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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

Forest Management Activities at Jennings Randolph Lake, 
Garrett County, Maryland & Mineral County, West Virginia 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Baltimore District, is proposing to continue forest 
management activities on approximately 500 acres at the Jennings Randolph Lake Project (JRL) 
in Garrett County, Maryland and Mineral County, West Virginia for a period of 10 years. In 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (42 USC §§ 4321 to 4370m-12) (NEPA); 
U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) NEPA Implementing Procedures issued 30 June 2025 (90 FR 
27857); and applicable USACE NEPA guidance, USACE has prepared the accompanying 
Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate potential environmental effects associated with the 
proposed action. The objective for the overall forest management program includes conducting, 
on average, approximately 50 acres of forest management each year. Jennings Randolph Lake is 
a multipurpose water resources project constructed and operated by USACE. Project lands and 
waters provide flood risk management, outdoor recreation, fish and wildlife habitat, plant 
habitat, and timber. These lands are primarily forested and managed to ensure long-term 
sustainability of forest resources and values. 

The project is authorized by the Forest Cover Act of 1960, PL 86-717, September 6, 1960, 74 Stat. 
817. This authority directs USACE to develop and maintain reservoir areas under its jurisdiction 
through forest management and conservation practices to ensure the future availability of 
timber. Engineering Regulation (ER) 1130-2-540, titled “Environmental Stewardship Operations 
and Maintenance Policies,” establishes land management policy for USACE-administered project 
lands and waters and provides guidance for the forest management projects. 

Two alternatives were considered for this project, including the Proposed Action (forest 
management activities) and a No-Action Alternative. Potential effects were assessed for aspects 
of the human environment, including land use and recreation; topography and drainage, geology, 
and soils; air quality; aquatic resources; terrestrial resources; rare, threatened, and endangered 
species; aesthetic resources; wild and scenic rivers; hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste; 
cultural resources; demographics and socioeconomics; and noise. 

The Proposed Action would have minor, short-term adverse impacts to recreational resources, 
topography and drainage, soils, air quality, surface water, fisheries and aquatic life, vegetation, 
terrestrial wildlife, aesthetics, and noise. However, the use of proper management techniques 
such as best management practices for erosion control during silvicultural treatments would 
minimize these short-term adverse impacts. Short-term minor beneficial impacts associated with 
socioeconomic factors are anticipated due to employment opportunities for the harvesting, 
hauling, and processing of timber resources. Long-term beneficial impacts to recreational 
resources, vegetation, terrestrial wildlife, and aesthetics would result from increased stand 
growth and vigor, enhanced available food and cover for a variety of wildlife species, benefits to 
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recreational opportunities, and improved aesthetics. These benefits also include a decrease in 
the possibility and the severity of insect outbreaks and wildfire occurrences. 

The accompanying environmental assessment, which was made available for a 30-day public 
review, supports the conclusion that the project does not constitute a major Federal action 
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. Therefore, an environmental 
impact statement is not necessary to perform the proposed forest management activities. 

Date Francis B. Pera 
Colonel, U.S. Army 
Commander and District Engineer 
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Forest Management Activities at Jennings Randolph Lake, 
Garrett County, Maryland & Mineral County, West Virginia 

1. Introduction 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Baltimore District, has prepared this Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to evaluate the potential effects on the human environment resulting from the 
continuation of forest management activities at the Jennings Randolph Lake Project (JRL or 
Project). This EA was conducted pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (42 USC §§ 
4321 to 4370m-12) (NEPA) and the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) NEPA Implementing 
Procedures issued 30 June 2025 (90 FR 27857). 

In 2012, USACE prepared an EA to evaluate the effects of forest management activities at JRL, 
targeting approximately 50 acres of Project land annually through 2022. The 2012 EA was 
prepared with anticipation that NEPA efforts would be undertaken in the future when the period 
covered by that document lapsed. Accordingly, this EA provides updates on existing conditions, 
the proposed action, and the effects of continued forestry and vegetative management on 
environmental and cultural resources at JRL. The construction of any new haul roads or skid trails 
which may be required to conduct continued forest management at JRL is not covered under this 
EA and would require a separate NEPA process. 

Forest management activities at JRL aim to achieve objectives such as land conservation, forest 
stewardship, and protection of critical resources. These efforts are designed to enhance and 
sustain a viable ecological landscape on a regional scale. Management of forest on USACE lands 
is guided, in part, by policy set forth in the Forest Cover Act of 1960 (Public Law 86-717). 
Additional forest management guidance is set forth in Engineer Regulation (ER) 1130-2-540, 
‘Environmental Stewardship Operations and Maintenance Policies. 

1.1 Project Background 
The Project was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 23 October 1962 (PL 87-874, October 23, 
1962, 76 Stat. 1173). The Project was authorized and constructed for the primary purposes of 
flood control, domestic and industrial water supply, and water quality control. A major secondary 
use of the Project is recreation. The Project, as constructed, is located on the North Branch 
Potomac River 7.9 miles upstream of the confluence with the Savage River, and spans both 
Garrett County, Maryland and Mineral County, West Virginia (Figure 1-1). JRL is comprised of 
approximately 4,000 acres of land and water. Approximately 80 percent of the land cover on the 
Project is deciduous forest (USACE, 2019). 
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Figure 1. Jennings Randolph Lake Project Boundary. 
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1.2 Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to conduct forest management activities at JRL for the 
next 10 years (from the date of the signed Finding of No Significant Impact [FONSI]). 

The proposed action is needed to ensure the long-term sustainability of a healthy forest at JRL, 
supporting public recreation, enhancing aesthetic value, and promoting biodiversity both within 
JRL and across the region. The continuation of an active forest management program will provide 
a diverse landscape with forest stands of different ages, supporting early successional habitats 
such as grasslands, old fields, shrub thickets, and young forests. These habitats are important for 
supporting rapidly declining early successional wildlife species. At the same time, the program 
will preserve mature, late successional forests that are vital for forest interior dwelling species 
(FIDS). Additionally, the forest management program at JRL is designed to generate revenue for 
the Project via timber sales, in accordance with USACE land-management policy in ER 405-1-12, 
Section XII, ’Timber Disposal.’ 

1.3 Coordination 
In compliance with Section 101(a) of NEPA (42 USC § 4331(a)), as amended, coordination was 
conducted with federal agencies, tribal nations, and state and local agencies (Appendix A). 

Agency coordination was conducted by USACE using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) 
Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) online system and through a project review by 
USFWS’ West Virginia and Chesapeake Bay Field Offices. Feedback was also solicited from the 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) and the West Virginia Division of Natural 
Resources (WV DNR) and incorporated into this EA. This coordination is discussed in detail in 
Section 3.6. 

