
 
 

 

United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

White Mountain National Forest 
Androscoggin and Evans Notch 
Ranger Districts 

300 Glen Road 
Gorham, NH 03581-1399 
Comm: (603) 466-2713 
TTD: (603) 466-2856 

 

  Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper     

File code: 1950-1 
Date: April 4, 2006 

 
Dear Interested Citizen: 

After studying the results of our environmental analysis for the Connor Brook Watershed 
Restoration Project, I have decided to implement the project as described in the attached 
Decision Memo. The project is located in the Town of Shelburne, Coos County, New 
Hampshire. 
 
The project will stabilize the upper reaches of the Connor Brook watershed by placing 
downed wood and trees in eroding old skid trails and stream segments. The intent of the 
project is to restore the natural functioning of the watershed to improve water quality and 
aquatic habitat. Approximately 2.5 miles of old road, skid trails, and tributary segments will 
be treated, as well as approximately 4.5 miles of perennial streams and 2 miles of 
intermittent streams. 
  
The Decision Memo summarizes the environmental analysis and my reasons and 
conclusions for deciding to implement the project. It can be viewed on the web at 
www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/white_mountain/projects.  The Decision Memo also includes 
public comments received during the two public involvement periods we conducted, and 
Forest Service responses to the comments. 
 
My decision may be appealed by individuals or organizations who provided timely and 
substantive comments during the environmental analysis. The Decision Memo provides 
information on how to appeal my decision (Section 7.0). 
 
Thank you for your participation in this project, and your interest in the White Mountain 
National Forest.  Your comments contributed to my understanding of public issues and 
concerns regarding this project, and enabled me to make a more informed decision. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Katherine W. Stuart 
KATHERINE W. STUART 
District Ranger 
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Town of Shelburne 
Coos County, New Hampshire 
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The Androscoggin Ranger District 
White Mountain National Forest 

 
 
 

     For More Information Contact: 
     Pat Nasta 
     NEPA Coordinator 
     Androscoggin Ranger District 
     300 Glen Road 
     Gorham, NH 03581 
     (603) 466-2713 ext. 216 
     TTY (603) 466-2856 
     pnasta@fs.fed.us 

www.fs.fed.us./r9/forests/white_mountain 
 

United States 
Department of  
Agriculture 
 
Forest 
Service 
 
April 2006 
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This document is available in large print. 

Contact the Androscoggin Ranger District Office 

1-603-466-2713 

TTY 1-603-466-2856 
 
 

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all 
its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, 
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, 
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or part 
of an individual’s income is derived from any public assistance program (Not all 
prohibited bases apply to all programs). Persons with disabilities who require 
alternative means for communication or program information (Braille, large print, 
audiotape, etc.) should contact the USDA's TARGET Center at 202/720-2600 (voice and 
TDD). 

To file a complaint of discrimination, write the USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 
1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, DC, 20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272 
(voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). The USDA is an equal opportunity provider and 
employer. 
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1.0 -- Decision 
After conducting an environmental analysis and seeking public comment on the Connor Brook 
Watershed Restoration Project, I have decided to approve the project which will place downed 
wood and trees in unstable old roads, skid trails, and stream tributaries in Connor Brook 
watershed to increase the stability of the watershed.  A total of approximately 2.5 miles old road, 
skid trail, and tributary segments would be treated, as well as approximately 4.5 miles of perennial 
streams and 2 miles of intermittent streams. 
 
Trees would be cut and laid down on unstable roadbeds and skid trails to collect sediment and 
eliminate water running down and eroding the surface of the roads and skid trails.  Trees would 
also be cut and laid down in adjacent tributaries to stabilize stream beds and banks (Map 2).  
Approximately 500 pieces of wood per mile would be placed on abandoned roadbeds and skid 
trails and approximately 300 pieces of wood per mile would be placed in tributaries.  Crews using 
chain saws and hand tools would perform this work during snow-free periods over a five-year 
time span.  Trees would be cut-to-length and placed to achieve maximum effectiveness.  Some 
structures may require grouping of trees due to their small diameter size.  Trees would not be 
anchored.  The source of trees would be any trees growing within 75 feet of a treated area.  Tree 
species and size used would be based on tree availability adjacent to treated areas and potentially 
would include hardwoods, spruce, fir, hemlock, and pine trees ranging in size from range 2” to 24” 
in diameter.  Trees would be removed singly or in small groups and would be done under the 
guidance of the timber sale administrator to maintain forest stand integrity and ensure that Forest 
Plan Standards and Guidelines are followed.  In addition to the use of trees to stabilize old skid 
trails and road beds, water bars may also be constructed to further aid in rerouting water off these 
trails and roads.   If an abandoned road bed has a steep cut slope which is the major source of 
sediment, then the angle of this slope may need to be reduced using hand tools. 
 
All necessary wetlands permits will be obtained prior to implementation.   
 
