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1.0 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 
 
1.1 Project Area and Background 
Diana’s Baths is a high use recreation site, located off of West Side Road in the Town of Conway 
Carroll County, New Hampshire (please see Figure 1, Appendix C). The recreation uses in the 
project area are diverse.  This site offers a ½ mile ADA accessible trail (Moat Mountain), which 
allows visitors to access Diana’s Baths.  Within the Baths, swimming, wading, hiking and sitting 
on the rocks are all popular recreation activities.   
 
In addition the Moat Mountain Trail System provides access beyond the Baths to the Red Ridge, 
Attitash, and Moat Mountain Trails. The first ½ mile of the Moat Mountain Trail is the most 
highly used portion of this trail system. In combination with the Baths, it is one of the most 
frequently visited day use recreation areas in the summer months. The Moat Mountain Trail 
system also receives significant use throughout the fall from hikers and mountain bikers.  Winter 
use is generally limited to snowshoe and cross-country ski traffic.  
 
At present, a 40 car parking lot services this recreation site. In the late 1990s, following the 
construction of the parking lot, existing trailhead, and ADA accessible trail, the Saco Ranger 
District agreed to monitor the site to address specific concerns brought forward during the 
original planning process. The Forest Service has conducted formal and informal site monitoring, 
to address concerns regarding the adequacy of the parking lot size and need for a toilet facility. 
 
During the original Environmental Assessment process in 1998 the proposed action included a 60 
car parking lot, two vault toilets, an information kiosk, one entrance/exit onto West Side Road, 
and an ADA accessible trail from the parking lot to Lucy Brook and connecting to the Moat 
Mountain Trail System.  After negotiations, it was agreed to monitor parking and human waste 
levels for two years before expanding the parking lot and installing a toilet facility. 
 
Diana’s Baths is one of the most visited recreation fee sites on the WMNF. Despite a general 
decline in recreation fee revenues on the WMNF, fee collections at Diana’s Baths have increased 
annually since 2003. It is the second most heavily visited day use site on the Forest.  It is 
estimated that 1,000 additional visitors purchased a recreation pass at this site in 2004 and in 
2005. Approximately 95% of the recreation fee revenues collected remain on the WMNF to fund 
recreation site improvements and maintenance.  These revenues are used to fund projects and 
maintenance of recreation facilities, such as the South Moat Mountain trail relocation and the 
Piper Trailhead reconstruction. 
 
1.2 Proposed Action 
The project, as proposed, includes the following components which are described in more detail 
in Sections 1.3 and 2.2.2. (Please see Figure 2): 

1. Installation of a vault toilet in close proximity to the parking lot. 
2. Reshaping and reduction in size of the parking area center island, providing at most 20 

additional parking spaces. 
3. Installation of a solar compacting trash receptacle in close proximity to the parking lot. 

 
1.2.1 Connected Actions 
The proposed alternative also includes continued discussions with the Town of Conway regarding 
the proposed posting of West Side Road for No Parking near Diana’s Baths.  Currently this 
location is signed as No Parking on Pavement.  The NH DOT maintains West Side Road and the 
Town of Conway enforces traffic laws.  By posting the area no parking, the Forest Service would 



 5

have a greater ability to manage the level of use at Diana’s Baths and it would further reduce 
traffic safety hazards in this area. 
 
1.3 Purpose and Need for Action 
The purpose of the proposed project is to respond to the level of use, length of stay, and health 
and safety concerns at this high use recreation site to sustain acceptable social and ecological 
standards. This project also responds to new requirements for recreation fee sites. The need for 
the individual project components is described below. 
 
The proposed project is compatible with the goals for developed recreation identified in the 2005 
Land and Resource Management Plan.  One of the recreation goals in the 2005 White Mountain 
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan states: “Developed recreation will provide 
a variety of quality campground, day use, and other roadside recreation opportunities where the 
natural forest setting is an important part of the visitor’s experience, while ensuring the balanced 
protection of social and natural resources.” The proposed action is intended to respond directly to 
this Forest Plan goal. 
 
