KENTUCKY HEARTWOOD
Protecting the Beauty and Wellbeing of Kentucky’s Native Forests
Jason Nedlo
London District Ranger
761 South Laurel Road
London, KY 40744
RE: Pine Creek Forest Restoration Project
May 3, 2018

Dear District Ranger Nedlo,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Pine Creek Forest Restoration Project. We also thank
you for extending the comment period in consideration of the scoping letter having not been sent out to
the public following initial publication. These comments are being submitted on behalf of Kentucky
Heartwood and the Kentucky Resources Council.
Despite the extra time provided for scoping, it is difficult to offer much site specific information at this
juncture given the size and scope of this project. The scale of the project, and the social and ecological
complexity of the Pine Creek analysis area, is exacerbated by the Forest Service having chosen to
release three major proposals with overlapping comment periods. On February 23rd, a Forest Plan
amendment that would loosen logging restrictions designed to protect federally endangered Indiana bats
was released for public comment. On March 1st, scoping for the South Redbird project – which proposes
3,200 acres of logging across 32,300 acres of national forest – was published. Scoping for the Pine
Creek project was then posted on March 22nd. In total, these projects cover specific management
proposals on nearly 80,000 acres of national forest land, including over 7,000 acres of commercial
logging, in addition to a major change in forestwide management for an endangered species in critical
decline. Despite early public meetings to discuss these projects conceptually, we do not think that the
way the Forest Service has released these projects in rapid succession is the best way to facilitate
constructive input.
There are several aspects of the Pine Creek proposal that we generally support, and that we believe
reflect the collaborative spirit and input of Cumberland River Fire Learning Network. However, we do
not believe that other aspects of the project – particularly thousands of acres of regeneration cuts –
reflect the input or perspectives provided during the “collaborative,” pre-NEPA forums, meetings, and
field trips.
We strongly urge the Forest Service to hold several field trips early in the post-scoping period now that
there are specific proposals aimed at specific locations. Prior to scoping, potential management was
conceptual and not site-specific. We recommend separate days to look at the emphasis on fire-adapted
communities and pine restoration in the southwest portion of the project area, and another day to look at
several areas in the eastern portion of the project area proposed for regeneration harvests and midstoryremoval.
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1. Fire adapted landscapes and pine restoration
We generally support the suite of management actions proposed for the southwestern portion of the
project area in Pulaski county. In concept, the management direction appears to follow and incorporate
the discussions and site-specific information provided during the collaborative phase of the project. That
said, we do need an opportunity to look at specific areas proposed for management to see if things, in
our opinion, ought to be modified or shifted.
During one of the Forest Service hosted field trips we visited a powerline ROW in Pulaski county where
there are known populations of rare or declining openland plant species. We discussed generally
agreeable, specific management approaches that built on the existing natural community structure
through commercial thinning within a variable buffer along the powerline ROW. It was a significant
step for Kentucky Heartwood to suggest and endorse this type of management. However, we don’t see
that in the proposal. There are two sections of commercial woodland treatment centered on one of the
two powerline ROWs covering, in total, about 0.75 linear miles of ROW. It’s not clear if these cover
known conservative plant locations. This needs to be looked at more closely. We note that the Kentucky
State Nature Preserves Commission (KSNPC) database for wood lily (Lilium philadelphicum) shows a
location on the more northerly powerline ROW where no management has been proposed, and none in
the commercial woodland treatments. These are the sorts of specific issues that could be addressed
during a field meeting.

2. Wood lily and conservative flora
Expanding on the above considerations, we suggest that the Forest Service, possibly in concert with
KSNPC, conduct surveys throughout the project area during the wood lily bloom season (mid-June), and
the later bloom season for other conservative openlands flora (early- to mid-July). We would be glad to
help with this, and are coordinating with the Stearns Ranger District for similar surveys there. The
proposed management for fire-adapted open community structure in the southwestern portion of the
project area is important, and needs to be carefully tailored to enhance the best remnants of rare,
conservative flora.
While we do not have access to the full KSPNC rare plant database (DBNF does have access), there are
several known wood lily sites in the project area that could benefit from localized management,
including some thinning (particularly non-commercial thinning). These sites may include other
important associated plant species. Some of these sites are currently proposed to receive commercial
roadside thinning, which, if done carefully, could enhance those sites for wood lilies and associates. We
suggest that documented roadside sites not currently proposed for management in the Pine Creek project
be looked at for localized non-commercial thinning as part of the project.
Several documented wood lily sites are along roads proposed for maintenance work, which could
degrade or destroy these small populations. As noted above, the DBNF has access to the KSNPC rare
plant database, so these issues should be apparent. We can provide maps if needed. We also reiterate that
more surveys are needed, and that project development is the time to do so.
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•

