration harvest.  Normally red spruce, hemlock, dogwood, serviceberry and shrub 
species that produce mast for wildlife are not cut.  This treatment opens up the forest floor to increased sunlight to 
improve seed germination potential, promotes sprouting of cut trees, and reduces shading that could inhibit the 
growth of shade intolerant and moderately tolerant species.” 

Vine Control may be done in stands to be regenerated– Forest Plan page A16. “Vines interfere with the growth of 
trees, causing decreased growth, deformity, and broken tops.  Broken tops allow entrance for insect and diseases, 
decreasing the vigor of a stand.  Vines are severed with cutting tools near the ground.  (This treatment may be 
done three growing seasons prior to harvest to prevent sprouting of vines during the regeneration period that 
would harm young trees.) 
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Additional associated treatments may be included as needed to enhance regeneration such as hand tree planting, 
fencing, or caging to protect from deer browse, weeding to enhance species composition, and treatment of non-
native invasive plant species.  These treatments would involve hand tools and hand labor, which would involve 
minimal ground disturbance.  Scalping of each planting spot with hand tools, spot spraying of herbicides, or 
individual tree fertilization could be part of the tree planting methodology.  These potential treatments would 
occur during the regeneration period (normally 1 to 5 years after the harvest and site preparation) and are done 
with hand tools.  Natural regeneration is typically rapid and successful in this area, so tree planting and associated 
treatments are unlikely to be needed on more than 100 acres, and planting could be used to enhance species 
diversity.   

Crop tree release (Forest Plan, page A – 16) may be done within regenerated areas to increase tree species 
diversity that would further enhance resistance to insects, disease, or fire. Integrated Pest Management methods 
would be used to minimize or prevent the development of pest problems, and could include the use of 
insecticides, for example, to preserve hemlock trees facing mortality from hemlock wooly adelgid (VE26, 27, 28, 
29, 32, 34, 35, 36, and 37).  It is anticipated that use of insecticides within the project area would be unlikely to be 
needed on more than 20 acres overall, with less than 20 stems per acre being treated in most cases.  

Herbicide. Forest Plan page A16.  This treatment will be used to control competition with diseased beech sprouts, 
only in stands where beech bark disease occurs and has resulted in dense competition that excludes tree and 
understory species.  In most cases, it will be possible to control competition with diseased beech sprouts by cutting 
alone, as described above in Site Preparation with Hand Tools for Natural Regeneration.  Diseased American 
beech trees should not be left standing in regeneration cuts, since the resulting diseased beech thickets are not a 
desired outcome of the treatment. For herbicide treatment of diseased beech, herbicides would be applied to 
individual stems by stem injection (cut surface treatment) or basal spray, both methods using manual labor.  

Prescribed Fire and Fuels Reduction Treatments 

Prescribed Fire – Broadcast.  Prescribed fire activities will be implemented during either the Spring (prior to green-
up) or Fall (dormant) seasons to promote fire adapted species and to reduce leaf litter and the threat of 
uncharacteristic wildfire. A low to moderate fire intensity will be used to reduce leaf litter while maintaining fire 
adapted overstory trees. The result of prescribed fire will be to create a healthy forest by reducing dead woody 
debris, increasing sunlight by reducing competition from fire intolerant tree species, promoting native grasses, 
increasing oak regeneration, and increasing wildlife populations. Natural features such as roads, streams, and 
rivers will be used as much as possible to limit the impact on the land. In instances where handline or bulldozer 
lines need to be constructed. Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) techniques will be used. The concept of 
MIST is to use the minimum amount of forces necessary to effectively achieve the fire management protection 
objectives consistent with land and resource management objectives. It implies a greater sensitivity to the impacts 
of suppression tactics and their long-term effects when determining how to implement an appropriate suppression 
response. In some cases, MIST may indicate where cold trailing or wet line may be more appropriate than 
constructed handline. In another example, the use of an excavator may be used rather than a bulldozer. Individual 
determinations will be dependent on the specific situation and circumstances of each fire. Prescribed fire would be 
implemented in this area periodically until resource objectives are met.  

Prescribed Fire – Piles. An associated treatment that consists of creating hand piles along private property 
boundary and Forest Service infrastructure will reduce logging slash and woody debris created from the thinning 
project within the fuel break. Piles will consist of top wood and non-merchantable wood. Piles will be burned 
during low fire danger days when spread potential is low. No handline will be constructed for hand piling. Piles 
may be constructed whenever there is a change in fuel loadings that may influence the effectiveness of the fuel 
break. An example of this would be a weather event that blows down trees within the fuel break.   
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Fuel Breaks: Mechanical fuel breaks will be constructed along portions of private property and Forest Service 
infrastructure and will typically be within thinning treatment units.  This mechanical fuel break will consist of 
removing dead and down trees, pruning limbs of larger trees, and removing brush/vines and some small diameter 
trees within 100 feet of private property or Forest Service infrastructure. Slash created from harvest operation will 
be mechanically or hand piled and burned or pulled away from private property or Forest Service infrastructure by 
the contractor approximately 100 feet from property boundary.  Fuel breaks will be created and maintained by 
using chainsaws, prescribed fire, and/or mowing. Prescribed burning may be used within fuel breaks to reduce fuel 
loading of brush, shrubs, and trees while encouraging the growth of fire adapted species. These fuel breaks will 
create defensible space in the event of a wildfire in the vicinity. The fuel breaks will be evaluated periodically for 
effectiveness of the defensible space and to determine if future treatments are needed.  