Diana’s Baths lies in Management Area 2.1 (General Forest Area). This project is compatible 
with the standards and objectives for developed recreation within MA 2.1 and the Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum class of roaded natural.  Roaded natural characteristics are described as 
predominately natural appearing environments with moderate evidences of the sights and sounds 
of man. This project is appropriate for this ROS class because the site improvements are designed 
to harmonize with the natural environment. This project specifically meets MA 2.1 because it 
strives to manage a high-use recreation area to meet acceptable social and ecological standards. 
(USDA-Forest Service, 2005 pg. 3.3)   
 
 
Human Waste Management 
Formal site monitoring was completed in 1999, 2000, 2001 and 2005.  Throughout these four 
years levels of human waste and trash were recorded.  In 2002, 2003, and 2004 general 
observations were made as to the levels of human waste and trash.   
 
Nearly every monitoring report indicates the evidence of human waste near the parking area and 
the Baths. The continued presence of human waste is a concern for several reasons. Primarily, the 
presence of untreated human waste can be a human health hazard. In addition, human waste could 
also negatively impact water quality, particularly of concern near Lucy Brook.  Lastly, obvious 
presence of human waste and toilet paper litter can negatively impact visitor experience. 
 
The more extended the length of stay in a concentrated area, the more important it is to provide a 
facility to properly dispose of human waste.  During the peak use seasons visitors often swim in 
the Baths area, which increases the length of stay at the site.  At other similar, high use recreation 
sites on the Saco Ranger District, a vault toilet is present to address these health, safety, visitor 
experience, and water quality issues. 
 
Diana’s Baths presents a rather unique situation in comparison to other high use recreation sites 
on the Forest.  The length of stay is concentrated ½ mile from the parking area, in contrast to sites 
such as Lower Falls and Rocky Gorge on the Kancamagus Scenic Byway.  However, the Forest 
Service does provide toilet facilities at other heavily used trailheads serving as starting points for 
much longer trails such as the Piper Trailhead.  All human waste cannot be reasonably captured 
by any toilet facility, but the presence concentrates the waste in a manageable location. 
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This component of the project responds to the Forest Service’s commitment to monitor the need 
for a toilet facility since 1999.  Two vault toilets were proposed at that time, but were not part of 
the alternative selected. 
 
Parking Lot Capacity 
The use of the trails and Diana’s Bath has increased continually over the years as the Mount 
Washington Valley Chamber of Commerce and local tourist industry have directed visitors to this 
site.  Local residents also use the first ½ mile of the trail as part of a regular exercise regimen.   
Recreation opportunities that are accessible by visitors of all abilities are in high demand by 
National Forest visitors.  
 
In 2005, approximately 50% of the site visits found the parking area over capacity, with 
approximately 10-20 vehicles parked along the West Side road.  In 2002, 2003, and 2004 casual 
patrollers often noted that the site overflow generally ranged from 15-20 overflow vehicles to 
upwards of 30 vehicles on peak summer weekends.  
 
Parking overflow has created significant safety hazards. During peak times parking occurs along 
both sides of West Side Road.  Often vehicles are not parked completely off the pavement and 
obstruct the lanes causing drivers passing to cross the center line.  This is especially hazardous for 
larger trucks and recreational vehicles traveling this road.   This results in serious safety concerns, 
especially during peak weekends, when pedestrians inevitably end up sharing the road corridor 
with traffic. In addition, when vehicles are parked along the road, the site distance for vehicles 
pulling in and out of traffic is limited. 
 
This component of the project also addresses the Forest Service’s commitment to monitor and 
respond to parking lot capacity concerns raised in 1998.  At that time, a 60 car parking lot was 
proposed to address use at that time.   
 
Trash Receptacle and the Recreation Fee Program 

 
Litter is commonly picked up by Forest Service personnel and volunteers at Diana’s Baths. 
Although the “pack it out, pack it out” education message has been successful at reducing the 
amount of litter clean up, high use recreation sites often require frequent trash pick up. This holds 
true at Diana’s Baths. In order for Diana’s Baths to continue to be managed as a recreation fee 
site under the Recreation Enhancement Act of 2004, trash receptacles are required to be provided. 
 
1.4 Description of Decision to be Made 
If a FONSI (Finding of No Significant Impact) is issued for this project, the decision to be made 
by the responsible official will include; whether or not to install a toilet, location and type of said 
toilet, increasing the number of parking spaces, and installation of a trash receptacle.  The 
responsible official for this project is the Saco District Ranger. 
 