The project will be implemented with design features applied as needed to address site-specific 
safety or resource needs; see Appendix A. 

 

1.1 -- Rationale for the Decision 
An analysis of the resource conditions (see Section 3.2) revealed no extraordinary 
circumstances that would require further environmental analysis. 
 
The project is in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, and the White Mountain 
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (USDA 2005a).  Two public comment 
periods resulted in many thoughtful responses and questions, as conveyed in Appendix B. Two 
points of opposition – one regarding better use of funds and the other supporting the approach 
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of doing nothing to allow the land to heal itself – have been adequately addressed by our 
resource specialists (Appendix B, Comments 1a,1b, and 2a).  
 
The project objectives of stabilizing the upper reaches of the Connor Brook watershed to restore 
and improve watershed conditions within the entire watershed meets the Forest Plan goals and 
objectives and ultimately will benefit the water quality, fisheries, and recreation resources by 
reducing erosion.  

2.0 -- Location, Features, and Background 
The Connor Brook watershed is located in the Town of Shelburne, Coos County, New 
Hampshire (Map 1).  The area to be treated is within the White Mountain National Forest south 
of US Route 2.  
 
The watershed encompasses approximately 3100 acres (Maps 1 and 2).  The 2005 Land and 
Resource Management Plan (USDA 2005a) identifies the land allocation as: 

• 1850 acres in Management Area (MA) 2.1 – General Forest Management 
• 500 acres occur in MA 6.2 – Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized Recreation 
• 50 acres in MA 6.1 – Semi-Primitive Recreation 
• 700 acres in private lands 

 
The areas to be treated in this project lie entirely within Management Area 2.1. Elevations in the 
watershed range from 700 to 2,966 feet.  As seen in Map 2, one unnamed intermittent channel 
and two unnamed perennial channels enter Connor Brook from the north.  One unnamed 
perennial channel and two unnamed intermittent channels enter Connor Brook from the south.  
Small, unmapped intermittent channels also exist in the watershed.  The northern border of the 
watershed is located where Connor Brook flows into the Androscoggin River.  The watershed 
is bordered on the northwest by Stock Farm Mountain and by Howe Peak to the south.   
 
The Corridor 19 snowmobile trail bisects the project area from east to west.  The Connor Brook 
Road (Forest Road 95) traverses the northern edge of the project area.  Soils are mostly well-
drained (ecological land types 105, 311, 315c), with one 0.5 mile segment of the West Branch 
Connor Brook less well-drained (315b).  
 
The project area has a history of vegetation and wildlife habitat management dating back to the 
late 1800s and continues to be actively managed today.  Aside from timber harvest, the area 
offers a variety of recreation activities, including snowmobiling, snow-shoeing, wildlife 
watching, hunting, and fishing. There are no hiking trails or campsites in the area and 
dispersed non-motorized recreation use is considered minimal. 
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3.0 -- Category of Exclusion and Environmental Analysis 
Activities planned in the Connor Brook Watershed Restoration Project is in the category of 
actions identified in Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.15 Chapter 30 (7): “Modification or 
maintenance of stream or lake aquatic habitat improvement structures using native materials or 
normal practices.”   
 
3.1 -- Rationale for Category of Exclusion 
I find that the above category is appropriate for this project and decision because the planned 
restoration work meets the criteria for the category. I have determined that there will be no 
resulting significant effects on the environment, and therefore the proposed action requires no 
further analysis in an environmental assessment (EA) or an environmental impact statement 
(EIS). 
 
3.2 -- Resource Conditions and Extraordinary Circumstances 
The environmental analysis included on-site surveys for rare plants and heritage resources, and 
also determined if any extraordinary circumstances exist that could result in significant effects 
to the environment. In accordance with FSH 1909.15 Chapter 30, the following specific resource 
conditions were examined: 
 
3.2a -- Federally listed threatened or endangered species or designated critical habitat, 
species proposed for Federal listing or proposed critical habitat, or Forest Service sensitive 
species. 
 
A Biological Evaluation of the project area was conducted to analyze and document the 
potential effects of this decision on listed species and their habitat. An analysis of additional 
species of concern in the White Mountain National Forest was also conducted.  
Examination of available information and field reconnaissance was conducted for known 
populations, habitat, and the potential for populations. As a result, two Regional Forester 
Sensitive Species were evaluated in this analysis:  
 

   Eastern small-footed myotis (Myotis leibii)  
  Northern bog lemming (Synaptomys borealis sphagnicola)  
 

The evaluation of species determined that the planned Connor Brook Watershed Restoration 
Project would not change existing habitat conditions, and that although individual eastern 
small-footed myotis and northern bog lemmings may be impacted during project 
implementation, there would be no resulting trend toward federal listing or loss of viability. 
 