Roads  

Road maintenance.  Road maintenance will occur as needed on system roads within the project area to provide 
for egress and ingress in case of fire and for firefighting as well as timber haul.  It includes mowing, grading, 
cleaning or replacing culverts, and applying surface material.  Some of the culverts to be replaced are at stream 
crossings, such as the one on FR 946 where it crosses Spencer Run.  Road maintenance also includes removing 
hazard trees (using commercial sale methods where practical) that may fall and block the road access and to thin 
the canopy across and along roads so they can act as fuel breaks (Forest Plan RF11). 

Closed roads may be opened temporarily for firewood collecting (TR17). 

Temporary roads.  Temporary roads used for removal of timber products involve blading a route with cut and fill 
slopes, providing for water crossings during use, and decommissioning after use.  Temporary roads used for 
hauling products may also involve gravel surfacing. Temporary roads for hauling or skidding are not anticipated to 
be needed on very steep slopes (more than 50 percent).  Building or using temporary roads on steep slopes (40 to 
50 percent) would be avoided where possible.  If during implementation, operation on steep slopes (40 to 50 
percent) is found to be needed, then operation on these slopes shall be analyzed on a case-by-case basis to 
determine the best method of operation while maintaining soil stability and productivity according to standard 
SW07.      

Temporary roads will be needed for removal of timber products.  Temporary roads will be decommissioned and 
restored within 3 years of the end of project activities as required by the Section 603 of HFRA (16 U.S.C.6591b) 
(FSH 1909.15, 32.3(5)).  Decommissioning methods used for temporary roads should allow for fuel reduction by 
brushing to retain defensible space, where appropriate.  Decommissioning methods for temporary roads built on 
existing linear wildlife openings should consider the need to retain defensible space as well as maintenance of 
wildlife and pollinator plantings after use.   

Decommissioning of temporary roads used for both hauling and skidding would follow guideline RF13.  The road 
profile should not normally be returned to contour during decommissioning.  Decommissioning should also allow 
for treatment of non-native plant species, as appropriate. 

Non-Native Invasive Species 

Existing and new infestations of high-priority nonnative invasive plants in activity areas will be treated before, 
during, and after project implementation to prevent the spread of nonnative species into new areas. Treatment 
methods will include hand-pulling, mowing, grubbing, biological control, and herbicide application. The species 
that may be controlled and the herbicides that may be used are listed in Table 2.1 of the 2010 Forest-wide 
Nonnative Invasive Plant Management Project Environmental Analysis (beginning on page 2 to 7). All design 
criteria, mitigation measures, and monitoring requirements listed in Chapter 2 this analysis (page 2 to 15 through 2 
to 20) will be followed. Herbicide use on nonnative invasive species has also been examined under this analysis. 
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Project Implementation 

• It is estimated that project activities will occur within a 5 to 7-year timeframe  
• During implementation, conventional units may be harvested by helicopters at the discretion of the 

responsible official.   
• An NNIS implementation plan will be developed prior to implementing the action.  
• Forest Plan standard WF14 will be coordinated with specialists and the responsible official during 

implementation. 

Project Design Criteria 

Standards VE13 and WF13- Prior to implementation, surveys for threatened, endangered, and sensitive (TES) 
species would be conducted. TES plant surveys will be conducted from June 1 through September 30 (time of year 
when plants are most likely to be detected). TES species surveys will be conducted in project areas that have not 
previously been surveyed, where optimal habitat conditions persist. If any occurrences of TES species are found in 
or near any activity areas, occurrences will be documented. Implementation will not be allowed to proceed, until 
protective measures have been established to avoid or minimize negative effects. Protective measures could 
include the following mitigations: monitors on site, avoidance areas, temporary fencing, translocation, etc. 
Protective measures will be developed by the biologist or ecologist and approved by the Responsible Official. 

Project Acreages and Mileages 

Table 1. Project acreages 

Treatment Acreage 

Thinning, using ground-based logging, without prescribed burning 1519 

Thinning, using helicopter logging, without prescribed burning 741 

Prescribed burning and thinning using ground-based logging 200 

Prescribed burning (without thinning) 157 

Regeneration harvest, using ground-based logging 242 

Regeneration harvest, using helicopter logging 109 

Fuel break, not included in other timber harvest in 3 locations 16 

Total Treatment Acreage 2984 
 

Table 2. Road mileages 

Type of Road Mileage Width in feet 

Temporary road construction 1.0 25 

Temporary road reconstruction 1.9 25 

Temporary road construction 28.6 12 

Temporary road reconstruction 30.4 12 

Maintenance of forest system roads 19.1  



   Gauley Healthy Forest Restoration Project 

Page 7 of 27 

 

 

 

Table 3. Regeneration Units 

Harvest Unit ID Treatment Logging Method GIS Acres 

R3 Regen Ground based 29 
R4 Regen Ground based 25 
R5 Regen Ground based 26 
R6 Regen Ground based 15 
R8 Regen Ground based 38 
R9 Regen Ground based 34 

R10 Regen Ground based 39 
R74 Regen Ground based 36 

Total Ground Based Regeneration Acres: 242 
R1 Regen Helicopter 41 
H2 Regen Helicopter 29 
H7 Regen Helicopter 39 