Along FR 119/Dog Divide Rd. are several wood-lily sites that were are currently monitoring
along with KSNPC, including a site on a section for of road proposed for road maintenance
about 0.25 miles from the proposed burn unit

•

There are four documented wood lily sites along FR 816B/Little Lick Rd. in a section proposed
for both road maintenance and roadside thinning. The roadside thinning could benefit these
populations, but road work and harvest activities must be done so as to preserve not only these
populations, but any other conservative species that may be along this road.

•

Another wood lily location is on FR 816/Bear Wallow Rd. It appears that this section is proposed
for roadside thinning and not road maintenance. As above, great care needs to be taken in this
area.

We also want to be sure to note that the Stepping Rock Ridge-Glades area denoted by KSNPC at a
Cumberland Fire Learning Network and Pine Creek meeting contains Appalachian stitchwort
(Minuartia glabra), and that the area is proposed for midstory thinning followed by shelterwood harvest.
During the meeting we discussed the possibility of some canopy thinning and fire to enhance the habitat.
A shelterwood cut in this area would result in dense regrowth that could be deleterious to this species.
The Forest Service needs to take a closer look at this area and the proposed management prescription.

3. Old-growth (and carbon effects)
We appreciate the Forest Service has proposed to change management for 130 acres in Angel Hollow
and 370 acres adjacent to Rock Creek Research Natural Area as Designated Old-Growth. We do,
however, feel that it is important to also designate upland forests surrounding and adjacent to these
mixed-mesophytic sites as Old-Growth under the Forest Plan. These areas include some of the most
concentrated areas of inventoried forest over 100 years old in the DBNF, and are well on their way to
becoming functional secondary old-growth in coming decades. We’ve attached maps showing these
areas at the end of this letter. The scoping document notes that “approximately 11,000 acres are within
riparian corridors and would be allowed to grow into older forest types.” However, as with the proposed
new designations, these are relatively narrow, linear features and not significant blocks of forest.
Beyond the smaller areas shown in the attached maps, we suggest that the Forest Service give serious
consideration to a special scenic area designation for the entire section of forest along the Laurel county
side of the river from Cane Creek through Bee Rock and to the mouth of the Rockcastle (excluding and
adjacent to the Cane Creek WMA). We think this would be an appropriate, balanced approach given the
area’s existing recreational uses, proximity to two large Wildlife Management Areas (with young forest
emphasis), the fire-adapted woodland and pine emphasis across the river, proximity to several major bat
hibernacula, and potential for landscape-scale old-growth forest development.
We note here that Old-Growth management under the Forest Plan does not preclude management – only
that management be aimed at managing for or enhancing community specific old-growth characteristics.
Structural characteristics of old-growth generally include a greater number of large trees, den trees,
snags, large diameter coarse woody debris, canopy layering (breakdown of uniform codominant
structure), and large canopy gap formation including patches of regeneration. This latter function of oldgrowth is important. In younger, ostensibly mature, forests, canopy gaps tend to be smaller and close
through lateral growth of edge trees. In old-growth (including secondary old-growth forests), canopy
gaps tend to be larger, whereby lateral growth of edge trees does not close the gap and a patch of
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functional early successional habitat is established - including the initiation of a new cohort of trees
(regeneration).
There are a great number of reasons to deliberately manage for old-growth structure and function on the
landscape. One contribution of note is the substantial increase in carbon sequestration in old-growth
forests and through old-growth management. In recent years a growing body of science has uprooted old
assumptions about old-growth forests necessarily reaching a plateau or decline in net primary
productivity. For example, McGarvey et. al (2015) 1, looking at deciduous mid-Atlantic forests, found
that old-growth forests contain greatly more aboveground biomass – particularly in the form of
relatively persistent large-diameter deadwood. The authors state:
“Our findings corroborate a spate of recent studies (e.g., Luyssaert et al. 2008, Keeton et al.
2011) that have looked to remnant old growth to show that the broader landscape of secondary
forest has the capacity to sequester and store C for many decades (Fig. 1). Our sites build on
these studies by showing how different species associations accumulate and distribute C across
pools using different strategies, even within a relatively small region, and that dead wood will be
a major contributor to total C stores.”
Scheff (2012) 2 found that 140 to 160 year-old secondary forest in the Daniel Boone National Forest had
substantially more coarse woody debris than similar 70 to 90 year-old forests, and even more than levels
reported for the old-growth forest at Lilley Cornett Woods.