Most literature indicates that eastern small-footed myotis roost under rocks on hillsides and 
open ridges, in cracks and crevices in rocky outcrops and on talus slopes, as well as in 
buildings (Erdle and Hobson 2001, USDA Forest Service 2005a).  The likelihood that individual 
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bats are roosting in trees in Project Area is considered low.  Forest Plan Standards and 
Guidelines (USDA Forest Service 2005a) maintain adequate habitat for eastern small-footed 
myotis by providing direction to maintain a diversity of habitat conditions well distributed 
across the Forest (Chapter 1, pages 17 and 18), reserve large wildlife trees, retain standing dead 
trees where possible (Chapter 2, pages 37 and 38), and maintain riparian habitats (Chapter 2, 
pages 25 -27) in areas managed for vegetation should ensure that adequate habitat is 
maintained for eastern small-footed myotis.   
 
Northern bog lemmings are extremely rare in New England.  The likelihood of an individual 
occurring in the project area or cumulative effects analysis area is considered low. Most of the 
area to be treated is well-drained and not suitable habitat. Forest Plan Standards and 
Guidelines (USDA Forest Service 2005a) will maintain habitat diversity (Chapter 2, pages 33 
and 34) and protect riparian habitat or seeps (Chapter 2, pages 24-26) to protect any northern 
bog lemming habitat within the Connor Brook watershed.   
 

The detailed evaluation of these species is documented in the Biological Evaluation found in the 
project file. 

 
3.2b -- Floodplains, wetlands, or municipal watersheds 

All of the planned treatments will occur within the 100-year floodplain of Connor Brook. 
Although there may be some temporary disturbances from activities such as moving logs 
to place in the stream channel and along road beds, these impacts would be small and 
temporary. Overall, the project aims to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial 
values served by floodplains. 
 
There are no mapped wetlands in the project area, however there could be wetlands in the 
project area.  There are wetlands associated with Connor Brook downstream of the project 
area. This watershed restoration project is designed to protect water resources, and could 
improve the functions of wetlands by storing water in the headwaters of the watershed 
rather than allowing increased runoff. Therefore, the project could preserve and enhance 
the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. 
 
There are no public water supply sources in the Connor Brook watershed. The project will 
have no effect on any downstream municipal watersheds. 
  

3.2c -- Congressionally Designated Areas 
The project area is not in any Congressionally designated areas. The closest is the Caribou-
Speckled Mountain Wilderness, located approximately 3.5 miles to the east and south, 
which will not be affected by watershed restoration work. 

 

3.2d -- Inventoried Roadless Areas 
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The project area is located within the Wild River Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA) as 
identified in the Forest Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement (USDA 2005a and 
USDA 2005b).  The planned restoration work will have no effect on the roadless character 
of the Inventoried Roadless Area, nor would it preclude a future Wilderness designation.  
The project is not within the Wild River Recommended Wilderness (MA 9.1), which is 
located to the south of the Connor Brook watershed, and will have no effect on the future 
Wilderness if designated in the Wild River watershed. 
  

3.2e -- Research Natural Areas (RNAs) 
The Forest has three designated Research Natural Areas – The Bowl, Alpine Garden, and 
Nancy Brook. None of the RNAs are nearby or will be affected by this project.  

 

3.2f -- American Indians and Alaska Native Religious or Cultural Sites/Archaeological Sites, 
or Historic Properties or Areas. 

 
An examination of cultural resources data followed by a field survey and consultation with the 
State Historic Preservation Office identified some artifacts of historic interest in the project area. 
The area has low potential for prehistoric cultural resources, and none were identified during 
this project analysis.   The planned restoration work will have no impact to cultural, 
archeological, or historic sites. Any new discoveries during project implementation will be 
protected and evaluated.  

4.0 -- Public Involvement 
The White Mountain National Forest listed the Connor Brook Watershed Restoration Project on 
the Schedule of Proposed Actions beginning in April 2005, and mailed 250 scoping reports to 
interested and affected parties on July 27, 2005. A second public comment period was 
conducted in February 2006. The majority of the respondents support the project noting that 
restoration work, enhancement of aquatic habitat, and watershed stabilization is worthwhile. 
Other responses were supportive but included suggestions and concerns about removing trees 
in the riparian area, other uses in the area, invasive species, and a variety of implementation 
suggestions. Those opposed to the project were concerned about the funding and noted that the 
land could heal itself. 
 
See Appendix B for details regarding public comments and Forest Service responses.  

5.0 -- Consistency with the Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) and 
other Applicable Laws 

My decision to implement the Connor Brook Watershed Restoration Project is consistent with 
the Forest Plan. Standards and Guidelines in the Forest Plan are designed so that on-the-
ground activities comply with applicable regulations, laws, and executive orders. 
 