Total Helicopter Regeneration Acres: 109 
Total Acres 351 

 

Table 4. Unit details 

ID Cut Type Method GIS Acres Prescribed Burn 

T11 Thinning Conventional 24 No 
T12 Thinning Conventional 44 No 
T13 Thinning Conventional 48 No 
T16 Thinning Conventional 28 No 
T17 Thinning Conventional 20 No 
T18 Thinning Conventional 25 No 
T20 Thinning Conventional 33 No 
T21 Thinning Conventional 75 No 
T22 Thinning Conventional 34 No 
T23 Thinning Conventional 45 No 
T28 Thinning Conventional 17 No 
T29 Thinning Conventional 6 No 
T31 Thinning Conventional 34 No 
T34 Thinning Conventional 27 No 
T36 Thinning Conventional 50 No 
T38 Thinning Conventional 23 No 
T41 Thinning Conventional 23 No 
T44 Thinning Conventional 22 No 
T46 Thinning Conventional 17 No 
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ID Cut Type Method GIS Acres Prescribed Burn 

T49 Thinning Conventional 29 No 
T50 Thinning Conventional 33 No 
T52 Thinning Conventional 31 No 
T53 Thinning Conventional 17 No 
T58 Thinning Conventional 30 No 
T65 Thinning Conventional 68 No 
T69 Thinning Conventional 31 No 
T70 Thinning Conventional 33 No 
T71 Thinning Conventional 73 No 
T72 Thinning Conventional 8 No 
T73 Thinning Conventional 9 No 
T75 Thinning Conventional 11 No 
T76 Thinning Conventional 8 No 
T77 Thinning Conventional 18 No 
T78 Thinning Conventional 30 No 
T79 Thinning Conventional 53 No 
T80 Thinning Conventional 2 No 
T81 Thinning Conventional 60 No 
T82 Thinning Conventional 39 Yes 
T83 Thinning Conventional 30 No 
T84 Thinning Conventional 15 No 
T85 Thinning Conventional 102 No 
T86 Thinning Conventional 50 No 
T87 Thinning Conventional 16 No 
T88 Thinning Conventional 43 No 
T89 Thinning Conventional 35 No 
T90 Thinning Conventional 16 No 
T91 Thinning Conventional 16 Yes 
T92 Thinning Conventional 23 Yes 
T93 Thinning Conventional 13 Yes 
T94 Thinning Conventional 49 Yes 
T95 Thinning Conventional 51 Yes 
T97 Thinning Conventional 9 Yes 
T96 Thinning Conventional 30 No 
T98 Thinning Conventional 10 No 
T99 Thinning Conventional 15 No 

T100 Thinning Conventional 12 No 
T101 Thinning Conventional 6 No 

Sub Total Conventional Thinning 1719   
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ID Cut Type Method GIS Acres Prescribed Burn 

H14 Thinning Helicopter 51 No 
H15 Thinning Helicopter 145 No 
H24 Thinning Helicopter 97 No 
H25 Thinning Helicopter 24 No 
H27 Thinning Helicopter 35 No 
H30 Thinning Helicopter 49 No 
H48 Thinning Helicopter 13 No 
H59 Thinning Helicopter 64 No 
H60 Thinning Helicopter 19 No 
H61 Thinning Helicopter 73 No 
H62 Thinning Helicopter 31 No 
H63 Thinning Helicopter 63 No 
H64 Thinning Helicopter 63 No 
H75 Thinning Helicopter 14 No 

Sub Total Helicopter Thinning 741   
Acreage Totals 2460   
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Figure 1. Helicopter and Ground Based Logging Plan 
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Figure 2. Helicopter and Ground Based Logging Plan continued 
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PROJECT SCREENING 

REGULATORY CONSIDERATIONS 

Given the nature of the proposal, the Responsible Official is requesting documentation to demonstrate compliance 
with the following regulatory considerations in addition to NEPA: 

☒ NFMA/Land Management Plan  

☒ ESA  

☒ Sensitive Species (FSM 2670)  

☒ NHPA  

☒ Tribal Consultation  

☒ CAA  

☒ CWA  

☒ Pertinent Executive Orders  

Special Management Areas: 

☒ Scenic Area  

☒ Wild & Scenic River Corridor  

☒ Botanical Area  

☒ Research Natural Areas  

☒ National Natural Landmark 

 

AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS & PERSONS TO BE CONTACTED 
Given the nature of the proposal, the Line Officer/Responsible Official is using a collaborative process that includes 
multiple interested persons representing diverse interests and is transparent and non-exclusive, as required by the 
Healthy Forest Restoration Act, Section 603(b)(1)(C)(i) and (ii)(I). A brief overview of feedback or comments 
provided is provided here.   

This project is categorically excluded from the administrative review process under Section 603 of the Healthy 
Forest Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 6591b) for projects that reduce the risk or extent of, and increase the resilience 
to, insect or disease infestation or that reduce hazardous fuels. This categorical exclusion category provides for up 
to 3,000 acres of restoration treatments in a project area. The overall project area boundary is large, at around 
40,000 acres; however, this project boundary was originally created for a proposal that was being considered 
under an environmental assessment. Formally designated as the Gauley Integrated Spruce Restoration project, it is 
no longer considered for analysis. This project was in the pre-NEPA planning stage when it was abandoned and did 
not go out for a 30-day public comment period; however, much collaboration was completed with the public, 
partners, and other agencies in development of that proposal. As such, those collaboration efforts were used to 
develop the much smaller 3,000-acre categorical exclusion for which this collaboration documentation applies.  

