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COVER SHEET 

Proposed Action: The Farm Service Agency of the United States Department of 
Agriculture proposes to approve direct farm ownership and 
operating loans and a guaranteed farm ownership loan to 
construct three (3) 63’ X 704’ poultry broiler houses with dirt 
floors in Hampshire County, West Virginia.  

Type of Document:  This is a site-specific Environmental Assessment 
Lead Agency: United States Department of Agriculture, Farm Service Agency  
Cooperating Agencies: None 
Further Information: Douglas L. Cyphers, FLP State Environmental Coordinator 

1550 Earl Core Road 
Morgantown, WV 26505 
(304) 284-4820 

Comments: This Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared in accordance 
with USDA FSA National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
implementing procedures found in 7 CFR 799, as well as the NEPA 
of 1969 (40 CFR 1500-1508/42 US Code 4321-4347), as amended. 
A copy of the Draft EA can be found at the Hampshire County FSA 
Office, 500 East Main Street, Romney, West Virginia 26757 or 
online at www.fsa.usda.gov/wv 
 
Written comments regarding this EA can be submitted to the 
address below until close of business March 12, 2021: 

Farm Service Agency 
ATTN: Douglas L. Cyphers 
1550 Earl L. Core Road 
Suite 102 
Morgantown, WV 26505 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1  Background  
The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Farm Service Agency (FSA) proposes to approve 
both direct and guaranteed loan requests from Holly and Ronald Watson to finance the construction of 
three (3) 63’X704’ poultry broiler houses, including site preparation, equipment and other associated 
costs of construction and start-up for the operation.  The facility will be located on approximately 70 
acres off of County Route 5/7 in Springfield District in Hampshire County, West Virginia.  Capacity of the 
three houses will be approximately 210,000 birds.   

1.2  Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to evaluate whether FSA can provide the requested loans and 
guarantees to enable this family to establish this operation and provide a stable income for the family 
for the foreseeable future.   

The need for the action is to fulfill FSA’s responsibility in providing financing to America’s farms and 
ranches while meeting FSA’s program and environmental compliance requirements.  In addition, the 
Agency is tasked to deliver “timely and effective programs and services to America’s farmers and 
ranchers to support them in sustaining our Nation’s vibrant agricultural economy”.   

1.3  Regulatory Compliance 
This Environmental Assessment is prepared to satisfy the requirements of NEPA (Public Law 91-190, 42 
United States Code 4321 et seq.); its implementing regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508); and FSA 
implementing regulations, Environmental Quality and Related Environmental Concerns – Compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act (7 CFR 799). The intent of NEPA is to protect, restore, and 
enhance the human environment through well informed Federal decisions. A variety of laws, 
regulations, and Executive Orders (EO) apply to actions undertaken by Federal agencies and form the 
basis of the analysis. 

1.3.1  Right to Farm 

All fifty states have enacted right-to-farm laws that seek to protect qualifying farmers and ranchers from 
nuisance lawsuits filed by individuals who move into a rural area where normal farming operations exist, 
and who later use nuisance actions to attempt to stop those ongoing operations. The Right to Farm laws 
for West Virginia include protections to ensure that the conduct of agricultural operations on 
agricultural land shall not be deemed adverse to other uses of adjoining or neighboring land, regardless 
if the neighboring land is agricultural or non-agricultural.   

 

 

 

http://nationalaglawcenter.org/state-compilations/right-to-farm/


 

1.4   Public Involvement and Consultation 

1.4.1 Public Involvement 

This document is available for public review and comment from February 10,  2021 to March 12, 2021 at 
the Hampshire-Mineral FSA Office, 500 East Main Street, Romney, WV 26757.  A notice of the 
availability of the document will be published in the Hampshire Review on February 10 and February 17, 
2021.   Written comments may be submitted to Douglas L. Cyphers, (Watson Poultry Comments), 1550 
Earl L. Core Road, Suite 102, Morgantown, WV 26505 or by email at douglas.cyphers@usda.gov through 
March 12, 2021. 