From Scheff (2012)

Luyssaert et al. (2008) 3, in their groundbreaking meta-analysis found that old-growth forests, across
forest types and regions, generally continue to accrue biomass for centuries. The authors state,
“Consistent with earlier studies, biomass continues to increase for centuries irrespective of whether
forests are boreal or temperate.”

McGarvey et al. (2015). Carbon storage in old-growth forests of the Mid-Atlantic: toward better understanding the eastern
forest carbon sink. Ecology, 96(2), 2015, pp. 311–317.
2
Scheff, Robert (2012). The Development of Old-Growth Structural Characteristics in Second-Growth Forests of the
Cumberland Plateau, Kentucky, USA. Master’s thesis, Eastern Kentucky University.
3
Luyssaert et al. (2008). Old-growth forests as global carbon sinks. Nature volume 455, pages 213–215 (11 September
2008).
1
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Figure S3. Biomass accumulation as a function of stand
age, shown as the relationship between aboveground
biomass and the logarithm of stand age. The thick black
line shows the weighted mean within a moving window
of 15 observations. The grey area around this line shows
the 95% confidence interval of the median. Each data
point represents a forest stand (green is temperate, and
orange is boreal), many of which have different growing
conditions and species composition.
From: Luyssaert et al. (2008)

From McGarvey et al. (2015)
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Zhou et al. (2006) 4, in their study of carbon accumulation in soils of old-growth forests, state:
“Old-growth forests have traditionally been considered negligible as carbon sinks because
carbon uptake has been thought to be balanced by respiration (1). We show that soils in the top
20-cm soil layer in preserved old-growth forests in southern China accumulated atmospheric
carbon at an unexpectedly high rate from 1979 to 2003… This result directly challenges the
prevailing belief in ecosystem ecology regarding carbon budget in old-growth forests (1) and
supports the establishment of a new, nonequilibrium conceptual framework to study soil carbon
dynamics.”
Studies examining the relationship between timber harvest and forest biomass vary greatly in their
results and interpretations. However, these studies largely hinge on the extent to which forest biomass is
actually contained in long-lived wood products. Much of the forest biomass is mechanically fragmented
(logging slash, sawdust, slabs, etc.) into to short-lived biomass that quickly reverts to atmospheric
carbon through decomposition/respiration. And common wood products produced in Kentucky, such as
pallets, are quickly used and discarded. This is substantially different from natural disturbance, where
the majority of above-ground biomass is retained in the bole where it decomposes very slowly.1
Nunnery and Keeton (2010) 5, in their study (which accounted for sequestration in wood products), state:
“On one hand, intensively managed forests with high harvesting frequencies that produce wood
products and biofuels are recognized as a viable option for reducing C emissions by avoiding
substitution of more C intensive products or energy (Eriksson et al., 2007; Malmsheimer et al.,
2008). On the other hand, numerous studies have concluded that the replacement of older forests
with younger forests results in a net release of C to the atmosphere (Harmon et al., 1990; Schulze
et al., 2000). Our results support these latter findings, and show that a shift towards intensively
managed forests does not increase C sequestration when accounting is restricted to aboveground
forest biomass and harvested wood products.”
And further that:
“Our study is among the first to explore the combination of both harvesting frequency and postharvest structural retention in the northern hardwood region. The results show that management
practices favoring lower harvesting frequencies and higher structural retention sequester more C
than more intensive practices.”
And:
“We showed that even with consideration of C sequestered in harvested wood products,
unmanaged northern hardwood forests will sequester 39 to 118% more C than any of the active
management options evaluated. This finding suggests that reserve-based approaches will have
significant C storage value.”

Zhou et al. (2006). Old-Growth Forests Can Accumulate Carbon in Soils. Science, Vol 314, December 1, 2006.
Nunery, J.S., Keeton, W.S., Forest carbon storage in the northeastern United States: Net effects of harvesting frequency,
post-harvest retention, and wood products. Forest Ecol. Manage. (2010).
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The Forest Service needs to take a deeper look at deliberate management for the development of a
substantial amount of functional, secondary old-growth forest on the landscape, in addition to the overall
carbon effects of the proposed management direction, including 3,200 acres of regeneration harvests.