OUTREACH TO DIVERSE INTERESTS 
This project was developed in partnership with West Virginia Division of Natural Resources and the West Virginia 
Division of Forestry in collaboration with a wide range of interested parties. We continue to engage these existing 
partners in the project-level collaboration. These partners work directly with District staff in project development.  
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In addition, the forest maintains a list of interested parties (individuals, non-governmental organizations, local 
government, Tribes, private landowners etc.) that were invited to participate in early collaboration of the original 
Gauley Integrated Spruce Restoration project. 

The collaborative process for this project is a continuation of regular communication with interested 
stakeholders, partners, and parties for many diverse projects throughout the Forest, including, but not 
limited to the following: 

Trout Unlimited; Canaan Valley Institute; West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection; West 
Virginia Division of Natural Resources; West Virginia Division of Highways; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 
Army Corp of Engineers; Monongahela Outdoor Volunteers; New River Gorge Trails Alliance; 
Campground Host Program; Youth Conservation Corps; Central Appalachian Spruce Restoration 
Initiative; Rivers and Gorges Cooperative Weed and Pest Management Area; West Virginia Division of 
Natural Resources, Good Neighbor Agreement; Chicago Botanic Garden, Conservation and Land 
Management Internship Program, Natural Resource Conservation Service; West Virginia University 
Division of Plan and Soil Sciences; Dr. James Thompson, West Virginia University Soil Science Professor; 
American Chestnut Foundation; National Wild Turkey Federation; Boy Scouts of America; Cherry River 
Elementary School; Cranberry Mountain Nature Center; AmeriCorps; Richwood Area Chamber of 
Commerce; Blueprint; Hubcap; Richwood Rising; the Eastern National Forest Interpretive Association; 
Richwood Heritage Center; Camp Caesar; Weyerhaeuser Corporation; Friends of Blackwater, West 
Virginia Highlands Conservancy; the Nature Conservancy; and other field trips, trainings and workshops 
held for the public on Forest activities, projects, and issues. 

The responsible official has undertaken the responsibility to ensure that project planning and 
collaboration for forest projects is continuous and the public discussions regarding forest management 
practices are ongoing and comprehensive.  If the responsible official chooses to make commitments to 
the partners, they will be captures as part of the project record as appropriate.  The responsible official 
will host information meetings and field trips for the public, if warranted, during project implementation 
to take further feedback on implementation. 

RESOURCE PARTICIPATION IN ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS REVIEW 

The Line Officer/Responsible Official has requested the following resource areas to review the proposal to 
determine compliance with the regulatory considerations.   

Table 5: Documentation of Review Completion 

Resource Review Complete 
Botany 2/7/2020  Amy Coleman 

Cultural/Heritage 2/12/2020  Gavin Hale 

Fisheries  3/17/2020  Kyle Tasker 

Fire/Fuels/Air Quality 3/17/2020  John Fry, Walt Walter, Jeremy Ash (Air Quality) 

Hydro  3/17/2020  Tim Tolley 

Lands/Special Uses  2/13/2020  Carol Whetsell 

Recreation 2/3/2020  Matt Edwards 

Scenic Resources  2/3/2020  Matt Edwards 
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Resource Review Complete 
Soils  2/7/2020  Adrienne Nottingham 

Special Management Areas 2/3/2020  Matt Edwards 

Silviculture  2/7/2020  Jane Bard 

Wildlife  3/17/2020  Kim Tarter, Cheryl Tanner 

 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS REVIEW 

NATIONAL FOREST MANAGEMENT ACT (NFMA) – LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN 
CONSISTENCY 

The pertinent specialist has reviewed the proposal and made the following determinations regarding proposal 
consistency with applicable Land Management Plan direction, standards and guidelines.  

Botany: Consistent 

Cultural/Heritage: Consistent 

Engineering: Consistent 

Fisheries: Consistent 

Fuels: Consistent 

Hydro: Consistent 

Lands/Special Uses: Consistent 

Recreation: Consistent 

Scenic Resources: Consistent 

Soils: Consistent 

Silviculture: Consistent 

Special Management Areas: Consistent 

Wildlife: Consistent 

 Other:  Consistent

SUPPORTING PROJECT DOCUMENTATION  
 Table 6: List of documentation justifying this decision 

Document Type Location 

Biological Assessment (Botany, Fisheries, 
Wildlife) 

GHFR_BiologicalAssessment_FINAL_2021_06_30 

USFWS Biological Opinion Final_BO 

Biological Evaluation (Botany, Fisheries, 
Wildlife) 

GHFR BE_FINAL_02122021 

State Historic Preservation Office 
Consultation 

SHPO 

Collaboration Documentation 20200319GHFRPCollaboration_Final 
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ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

THREATENED, ENDANGERED, PROPOSED AND CANDIDATE SPECIES AND/OR CRITICAL HABITAT 

The pertinent specialists reviewed the proposal and made the following determinations for threatened, 
endangered and/or proposed species (species not effected by project activities are not listed): 

Table 7: TEPC Effect Determinations for ESA 

Species/Habitat Status Proposed or 
Designated 
Critical Habitat 
Present?  