USACE also coordinated with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) and the West Virginia State 
Historic Preservation Office (WV SHPO) to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Section 106 consultation letters were also sent to the Delaware 
Nation and the Delaware Tribe of Indians, which may have an interest in the project area. This 
coordination is discussed in detail in Section 3.10. 

A public notice indicating the availability of the draft EA and FONSI was published to the USACE 
JRL webpage at: 
https://www.nab.usace.army.mil/Missions/Dams-Recreation/Jennings-Randolph-Lake/ 

The public notice was also placed on the USACE ‘JenningsRandolphLake’ Facebook page. 
Comments on the draft EA and FONSI may be submitted for 30 days following the publication 
date of the public notice. All comments received will be reviewed and taken into account in the 
preparation of the Final EA and FONSI. 
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2. ALTERNATIVES 

USACE considered two alternatives for the project area and evaluated the effects of each on the 
human environment in relation to the project’s purpose and need. The two alternatives 
considered include the following: 

2.1 Alternative #1 – No Action 
No active forest management would occur on JRL Project lands for the next 10 years (from the 
date of the signed FONSI). 

2.2 Alternative #2 – Continued Forest Management Activities 
USACE would continue forestry management activities on approximately 500 acres of forested 
land for a period of ten years (from the date of the signed FONSI). Forest management activities 
would be undertaken on approximately 50 acres of Project lands annually within identified forest 
management areas. Even-age management methods such as shelterwood, seed tree harvest, and 
clearcut harvest would be applied to approximately 10 acres annually, while uneven-age 
management methods such as thinning and timber stand improvement would be applied to 
approximately 40 acres annually. Both methods could include timber harvesting, prescribed 
burning, herbicide treatments, and reforestation. The locations of forest management activities 
for timber harvest are shown in Figure 2-1. USACE staff at JRL selected these sites to ensure that 
timbering operations would limit soil erosion and avoid adverse impacts to sensitive areas and 
listed species. Another factor in selection was minimizing the overall environmental impacts of 
access, which involved prioritizing the use of existing roads where possible and carefully planning 
the placement of any new access routes required for timbering. 

2.3 Evaluation of Alternatives 

2.3.1 Alternative #1 – Effects 
The No-Action Alternative would result in the termination of active forest management activities 
at the JRL Project, which may result in the accrual of short-term beneficial effects for topography, 
physiography, soils, geology, air quality, and recreational resources. Consequently, however, the 
no-action alternative does not allow USACE to meet its sustainable forest goals, benefit from 
commercial harvest, or provide diverse wildlife habitat. It serves as a baseline against which 
Alternative #2 is evaluated. 

2.3.2 Alternative #2 – Effects 
Under this alternative, forest management activities would continue at the JRL Project for the 
next 10 years. This alternative meets the project’s purpose and need, provides economic benefits 
through commercial harvest, and results in long-term beneficial effects to recreation, aesthetics, 
and wildlife through habitat generation. 
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Table 1. Comparison of Alternatives. 

Alt 
No. 

Alternative 
Description 

Summary of Effects 

• Evaluated as baseline against the proposed action. 
• Eliminates the ability to meet sustainable forest goals. 

1 No Action • Eliminates economic benefits of commercial harvest. 
• Eliminates creation of beneficial wildlife habitat. 

Fails to meet the meet USACE regulations regarding timber 
• harvesting in ER 405-1-12, Section XII, ’Timber Disposal.’ 

Meets short- and long-term goals of sustainable and healthy 
• forest. 
• Provides direct economic benefit through commercial harvest. 

2 Proposed 
Action Adverse effects to soils, air quality,  and recreational resources 

• are minor and short-term. 
Provides long-term beneficial effects to wildlife habitat, stand 

• growth and vigor, and aesthetics. 

Based on the considerations listed above, USACE has determined that Alternative #2, the 
continuation of forest management activities, is the preferred alternative. 

Figure 2. Forest Management Areas selected at JRL. 
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3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
This section describes the existing conditions of the affected environment and assesses the 
potential effects on resources within the area affected by the Proposed Action and the No-Action 
Alternative. Each environmental, cultural, and social resource category was reviewed for its 
applicability to the project. 

3.1 Land Use and Recreation 

3.1.1 Land Use 
Land uses at the JRL Project, as classified in the Project’s 2019 master plan and accompanying EA, 
include project operations, high-density recreation, low-density recreation, vegetative 
management, future recreation areas, and water surface uses (USACE, 2019). The largest land 
use classification at JRL, amounting to 2,782 acres out of an approximate 4000 total acres and 
covering much of the forested areas within the Project, is vegetative management. 

The Proposed Action entails forest management activities on approximately 500 acres of forested 
lands over 10 years, with an average of 50 acres per year. Potential forest management units are 
located within areas classified for use under vegetative management. Thus, project activities 
under the Proposed Action fall within the current land use classifications at JRL and there will be 
no significant effects to land use. 

The No-Action Alternative would adversely affect land use, as this alternative prevents the 
execution of vegetative management on lands classified for such purposes. 

3.1.2 Recreational Resources 
Recreational resources are available throughout the Project and consist of opportunities for 
active and passive recreation. USACE operates and maintains 12 recreation areas at JRL including 
a campground, a primitive campsite, three overlooks, a picnic area, a trail system, an archery 
range, a covered pavilion/basketball court, a beach, and two boat launches. The Water Resources 
Development Act of 1988 added downstream recreation, including whitewater rafting and 
fishing, as an authorized project purpose. Most visitors to Jennings Randolph Lake are residents 
of the four surrounding counties: Garrett and Allegany Counties, Maryland, and Mineral and 
Grant Counties, West Virginia. Camping and hiking are the two most popular recreation activities 
at the Project (USACE, 2019). 

Adverse effects to recreational resources from the Proposed Action would be minor, localized, 
and temporary, largely related to the closure of trails or other areas used by visitors, as necessary. 
Such closures would be short-term, and users would be notified, which would allow them to 
direct their activities to other available locations. Further, forest management practices that 
sustain a healthy and regenerative ecosystem would contribute to future consumptive wildlife 
recreation experiences and increase opportunities for non-consumptive activities such as bird 
watching and hiking by maintaining habitats that support these activities. Therefore, there could 
be beneficial long-term effects to recreational resources associated with the Proposed Action. 
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The No-Action Alternative would have no effect to recreational resources in the near future, but 
there would likely be long term adverse effects, as the cessation of forest management activities 
would prevent sustainable consumptive and non-consumptive uses of forest resources over time. 