 

1.4.2 Agency Consultation 

USDA undertook the following efforts and research to aid in determining the potential impacts of the 
proposed action: 

• Researched the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) - Information, Planning, and Conservation 
System (IPaC) about the project’s potential to affect federally listed species and has completed a 
field review relative to the potential species presence as required by the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973.  Sent letter of consultation to the US Fish and Wildlife Service in Elkins, WV. 

• Consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) to ensure the requirements of 54 
U.S.C. 306108 (Commonly known as Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act) were 
properly addressed. 

• Completed a pedestrian review to assess potential adverse wetland impacts.  The USDA 
Wetland Screening Tool was utilized to eliminate the area from further review for failing to 
demonstrate the three (3) mandatory criteria of wetlands in accordance with Agency Policy. 
  
 

mailto:douglas.cyphers@usda.gov


 

2. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1  Proposed Action 
The proposed action involves the construction of three 63’ X 704’ broiler houses with dirt floors and all 
related facilities and equipment typical of a broiler operation of this size. The proposed project is 
located approximately 70 acres that is owned by the proposed grower.  Access to the site is via dirt/chirt 
lane directly off of the Watson Farm Road and adjacent to County Route 5/7 , Frenches Station Road.  
Surrounding land is meadow and pasture and woodland and is utilized for hay and grazing as part of the 
owner’s existing beef cattle operation.  

The site for the three new proposed houses is immediately to the west of an existing feeding facility for 
the family’s beef cattle operation in a field that is currently used for hay and pasture production.  Due to 
the rolling topography of the area, leveling of the land will be required to make the site suitable for the 
proposed improvements.  Most of the area to be disturbed is currently open meadow and pasture.  A 
minimum number of mature trees will need to be removed on the north side of the site.  It is anticipated 
that construction will begin in the spring and be limited to daylight hours.  There are some single family 
dwellings located in the rural neighborhood of the proposed site.   

A nutrient management plan is required and is on file for the operation.  The most recent plan was 
signed in May 2019 and expires in May, 2022.   The plan has been developed by a Certified Nutrient 
Management Planner with the West Virginia Department of Agriculture.  Due to the fact that the 
operation will be utilizing a “build-up” litter program, only a portion of the litter will leave the houses 
during “crust outs”.  The house build-up litter program limits the removal of litter to only a few tons per 
house between flocks.  Most of the litter produced in the houses will be utilized as bedding.  The 
nutrient management plan is based upon the removal of all litter from the houses on an annual basis, 
although this frequency is not anticipated.  

Because ground disturbance will exceed 1-acre in scope, a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit is required for construction and has been obtained from the West Virginia 
Department of Environmental Protection. 

 

2.2  No Action Alternative  
The no action alternative means the three proposed poultry houses would not be constructed.  This 
would result in the continuation of existing conditions as a beef cattle operation on the proposed site 
and no changes to the existing environment would occur.   

2.3  Alternative A 
Alternatives to the Proposed Action would include moving the project to another location on the same 
farm or moving to an entirely different site location.  Given the preliminary determination of “no 
significant environmental impact” of this proposed action at the proposed location, neither of the above 
options offer an improved alternative to the original proposal.   

 



 

 

 

 

 

3.1Resources Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 

3.1.1 Wildlife and Habitat 

Considered with detailed analysis in section 3.3. 

3.1.2Cultural Resources 

Considered with detailed analysis in section 3.4. 

3.1.3Coastal Barrier 

Effects to coastal barriers were eliminated from detailed analysis because West Virginia does not have 
designated coastal barriers areas. 

3.1.4Coastal Zone 

Effects to coastal zone were eliminated from detailed analysis because West Virginia does not have 
designated coastal zone management area. 