Determination* Brief Rationale (or refer to 
other project documentation) 

Small Whorled 
Pogonia  

Threatened No NLAA Biological Assessment 

Running Buffalo 
Clover  

Endangered No NLAA Biological Assessment 

Indiana Bat Endangered No NLAA Applicable Biological Opinion 
terms and conditions will be 
implemented 

Northern Long-eared 
Myotis 

Endangered No NLAA Applicable Biological Opinion 
terms and conditions will be 
implemented 

Candy darter and 
project critical habitat 

Endangered Yes NLAA Biological Assessment 

Cheat Mountain 
salamander 

Threatened No NE Biological Assessment 

Virginia big-eared bat Endangered No NE Biological Assessment 

Rusty Patched 
Bumble Bee 

Endangered No NE Biological Assessment 

Shale barren rock 
cress 

Endangered No NE Biological Assessment 

Virginia spiraea Threatened No NE Biological Assessment 

* NE – No Effect; NLAA – May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect; LAA – May Affect, Likely to Adversely Affect; No Jeopardy - 
Not Likely to Jeopardize the Continued Existence or Adversely Modify Critical Habitat 

SUPPORTING PROJECT DOCUMENTATION 
Table 8: Applicable Project File Documentation to Support ESA Compliance 

Documentation Type Location 

Biological Assessment GHFR_BiologicalAssessment_FINAL 

Biological Opinion  
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SENSITIVE SPECIES (FSM 2670) 

The pertinent specialists reviewed the proposal and made the following determinations for sensitive species: 

Species Determination* Brief Rationale (or refer to other project 
documentation) 

 NLAA  

 NLAA  

 NLAA  

 NLAA  

 NLAA  

 NE  

 NE  

 NE  

 NE  

 NE  

 

SUPPORTING PROJECT DOCUMENTATION 
Table 9. Applicable Project File Documentation to Support Agency Sensitive Species Compliance 

Documentation Type Location 

Biological Evaluation – Threatened, Endangered and 
Sensitive Plants 

GHFR BE_FINAL_02122021 

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT (NHPA) – SECTION 106 REVIEW 

The pertinent specialist has reviewed the proposal and made the following determination regarding Section 106 
compliance: 

No adverse effects to historic properties - 36 CFR 800.5(b). Section 106 Review has been completed and National 
Register eligible cultural sites are located within the project area. Modifications can avoid/protect cultural 
resources (see comment section).  

COMMENTS 

Protection measures established during consultation will eliminate or minimize direct and indirect effects to 
historic property. All historic properties identified would be marked and avoided during all phases of project 
implementation. Ground disturbing activities shall be prohibited within marked boundaries of historic properties. 

The action has been analyzed for expected direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to historic property. For the 
purpose of this analysis, effect means the alteration to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in, or eligibility for, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) per the definition in 36 CFR 800.16(i). 
Historic property means any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, object or historical/cultural 
landscape included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP. The term historic property also applies to any cultural 
resource or property not yet evaluated to determine whether it is eligible for the NRHP. The term includes 
artifacts, features, records, and remains that are related to and located within such properties. The term also 
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includes properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe or native Hawaiian 
organization and that meet the National Register criteria per the definition in 36 CFR 800.16(l). 

The area of potential effect (APE) for the analysis of direct effects is defined spatially as the project area boundary. 
All management activities proposed by the project are confined within the project area boundary. The spatial 
boundary for the analysis of indirect effects extends beyond the project area boundary by 0.25 miles to consider 
potential visual effects to adjacent historic properties. The temporal limit used to evaluate direct, indirect and 
cumulative effects was ten years because the proposed actions will be completed within five years and the visual 
effects are likely to continue for up to five years post-treatment. 

FIELD SURVEY AND CONSULTATION 

The Forest Service will award a task order through contract to survey the APE. The survey will be a focused 
approach to identify historic properties at locations where previous surveys either had not been conducted, or 
where previous surveys were inadequate for the current analysis. The survey will be conducted in consultation 
with the West Virginia Division of Culture and History (WVDCH), the Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, the 
Eastern Shawnee, the Shawnee Tribe, the Delaware Nation, and the Seneca Nation. The resulting technical report 
will be reviewed by all consulting partners prior to implementation of ground disturbing activities. Protection 
measures, including avoidance, will be established for all historic properties identified to avoid adverse effects.  

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS TO HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

This action will have no adverse effect to historic properties. Protection measures established during consultation 
will eliminate or minimize direct and indirect effects to historic property. All historic properties identified would be 
marked and avoided during all phases of project implementation. Ground disturbing activities shall be prohibited 
within marked boundaries of historic properties.   

• Thinning and Associated Treatments, including vine control have the potential to effect historic properties. 
Protection measures, including avoidance where necessary, would be necessary to eliminate or minimize 
adverse effects.   

• Clearcutting (Regeneration) and Associated Treatments have the potential to effect historic properties. 
Protection measures, including avoidance where necessary, will be necessary to eliminate or minimize adverse 
effects.  