3.2 Topography and Drainage, Geology, Soils 

3.2.1 Topography and Drainage 
The project area is located within the winding gorge of the North Branch of the Potomac River 
and comprises part of a dissected plateau with steep and often precipitous slopes rising from the 
river channel to high, flat-topped hills at elevations of 2,100 feet to 2,300 feet.  A few breaks in 
the sharp slopes rising from the river occur where small tributary streams flow to the river 
through narrow stream valleys. 

Short-term minor effects to topography and drainage from proposed forest management 
practices are expected. Any potential skid trails and timber sales would be planned to avoid 
changes in natural drainage and topography. Temporary water bars, straw bales, and other best 
management practices would be implemented to control erosion and temporary run-off to avoid 
channelization and other velocity effects. No significant long-term effects to topography or 
drainage are anticipated. 

The No-Action Alternative would have no effect on topography and drainage, as no forestry 
activities would be carried out that would alter these aspects of the physical environment 
through tree removal or access routes. 

3.2.2 Geology 
The North Branch of the Potomac River, which runs through the project area, flows generally 
northeastward in a deep, relatively narrow valley entrenched in the mildly folded, broadly 
warped rocks of the Allegheny Plateau section of the Appalachian physiographic province. A rare 
geologic formation occurs on the Project lands, referred to by area residents as the “Waffle 
Rock.” This formation is comprised of sandstone from the Conemaugh formation of the 
Pennsylvanian System and iron-oxide from the surrounding rock. While portions of the “Waffle 
Rock” have been removed from its original location just north of the Howell Run Boat Launch, 
some sections of the formation remain in place. 

Forest management activities associated with the Proposed Action would not involve intrusive 
activities requiring excavation which would penetrate water-bearing formations at any of the 
proposed locations. Thus, no adverse effects to geology are anticipated. 

The No-Action Alternative would have no effect on Project’s geological setting, as no intervention 
into the physical environment would be made that could alter geological features. 
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3.2.3 Soils 
According to the soil survey generated for the project area by the National Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS), the majority of soils within the proposed forest management areas 
are mapped as belonging to the moderately well drained Dekalb and Gilpin loams and silt loams 
(DgD, GmF, GnC2), which are found on slopes ranging from moderate to steep (NRCS, 2024; 
Appendix A). These soils are very stony and located on moderate to steep slopes. In areas near 
the lake that are less steep, outside of the forest management areas, there are small units of 
Gilpin channery silt loam, 0 to 10 percent slope (GnB2) and Cavode silt loam, 0 to 8 percent slope 
(CoB). 

Short-term, minor, adverse effects to soils under the Proposed Action associated with 
compaction and disturbance may occur along skid trails, landing areas, and haul roads. Due to 
the repeated removal of timber across the Project landscape, landing areas would be located 
along remnants of similar features to avoid disturbing previously undisturbed soils. Existing skid 
trails or landing areas would be scarified and re-seeded to reduce compaction and promote 
vegetative growth. Areas that would not be utilized for future access for fires, maintenance, or 
other activities would be planted with native seedlings. The construction of any new skid trails or 
haul roads is not covered by this EA and would require a separate NEPA process. An erosion 
control plan following specific guidelines for Maryland and West Virginia would be prepared and 
kept on site during all work. Best management practices including, but not limited to, water bars, 
broad based dips, stabilized road entrances, straw bale barriers, fabric fencing, and proper site 
retirement would be employed. 

The No-Action Alternative would have no effect on soils, as no soil-disturbing activities would be 
carried out at the Project. 

3.3 Air Quality 
According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) Green Book National Area and 
County-Level Multi-Pollutant Information, Garrett County and Mineral County are in attainment 
for all the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS): sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, 
nitrogen dioxide, 1-hour ozone, 8-hour ozone, 2.5 micrometer particulate matter, 10 micrometer 
particulate matter, and lead (USEPA, 2025c). 

Construction activities for the Proposed Action would likely involve the use of crawler tractors, 
skid steer loaders, off-highway trucks, and other general industrial equipment which could 
generate minor, short-term, and localized effects to air quality as a result of exhaust emissions 
and fugitive dust across an expected construction period of approximately 130 days in a given 
year, based on the time-of-year restriction. Table 2 estimates the likely emissions from the 
project, assuming average equipment use and an eight-hour window of forestry work per day 
(South Coast Air Quality Management District, n.d.). 
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Table 2. Estimated CO2 Emissions. 

Equipment Average CO2 Emitted per 
Hour (lbs.) 

CO2 Emissions Across Project 
Duration (metric tons) 

Crawler Tractor 114 53.8 
Skid Steer Loader 30.3 14.3 
Off-Highway Truck 260 122.7 
Other General Industrial 
Equipment 

152 71.8 

While it is unlikely that all equipment would be used continuously for eight hours every day, an 
aggressive estimate of total direct emissions from forestry activities amounts to approximately 
263 metric tons of CO2 per year, based on the table above. By comparison, the largest emitter of 
CO2 in Garrett County, MD and Mineral County, WV emitted approximately 45,000 metric tons 
of CO2 in 2023 (EPA, 2025b). Emissions from the Proposed Action would cease once forestry 
activities are completed each year and no new stationary emission sources would be created; 
therefore, air quality effects are expected to be minimal and are not expected to pose a 
significant risk to the environment or the health of workers or the public. 

The No-Action Alternative would have no effect on air quality, as it would generate no additional 
emissions beyond the status quo generated by visitor use and operations and maintenance 
activities at the Project. 

3.4 Aquatic and Water Resources 

3.4.1 Surface Water 
The watershed above the dam has a drainage area of 263 square miles. From its source, located 
at an elevation of approximately 3150 feet above sea level, the North Branch of the Potomac 
River descends to an elevation of approximately 1220 feet at the dam site, roughly 36 miles 
downstream. Except for the first mile downstream from the branch’s source, which is steep, 
slopes vary from 12 to 63 feet per mile. Within the reservoir and for several miles in both 
directions, the slope is about 44 feet per mile. Principal tributaries to the North Branch above the 
dam site are Stony River and Abrams Creek. The lake has a drainage area of 31.2 square miles, a 
normal pool area of 1,110 acres, and a storage capacity of 47,600 acre-feet (USACE, 2019). 

Adverse project effects to surface water from the implementation of timber harvesting are 
expected to be minor and temporary. All standard storm water control measures would be 
followed during harvesting to protect surface water quality. These measures could include 
sediment filters, stormwater diversions and retention structures. An erosion control plan would 
be prepared and approved by county conservation districts, if required, for each timber sale.  The 
plan would be reviewed with on-site loggers and inspections would be carried out to ensure 
compliance. Any deficiencies in meeting the plan would be addressed immediately or timber 
operations would cease. 
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The No-Action Alternative would have no effect on surface waters as no timber-harvesting 
intervention would be made in the forested landscape that could disturb surface waters. 