On December 8, 2004, the Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement Act (FLREA) was enacted.  
FLREA authorized the USDA Forest Service, as well as other federal land management agencies, 
to retain recreation fee revenues to repair, improve, operate, and maintain recreations sites and 
areas to specific quality standards. FLREA replaces the previous Recreation Fee Demonstration 
Project that authorized the USDA Forest Service to collect fees at recreation sites. FLREA also 
set new requirements for amenities that need to be provided at recreation fee sites including a 
trash receptacle. 
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Many factors influence the decision to be made.  The decision will take into account concerns 
raised during the public scoping and involvement process, Purpose and Need section of this 
document, and specific Management Area, ROS and Forest Plan direction for the project area. 
  
1.5 Scope of this Environmental Assessment, Public Involvement, Scoping Efforts 
1.5.1 Public Involvement and Scoping Efforts 
Public involvement for the project included a legal notice on Friday, March 3, 2006 in the New 
Hampshire Union Leader. This project was listed in the White Mountain National Forest 
Quarterly Newsletter (Schedule of Proposed Actions); direct mailings were sent on February 28, 
2006 to approximately 36 interested parties (households) (Planning Record, mailing list). 
Comments received from these scoping efforts were used to refine the project to explore the 
possibility of extraordinary circumstances and potential effects of proposed activities on 
resources. 
 
Seven comment letters, E-mails, and phone comments were received for this project on or before 
the close of the comment period.  Two additional comment letters where received after the close 
of the comment period but where also addressed in Appendix B, response to scoping.  
 
Of the seven comments, three were in support of all aspects of the project, three were in support 
of portions of the project but had additional concerns, and one was opposed to all further 
development at the site, but offered recommendations to mitigate some of their concerns.  Of the 
four commenters with additional concerns, three opposed the trash can, four provided alternative 
locations for toilet placement (two preferred at the Baths, one in the parking lot, one on the north 
side of the trail), and one approved the removal of the island to increase capacity, one opposed 
the increased capacity and two were neutral on the removal of the center island.  
 
Of the two additional comments received after the close of the comment period, one was 
vehemently opposed to all improvements at the Diana’s Bath area, and the second requested 
removal of Diana’s Bath from the recreation fee system, and removal of all existing 
improvements.  
 
All comments were used in the refinement of this project, to consider alternatives to the project, 
and to consider environmental effects of the project. See Appendix B – Response to Scoping for 
the Forest Service response to specific comments received during Scoping. 
 
 
1.5.2 Related Documents 
The following related or relevant documents provided further analysis, information and 
background for this document: 
 

• Land and Resource Management Plan, White Mountain National Forest, 2005 
• Environmental Assessment for Diana’s Bath Trailhead Project, 1998 
• Finding of No Significant Impact and Related Findings, 1998 
• Diana’s Bath Trailhead Project Cultural Reconnaissance Report # 98-5-3, 1998 
• Diana’s Bath Trailhead Project Biological Evaluation, 1998 
• Diana’s Bath Trailhead Project Biological Evaluation, 2006 
• Diana’s Bath Site Monitoring Summary, 2005 

 
1.6 Issues  
1.6.1 Issues Central to Decision Being Made 
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The interdisciplinary team examined all the issues raised both internally and externally. Issues 
were used to aid in the development of alternatives and specific design features.  They are 
discussed in detail in Response to Comments, Appendix A and in the Effects section of this 
document. 

• Issue 1: Development Level, (Including Toilet Location and Trash Receptacle) 
o Indicator: Ability to maintain the natural, forested setting along the Moat 

Mountain trail and Diana’s Bath. 
o Indicator:  Ability to reduce and manage litter. 

• Issue 2: Public Safety, Human Excrement 
o Indicators: Toilets ability to reduce presence of human excrement at the Baths, 

Trailhead and along the Moat Mountain Trail. 
• Issue 3: Public Safety, Parking 

o Indicators: Reduction of Parking along West Side Road during peak visitor times. 
• Issue 4: Use Levels  

o Indicators: Ability of managers to limit number of vehicles. 
 

1.6.2 Other Resources Areas Addressed 
Although specific comments were not raised in regard to these specific resource areas they are 
analyzed to provide comparisons of potential environmental affects of the proposed action 
alternatives. 

• Soil Erosion 
• Water Quality 
• Vegetation 
• Wildlife 
• Recreation 
• Cultural 

 
2.0 Alternatives Including the Proposed Action 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter describes the alternatives and summarizes the environmental consequences.  This 
chapter is the core of the EA and the purpose of this chapter is to define the differences between 
the alternatives, especially environmental effects.  The description of the Alternatives, 
summarization and comparison of effects is based on the analysis in the following chapters. 
 