• Herbicide – Herbicide use has limited-to-no potential to adversely affect historic properties.  
• Prescribed fire activities have no adverse effect to historic property when natural or existing fire barriers, such 

as streams, ridges, roads and trails are used for fire control lines. Fire control barriers requiring ground 
disturbance will not occur where historic properties have been identified. Non-ground disturbing methods, 
such as hand line, wet line or black line would have no adverse effect to historic property. 

• Road Maintenance activities have no adverse effect to historic property where work is confined to previously 
maintained surfaces, ditches, culverts, and cut and fill slopes where there are no known historic properties 
because proposed work is clearly within disturbed context. None of the culverts to be replaced are historic 
property. 
 Temporary Roads have the potential to effect historic properties. Protection measures, including avoidance 
where necessary, would be necessary to eliminate or minimize adverse effects. 

• Non-Native Invasive Species Treatments such as hand-pulling, mowing, grubbing, biological control, and 
herbicide application have limited-to-no potential to adversely affect historic properties. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS TO HISTORIC PROPERTY FROM PROPOSED PROJECT ACTIVITIES: 
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The potential for direct and indirect effects to historic property is negligible. As such this action would have no 
cumulative effect to historic property.  

CONSISTENCY WITH THE FOREST PLAN 

Forest Goal HR01 provides for the identification and management of cultural resources on the Forest, as does 
direction in Heritage Resources Standards HR04, HR05.  

CONSISTENCY WITH LAWS, REGULATIONS, HANDBOOKS AND EXECUTIVE ORDERS 

Executive Order 11593, promulgated in 1971, instructs that all archaeological resources on Federal land are to be 
evaluated, while the 1988 amendment to the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (16 USC 470 mm) instructs 
federal land-managing agencies to develop and implement a plan for archaeological survey and evaluation. 
Provided that National Register eligible sites are avoided or mitigated, and unevaluated sites are avoided or 
evaluated, and appropriate management taken, then any of the Alternatives is consistent with the Forest Plan and 
legal statute.   

RELEVANT LAWS, REGULATIONS AND AUTHORITIES 
Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 USC 431-433) 
Historic Sites Act of 1935 (16 USC 461-467) 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 USC 470) 
National Environmental Policy Act (42 USC 4321-4347) 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 USC 470) 
Archaeological and Historic Conservation Act of 1974 (16 USC 469) 
Executive Order 11593 
FSM 2361 

SUPPORTING PROJECT DOCUMENTATION 
Table 10: Applicable Project File Documentation to Support NHPA Compliance 

Documentation Type Location 

  

  

  

TRIBAL CONSULTATION  

Based on the nature of the proposal, the line officer/responsible official made the following determination 
regarding Tribal Consultation:  

Consultation with native American tribes is being conducted, as required. 

COMMENTS 

All surveys will be conducted in consultation with the West Virginia Division of Culture and History (WVDCH), the 
Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, the Eastern Shawnee, the Shawnee Tribe, the Delaware Nation, and the 
Seneca Nation. The resulting technical report will be reviewed by all consulting partners prior to implementation of 
ground disturbing activities. Protection measures, including avoidance, will be established for all historic properties 
identified to avoid adverse effects.  

List Tribes, dates of consultation and outcome – or refer to other project file documentation (listed in the table 
below) 
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SUPPORTING PROJECT DOCUMENTATION 
Table 11: Applicable Project File Documentation to Support Tribal Consultation Compliance 

Documentation Type File Name(s) 

  

  

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

The pertinent specialist has reviewed the proposal and made the following determinations based on special 
management area presence/proximity or lack of:  
Table 12: Special Management Area Compliance Determinations 

Management Area Type 
Applicable Law/Regulation to 

Demonstrate Compliance With 
Rationale for Compliance or 

Needs for Proposal Modification 

Yellow Popular Candidate 
Research Natural Area  

Monongahela National Forest 
Land and Resource 
Management Plan  

No project activities would not occur in the 
Yellow Popular Candidate Research Natural Area. 

Cranberry Glades 
National Natural 
Landmark and Botanical 
Area  

Monongahela National Forest 
Land and Resource 
Management Plan  

No project activities would not occur in the 
Cranberry Glades National Natural Landmark and 
Botanical Area.  

Wild and Scenic Rivers  

Monongahela National Forest 
Wild and Scenic River Study 
Report 
 The National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act of 1968. 

Project actions fall within WSR corridor.  NFLMP 
Standard WS03 states:  When management 
actions are proposed that may compromise the 
outstandingly remarkable value, classification, or 
free-flowing character of an eligible Wild and 
Scenic River segment, a suitability study shall be 
completed for that eligible river segment prior to 
initiating the actions.  

The GHFR project area includes 5.9 miles of the North Fork of the Cherry River, however only 3.9 miles overlap 
with the project. The Wild and Scenic River Study completed by the Monongahela National Forest in 1995 
identified a 10.8-mile segment of the North Fork of the Cherry River as an eligible wild and scenic river. The 
classification was for a recreational river segment with outstandingly remarkable values (ORV) of scenery and 
recreation.  This segment is listed as eligible for possible inclusion into the wild and scenic river system at a future 
point.  Management actions that retain the free-flowing condition, the highest classification potential, and the 
outstandingly remarkable values are consistent with the eligible designation. The following table from the 
Monongahela National Forest Land and Resource Plan p. III-6 identifies the ORVs for each segment of eligible WSR 
within MP 3.0. 