4. Regeneration harvests and early seral habitat
Our greatest concerns with the project arise from the 3,200 acres of proposed regeneration harvests.
While the scoping document describes 1,200 acres of early successional habitat (ESH) creation through
shelterwood harvests, the document further states under the section on midstory removal that:
“Approximately 10 years after midstory treatment, a maximum of 2,000 acres outside of
proposed and existing prescribed burn blocks may receive a commercial two-aged shelterwood
treatment, depending on access and site-specific characteristics of each stand to allow established
young oak trees to grow into the overstory.”
We don’t argue that ESH is without ecological value. But the large scale regeneration harvests planned
to develop ESH are far outside of the range of historic natural disturbance events for the region. Several
areas proposed for shelterwood cuts, or midstory removal followed by shelterwood cuts, are over two
hundred acres in size. Accounting for regeneration cuts in the past several decades, there will be
numerous portions of the project area of several hundred acres with little or no forest over 40 year old,
including one area in the Rockcastle River WMA that will be over 500 acres without mature forest
cover. This will have consequences with regard to den and nesting habitat, hard mast production, and
aesthetic and social values. Before committing to large-scale logging projects, the Forest Service should
incorporate data on southern pine beetle damage, other natural disturbance, conditions in the former
surface mines of the Rockcastle River WMA, and other potential ESH created in the absence of logging.
Further, the Forest Service should consider realistic scenarios regarding hemlock loss over the next 10 to
20 years in modeling ESH on the landscape. We recommend that the Forest Service us the recently
published Kentucky LiDAR set to undertake a data-driven, fine-grained analysis of actual ESH and
forest structure on the landscape.
More than just the loss of some great trees, regeneration harvests on the scale proposed will likely
require a large number of log landings and the construction of temporary roads. The Greenwood project,
which approved around 2,500 acres of logging, included the construction of 139 log landings. It has
been our experience that the landings permitted by the Forest Service tend to be excessively large, and
substantially larger than stated in project documents. These sites are cleared, compacted, and easily
subject to invasion by non-native plant species.
It is unclear how many miles of “temporary” roads will be constructed in the project area. We do object
to the characterization of these roads as “temporary.” These roads are often bulldozed into hillsides,
through root zones, and become permanent fixtures on the landscape. We often encounter these roads
with major infestations of nonnative invasive plants. Just because the Forest Service walks away from
them does not mean that they go away.
The Cumberland District agreed to modify the Commercial Harvest in Beaver Creek project to eliminate
permanent and “temporary” road construction and utilize significantly smaller landing areas. The
London District should do the same if timber harvests are to occur. We have seen skilled operators on
private forestland operate much more carefully, and with substantially less impact on the ground, than is
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typical of operations on the Daniel Boone NF. The Forest Service can do better, and should. If timber
purchasers complain, then perhaps they should not be given contracts to log our shared public lands.
And, as noted above, there are major carbon considerations relating to intensive harvesting on this scale
that need to be considered. The plan to create 3,200 acres of early successional habitat through
regeneration harvests will incur a substantially different net carbon effect.

5. Midstory removal
We do not have any objection to site-appropriate, non-commercial midstory removal treatments. We
recognize that the frequently observed dominance of red maples in the midstories of many mixed-oak
forests represents a poorly-understood successional legacy of anthropogenic land use over the past 200
years. However, and despite the perceived urgency for follow-up regeneration harvests, overstory
removal through logging is unnecessary. Unplanned natural disturbance events will continue to affect
the project area in a patchwork fashion as it has for millennia. Management of both the understory and
midstory to reduce competition without a follow-up overstory harvest should help the forest retain a
significant oak component, but under a more gradual and more naturalistic procession through the stages
of stand development. In particular, this will allow forests to develop toward old multi-age or oldgrowth type forest structure in upland, subxeric forests, including early successional habitat through gap
formation.