5.1 – Forest Plan 



  

Connor Brook Watershed Restoration Project        Page 8 of 22  
   

 
The project area is in Management Area (MA) 2.1 in the 2005 Land and Resource Management 
Plan (USDA 2005a). The proposed on-the-ground activities comply with Forest-wide 
management direction as well as Management Area direction established in the Forest Plan 
(USDA 2005a, Ch. 2, Ch. 3 p. 3-5 through 3-8). 
 
The Connor Brook Watershed Restoration project will accomplish resource objectives to restore 
and improve aquatic, fisheries, riparian, and wetland resources by focusing on a subwatershed 
that has not yet recovered to its ecological potential or where past land practices have degraded 
or fragmented aquatic habitats. 

6.0 -- Implementation Date 
The project will begin in May, 2006, and is expected to be completed in phases, concluding in 
2011. 

7.0 –Administrative Review or Appeal Opportunities 
Forest Service regulations (36 CFR Part 215) allow for administrative appeal of this decision to 
proceed with the Connor Brook Watershed Restoration project. Only individuals and 
organizations who submitted timely and substantive comments during the environmental analysis 
have standing to appeal my final decision. The appeal must be filed (regular mail, fax, email, hand-
delivery, or express delivery) with the Appeal Deciding Officer at: 

USDA Forest Service, Eastern Region 
ATTN: Appeals Deciding Officer, Connor Brook Project 
626 East Wisconsin Avenue 
Milwaukee, WI 53202 

 
The office business hours for those submitting hand-delivered appeals are: 8am-4:30pm (Central 
Time), Monday through Friday, excluding holidays.  The Notice of Appeal may also be faxed to 
414-944-3963, Attn: Appeals Deciding Officer, USDA Forest Service, Eastern Regional Office.  
Electronic appeals must be submitted to appeals-eastern-regional-office@fs.fed.us  in a format such as 
an email message, plain text (.txt), rich text format (.rtf), Word (.doc), or any software supported by 
Microsoft applications to In cases where no identifiable name is attached to an electronic message, 
a verification of identity will be required.  A scanned signature is one way to provide verification. 
 
Appeals, including attachments, must be filed within 45 days from the publication date of this 
notice in the Manchester Union Leader, the newspaper of record.  Attachments received after the 
45 day appeal period will not be considered.  The day after the publication of the legal notice of the 
decision in the Manchester Union Leader is the first day of the appeal-filing period.  The 
publication date in the Manchester Union Leader is the exclusive means for calculating the time to 
file an appeal.  Those wishing to appeal this decision should not rely upon dates or timeframe 
information provided by any other source.  
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The notice of appeal must meet the appeal content requirements at 36 CFR 215.14. 

8.0 -- Contact Persons 
For more information, contact Katherine W. Stuart, District Ranger, or Pat Nasta, NEPA 
Coordinator, at 300 Glen Road, Gorham, NH 03581; (603) 466-2713 (TTY 603-466-2856); email 
kstuart@fs.fed.us, or pnasta@fs.fed.us. 

9.0 – Signature and Date 
I have concluded that the Connor Brook Watershed Restoration project may be categorically 
excluded from documentation in an environmental impact statement or environmental 
assessment, because the scope of activities will not individually or cumulatively have a 
significant effect on the quality of the human environment. My conclusion is based on the 
information presented in this document and in the Project File. 
 
/s/__Katherine W. Stuart     April 4, 2006_______ 
KATHERINE W. STUART     Date 
District Ranger 
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Appendix A -- Design Features 
Connor Brook Watershed Restoration Project 

 

In addition to the Standards and Guidelines in the Land and Resource Management Plan (USDA 
2005a Chapters 2 and 3), the following site specific Design Features would be used in 
implementing the Proposed Action. Design Features identify how particular Standards and 
Guidelines are applied in the project proposal. They also may be features that are not directly 
associated with standards and guidelines but will be implemented on the ground to address site-
specific safety or resource needs. Design Features for the Connor Brook Watershed Restoration 
project include: 
 

 
 

1. To protect natural resources in case of an oil or gas spill during project implementation, a 
hazardous materials spill plan will be developed and necessary supplies to implement it 
will be on site.  

 
2. If heritage resources are found, project activities would be halted until the Forest 

archeologist and district paraprofessionals can evaluate the findings and make 
recommendations on how to proceed. 
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Appendix B 
Connor Brook Watershed Restoration 

Scoping and 30-Day Comment Periods 
Comments and Forest Service Responses 

 
Public Involvement 
 
04/01/2005 - present: Listed on the White Mountain National Forest’s Schedule of Proposed 
Actions. Available at www.fs.fed.us/r9/white and www.fs.fed.us/sopa/ 
 
July 27, 2005: Mailed Approximately 250 scoping reports to interested and affected parties. 

• Five were returned as undeliverable. 
• Thirteen requested to be kept informed of the analysis and decision, but did not comment on 

the proposal. 
• Fifteen responded with comments. 

 
February 6, 2006: Conducted 30-day comment period. 