Table 13. Eligible Wild and Scenic River Segments in MP 3.0 

   Eligible Wild and Scenic River Segments in MP 3.0 

River Name Classification Outstandingly Remarkable Values Miles 

North Fork Cherry River Recreational Scenery, Recreation 10.8 

Glady Fork Recreational Recreation 2.8 

Laurel Fork Scenic Recreation 4.4 

Commented [TAS-10]: Placeholder to add tribal 
compliance documentation 
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Williams River Recreational Scenery, Recreation 7.3 

DIRECTION RELATED TO MANAGEMENT ALONG ELIGIBLE WSR SEGMENTS: 

For eligible recreational river designations, some management actions may be approved within the one-quarter 
mile on either side of the eligible river segment.  For vegetation management within Scenic and Recreational 
classifications, the Forest Service Handbook 1909.12 chapter 80, Wild and Scenic Rivers, states that a range of 
vegetation management and timber harvest practices are allowed, if these practices are designed to protect users, 
or protect, restore, or enhance the river environment, including the long-term scenic character and prescribed fire 
and wildfires managed to meet resource objectives may be used to restore or maintain habitat for threatened, 
endangered, or sensitive species or restore the natural range of variability. 
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Figure 3. Special Interest Management Areas 
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Figure 4. North Fork Cherry Wild and Scenic River 
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WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

DESCRIPTION OF EFFECTS TO ELIGIBLE WSR SEGMENT FROM GHFRA PROJECT:  

The project proposes vegetation thinning actions along 2.2 miles and prescribed fire along 1.7 miles of the eligible 
segment of the North Fork Cherry River. The thinning and prescribed fire activities will result in healthy forest 
stands more resilient to insects, disease, and weather disturbances.  Therefore, improving the scenic and 
recreational values of the river. Impacts may be seen by visitors during implementation of treatments. However, 
these are expected to be short in duration, likely only one growing season. A more resilient forest maintains scenic 
values and safety.  Large scale die-offs or damage to the vegetation will be less likely following these treatment 
actions. Overall, the project is not expected to have any measurable or lasting impacts on the ORV of scenery and 
recreation for this river segment. 

SUPPORTING PROJECT DOCUMENTATION 

Table 14: Applicable Project File Documentation to Support Special Management Area Compliance 

Documentation Type Location 

Recreation and Scenery Report Recreation_Scenery_Report 

Scenery Management System Matrix Scenery_Management_System_Matrix 

CLEAN AIR ACT (CAA) 

The pertinent specialist has reviewed the proposal and made the following determinations regarding the CAA:  

The potential for effects to air quality is minimal from prescribed fire operations. There are no non-attainment 
areas in the project area and reasonable progress goals are being met for the nearby Class I areas. As such, the 
project is unlikely to cause any violations of the Clean Air Act.  

SUPPORTING PROJECT DOCUMENTATION 
Table 15: Applicable Project File Documentation to Support CAA Compliance 

Documentation Type File Name(s) 

Air Quality Report Air_Quality_Report 

CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA)  

The pertinent specialist has reviewed the proposal and made the following determination: 

Mitigating the risk of sedimentation into water bodies is consistent with SW23, SW34, SW51, and WF14. By 
meeting these forest plan standards, maintenance or improvement of relevant Watershed Condition Indicators 
(WCI) and compliance with State water quality directives and the Clean Water Act is demonstrated.  

 SUPPORTING PROJECT DOCUMENTATION 
Table 16: Applicable Project File Documentation to Support CWA Compliance 

Documentation Type File Name(s) 

Hydrology Report Hydrology_Report 

PERTINENT EXECUTIVE ORDERS  
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The line officer and/or applicable specialist(s) have determined the proposal is in compliance with the following 
Executive Orders (EO), which were deemed pertinent based on the nature of the proposal. 

EO 13186, Migratory Birds: In general, effects to migratory birds from the proposed actions have been minimized 
by considering the timing of activities to minimize disturbances during the breeding season; retaining snags for 
nesting structures; and retaining the integrity of breeding sites. Proposed vegetation management actions have 
been developed to shift macro-vegetative structure (tree size class, tree species composition, or tree canopy 
cover) toward desired conditions representative of the HRV of those plant communities. In addition to retaining 
the integrity of breeding sites, these activities are expected to continue to provide for migration routes and 
stopover habitat.  

Proposed actions comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act but may result in an “unintentional take” of 
individuals during proposed actions. However, this project complies with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Director’s Order 131 related to the applicability of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act to federal agencies and 
requirements for permits for “take”. In addition, this project complies with Executive Order (EO) 13186. 

EO 12898, Environmental Justice: The transparent, non-exclusive collaborative process used to develop this 
project, as well as consultation with Native American tribes, ensured fair treatment and meaningful involvement of 
all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, 
and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. No environmental justice issues were identified 
for this project, as it is not expected to lead to disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-
income populations.  

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) – CONSIDERATION OF EXTRAORDINARY 
CIRCUMSTANCES 
Pertinent specialists have reviewed the proposed action and made the following determinations with regards to 
degree of potential effects for the resource conditions considered: 

Table 17. Resource Conditions Considered for Extraordinary Circumstance Determinations 

Resources Conditions Considered for 
Extraordinary Circumstances 

Is there a degree of potential effect that raises uncertainty over 
its significance? Briefly explain. 