5. Ruffed grouse (and turkey)
The scoping document states that part of the purpose and need for the creation of 3,200 acres of early
successional habitat is to help grouse and turkey. We’ll address grouse below. But first let us know that,
according to the Kentucky Division of Fish and Wildlife Resources, turkey populations in the counties
represented in the project area are for the most part increasing (see figure below). Specifically, Pulaski
and Laurel counties have had in increasing trend from 2008-2017. In fact, KDFWR data show that
Pulaski and Laurel counties have some of the highest turkey observation and harvest rates in the
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Commonwealth (Pulaski county had the second highest spring turkey harvest in 2017 in the state).
While Rockcastle county shows a decreasing trend, only a minimal section of the project area is in
Rockcastle county, and very little forest management is proposed there. We think turkeys are great. But
large-scale, intensive regeneration cuts should not be predicated on the need for more turkey habitat.
The issue of ruffed grouse is more complicated. Clearly grouse populations are decreasing in Kentucky
and throughout the southern Appalachian grouse region. Notably, this region is an outlier portion of its
range with marginal habitat that differs substantially from the primary, more stable range in northerly
areas. The core range of grouse, unlike Kentucky, is dominated by forests adapted to large-scale stand
replacing events, as evidenced by the abundance of species like aspen and pin cherry – rapidly
reproducing early successional species that provide excellent forage for grouse.
Much of the emphasis on management for grouse in Kentucky is focused only on the young sapling to
pole-timber component used by males and females outside of the brooding season. While the
relationship between young poletimber (forests ~6-20 years old) and grouse is well established, it has
also been shown that reproductive female grouse in the central Appalachians preferentially use mature,
closed canopy forests with little understory vegetation along with the presence of larger diameter trees
and coarse woody debris for nesting.
It has also been shown that female grouse with young broods are as likely to utilize patches of early
successional habitat created from mature forest canopy gaps as they are young forest created by large
clearcuts. For example, Jones (2005) 6 states:
With respect to forest types, broods used mixed oak stands in the 0–5, 6–20, and >80-year age
classes. Site conditions were submesic to subxeric with northern red oak and red maple dominant
in the overstory and flame azalea, American chestnut sprouts, red maple, serviceberry, and
northern red oak, in the midstory (Tables 3.9, 3.10). The 0– 5-year class was represented by use
of 3–4-year-old group selection cuts and edges of 2 recently harvested irregular shelterwood (i.e.,
2-aged) stands. Broods also utilized edges of 6–20-year-old mixed oak clearcuts, but seldom
ventured into their interior.
It’s notable that the forest ages between 20 and 80 years were largely useless to grouse. It is further
notable that canopy gaps in old-growth forests (>140 years) tend to be substantially larger and more
frequent than those found in ~80 year-old forest, which, as stated previously, tend toward smaller gaps
and an even, closed codominant canopy structure. Furthermore, it needs to be noted that broods “seldom
ventured into (the) interior” of clearcuts, suggesting that large group selection harvests (or large gaps in
old-growth forest) could meet the habitat needs of this species without sacrificing so many other values
and the habitat needs of other species.
We’ll also add here that home ranges for grouse in the central Appalachians tend to be much smaller
than many of the areas proposed for harvest in the Pine Creek project, some of which are over 200 acres.
When accounting for previous logging from past few decades, there will be many areas in the hundreds
of acres with no forest over 40 years old. Grouse success in the central Appalachians appears to be
associated with home ranges in the tens of acres that include mixed-mesophytic and riparian habitat,
areas of closed canopy forest with open understories and coarse woody debris, and patches of
poletimber.
6

Jones, Benjamin Colter, "Ruffed Grouse Habitat Use, Reproductive Ecology, and Survival in Western North Carolina. "
PhD diss., University of Tennessee, 2005.
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While there are differences in opinion and observations among biologists and grouse hunters regarding
habitat, our recent conversation with members of the Kentucky Chapter of the Ruffed Grouse Society
indicate that managing upland, subxeric oak forests for early seral habitat for grouse is not particularly
useful. Acorn mast is not a stable nor preferable food source for grouse, and upland habitats do not tend
to provide the green forage that grouse prefer. It’s entirely possible that the predicted loss of hemlocks in
the coming years will result in flush of browse (including forbs, catkins, and soft mast), while also
decreasing preferred roosting habitat in hemlock trees.
Members of the Ruffed Grouse Society of expressed interest primarily in managing 20 to 40 year-old
clearcuts through non-commercial felling. This was a major theme at a meeting held by RGS with the
Forest Service on April 26th, 2018. This interest is predicated in part on hunters’ opinions that these are
the best areas to find existing grouse populations to assist – and that logging upland areas away from
exiting grouse populations will not help the species. Attached to these comments, we have provided
maps showing such areas in several sections of the DNBF, including nearly 5,000 acres of the Pine
Creek project area. The Forest Service should work with RGS and Kentucky Heartwood to identify old
clearcuts that are in good landscape positions (particularly north-facing, mesic sites) that could be
managed. If the Forest Service is willing to do this, we’re willing to pitch in and help.
If shelterwood harvests are to be predicated on management for grouse habitat (much less turkey
habitat), then the Forest Service needs to take a hard look at these issues. Simply cutting a bunch of
forest won’t necessarily benefit grouse.