• Seven were returned as undeliverable. 
• Three responded with comments. 

 
Support of Proposed Action  
All comments are noted and available in the project file. 
 
Reasons for support are: 

• The project should serve to stabilize watershed by reflecting runoff from the skid roads and 
trails. 

• The Forest Service has learned a lot over the years about the design of these kinds of 
projects. 

• It’s a worthwhile project – any means to restore/prevent further erosion is recommended to 
protect Eastern brook trout in Connor Brook. 

• The addition of woody debris to brooks will enhance habitat. 
• In light of the recent and probably future extreme weather events, any projects that enhance 

the water quality and restores watersheds is supported. 
• The proposal seems reasonable. 
• It appears to be a necessary and worthwhile project. 
• The use of woody debris for erosion control is a good plan, and should become a standard 

practice on timber harvests. 
• This is one of the most important projects at this time. It should be expanded to all national 

forest areas after all timber harvests. 
• Improving rivers and streams is favored. 
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• The project proposal is representative of sound forest stewardship. Correcting earlier 
unfavorable impacts is the kind of activity the Forest Service should be doing. No need to 
seek public comments. Of course the public wants its lands protected. 

 
Opposition to the Proposed Action 
 
Two respondents oppose the project. 
 
Commenter #1 

Comment 
#1a 

It seems that the funding for this project ($100,000) could be better spent 
elsewhere on the forest.  Lots can happen over the course of this five-year 
project – interrupted administration, change of personnel, changes of 
climate. I see a lot of wasted catch-up time and money. There have to be 
higher priorities. 

Forest 
Service  

Response 
#1a 

There is a documented need for watershed work in this project area (see 
Responses #1b and #2a).  Moreover if the upper reaches of this watershed 
are not stabilized, there is potential that sediment supplied in the upper 
watershed and accumulated in the lower watershed may result in damage 
to an existing road and snowmobile trail on private land in the lower 
portion of this watershed in the future.   
 
Funding for this project would come from two sources.  One source of 
dollars would be appropriated federal dollars and the other source would 
be from K-V (Knutson-Vandenberg) funds.  Funding from both of these 
sources comes with specific goals.  Funds appropriated by Congress are 
based on the mandate to manage for multiple use (Multiple Sustained Yield 
Act, 1960).  As a result, the Forest is funded annually to accomplish 
objectives by a specific resource area such as watershed, fisheries, wildlife, 
timber, recreation etc.  For example, watershed dollars cannot be used for 
facilities repairs and vice versa.  Funding allocation is decided by Congress 
in its annual appropriation actions.  K-V dollars are available to mitigate for 
or improve renewable resources within a timber sale boundary for up to five 
years after the timber sale has closed.  A portion of the proposed Connor 
Brook watershed project area is within the Connor Brook timber sale 
boundary and meets the criteria for use of K-V funds.  These K-V funds 
could not be used for other projects elsewhere on the Forest.  

Comment 
#1b 

Watershed restoration should have happened forty years ago when the 
timber harvest occurred. Mother Nature has a way of healing itself, perhaps 
not the way we would like but history shows that sometimes when man 
tries to meddle, it turns out worse. 

Forest 
Service  

Today’s timber harvests are conducted using soil and water conservation 
practices that were not required in past decades. The dozer roads and skid 
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Response 
#1b 

trails in the project area were constructed and abandoned with less stringent 
standards than we have in place today. Erosion control structures such as 
waterbars were never installed and erosion has persisted.  This is 
particularly true on steep sections, where existing stream channels are being 
intercepted as well as new stream channels being formed from intercepted 
groundwater. The water running down the roads and trails have caused 
erosion to occur, with no signs of stopping until there is no soil left to erode.  
As a result, little, if any, vegetation is growing in these sections.  The erosion 
has also caused increased sediment loading in the streams, impacting 
stream stability.   
 
Over time some natural stabilization has occurred on the flatter sections of 
roads and trails in the watershed.  Approximately 6.5 miles of roads and 
trails are not proposed for treatment because vegetation has been able to 
reestablish prior to loss of topsoil.  However, due to poor location and 
design, the 2.5 miles of roads and trails proposed for treatment show no 
signs of healing.  Vegetation is not establishing in the roads and trails. The 
streams have large sediment loads and are visibly unstable.  Field review 
has indicated that large quantities of sediment are building up in the lower 
gradient portion of the watershed (see project file for photo documentation).  
This sediment accumulation causes new channels to form, increasing the 
likelihood of culvert and bridge failure, road blowouts, loss of aquatic 
habitat, etc.  By storing sediment higher up in the watershed, less sediment 
will accumulate downstream and the likelihood of these infrastructure 
problems occurring is reduced.   
 