3.4.2 Fisheries and Aquatic Life 
Due to acid mine drainage (AMD) from old deep mines and strip mines, the North Branch of the 
Potomac River was an acidified river and thus, when the Project was constructed, it was not 
expected to be capable of sustaining a viable fisheries program. Since impoundment, however, 
both West Virginia and Maryland have taken significant steps to improve the quality of the water 
that flows into the reservoir. Since 1983, both states have stocked a wide variety of fish into the 
lake. In a separate but related project, both Maryland and West Virginia have agreed to stock 
trout in the river downstream of the dam for four months, from February through May, on a put-
and-take basis (MDNR, 2025). 

Forest management activities associated with the Proposed Action would occur away from the 
aquatic environment and thus would only have minor effects on the Project’s fisheries. Short-
term, minor effects could be felt by fisheries and benthos due to temporary increases in turbidity 
from sediments associated with forestry, though any such effects would be minimized by 
implementing a sedimentation and erosion control plan. 

The No-Action Alternative would have no effect on fisheries or aquatic life at the Project, as no 
forestry activities would occur which could increase turbidity in fish habitat within the reservoir 
or its tributaries. 

3.4.3 Wetlands and Spring Seeps 
There are fifteen wetlands within the JRL Project, comprising 9.97 acres—approximately 0.23 
percent of the Project lands—according to a 2008 survey of the site (Kleinschmidt, 2008).  
Generally, wetlands located on Project lands are limited by the steep topography and are located 
in relatively flat, low-lying areas along the lake at the mouths of tributary streams. The three 
types of wetlands identified are Palustrine System Emergent Wetland Class (PEM), Palustrine 
System Forested Wetland Class (PFO), and Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom Class (PUB). The 
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps several of these wetland sites within the Project 
boundaries, as well as a 0.52-acre freshwater pond (PUBHh) on the east side of the lake and a 
0.24-acre freshwater pond (PUBHh) on the west side (NWI, 2025). 

The Proposed Action would have no effect on wetlands at the Project, as the proposed forest 
management locations are not located near wetland areas. The No-Action Alternative would 
similarly have no effect on wetlands. 

Spring seeps occur where ground water flows to the soil surface. Spring seeps provide habitat for 
aquatic species, as well as food and a year-round water supply for many terrestrial birds and 
mammals. The moist environment around seeps often supports a variety of grasses and forage 
plants. 
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Under the Proposed Action, spring seeps and watercourses would be identified and marked in 
the field for avoidance measures (i.e. with filter strips) during the final selection of all timber 
sales.  No adverse effects to spring seeps are anticipated with implementation of the filter strips. 
The No-Action Alternative would have no effect on spring seeps. 

3.5 Terrestrial Resources 

3.5.1 Prime and Unique Farmland 
Prime farmland is available land that provides the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing crops. According to the Maryland Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, Garrett County, Maryland is one of four counties in the state with little to no prime 
farmland. Mineral County, West Virginia also has little to no prime farmland. Within the JRL 
Project boundaries, there are isolated areas of soils classified as Prime or Unique Farmland soils 
such as Cavadone 0 to 8 percent slope, Gilpin channery silt loam 0 to 10 percent slope (GnB2) 
soils. These areas are not used for farming activities and have been mined in the past. Further, 
while such soils may minimally exist within Project lands, all proposed areas have been in forest 
cover for over 60 years and no farming activities have occurred recently. Therefore, the Proposed 
Action would have no adverse effects to Prime and Unique Farmland. 

The No-Action Alternative would similarly have no effect to Prime and Unique Farmland, which 
is rare on Project lands and would remain undisturbed if no forestry activities are carried out. 

3.5.2 Vegetation 
A majority of Project lands are located in the Upper Austral (Caroline Life Zone) and major forest 
types in the vicinity are spruce, fir, and northern hardwoods. Large-scale logging in the 
nineteenth century, followed by fires of over-cut areas, reduced the amount of conifer cover in 
the project area. The existing forests mantle most of the land and consist mainly of broad-leaved 
deciduous trees.  Common tree species found on the lower slopes of the Project are American 
basswood (Tilia americana), tulip poplar (Liriodendron tulipfera), and red maple (Acer rubrum). 
Red oak (Quercus rubra), white oak (Quercus alba), chestnut oak (Quercus montana), hickory 
(Carya glabra, Carya ovata, Carya tomentosa), and sugar maple thrive on the upper slopes (Acer 
saccharum). The population ranges from sapling to pole stage. 

Some vegetation species unique to the Mid-Atlantic Region are found at the Project including 
black maple (Acer nigrum), smooth azalea (Rhododendron arborescens), great Solomon seal 
(Polygonatum biflorum), winterberry (Ilex verticillate), dutchman’s pipevine (Aristolochia 
macrophylla), alternate-leaved dogwood (Cornus alternifolia), flowering dogwood (Cornus 
florida), redbud (Cercis canadensis), serviceberry (Amelanchier laevis), burning bush (Euonymus 
alatus), common bladderwort (Utricularia macrorhiza), black ash (Fraxinus nigra), dutchman’s 
breeches (Dicentra cucullaria), and trillium (Trillium erectum, Trillium cernuum, Trillium 
undulatum). Black ash is a species designated as rare in Garrett County by MDNR (MDNR, 2021). 
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The Proposed Action would result in adverse effects to vegetation in the near future, due to the 
harvesting of various stands of timber across the Project. However, there would likely be long term 
beneficial effects to vegetation as well, as the Proposed Action would provide improvements to the 
quality and distribution of species composition and diversity across the landscape. Low diversity 
forest would be managed to produce a higher diversity of more disease resistant species. Forest 
stand improvements would be the largest practice implemented at JRL and would improve species 
composition and create better forest stand structure with an increase in understory density, 
diversity, and long-term sustainability of the Project’s forests. The forest management plan would 
also include invasive species monitoring and potential removal via herbicide treatments. 

The No-Action Alternative would have no effect on vegetation across the Project, as no timber 
harvesting would be carried out that would affect the forested landscape. 

3.5.3 Terrestrial Wildlife 
The JRL Project and its surrounding region provide a variety of wildlife habitats, the most 
abundant of which are deciduous, woodland related habitats. Species of mammals common to 
the area include white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus); black bear (Ursus americanus); gray, 
red, flying, and fox squirrels (Sciurus carolinensis, Tamiasciurus hudsonicus, Glaucomys volans, 
Sciurus niger); gray and red foxes (Urocyon cinereoargenteus, Vulpes vulpes); striped skunks 
(Mephitis mephitis); raccoons (Procyon lotor); opossums (Didelphis virginiana); ground hogs 
(Marmota monax); bobcats (Lynx rufus); and cottontail rabbits (Sylvilagus floridanus, Sylvilagus 
obscurus).  Beaver (Castor canadensis), mink (Neogale vison), and muskrats (Ondatra zibethicus) 
are attempting to inhabit the reservoir but are finding the often-radical fluctuations of the pool 
to be a major obstacle. They have, however, inhabited the tributaries leading into the reservoir. 
Birds such as woodcock (Scolopax minor), ruffed grouse (Bonasa umbellus), and a variety of 
songbirds inhabit this region, as well as various bat species. 