6. Wildlife Management Areas
The Pine Creek project area includes two designated Wildlife Management Areas, managed in
cooperation with the Kentucky Division of Fish and Wildlife Resources (KDFWR) – the Rockcastle
River and Cane Creek WMAs. The project would designate 4,005 acres of NFS land for inclusion in the
Rockcastle River WMA, which would encompass a total of 6,930 acres. The Rockcastle WMA is listed
as a “Ruffed Grouse Stage-1 Focal Area” in the KDFWR 2017 Ruffed Grouse and Young Forest
Strategic Plan 2017-2027.
Within the Rockcastle River WMA addition, the Pine Creek project includes a solid block of 396 acres
prescribed for midstory removal followed by shelterwood harvest, buffered by 170 acres harvested in
the 1990s. If implemented as described, in 10 years this will be a block of nearly 500 acres with no
forest cover over 30 years old. This is in addition to another 124 acres of midstory removal followed by
shelterwood harvest scattered throughout USFS lands in the WMA.
If the Forest Service is going to designate national forest land as part of a new WMA for intensive
management for grouse and other game species that prefer early successional habitat, then you should
not be emphasizing young forest and early successional habitat throughout the rest of the project area. A
balanced approach would be to deliberately conserve large areas of older mature forest for old-growth
reserves as described in section 3. Old-growth (and carbon effects).

7. Recreation
The Pine Creek project area includes some of the most popular recreation areas and trails in the Daniel
Boone National Forest. We think that the Forest Service should have incorporated a recreational needs
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analysis (beyond hunting) in to the proposal. The popularity of the project area for outdoor recreation,
both on- and off-trail, needs to be considered in depth. This portion of the Daniel Boone has become
increasingly popular with off-trail explorers looking for elusive waterfalls, vistas, big trees, and
waterway access. The large-scale logging included in the Pine Creek project will negatively impact a
great many forest users.
We are particularly dismayed that the Forest Service has proposed logging along the Sheltowee Trace
National Recreation Trail. We were under the understanding from members of the Sheltowee Trace
Association that logging along the trail would not happen. At least some members had that impression.
One section that will be impacted is along FR 4255, where the Sheltowee Trace goes along and through
a stand proposed for shelterwood harvest before dropping to Pine Creek. Notably, the two stands on the
opposite side of the road were logged in the 1990s, and the next stand along the trace was logged in the
1980s. A combined 171 acres of shelterwood regeneration harvests are planned on the ridge between the
trace and Poison Honey Creek. All of the timber from this logging will come out along the road which is
the Sheltowee Trace National Recreation Trail until it crosses KY-80. How will this volume of logging
disrupt the use of the trail? If anything, the proposed action should be to reroute the trail off the road and
through the last section of mature forest on that ridge – rather than cutting it.
The Sheltowee Trace also goes between another 72 acre stand proposed for midstory removal followed
by shelterwood regeneration harvest along FR 4094 north of Hawk Creek, and a roughly 250 acre block
of forest proposed for a combination of woodland harvest, shelterwood harvest, and midstory removal
followed by shelterwood harvest. The same issues apply here as the Pine Creek section noted above.

8. Conclusion
As we stated at the outset, there are several aspects of the proposal that we believe could be very
beneficial to rare and declining natural communities. But there are also several aspects that need
modification or to be dropped. We request that the Forest Service will continue to hold meetings,
outings, and other discussions to refine this project into something more ecologically and socially
appropriate for this special landscape.

Sincerely,

Jim Scheff, Director
Kentucky Heartwood
P.O. Box 1486
Berea, KY 40403
(859) 334-0602
jim@kyheartwood.org
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Angel Hollow Expanded Old-Growth Management Area
Created by Kentucky Heartwood on April 29, 2018 using USFS and other data
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Rock Creek Expanded Old-Growth Management Area
Created by Kentucky Heartwood on April 29, 2018 using USFS and other data
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