Commenter #2 

Comment 
#2a 

I share your concerns about the problems in Connor Brook, however 
inaction may be the best course of action. The methods you propose to fix 
the problem are comparable to pouring gasoline on a fire. You clearly state 
that the problems are caused by timber harvest, yet you are proposing to fix 
the problem by cutting more timber “growing within 75 feet of a treated 
area” and further, you recently decided to “harvest timber in the Connor 
Brook watershed.” Such an approach makes no sense as killing trees 
removes the root systems that constitute the primary hope of the of the 
area’s recovery. If you leave the area alone…it will take time but it will fix 
itself. Please abandon this ill-advised project and let the Forest heal itself 
before it is so “fixed” that it will not be able to do so. 

Forest 
Service 

Response 

Stream and road instability in the Connor Brook watershed has been linked 
to previous timber harvesting activities which occurred prior to Forest Plan 
Standards and Guidelines.  The dozer roads, abandoned skid trails and 
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#2a streams proposed for treatment in the Connor Brook watershed do not show 
signs of healing. 
 
Timber harvesting prior to 1986 occurred at a higher intensity than what is 
allowed today, as well as without the Standards and Guides, Best 
Management Practices, and mitigations which are now required.  Intensive 
harvesting in the watershed likely caused increased water quantity in the 
streams.  Increased water quantity results in channel scouring and 
widening.  A water quantity analysis was conducted for the 2005 Connor 
Brook Vegetation Management Project.  This analysis found that the 
proposed harvesting is not expected to result in measurable increase in 
discharge in the channels associated with the Connor Brook watershed.  
Therefore, no channel adjustment related to an increase in discharge from 
the proposed timber harvest is expected.  In addition, all skid trails and the 
Level I logging road used in the Connor Brook Vegetation Management 
Project will be stabilized and closed following use.  Riparian buffers are 
designed to further minimize potential water quality and stream stability 
impacts of harvesting.  The environmental impacts of the Connor Brook 
Vegetation Management Project are therefore very different from those 
which occurred as a result of earlier harvesting in this same watershed. 
 
The Connor Brook Watershed Restoration Project proposes to use a 
combination of cross-drainage structures and trees to stabilize dozer roads 
and abandoned skid trails, and trees to stabilize stream channels.  Large 
woody material in streams increases pool frequency and size, forms and 
stabilizes gravel bars, increases stream complexity, and reduces flow 
velocities in streams (summarized by Naimen, et al., 2002).  Past harvesting 
along the riparian corridor has limited the natural recruitment of large 
woody material in the tributaries of Connor Brook.  A 1990 field survey in 
Connor Brook indicated that there are only 24 pieces of wood per mile of 
stream (see project file for survey data).  Aquatic habitat could be much 
improved by the addition of wood to the stream channel.  Research has also 
indicated that downed trees placed on the ground slows the velocity of any 
surface runoff, causing deposition of most sediments (Burroughs and King, 
1989).    The benefits provided by placing large woody material in streams 
and stabilizing roadbeds are expected to outweigh the impacts of cutting 
some trees. 
 
See the response to comment #4c for further discussion on tree cutting. 
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Additional Analysis or Modification of Proposed Action Suggested 
 
Four respondents note that more information, further analysis, or modification of the proposed action would 
be appropriate. 
 
Commenter #3 

Comment 
#3a 

Since former timber harvesting activities and logging roads have caused 
erosion and reduced woody debris in streams, and given the proposed 
Connor Brook timber harvest, I would recommend that, where possible, past 
erosion problems be corrected in concert with the timber operation. I concur 
that other areas will likely need to be stabilized using hand crews. 

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#3a 

The Connor Brook timber sale is not in the same part of the watershed as the 
proposed Connor Brook watershed project.  However KV dollars from the 
Connor Brook timber sale would be used to fund a portion of the proposed 
rehab work planned for this project (see Response #1a ). 

Comment 
#3b 

Once erosion prone areas are corrected and stabilized, the Forest Service 
should monitor the effects on the watershed prior to installing woody debris 
in streams. Given a stabilized watershed and natural succession within the 
riparian zones, placement of debris in streams may or may not be necessary. 