3.1.5Wilderness Areas 

Effects to wilderness areas were eliminated from detailed analysis. There are no wilderness areas in 
Hampshire County.  The nearest wilderness area is Dolly Sods Wilderness area, it is located 
approximately 50 miles from the project location and will not be impacted by the project. 

3.1.6Wild and Scenic Rivers/Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) 

Effects to Wild and Scenic Rivers/National Rivers Inventory were eliminated from detailed analysis 
because the project area is in excess of 100 miles from the Bluestone River. This is the nearest river 
found on the National Rivers Inventory or Wild and Scenic Rivers System and will not be impacted by 
this project. 



 

3.1.7National Natural Landmarks  

Effects to national natural landmarks were eliminated from detailed analysis because the nearest 
national landmark is Ice Mountain and is located approximately 20 miles from the project location. The 
landmark will not be impacted by this project.  

3.1.8Sole Source Aquifers 

Effects to sole source aquifers were eliminated from detailed analysis because West Virginia does not 
have any sole source aquifers or sole source aquifer recharge areas located beneath the surface of the 
state.  The nearest sole source aquifer is the Prospect Hill Aquifer located in Clark County Virginia, 
southeast of Winchester.  It is in excess of 50 miles from the subject site. 

3.1.9Floodplains 

Effects to floodplains were eliminated from detailed analysis because there are no floodplains located in 
the project area.  

3.1.10Wetlands 

Effects to wetlands were eliminated from detailed analysis because no wetlands lay within the project 
area. A pedestrian review of the proposed project by trained USDA staff documented no areas meeting 
the criteria as wetlands and is documented using form FSA-858.  A search of  the National Wetlands 
Inventory database indicated two waterbodies in the vicinity of the proposed site.  The first is the man-
made pond in the field to the west of the proposed site and the second is labled as a freshwater 
emergent wetland to the north of the site on the adjoining tract of land.  Neither water body will be 
affected by the proposed action.  The applicants have obtained a Stormwater Discharge Permit from  
the West Virginia DEP that covers mitigation of surface water runoff during construction activities.   If 
applicant converted wetland prior to December 23, 1985 applicant is exempt due to the converted 
wetland provision.       

3.1.11Soils 

HEL is present within the project area.  Effects to soils were eliminated from detailed analysis because 
the applicant has an approved conservation plan with NRCS.  Applicant has certified on FSA form AD-
1026 that they will maintain compliance with the HEL conservation plan. 

3.1.12Water Quality 

Surface Water Quality 
Considered with detailed analysis in section 3.5. 

 



 

Groundwater Quality 
Considered with detailed analysis in section 3.5. 

3.1.13Air Quality 

Effects to air quality were eliminated from detailed analysis because emissions or degradation to air 
quality during construction activities are not permanent in nature and will be limited to the duration of 
the construction activity.  Any potential impacts during construction can be minimized by the 
implementation of standard construction control measures.  When construction is completed and the 
proposed poultry operation begins, a limited amount of dust, odor and ammonia will be produced.  The 
project is surrounded by trees and open meadow and pasture areas, with the nearest dwellings being 
approximately 600 feet from the operation.  The integrator requires a 150’ setback from all property 
lines for newly constructed houses.  Dust and odor from this operation should experience significant 
filtration and dissipation before reaching any dwellings and would be typical of similar operations in the 
county and immediately surrounding area.   

 

3.1.14Noise 

Noise impact during construction and subsequent operation of the facility will be minimal, and typical of 
numerous other similar operations in the area.  The fans  that will be running in the new houses under 
normal operations will be in the general direction of the owner’s dwelling and away from public roads 
and neighboring houses.  The closest dwellings are located on the north side of the proposed facility.  
The property boundaries on the north side is primarily trees and will further serve to buffer any noise 
from the houses.  Given the directions of the fans and the prevailing winds, it is not anticipated that 
noise levels will increase by any significant amount as a result of the construction of these new houses. 
The integrator requires a 150’ setback from all property lines for newly constructed houses.   