2.2 Description of Alternatives 
2.2.1 Alternative 1: No action 
The No action alternative would allow the current issues associated with human health, water 
quality and safety to continue. Under the No action alternative the purpose and need would not be 
met.  The proposed action was developed in to response to the level of use, length of stay, and 
health and safety concerns at this high use recreation site.  Action is needed to sustain acceptable 
social and ecological standards.   
 
Under the No action alternative the level of parking along West Side Road would continue at 
current levels.  Safety would continue to be compromised by reduced visibility, shared roadways, 
and human/vehicle interaction. 
 
Human waste would not be addressed under this Alternative, and it would continue to be found at 
high frequencies over the site.  Accordingly the associated risks to water quality, and human 
health would remain present under the No action alternative.  
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The proposed project also responds to new requirements for recreation fee sites.  In addition 
under the No action alternative this site would be removed as a recreation fee site.  This would 
eliminate the requirement for trash service, but would also result in Diana’s Bath ceasing to be a 
self sustaining site.  The Forest Service’s ability to maintain this and other recreation sites would 
be reduced.   
 
2.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action 
The project, as proposed, includes the following components which are described in more detail 
below (please see Figure 2): 

1. Installation of a vault toilet in close proximity to the parking lot. 
2. Reshaping and reduction in size of the parking area center island, providing at most 20 

additional parking spaces. 
3. Installation of a solar compacting trash receptacle. 

Vault Toilet 
The proposed action includes the installation of a vault toilet similar to those found at other 
developed recreation sites across the White Mountain National Forest (please refer to the photo 
on the left). The structure would have two restroom stalls housed by a building approximately 12 
feet wide by 12 feet long. It would be placed near the parking area along the initial portion of the 
Moat Mountain Trail. Installation would entail removal of trees to allow for construction and 
sunlight to reach the building, which is crucial in the proper functioning of these types of toilets. 
An approximate 35 foot by 35 foot area would have to be cleared. Additionally, the access along 
the trail would be improved to allow for the vaults beneath the building to be pumped on a regular 
basis.  Trail improvement would entail the removal of approximately 4 to 6 trees.   
 
By providing a toilet facility, the amount and frequency of human waste and toilet paper being 
found adjacent to the Moat Mountain Trail, parking area and the Baths is expected to decrease.  
Although a toilet at this location does not meet all visitors’ needs, particularly those recreating at 
the Baths, they will know a facility is available at the trailhead.  Many visitors will wait to use 
this facility rather than the woods. 
 
Parking Lot 
The parking lot is currently designed for 40 cars. An island in the center of the lot prevents use of 
this area for vehicle parking. This project proposes to reduce the size of this island to allow up to 
20 additional parking spaces. These additional parking spaces would eliminate or at least 
significantly reduce overflow parking along West Side Road on most peak use season days given 
the level of use observed over the past several years. If use continues to increase, the Saco Ranger 
District will determine if carrying capacity of the site has been reached and initiate efforts to 
manage the number of visitors in order to protect the natural resources of the site as well as visitor 
experience. 
 
No additional area would need to be disturbed beyond the existing confines of the parking lot. 
The number of vehicles parked along West Side Road is expected to decline, improving safety for 
visitor and those traveling the road. 
 
Trash Receptacle 
This alternative proposes to install a trash receptacle near the parking area to meet the 
requirements of FLREA and to protect environmental and social resources, associated with litter.  
This receptacle incorporates green technology with a small solar panel that serves as the power 
source for the compactor. It is similar in size to a large trash can, but is able to accommodate 
significantly more (increases capacity by 4 times) refuse through compaction. The compacting 
feature will reduce the amount of maintenance required and will also reduce the risk of overflow 
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that would invite wildlife concerns. By installing a trash receptacle, the intent is to reduce the 
amount of litter at Diana’s Baths and also meet the requirements of FLREA. Reduction of trash 
will further improve the visitor experience, degraded by waste and litter.  The “pack it in, pack it 
out” message will continue to be an important component of the District’s education message 
during visitor contacts and on information kiosks.   
 
Connected Actions 
The proposed alternative also includes continued discussions with the Town of Conway regarding 
the proposed posting of West Side Road for No Parking near Diana’s Baths.  Currently this 
location is signed as No Parking on Pavement.   
 