The project area contains areas of contiguous forest which is ideal for FIDS habitat. Due to 
extensive mining operations and poor forest management practices in the region, contiguous 
forest canopy is a habitat in decline, which has corresponded to reduced FIDS populations in 
Maryland and throughout the eastern United States. This is a concern expressed in a letter 
received from MDNR on 18 March 2024 (Appendix A). 

The Proposed Action would likely have minor and short-term adverse effects to terrestrial wildlife 
on Project lands. Terrestrial habitat would be removed in areas where timber stands are 
harvested, which could adversely affect species transiting or residing at those sites; however, the 
forest management areas comprise only a small portion of total forested habitat at the Project 
and within its surrounding region, and forest management activities would be conducted to 
specifically address concerns for sensitive species like FIDS. 

To maintain habitat for FIDS, early successional habitat created through even-age management 
would be completed near existing edge habitat such as roads or portions of the Project where 
canopy gaps already exist. Larger tracks would be managed to preserve a contiguous forest over 
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the long term by promoting natural regeneration that would ensure a sustained  forest canopy 
into the future. Additional practices to improve habitat for FIDS include ensuring that skid trails 
and haul roads are not daylighted, retaining snags and woody debris, and protecting buffers along 
intermittent streams and vernal pools. Skid trails and haul roads that will not be used in 
subsequent timber harvests would be replanted or allowed to naturally regenerate back to 
forest. These provisions comply with MDNR’s recommendation for FIDS protection. 

Further, numerous wildlife species such as birds, mammals, reptiles, and amphibians would likely 
experience long term benefit from the implementation of the Proposed Action. The changes in 
forest structure would increase available cover in the form of denser understory to provide cover 
for numerous small mammals and songbirds. Establishment of two age-class stands with a well-
developed understory and canopy would provide ideal foraging habitat for bats, allowing them 
to navigate below the canopy in search of a variety of insects. Even-age management would 
provide important early successional habitat for several mammal species and a variety of birds 
including woodcock, grouse, and golden and blue winged warblers. 

The development of herbaceous openings in log landing locations would create optimal brooding 
habitat by providing conditions that support a variety of insect life. Deer, turkey, and other 
wildlife would also benefit from higher protein vegetation planted where haul roads, skid trails, 
and log landings are located. Game species would be attracted to several of the practices, 
providing an increase in recreational opportunities. 

The No-Action Alternative would have no effect on terrestrial resources, as forest management 
activities that would harvest terrestrial habitat within timber stands or provide long-term early 
successional habitat would not occur. 

3.6 Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 
USACE consulted the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) online project 
review tool to identify federally listed species potentially occurring in the project area. An Official 
Species List was generated for the project area on 31 July 2025 and updated on 12 February 2026 
(Appendix A). The list identified six species as potentially occurring in the project area: 

1. The federally endangered northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) is a species 
that has declined in population due to white-nose fungus. The northern long-eared bat 
roosts and forages in upland forests, so effects to forests are of particular concern for this 
species. No critical habitat has been designated for the northern long-eared bat. A 
consistency letter for a determination of “may affect” for this species was generated on 
31 July 2025 (Appendix A). USACE contacted the Chesapeake Bay and West Virginia 
USFWS Field Offices to further coordinate regarding potential effects to the species. 
USACE agreed to alter one relevant forest management area and adhere to a tree clearing 
time-of-year restriction (TOYR) from 1 April through 30 September and received a 
concurrence of “not likely to adversely affect” for the northern long-eared bat on 27 
August 2025 (Appendix A). Tree clearing under the Proposed Action would be further 
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limited to 15 November through 31 March under a stricter TOYR requested by MDNR, 
discussed below. 

2. The federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) is a species that has declined due 
to loss of summer habitat and white-nose fungus. The Indiana bat roosts in forested areas 
and winters in caves and mines. The project area does not intersect designated critical 
habitat for the Indiana bat. The USFWS concurred that consultation for the Indiana bat 
was not necessary because the project does not involve wind power (Appendix A). 

3. The federally endangered Virginia big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii virginianus) is 
a species that has also declined due to habitat loss and white-nose syndrome. The Virginia 
big-eared bat lives in caves all year round. USACE has determined that the Proposed 
Action would not affect Virginia big-eared bats due to the fact that they do not roost in 
forested habitats and prefer caves throughout the year. 

4. The federally endangered rusty patched bumble bee (Bombus affinis) is a species that has 
suffered a widespread and steep decline due to unknown reasons. Known rusty patched 
bumble bee habitat is found on the south side of JRL in Mineral County, West Virginia. 
USACE contacted the Chesapeake Bay and West Virginia USFWS Field Offices to further 
coordinate regarding potential effects to the species and altered one forest management 
area partially within the species’ ‘High Potential Zone’ to avoid effects. Following the 
alteration, USFWS concurred that the project will result in no effect to the species on 27 
August 2025 (Appendix A). 

5. The proposed federally endangered tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus) is a species that 
has also declined due to white-nose fungus. The species roosts in the summer in forested 
habitat and winters in caves in mines, similar to the northern long-eared bat and Indiana 
bat. A consistency letter for a determination of “may affect” for this species was 
generated on 31 July 2025 (Appendix A). USACE contacted the Chesapeake Bay and West 
Virginia USFWS Field Offices to further coordinate regarding potential effects to the 
species and received a concurrence that the project is “not likely to adversely affect” 
tricolored bats on 27 August 2025 (Appendix A). 

6. The proposed federally threatened monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) has declined 
due to habitat loss and fragmentation throughout its historical range. During the breeding 
season (year-round where they are found), monarch butterflies lay their eggs on their 
obligate milkweed species, which is frequently found in sunny roadsides, fence lines, 
fields, prairies, and pastures. The Proposed Action will entail project activity in forested 
areas located away from the reservoir’s edge and will not affect the monarch butterfly, 
as the project area does not provide suitable habitat for the species’ host plant, milkweed. 