Effects on noise were eliminated from detailed analysis because the project will not create noise that 
will interfere with communication or is intense enough to damage hearing, particularly considering the 
direction of the fans and prevailing winds on on the site.   

3.1.15Important Land Resources 

Effects on farmland, forest land and rangeland resources were eliminated from detailed analysis 
because the proposed action will not result in prime and/or important land being converted to a 
nonagricultural use. 

3.1.16Socioeconomic Impacts and Environmental Justice 

The preparer has reviewed the project’s area of potential effect and determined that the proposed 
action will not cause any adverse human health or environmental effects as defined in Executive Order 
12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations”. 



 

 

3.2Resources Considered with Detailed Analysis 

3.3[Wildlife and Habitat] 

3.3.1Existing Conditions 

The USFWS IPaC system was utilized to obtain an official species list for the Area of Potential Effect 
(APE).  The site was reviewed for the presence of endangered/threatened species listed and their 
potential habitat within the APE.      

The Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalist) is listed as an endangered species with no critical  habitat in the area.  
The proposed site is not within a known-use area, but potentially occupied habitat may exist. 

The Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis) is listed as a threatened species with no critical 
habitat designated for the species.   

Existing site conditions consist primarily of grasses, such as orchard grass, fescue, timothy and clovers, 
that are typical of pastures and meadows in the immediate and surrounding areas.  There is a small 
amount of mature hardwood trees that will be removed to implement the proposed project.   

 

3.3.2Impacts of Proposed Action 

The proposed action will involve cutting and removal of approximately 1 acre of mature hardwood trees 
to allow for site preparation and land leveling for the poultry buildings.  The stand is primarily mixed 
hardwood in nature. Based on the information located on the IPaC site and gathered during the site visit 
by the document preparer, it does not appear that any federal threatened or endangered species or 
critical habitat would be significantly impacted by the proposed project.  On October 5, 2020 the USFWS 
was consulted by letter and email regarding the FSA determination that the proposed project “may 
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the identified threatened and endangered species listed on 
the IPaC site.  The FWS did not respond to our request for consultation. 

  

3.3.3Impacts of No Action 

If the Proposed Action is not implemented, then the existing conditions for wildlife and their habitat on 
the site would continue and no impacts would occur. 

 

 



 

3.4[Cultural Resources] 

3.4.1Existing Conditions 

Cultural Resources was identified as a protected resource requiring detailed analysis as the project 
involves ground disturbing activities in areas not previously evaluated.  The existing site is currently 
utilized as meadow and pasture for an existing beef cattle operation.  Cover on the fields is composed of 
perennial grasses, such as orchard grass, fescue, timothy and clovers, that are typical of pastures and 
meadows in the immediate and surrounding areas.  The balance of the site is in mature hardwood trees.  

 

3.4.2Impacts of Proposed Action 

The proposal involves a significant area of ground disturbance in the form of grading shaping and filling 
to level the site for construction.  Fill material will be used from the leveled site and no new fill will need 
to be hauled in from another site.  The project was reviewed to determine any adverse effects on 
historic properties in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  As the 
designated authority the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) was consulted by leter dated 
October 1, 2020.  No response was received from SHPO. 

A review of the Tribal Directory Assessment Tool (TDAT) on the HUD website 
(https://egis.hud.gov/tdat/) indicated that there are no tribes claiming an ancestral interest in 
Hampshire County. 

3.4.3Impacts of No Action 

If the Proposed Action is not implemented, then the existing conditions for cultural resources would 
continue and no impacts would occur. 

 

 

3.5[Water Quality] 

3.5.1Existing Conditions 

Water quality was identified as a protected resource requiring detailed analysis as the proposed project 
involves activities of significant enough scope to require a stormwater pollution discharge permit from 
the West Virginia DEP and a nutrient management plan from the West Virginia Department of 
Agriculture.   