2.2.3 Alternative 3: Composting Toilet at the Baths  
In regard to the trash receptacle and parking lot expansion Alternative 3 proposes the same 
actions as Alternative 2.  Alternative 3 was developed to address specific concerns regarding the 
location of the toilet at the Bath’s to reduce the amount of waste in that specific location.  
Multiple toilet locations were considered throughout the planning process.  The need for a toilet 
facility is obvious and has been continuously noted during both formal and informal monitoring.  
Human waste has the potential to create human health problems, wildlife issues, and may impair 
water quality. 
 
Composting Toilet located at the Diana’s Baths 
A toilet located at the Baths would potentially have the greatest impact on the reduction of human 
waste and associated trash.  Placing a composting toilet at the Baths would specifically address 
the human waste problem.  Composting toilets are generally low-maintenance, organic waste 
treatment system which uses decomposition to convert toilet wastes into a reduced amount of 
“compost.”   
 
On average one composting toilet is 90 inches tall by 118 inches long by 70.5 inches wide, and 
accommodates approximately 60 uses per day.   This site would require two of these toilets to 
accommodate the existing level of use.  Over burdening one toilet would eliminate its 
functionality and the composting process may fail.  Two toilets of this size would be combined to 
one building that would be approximately 90 inches tall by 250 inches long by 250 inches wide.     
 
To accommodate average level of use at this site it would also include two very large composting 
bins which would individually be approximately 67 inches by 118 inches by 50 inches.  These 
bins would require 134 inches by 236 inches by 50 inches of underground excavation.  This type 
of toilet would also require a minimal clearing of 75 feet by 75 feet which is approximately 0.13 
acres.   
 
Organic materials such as mulch or shavings would need to be mixed into the compost chamber 
with the waste periodically. In addition, a ventilation fan is also required.  The ventilation fan 
would use solar panels (photo-voltaic system) to power the 12 volt fan.  These solar panels may 
require additional clearing beyond the 30 feet by 30 feet clearing to remove additional shade 
cover, as sunlight and temperature are critical in the proper functioning of the solar panels and 
toilet.  
 
Installation would require the improvement of the current trail to greater clearance standards for 
hauling in equipment and materials necessary for the installation and periodic maintenance, 
including cleaning, structure repair, winterization, adding bulking agent, and intermittent 
emptying of the compost chamber. 
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Parking Lot 
Same as Alternative 2, see section 2.2.2. 
Trash Receptacle 
Same as Alternative 2, see section 2.2.2. 
Connected Actions 
The connected actions would be the same as Alternative 2. 
 
2.3 Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Issue No action Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Development 
Level 

Unchanged. Level of 
development 
concentrated at 
the Trailhead  

Level of Development increases 
significantly at the Baths, due to new large 
toilet facility and trail manipulation to 
install and maintain remote facility. Level 
of development at the trailhead increase 
with the incorporation of parking area and 
trash receptacle improvements. 

Safety, Human 
Excrement 

Unchanged, 
current levels of 
human waste 
continue. 

Human waste 
and associated 
garbage 
reduced.  Risk 
associated with 
waste reduced. 

Largest reduction in Human waste and 
associated garbage adjacent to the Baths.  
Risk associated with waste adjacent to Lucy 
Brook reduced. This is predicated on the 
ability to properly maintain this facility and 
the material produced through the 
composting process. 

Safety, Parking 
Area 

Unchanged, 
Parking 
Continues along 
roadway. 

Safety 
improves. 

Safety improves. 

Use Level Unchanged, use 
continues at 
current levels or 
grows until road 
parking 
becomes 
limited. 

With Connected 
Action of No 
Parking Zone, 
level of Use 
becomes 
Manageable. 

With Connected Action of No Parking 
Zone, level of Use becomes Manageable. 

 
2.4 Design Features Common to All Action Alternatives 
In addition to the standards and guidelines in the Land and Resource Management Plan (USDA 
2005a), the following site specific design features would be used in implementing this project.  
Design features identify how particular standards and guidelines are applied to 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 Diana’s Bath Improvement Project include: 

1. If heritage resources are found, project activities will be halted until the Forest 
archeologist or district paraprofessionals can evaluate the findings and make 
recommendations on how to proceed. 

2. If rare plants are identified in the project area (i.e. toilet location or parking island), the 
district biologist will evaluate the area and make recommendation on how to proceed. 
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2.5 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Study 
Multiple alternatives were developed and considered, but eliminated from detailed study.  They 
are briefly described below.  
 