Federally listed threatened or 
endangered species,  
Designated critical habitat,  
Forest Service sensitive species 

BOTANY: 
NO, there is no uncertainty 
Rationale: Refer to the Biological Assessment and Biological 
Opinion for species specific discussion. 

FISHERIES: 
NO, there is no uncertainty 
Rationale: Refer to the Biological Assessment and Biological 
Opinion for species specific discussion. 

WILDLIFE: 
NO, there is no uncertainty 
Rationale: Refer to the Biological Assessment and Biological 
Opinion for species specific discussion.  

Floodplains, wetlands or municipal 
watersheds 

NO, there is no uncertainty 
Rationale: The project is not expected to negatively affect a 
floodplain or wetland. The project is in compliance with Executive 
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Resources Conditions Considered for 
Extraordinary Circumstances 

Is there a degree of potential effect that raises uncertainty over 
its significance? Briefly explain. 
Orders 11988 (floodplains) and 11990 (wetlands). Project is not in 
a municipal watershed.  

Congressionally designated areas, such as 
wilderness, wilderness study areas, or 
national recreation areas  

N/A, not present 

Inventoried roadless areas  N/A, not present 

Research natural areas  N/A, not present 

American Indians and Alaska Native 
religious or cultural sites  

NO, there is no uncertainty  
Rationale: Section 106 Review has been completed and National 
Register eligible cultural sites are located within the project area. 
Modifications can avoid/protect cultural resources 

Archaeological sites, or historic 
properties or areas  

NO, there is no uncertainty 
Rationale: Protection measures established during consultation 
will eliminate or minimize direct and indirect effects to historic 
property. All historic properties identified would be marked and 
avoided during all phases of project implementation. Ground 
disturbing activities shall be prohibited within marked boundaries 
of historic properties.   

SUPPORTING PROJECT DOCUMENTATION 
Table 18. Additional Project File Documentation to Support finding of no extraordinary circumstances 

Documentation Type File Name(s) 

  

  

  

  
Table 19. Additional Project Documentation 

Documentation Type File Name(s) 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

   



   Gauley Healthy Forest Restoration Project 

Page 26 of 27 

 

 

DECISION MEMO 
Gauley Healthy Forest Restoration Project  

U.S. Forest Service 
Gauley Ranger District, Monongahela National Forest  

Greenbrier, Nicholas, Pocahontas, Webster Counties, West Virginia  

This decision incorporates all information in this document and included in the project file. 

DECISION & RATIONALE 

I have decided to authorize the activities described in the Proposal section, to include any modifications identified 
during environmental analysis and review of regulatory compliance.  
I have determined the actions proposed will address the purpose and need and move treatment areas toward 
desired conditions, as described in the Proposal section.  

APPLICABLE CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION & FINDINGS REQUIRED BY OTHER LAWS 

The Proposal Information section provides rationale for categorically excluding this action from documentation in 
an Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and for using the identified category. 
The Environmental Analysis Review section documents rationale to support my finding that no extraordinary 
circumstances exist, along with findings required by other applicable laws and regulations to demonstrate 
compliance with the regulatory framework for the activities authorized by this decision.  

AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS & PERSONS CONTACTED 

A description of agencies, organizations, and/or persons contacted regarding this proposal is provided in the 
Agencies, Organizations & Persons to be Contacted, along with a brief overview of comments/feedback received 
and how they were considered.  

 IMPLEMENTATION DATE 

I intend to implement this decision beginning in X 2021. 

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

Decisions that are categorically excluded from documentation are not subject to an administrative review process 
(Agriculture Act of 2014 [Pub. L. No. 113-79], Subtitle A, Sec. 8006). 

CONTACT  

For additional information concerning this decision, contact: Tami Conner, Ecosystem Staff Officer, Supervisor’s 
Office, 200 Sycamore Street, Elkins, WV, 26241, tami.conner @usda.gov.  

/s/         Date 

Richard P. Raione 
District Ranger    
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In accordance with Federal civil rights law and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) civil rights regulations 
and policies, the USDA, its Agencies, offices, and employees, and institutions participating in or administering 
USDA programs are prohibited from discriminating based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, gender 
identity (including gender expression), sexual orientation, disability, age, marital status, family/parental status, 
income derived from a public assistance program, political beliefs, or reprisal or retaliation for prior civil rights 
activity, in any program or activity conducted or funded by USDA (not all bases apply to all programs). 
Remedies and complaint filing deadlines vary by program or incident.  
Persons with disabilities who require alternative means of communication for program information (e.g., Braille, 
large print, audiotape, American Sign Language, etc.) should contact the responsible Agency or USDA’s 
TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TTY) or contact USDA through the Federal Relay Service at 
(800) 877-8339. Additionally, program information may be made available in languages other than English.  
To file a program discrimination complaint, complete the USDA Program Discrimination Complaint Form, AD-
3027, found online at http://www.ascr.usda.gov/complaint_filing_cust.html and at any USDA office or write a 
letter addressed to USDA and provide in the letter all of the information requested in the form. To request a 
copy of the complaint form, call (866) 632-9992. Submit your completed form or letter to USDA by: (1) mail: 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, 
SW, Washington, D.C. 20250-9410; (2) fax: (202) 690-7442; or (3) email: program.intake@usda.gov.  
USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer, and lender. 
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