The USFWS IPaC system also identified 14 migratory birds of conservation concern and two eagle 
species that have the potential to occur in the project area (Table 3). The Migratory Bird Treaty 
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Act (MBTA) (16 U.S. Code 703-712) prohibits the take (harassment, harming, pursuit, hunting, 
shooting, wounding, killing, trapping, capturing, or collecting), or attempt to engage in any such 
conduct, of any migratory bird without authorization from the USFWS. Unintentional take 
includes disturbance to species and nests during ground-clearing activities, where unobserved 
nests of migratory birds could be located. Forest management activities would take place at JRL 
between November and March. Work during this time of year would avoid the breeding and 
nesting season of all of the migratory birds of conservation concern (except for the bald eagle, 
addressed below), when adults and their young would be likely to be nesting in trees selected for 
clearing. Therefore, the Proposed Action would have no effect to migratory birds. 

The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) breeding and nesting season in the region extends 
from December through June, during the timber harvesting window. This species, along with the 
golden eagle (Auila chrysaetos), which breeds elsewhere, is protected under the Bald and Golden 
Eagle Protection Act. Forest stands selected for timber harvesting within forest management 
areas would be screened for bald eagle nests prior to tree clearing, and any discovered nests 
would be protected from forest management activities by a 1,000-foot buffer. Therefore, the 
Proposed Action would have no effect to bald or golden eagles. 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no intervention would be made in the forested landscape, and 
no forest-management activities would be carried out on Project lands; therefore, the No-Action 
Alternative would have no effect to migratory birds or eagle species. 

Table 3. List of Migratory Bird Species from USFWS. 

Common Name Scientific Name Bird of Conservation 
Concern (BCC) Status 

Breeding Season 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus No December - June 

Black-billed 
Cuckoo 

Coccyzus 
erythropthalmus Yes May - October 

Black-capped 
Chickadee 

Poecile 
atricapillus 
practicus 

Only in BCR* Regions April - July 

Bobolink Dolichonyx 
oryzivorus Yes May - July 

Canada Warbler Cardellina 
canadensis Yes May - August 

Cerulean Warbler Setophaga 
cerulea Yes April - July 

Chimney Swift Chaetura 
pelagica Yes March - August 

Eastern Whip-
poor-will 

Antrostomus 
vociferus Yes May - August 
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Common Name Scientific Name Bird of Conservation 
Concern (BCC) Status 

Breeding Season 

Golden Eagle Aquila 
chrysaetos No Breeds elsewhere 

Golden-winged 
Warbler 

Vermivora 
chrysoptera Yes May - July 

Henslow’s 
Sparrow 

Centronyx 
henslowii Yes May - August 

Kentucky Warbler Geothlypis 
formosa Yes April - August 

Northern Saw-
whet Owl 

Aegolius 
acadicus Only in BCR* Regions March - July 

Prairie Warbler Setophaga 
discolor Yes May - July 

Rusty Blackbird Euphagus 
carolinus Only in BCR* Regions Breeds elsewhere 

Wood Thrush Hylocichla 
mustelina Yes May - August 

* BCR = Bird Conservation Regions 

USACE also contacted MDNR and WVDNR on 15 February 2024 to solicit feedback regarding 
potential project effects on state listed species. MDNR’s response, dated 18 March 2024, 
indicated that the state rare Baltimore checkerspot (Euphydryas phaeton) and state highly rare 
West Virginia white (Pieris virginiensis), both butterfly species, may potentially occur near or 
within the project area close to Mt. Zion Road, on the west side of the reservoir (Appendix A). 

USACE determined that the Proposed Action is unlikely to affect the Baltimore checkerspot, given 
that the species’ habitat consists primarily of early-successional, stream-fed wet meadows with 
few trees and not in the upland forested areas where forest management activities are 
anticipated to occur. Host plant habitat for the West Virginia white, which occurs in mature 
upland hardwood forests, may be temporarily affected by forestry activities or any new potential 
haul roads/skid trails. Effects to this species from the Proposed Action, however, are not 
anticipated to be significant or long-term, as the West Virginia white is a mobile species with a 
breeding season outside the annual forestry period, and forested areas and haul roads will be 
revegetated after use. 

WVDNR provided feedback to USACE in a letter dated 20 March 2024, and indicated that a 
northern long-eared bat maternity colony is present south of the reservoir in habitat conditions 
also well-suited to Indiana bats (Appendix A). Measures proposed by WVDNR to mitigate 
potential effects to bat species include restricting tree removal to a window between 15 
November and 31 March, as well as leaving snags and trees immediately surrounding harvested 
trees where tree crowns touch the canopy gap created by the snag, such that 3-5 snags and 
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surrounding trees remain per acre. In compliance with this mitigation measure and the time-of-
year restriction imposed by MDNR, USACE will conduct tree removal within the window between 
15 November and 31 March. 

WVDNR also recommended applying the USFWS’ Conservation Management Guidelines for the 
Rusty Patched Bumble Bee (Bombus affinis) for potentially occurring populations at the project 
(USFWS, 2018). The agency further indicated that wood turtle (Glyptemis insculpta) population 
may be present near the project area, though effects to any such populations are unlikely given 
the distance of potential forest management areas (greater than 1000 feet) from streams. 

3.7 Aesthetic Resources 
The project area is one of steep mountains and valleys intersected with numerous ravines, 
creeks, and runs. The hills bordering the North Branch of the Potomac River are heavily wooded 
and there is little evidence of cultivation. Much of the Project’s vicinity is covered with deciduous 
hardwood forest with associated understory. Interspersed into the larger natural system are 
human-induced or created landscape elements, including large and small towns, rural 
farmsteads, commercial development, roads, railroads, agricultural fields, the flood control dam, 
parks, and cemeteries. The landscape character of the JRL Project area is consistent with the 
primarily natural, but mixed character of the surrounding area. The JRL Project is a scenic 
attraction in the region with high visual quality, and visitors often cite the natural beauty of the 
Project as an important part of their recreation experience. 

Short-term adverse effects to aesthetics are anticipated due to the timber harvesting activities. 
Even-age management that would have minor, temporary aesthetic effects would be in areas 
where recreation use and scenic views from the lake are limited. The forest management 
proposed would be carried out to enhance the scenic views at JRL. Timber stand improvements 
would be performed to promote healthy diverse forests that would result in forest landscapes 
that are more aesthetically pleasing. Removal of nuisance vegetation would allow native 
vegetation to dominate and provide for a more natural landscape. These actions would result in 
long-term benefits to the aesthetic resources of the area. 

The No-Action Alternative would likely have adverse effects to aesthetic resources over the long 
term associated with the growth of nuisance vegetation and unmanaged forest stands. 