2.5.1 No Trash Receptacle and Discontinue as a Recreation Fee Site 
This Alternative would have similar effects as the No Action Alternative.  The Federal Lands 
Recreation Enhancement Act of 2004 required that all Recreation Fee Sites meet specific criteria 
in order to remain a recreation fee site.  Recreation fee sites that did not meet the specified criteria 
were analyzed to see if they should remain as recreation fee areas or should be removed from the 
Recreation Enhancement Act program.  Diana’s Baths was lacking two required components for 
continued inclusion in the recreation fee program.  These are a toilet facility and a trash 
receptacle.    Human waste and associated garbage where a continued problem and had 
implications for both water quality and public health.  The need for a toilet facility to reduce 
waste at Diana’s Baths was obvious and would be proposed regardless of the areas designation as 
a Recreation Fee Site.   
 
 
The development of this Alternative specifically addresses the trash receptacle.  The trash 
receptacle need was originally less obvious.  In general, we have not been adding additional 
garbage receptacles, and have instead been using effective educational messages such as “Pack it 
in. Pack it out.”  However, after monitoring continually displaying garbage problems the need for 
trash receptacle is present.   
  
Removing this area from the recreation fee system was dismissed because it would result in 
Diana’s Baths ceasing to be a self sustaining site.  Maintenance at this and other recreation sites 
would be reduced as revenues are eliminated.  
 
2.5.2 Vault Toilet at the Baths 
This option would require construction of a service road, or improvement of the existing trail to 
meet road standards, in order to pump a vault toilet at the Bath site.  This would take away from 
the natural, forested setting currently found on the trail into Diana’s Baths.  Concentrating 
development near the parking lot would better serve the retention of a natural, forested setting at 
the Baths.  The down side is that by locating the toilet near the parking lot all of the human waste 
will not be confined to this facility.  However, a significant reduction is expected and many 
visitors will wait knowing that a toilet is located a short walk away. 
 
One commenter suggested we helicopter waste out, but a haul road would still be required and the 
cost of maintenance by helicopter would be exorbitant.  In addition given the Baths’ proximity to 
residential development, there would be significant safety concerns associated with helicopter 
use.  
 
3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental Effects  
3.1 Issue 1 – Development Level 
Alternative 1: No Action 
The No action alternative would be compatible with the standards and objectives for developed 
recreation within MA 2.1 and the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum class of Roaded Natural.   
The No action alternative would meet MA 2.1 standards however it does not strive to manage this 
high-use recreation area to meet acceptable social and ecological standards. (USDA-Forest 
Service, 2005 pg. 3.3)  The current development level of the Baths and the Trailhead would 
continue unchanged.  Cumulatively, under the no action alternative there would be no effect to 
the development level of Diana’s Bath. 
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Alternative 2: Proposed Action 
Alternative 2 would also be compatible with the standards and objectives for developed 
recreation within MA 2.1 and the ROS class of Roaded Natural. This Alternative specifically 
meets MA 2.1 because it strives to manage a high-use recreation area to meet acceptable social 
and ecological standards. (USDA-Forest Service, 2005 pg. 3.3) 
 
This Alternative would concentrate development to the Trailhead area.  Concentrating 
development near the parking lot would allow retention of a natural, forested setting at the Baths 
and along the Moat Mountain Trail. The parking area expansion, toilet location and trash 
receptacle would all be found adjacent to the existing parking area.  The trailhead currently 
houses informational kiosks and a recreation fee station. 
 
The natural, forested setting currently found on the Moat Mountain Trail and Diana’s Baths itself 
would remain intact.  The current development levels would be maintained outside of the 
immediate Trailhead area.   Cumulatively there would be a slight increase on the development 
level in this area, but beyond the trailhead no change would be expected. 
 
Alternative 3: Composting Toilet at the Baths 
Alternative 3 would also be compatible with the standards and objectives for developed 
recreation within MA 2.1 and the ROS class of Roaded Natural. This Alternative meets MA 2.1 
because it strives to manage a high-use recreation area to meet acceptable social and ecological 
standards. (USDA-Forest Service, 2005 pg. 3.3) 
 
This Alternative would disperse development between the Diana’s Baths, Moat Mountain Trail 
and the Trailhead area.  The natural, forested setting at the Baths would be manipulated to create 
a toilet clearing, construction of the facility and access routes for construction and subsequent 
maintenance.  The toilet building is expected to approximately 90 inches tall by 250 inches long 
by 250 inches wide with a minimal clearing of 75 feet by 75 feet which is approximately 0.13 
acres. 
 