 

3.5.2Impacts of Proposed Action 

Ground disturbance by grading, shaping and filling the site, drilling of a water well to serve the proposed 
operation and storage and disposal of the chicken litter all have the potential to impact surface and 
groundwater quality.  The steps outlined below will be implemented to ensure compliance with existing 
regulations and to safeguard existing water resources. 

Surface Water Quality: 

Effects to surface water quality were considered by detailed analysis.  The project is not located near a 
body of water or will not result in a discharge into a water body.  The applicant has obtained the 
necessary permits from the West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (permit 
#WVR110966) and has acceptable plans to implement storm water controls per the WV DEP permitting 
process.  A Nutrient Management Plan has been obtained from the West Virginia Department of 
Agriculture to specify how poultry mortality and litter is to be handled.  The applicant will be required to 
follow the guidelines of permitted plans and processes.   

Ground Water Quality: 

Groundwater will be the sole source of water supply for this operation via a drilled well that will be 
permitted through the Hampshire County Health Department and, in accordance with health 
department code, will be installed with a pipe at the wellhead above ground level to ensure that no 
surface water can contaminate the individual water supply to the operation or the general groundwater 
supply.  There are no sole source aquifers in West Virginia, or within 50-miles of the project in 
surrounding states.  Given the above considerations, a determination of “not likely to adversely affect 
groundwater quality” is made. 

 

3.5.3Impacts of No Action 

If the Proposed Action is not implemented, then the existing conditions for water quality on the site 
would continue and no impacts would occur 

 



 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The cumulative impacts analysis is important to understanding how multiple actions in a particular time 
and space (e.g., geographic area) impact the environment. The CEQ regulations define cumulative 
effects as “…the impact on the environment, which results from the incremental impact of the action 
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what 
agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such actions” (40 CFR § 1508.7). Whereas the 
individual impact of one project in a particular area or region may not be considered significant, the 
result of numerous projects in the same area or region may cumulatively result in significant impacts. 
Cumulative impact analysis is subject to interpretation in analyzing the magnitude of impacts to a 
particular area or region. For this EA, the analysis area for cumulative impacts is Hampshire County.  
Given the anticipated demand for food in world with an expanding population, it is anticipated that the 
ongoing potential for cumulative impacts will continue into the foreseeable future.   

 

4.1  Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
Federal, State, local, and private activities that are currently taking place, have occurred in the past, or 
may reasonably be assumed to take place in the future in the cumulative effects area include the 
following: 

Poultry accounts for more than 50% of all cash receipts for agriculture in West Virginia.  Over the past 
30-years, the industry has gone through periods of expansion and plateaus.  The South Branch Valley, 
where this proposed operation would be located, serves as the heart of broiler production for the state 
with approximately 350 operations.  Integrators are currently looking for individual farmers to expand 
poultry production to meet increased demand and to replace older operations that are faced with 
facilities and equipment that are becoming obsolete.  The recent expansion of the poultry processing 
facility in neighboring Hardy County should ensure a robust demand for poultry producers for the 
foreseeable future. 

In addition to the poultry operations, the Hampshire County and South Branch Valley areas also contain 
diversified farming operations, including livestock, row crops, and an expanding truck crop industry. 

All the above activities are anticipated to carry on into the foreseeable future in order to meet the food 
demands of an increasing population.   

 

4.2  Cumulative Analysis 
Given the fact that the poultry industry is firmly established in the area, and therefore, should be absent 
of unanticipated consequences  that accompany new and quickly expanding industries and technologies, 
and the fact that the poultry industry is environmentally regulated by a variety of government entities, it 
is anticipated that the cumulative impacts of any foreseeable expansion of the poultry industry in 
Hampshire County and the South Branch Valley areas will not have a significant negative impact on the 
region’s environment.  By virtue of the fact that the industry is primarily located in the Chesapeake Bay 



 

watershed, several programs have been funded to protect the Chesapeake Bay and its source tributaries 
from water degradation.  Among the more active and successful programs are USDA’s CREP and EQIP 
programs.  Both of which have practices that benefit water quality, and both programs have been 
actively implemented in the subject area. 