3.8 Wild and Scenic Rivers 
According to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System (NWSRS), there are no wild and scenic 
rivers in Maryland and one scenic river, the Bluestone River, in West Virginia (NWSRS, 2025).  The 
Proposed Action would be undertaken approximately 230 miles away from this river; therefore, 
neither the No-Action Alternative nor the Proposed Action would affect any wild or scenic rivers. 

3.9 Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) 
There are no pipelines present on JRL Project lands, though there are nine storage tanks located 
within the Project’s boundaries. These tanks store 1,500 gallons of heating oil-kerosene, 1,900 
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gallons of diesel fuel, and 2,000 gallons of unleaded gasoline. The Project follows the USACE Spill 
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP) and a Spill Contingency Plan (SCP) that is 
in effect and implemented continuously. The SPCCP and the SCP were prepared to aid compliance 
with U.S. EPA regulations 40 CFR Part 110 and 112 under the Clean Water Act, 40 CFR part 116 
and 117 under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, and 40 CFR Part 300, 302 and 355 under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act. 

The use of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers on the Project is limited to specific contractual 
actions separate from the proposed activities. No pesticides or fertilizers, other than over the 
counter pre-mixed sprays, are stored at JRL. The Project uses Round-Up to spot spray poison-ivy 
around campsites during the off season. The Round-Up is stored in a cabinet safe for flammable 
materials. All applications of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers follow Maryland and West 
Virginia regulations for applicators, applications, and disposals. 

USACE further screened the project area and vicinity for known hazardous waste issues using the 
USEPA Envirofacts database (USEPA, 2025a). No proximal Superfund or brownfields sites were 
identified. Therefore, neither the No-Action Alternative nor the Proposed Action is expected to 
release hazardous substances at levels of concern. 

3.10 Cultural Resources 
There are no known historic structures or archaeological sites within JRL’s boundaries that are 
eligible for or listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). In Garrett County, 
Maryland, the Bloomington Viaduct, a sandstone bridge featuring three arches, spans the North 
Branch of the Potomac River and was listed on the NRHP in 1976 (National Park Service, 2025). 
This site is located approximately 7 miles downstream of the Project. 

Effects to cultural and historic resources are not expected to result from execution of the 
Proposed Action. Forest management activities such as timber removal do not require 
excavations or other sub-surface disturbances. USACE sent letters to MHT and WV SHPO on 2 
August 2024 (Appendix A). MHT responded on 23 August 2024 and WV SHPO responded on 29 
August 2024, and both agencies concurred that there would be no adverse effects to above 
ground or archaeological resources (Appendix A). Any new construction of skid trails or hauls 
roads would require additional consultation with MHT or WV SHPO. Under the No-Action 
Alternative, there would similarly be no effect on cultural resources. 

Letters were also sent to the Delaware Nation and the Delaware Tribe of Indians on 1 August 
2024 to solicit feedback on the Proposed Action (Appendix A). No responses were received. 

3.11 Demographics & Socioeconomics 
According to 2023 U.S. Census Bureau (USCB) data, Garrett County, Maryland had a total 
population of 28,713 with 18,567 housing units. The median age was 48.1 years old, the median 
household income was $69,031, and about 11 percent of the population was below the poverty 
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level. Approximately 17.9 percent of the population was aged younger than 18 years and 23.6 
percent was aged 65 years or greater (USCB, 2025). 

According to 2023 USCB data, Mineral County, West Virginia had a total population of 26,922 
with 12,526 housing units. The median age was 44.6 years old, the median household income 
was $68,049, and about 14.3 percent of the population was below the poverty level. 
Approximately 19.9 percent of the population was aged younger than 18 years and 22.5 percent 
was aged 65 years or greater (USCB, 2025). 

Short-term employment opportunities could arise with the hiring of workers for the harvesting 
of timber in the Project area. These opportunities would cease at the end of the implementation 
of the forest management plan. No children live within the JRL site. However, this recreational 
area is frequently visited by families with children. The proposed forest management plan would 
not create adverse environmental effects that would unduly affect child populations. Adherence 
to applicable safety procedures should minimize the potential security risk to the children and 
public. Long-term effects on socioeconomic conditions are expected to be minor and positive for 
the county and region because of the proposed action, which would provide minor opportunities 
for environmental research, education, and volunteer work. It is anticipated that minor beneficial 
effects to economics would occur with the increase in visitors through hunting and wildlife 
viewing. No effects to the residential population are expected from the Proposed Action. 

The No-Action Alternative would have no effect on demographics and socioeconomics beyond 
existing conditions. 

3.12 Noise 
The two primary types of sources of sound that generate noise effects are stationary and 
transient sounds. Sounds produced by these sources can be intermittent or continuous. A 
stationary source is usually associated with a specific land use or site, such as construction 
activities or the operation of generators. Transient sound sources, such as vehicles and aircraft, 
move through the area. The human auditory system is sensitive to fluctuations in air pressure 
above and below the barometric static pressure. The loudness of sound as heard by the human 
ear is measured on the A-weighted decibel (dBA) scale. The average person can be exposed to a 
sound source producing 90 dBA for a maximum of 8 hours without experiencing long-term 
hearing impairments. If the sound level is 100 dBA, then the maximum exposure is 2 hours. An 
unprotected ear can be exposed to 115 dBA for a maximum of only 15 minutes a day. For every 
5 dBA increase above 90 dBA, the permissible exposure time is reduced by half. Heavy equipment 
noise levels can range from 85-111 decibels. Specific noise level data are not available for the 
Project or its surrounding area; however, existing ambient noise levels are most likely driven by 
visitor or USACE staff vehicular traffic across the site. 

Minor, short–term adverse noise effects associated with the Proposed Action are expected. The 
various activities that would generate noise effects include truck movement, tree felling, and 
chain saw and heavy equipment use needed for timber management. It is expected that activities 
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would be confined to normal working hours and that noise effects would cease in a given year 
upon completion of forest management activities. Effects resulting from increased levels of noise 
are also mitigated by lower visitor use at the Project during winter months when forest 
management activities would be carried out. 

The No-Action Alternative would result in no change in noise levels beyond existing conditions. 
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4. ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 
Table 4 summarizes the level of compliance of the Proposed Action with environmental 
protection statutes and other environmental requirements. 

Table 4. Compliance of Proposed Action with potentially applicable Federal Environmental Laws, 
Executive Orders (EOs), and Memorandums. 

Federal Law or Environmental Topic 
of Concern 

Compliance
Status 

How Compliance Status Determined 

Archeological Resources Protection 
Act 

Full Received determinations of “no adverse 
effect” from MHT and WV SHPO on 23 August 
2024 & 29 August 2024, respectively. 

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act Full The Proposed Action will not adversely affect 
eagles; no tree clearing will occur within 1,000 
feet of any bald eagle nests; golden eagles do 
not breed in the region. 