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#3b 

Dozer roads and abandoned skid trails (referred to as simply “roads” in this 
response) in the Connor Brook watershed would be monitored using 
established photo points with pre and post treatment documentation.  All 
treatment in the watersheds (both roads and streams) would begin in the 
upper watershed and move downhill/downstream as work continues.  It 
would be beneficial to treat roads and streams at the same time for a two 
reasons.  First, the roads are unstable due to intercepting water.  In some 
instances streams have been captured by roads and are now flowing down 
the roads.  These would be treated by returning the flow to its natural channel 
and then closing out the roads using cross-drainage structures and wood.  In 
other instances roads are concentrating water which would normally stay 
subsurface.  Essentially, there are streams on roads which would not exist if 
the roads were not there.  Adding wood to these areas is expected to slow 
flow and allow it time to infiltrate the soil and return to subsurface flow.  It is 
not feasible to treat the roads and streams at different times because, in many 
cases, the streams are on the roads.  In addition, large woody material in 
streams is a natural occurrence and provides benefits such as increased pool 
frequency and size, formed and stabilized gravel bars, increased stream 
complexity, and reduced flow velocities in streams (summarized by Naimen, 
et al., 2002).  A 1990 field survey in Connor Brook indicated that there are only 
24 pieces of wood per mile of stream (see project file for survey data).  
Previous forest practices allowed some cutting of trees up to the stream banks, 
so trees often were harvested before there was the potential for them to fall 
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into the streams.  The new Forest Plan requires a 25-ft no-cut riparian buffer 
around all perennial streams with the intent to promote natural recruitment of 
large woody material in streams. When it is possible to do so, the Plan allows 
tree cutting within this riparian zone if the cut trees are placed in a fashion 
that benefits riparian functions or aquatic habitat, as we plan to do.  There 
currently are unstable streams in the Connor Brook watershed which could be 
stabilized by wood, but the natural recruitment of wood in these areas has 
been slowed due to a lack of old/dying trees in the riparian area.  Natural 
recruitment of wood in the streams would eventually happen, but in the 
meantime these streams would be lacking the benefits of wood described 
above. 
 

Commenter #4 

Comment 
#4a 

I am dubious that unanchored trees will remain in place. Mountain bikers 
displace established water bars, so they are likely to displace smaller trees 
used as diversion bars. 

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#4a 

Mountain bike use can only occur on Forest Development trails and travel 
corridors, unless closed to that use. No cross-country travel outside of the 
open trail and travel corridor system is allowed (USDA Forest Service 2005, 
pages 2-21 and 22).   Currently there are no Forest Development trails within 
the project area.  Some sections of the old skid roads proposed to be treated 
may meet the definition of a travel corridor however the stable sections of 
these skid trails are so overgrown with young trees that they are inaccessible 
to mountain bikes.   
 
Currently, mountain bike use in this area is negligible.  It is not expected that 
mountain bike use would increase following implementation of this project as 
the proposed action would make these old skid roads even less desirable for 
mountain biking.  If mountain bike use were to compromise the effectiveness 
of the erosion control measures described in the proposed action, a closure for 
this area might be considered.  

.  Comment  
#4b 

I find the WMNF mountain bike policy (allowed everywhere but wilderness 
areas and the Appalachian Trail) to be absurdly irresponsible. The current 
policy has greatly damaged the Forest Service’s reputation. 

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#4b 

Comment noted.  The updated management policy for mountain biking is 
described in the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2005, pages 2-21 and 22). 

Comment 
#4c 

The scoping letter does not state what restrictions on streamside cutting will 
be part of this project. Since horizontal distance from the streambed can vary, 
there should be clearly established limits in place before this project begins. 
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Forest 
Service 

Response 
#4c 

Restrictions on tree cutting and harvest in riparian areas are described in the 
Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2005, pages 2-24 through 2-26).  All trees cut 
in this project would be selected with the purpose of improving hydrological 
or ecological function of the stream channel.   For instance, a tree may be cut 
within 10’ of an eroding streambank if placement of that tree within the 
stream channel can allow the streambed to aggrade (grow in elevation from 
the collection of cobbles and gravels) and prevent further undermining of the 
streambank.  This action may allow several other trees to survive and 
continue growing on the streambank.  Continued growing of these trees may 
allow them to naturally die of old age and fall into the stream many decades 
from now when they are very large.    

Comment 
#4d 

No trees shown in the cover photo should be cut. Leave streambank trees. 

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#4d 

See response to #4c. 

Comment 
#4e 

The use of hand tools for slope reduction is commendable, however, the 
Forest Service should examine the possible erosion resulting from a five year 
hand tool project versus the theoretically reduced erosion resulting from the 
use of some power equipment (such as a “Bobcat”) in altering grades on a 
faster pace, resulting in a possible two to three year project. 

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#4e 

It would not be practical to use a Bobcat to implement this project as sections 
of the old skid roads have revegetated with young trees and are in a stable 
condition.   We would not want to disturb these stable sections of the old skid 
roads to reach the unstable sections that are in need of treatment.   

Comment  
#4f 

The public would be more supportive of this project if it were informed of the 
setback distance from stream banks, within which trees would not be cut.  

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#4f 

See response to #4c. 

Comment  
#4g 

Trees should not be cut “along roads” because trees on roads reduce sunlight 
falling on unvegetated earth of the roadway.  This is a significant factor in 
limiting growth of invasive species.  It is likely that avoiding cutting of 
softwoods trees will reduce the spread of invasives. 