 



 

5. LIST OF PREPARERS AND PERSONS AND AGENCIES CONTACTED 

 
List of Preparers 

Name and Title Affiliation 
Douglas L. Cyphers 
FLP State Environmental 
Coordinator 

USDA Farm Service Agency 

  
  
  
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

6. EA DETERMINATION AND SIGNATURES 

 ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION – The FSA preparer of the EA determines: 

1. Based on an examination and review of the foregoing information and supplemental 
documentation attached hereto, I find that this proposed action 
� would have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment and an 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be prepared;  

X     would not have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment and, therefore, 
an EIS will not be prepared. 

 
2. I recommend that the Project Approval Official for this action make the following compliance 

determinations for the below-listed environmental requirements. 

Not in 
compliance 

In 
compliance 

Not 
applicable 

 

 x  National Environmental Policy Act 
 x  Clean Air Act 
 x  Clean Water Act 
 x  Safe Drinking Water Act 
 x  Endangered Species Act 
  x Coastal Barrier Resources Act 
  x Coastal Zone Management Act 
 x  Wild and Scenic Rivers Act/National Rivers Inventory 
 x  National Historic Preservation Act 
 x  Subtitle B, Highly Erodible Land Conservation, and Subtitle C, 

Wetland Conservation, of the Food Security Act 
 x  Executive Order 11988 and 13690, Floodplain Management 
 x  Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands 
 x  Farmland Protection Policy Act 
 x  Department Regulation 9500-3, Land Use Policy 
 x  E.O. 12898, Environmental Justice 

  

3. I have reviewed and considered the types and degrees (context and intensity) of adverse 
environmental impacts identified by this assessment.  I have also analyzed the proposal for its 
consistency with FSA environmental policies, particularly those related to important farmland 
protection, and have considered the potential benefits of the proposed action.  Based upon a 
consideration of these factors, from an environmental standpoint, this project may:  

X      Be approved without further environmental analysis and a Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI) prepared. 

� Not be approved because of the reasons identified under item b. 
 
 
 



 

  
Signature of Preparer Date 
Douglas L. Cyphers February 3, 2021 
Name and Title of Preparer (print)  

                            

Environmental Determination – FSA State Environmental Coordinator determines: 

Based on my review of the foregoing Environmental Assessment and related supporting documentation, 
I have determined: 

X     The appropriate level of environmental review and assessment has been completed and 
substantiates a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI); therefore, an EIS will not be prepared and 
processing of the requested action may continue without further environmental analysis. A FONSI 
will be prepared. 

 

� The Environmental Assessment is not adequate and further analysis or action is necessary for 
the following reason(s):  
 

 

 

� The Environmental Assessment has established the proposed action cannot be approved for the 
following reason(s): 
 
 
 

Additional SEC Comments: 

 

 

 

 

  
Signature of SEC Date 
Douglas L. Cyphers February 3, 2021 
Printed Name  

 

 
  



 

Appendix A1: Project Location Map 
 

 

  



 

Appendix A2:  Project Soils Map 

 



 

 



 

 



 

Appendix A3:  Aerial with Proposed Houses 

 



 

Appendix B1: Site Facing North 

 



 

Appendix B2:  Site Facing South 

 



 

Appendix B3:  Site Facing East 

 



 

Appendix B4:  Site Facing West 

 



 

Appendix B5:  Cemetery Across from Site Entrance 

 



 

Appendix B6:  Street View Facing North 

 



 

Appendix B7:  Entrance Facing SW 

 



 

Appendix C1: SHPO Consultation Letter 

 



 

 



 

Appendix C2:  USFWS Consultation Letter 

 



 

 



 

Appendix D:  Waston Flood Map

  



 

Appendix E:  FSA-858 and Wetlands Map 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

Appendix F:  Nutrient Management Plan
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