Clean Air Act Section 176(c) General 
Conformity Rule Review 

Full Minor and temporary effects to air quality 
during forest management activities. Garrett 
County, MD and Mineral County, WV are in 
attainment for all priority air pollutants; no 
mitigation for effects to air quality is required. 

Clean Water Act Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification 

Not Applicable The Proposed Action will not discharge to 
waters or wetlands. 

Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) Not Applicable The project area is not located in the CBRA 
system. 

Coastal Zone Management Act 
(CZMA) 

Not Applicable The project area is not located in MD’s Coastal 
Zone. 

Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) 

Not Applicable No CERCLA sites will be disturbed by the 
preferred alternative. 

Endangered Species Act, Section 7 Full Review of USFWS IPaC system identified 
federally listed and candidate species that 
could potentially occur in the project area. The 
project does not overlap any critical habitat 
for these species and USFWS reached a 
determination of “No Effect” for the Indiana 
bat, monarch butterfly, and rusty patched 
bumble bee. Additionally, the USFWS 
Chesapeake Bay and West Virginia field offices 
provided concurrences of “not likely to 
adversely affect” for the northern long-eared 
bat and tricolored bat. 

Farmland Protection Act Not Applicable The Proposed Action will have no effect on 
prime farmland or farmland of statewide 
importance. 

Jennings Randolph Lake Forest Management Activities 
Environmental Assessment 

21 



 
 

 
   

 

    
 

 
 

    

     
 

         
      

    
  

 
  

  
 

    
  

 
 

  
   

   
 

    
 

  
    

   
    

   
  

   
 

    

   
   

 
 

   
 

      
  

 
    

   
 

         
 

  
  

  
     
  

     
 

    
 

      
  

Federal Law or Environmental Topic 
of Concern 

Compliance
Status 

How Compliance Status Determined 

Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act 
(FWCA) 

Not Applicable Federal action would not result in control or 
modification of a natural stream or water 
body. Effects to wildlife will be minor and 
temporary during construction activities. 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act 

Not Applicable No Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) is located in the 
project area. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act Full No effects to migratory birds; tree removal will 
occur outside breeding and nesting season. 

National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) 

Full USACE prepared an EA to comply with NEPA; 
no significant effects to the environment are 
anticipated as a result of forest management 
activities. 

National Historic Preservation Act, 
Section 106 

Full Received determinations of “no adverse 
effect” from MHT and WV SHPO on 23 
August 2024 & 29 August 2024, respectively. 

National Invasive Species Act Full The Proposed Action will not introduce or 
spread invasive species. Forest management 
activities will help reduce the presence of 
invasive species on the Project via monitoring 
and herbicide treatment. 

Noise Control Act Full Temporary noise increases in and 
surrounding the project area during 
construction. Noise effects would cease upon 
completion of forest management activities. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) 

Not Applicable No RCRA sites will be disturbed by the 
Proposed Action. 

Tribal Trust Responsibilities Full Sent letters to Delaware Nation & Delaware 
Tribe of Indians on 1 August 2024; no 
responses were received. 

Water Project Recreation Act Full The Proposed Action will have only short-
term and minor effects to recreation at the 
JRL Project. 

Wild & Scenic Rivers Act Not Applicable No Wild & Scenic Rivers located in the project 
area or vicinity. 

Protection and Enhancement of 
Cultural Environment (EO 11593) 

Full Received determinations of “no adverse 
effect” from MHT and WV SHPO on 23 August 
2024 & 29 August 2024, respectively. 

Floodplain Management (EO 11988) Not Applicable No effects to floodplains from the Proposed 
Action. 

Protection of Wetlands (EO 11990) Not Applicable No effects to wetlands from the Proposed 
Action. 

Indian Sacred Sites (EO 13007) Full No Indian Sacred Sites will be disturbed as a 
result of forest management activities. Sent 

Jennings Randolph Lake Forest Management Activities 
Environmental Assessment 

22 



 
 

 
   

 

    
 

 
 

    

  
 

 
 

  
  

     
 

  
   

  
  

    
   

  
   

 
 

  
   

  
 

  
 

   
  

 
 

  
  

 

 

   
   

  
   

 
 
  

Federal Law or Environmental Topic 
of Concern 

Compliance
Status 

How Compliance Status Determined 

letters to Delaware Nation & Delaware Tribe 
of Indians on 1 August 2024; no responses 
were received. 

Protection of Children from 
Environmental Health Risks & Safety 
Risks (EO 13045) 

Full No children live within the JRL Project or 
immediate vicinity. Adherence to applicable 
safety procedures will minimize security risks 
to children. Trails and other recreational 
resources in proximity to forest management 
activities will be appropriately marked. 

Invasive Species (EO 13112) Full The Proposed Action will not introduce or 
spread invasive species. Forest management 
activities will help reduce the presence of 
invasive species on the Project via monitoring 
and herbicide treatment. 

Consultation and Coordination with 
Indian Tribal Governments (EO 13175) 

Full Sent letters to Delaware Nation & Delaware 
Tribe of Indians on 1 August 2024; no 
responses were received. 

Responsibility of Federal Agencies to 
Protect Migratory Birds (EO 13186) 

Full No effects to migratory birds; tree removal will 
occur outside breeding and nesting season. 

EO 13508, Chesapeake Bay Protection 
and Restoration 

Full The preferred alternative does not adversely 
affect the Chesapeake Bay watershed. 

Safeguarding the Nation from the 
Impacts of Invasive Species (EO 
13751) 

Full The Proposed Action will not introduce or 
spread invasive species. Forest management 
activities will help reduce the presence of 
invasive species on the Project via monitoring 
and herbicide treatment. 
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5. CONCLUSION 
The proposed forest management activities under the Proposed Action would have minor, short-
term adverse effects to recreational resources, topography and drainage, soils, air quality, 
surface water, fisheries and aquatic life, vegetation, terrestrial wildlife, aesthetics, and noise. The 
use of proper management techniques such as best management practices for erosion control 
during silvicultural treatments would minimize these adverse effects. 

Beneficial effects associated with the Proposed Action include short-term effects to 
demographics and socioeconomics, as well as long-term effects to recreational resources, 
vegetation, terrestrial wildlife, and aesthetics. The action would increase stand growth and vigor, 
enhance available food and cover for a variety of wildlife species, and provide for multiple-use 
management as directed by the Forest Cover Act of 1960. These benefits also include a decrease 
in the possibility and the severity of insect outbreaks and wildfire occurrences. 

Based on the evaluation of environmental effects described in Chapter 3 and summarized in 
Table 4, there are no significant adverse effects that would result from the Proposed Action, and 
a Finding of No Significant Impact has been prepared. 
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