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#4g 

We agree with you that invasive plants are most successful where soil has 
been disturbed and sunlight levels are high (see USDA Forest Service 2005b, 
3: page 158).  We also agree that there is more shade under softwood trees 
than hardwood trees.  However implementation of this project will result in 
minimal soil disturbance, if any.  All trees will be cut with hand crews and 
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placed across old skid roads to redirect water off the road and stabilize 
disturbed sections of road.  There would be minor changes in the amount of 
sunlight reaching  unvegetated sections of “old skid roads” as trees will 
placed in these areas covering patches of bare ground.  Finally a plant survey 
of the project area did not identify an invasive plant problem in the area.  
Therefore disturbance alone will not increase the chance of invasives 
spreading as there is no pre-existing invasive plant problem in the project 
area. 

Comment  
#4h 

The Forest Service may wish to use whole tree (including root wads) in 
stream bank stabilization.  This tendency must be balanced against the 
negative effects of whole tree removal, which disturbs soil under and around 
the root wad, and subsequently offers fertile ground for invasives. 

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#4h 

We recognize the value of wood in streams, including rootwads (USDA Forest 
Service 2005b, (3: pages 60 -62).  Downed wood in streams, including 
rootwads, increases sediment storage, provides cover for aquatic life, 
diversifies instream habitat, and stabilizes stream banks.  We are not 
proposing to use whole trees in our stabilization work as this would require 
the use of heavy equipment to push trees over.  All trees will be cut using 
handcrews.  As stated in Forest Response #4e portions of the old skid roads in 
the project area are stable and it would detrimental to disturb these areas with 
heavy equipment.   

Commenter #5 
Comment 

#5a 
The proposal says we will cut trees near the streams, but doesn’t the Forest 
Service usually avoid cutting trees close to streams? 

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#5a 

See Response #2a 

Comment 
#5b 

Is it effective to place logs in streams when they will most likely wash out? 
How will putting logs in streams help? 

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#5b 

The role the that downed wood plays in streams is a function of stream size, 
tree species, tree length, and tree diameter.  Our experience in small perennial 
streams (20’ wide) in the White Mountains suggests that trees 6” in diameter 
or larger, that can easily span the stream channel and lodge against other 
standing trees or instream boulders, can  remain in place for decades.  These 
stable logs collect smaller pieces of wood that generally move during higher 
stream flows, forming debris jams.    The benefits of these debris jams are 
sediment storage behind the logs, pool creation below the logs, and a natural 
grade control within the stream that helps dissipate flood water energy. 

Comment 
#5c Are the logs on the skid trails meant to act like waterbars? 
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Forest 
Service 

Response 
#5c 

Many of the dozer roads and abandoned skid trails in the Connor Brook 
watershed were constructed straight uphill.  Compaction has caused the road 
bed to lower, and the bulldozers which built these roads and abandoned skid 
trails also formed small berms on either side of the road.  In these locations, it 
would be difficult to build traditional cross-drainage structures like waterbars 
because there is no low ground to drain the water to.  The Connor Brook 
Project proposes to add wood in these locations.  The purpose of the wood is 
to slow water velocities to minimize soil movement and allow water to 
infiltrate the soils, as well as to collect sediment.  With reduced flows and 
accumulated sediment, vegetation could reestablish in these areas.  While 
wood could be used to help redirect flows, its primary purpose in the 
proposed project is to reduce overland flow and allow vegetation to 
reestablish.   
 

Commenter #6 
Comment 

#6a 
Are there any fish in the brook?  

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#6a 

Fish inventories of Connor Brook were conducted in the summer of 2004.  
Seven species of fish were collected in the lower watershed.  In the 
headwaters, three species of fish were collected.  Wild individuals of both the 
native brook trout and the introduced rainbow trout were collected at all sites.  

Comment 
#6b 

Maybe the Forest Service should check with Trout Unlimited to help with 
funding. 

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#6b 

The Forest has been keeping the State Council of TU informed of its stream 
and watershed improvement efforts.  Currently, there is not a TU chapter in 
the Connor Brook area.   

Comment 
#6c 

The scoping report seems to imply that large clearcuts were the cause. 

Forest 
Service 

Response 
#6c 

We do not believe that large clearcuts are the primary cause of unstable 
sections of abandoned skid trails and stream channels that are present in the 
upper reaches of the Connor Brook watershed.  Most likely, it is a result of 
historic logging in this watershed in the late 1800s and early 1900s in 
combination with a lack of adequate mitigation and BMPs to close abandoned 
skid roads during the 1960s harvest.  The historical logging practices that 
occurred in the late 1800s and 1900s resulted in a lack of recruitment of large 
woody debris into streams. As stated under Response #2a “Large woody 
material in streams increases pool frequency and size, forms and stabilizes 
gravel bars, increases stream complexity, and reduces flow velocities in 
streams (summarized by Naimen, et al., 2002).”  The reduced ability of the 
streams in this watershed  to store sediments, increased velocities due to lack 
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of large woody debris, and abandoned skid roads not being closed adequately 
(see Response #1b) has resulted in the problems we are concerned about 
today.   
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