The parking area expansion and trash receptacle would be found within or adjacent to the existing 
parking area.  The trailhead currently houses informational kiosks, and a fee station.  Installation 
would require the improvement of the Moat Mountain Trail to greater clearance standards for 
hauling in equipment and materials necessary for the installation and periodic maintenance, 
including cleaning, structure repair, winterization, adding bulking agent, and intermittent 
emptying of the compost chamber. 
 
This would change development levels at the trailhead, along the Moat Mountain Trail and at the 
Baths specifically.  Cumulatively the development levels of the entire area would be manipulated, 
and result in a higher level of development.  The greatest change of development would be at the 
Baths, where the construction of the toilet facility will significantly change the forested 
surroundings. 
 
3.2 Issue 2 – Public Safety 
Human Excrement: 
Improper disposal and concentration of human feces is a growing problem in highly visited 
recreation areas.  The major safety concern associated with human waste is human health 
problems as a consequence of direct contact.  The transmission of disease causing pathogens 
(bacteria, viruses, and protozoan) from human feces is a serious health concern.  In addition 
potential for water contamination and the resultant potential for disease transmission are 
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present.  The most prevalent impacts on water quality associated with recreation occur on high 
use sites, at peak periods of visitor use. 
 
Alternative 1: No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative excrement levels and potential for associated human health 
problems will persist.  Water quality issues associated with high visitor use periods would not be 
addressed.  Users would continue to find high levels of fecal material in adjacent to the Baths and 
the Moat Mountain Trail. 
 
Under this alternative the negative impact on visitor experience when encountering feces or toilet 
paper would continue.  In addition the potential of insect or animal transmission of pathogens 
would be a continued risk. Cumulatively the level of risk and potential resource damage 
associated with waste will increase over time as visitor use would continue unmanaged.  
 
Alternative 2: Proposed Action 
Most water quality problems associated with recreation are closely related to the total number of 
people visiting an area during a given seasonal period. Alternative 2 places a vault toilet adjacent 
to the trailhead.  This toilet will help to address human excrement and associated garbage at the 
Diana’s Bath.  Potential for human health risk would be reduced, as a significant portion of 
human waste would be deposited in the toilet facility rather than along the trail or adjacent to the 
Baths.  Associated with the reduction in frequency of scattered human excrement, the potential of 
insect or animal transmission of pathogens would be reduced. Water quality issues associated 
with high visitor use periods would be reduced as excrement levels and associated pathogens 
became contained.   
 
The disadvantage of locating the toilet near the parking lot is that it is unlikely that all of the 
human waste will be confined to this facility.  However, a significant reduction is expected and 
many visitors will wait knowing that a toilet is located a short walk away.  Cumulatively this 
alternative will reduce waste levels and associated risks. 
 
Alternative 3: Composting Toilet at the Baths 
A toilet located at the Baths would potentially have the greatest impact on the reduction of human 
waste and associated trash. This toilet would specifically address human excrement and 
associated garbage found at the Bath.  It would not address human excrement and associated 
garbage found at or adjacent to the parking area.    Potential for human health risk would be 
reduced, as a significant portion of human waste would be deposited in the toilet facility rather 
than along the trail or adjacent to the Baths.  Associated with the reduction in frequency of 
scattered human excrement, the potential of insect or animal transmission of pathogens would be 
reduced. Alternative 3 would initially reduce issues associated with high visitor use periods as 
excrement levels and associated pathogens adjacent to water became contained.   
 
The disadvantage of locating the toilet near the Baths is that it is unlikely that all of the human 
waste will be confined to this facility, however a greater reduction is expected located adjacent to 
the Baths than would be expected at the Trailhead location.  Cumulatively this alternative will 
reduce waste levels and associated risks, at the highest rate because of its close proximity to the 
largest percentage of human excrement. 
 
3.3 Issue 3 – Public Safety, Parking 
Alternative 1: No Action 
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Under the No action alternative the level of parking along West Side Road would continue at 
current levels.  Safety would continue to be compromised by reduced visibility, shared roadways, 
and human/vehicle interaction. 
 
Alternative 2:  Proposed Action & Alternative 3: Composting Toilet at the Baths 
The redesign of the existing parking area is needed to the meet objectives of protecting resources.  
The increased parking proposal would help meet public demand and most importantly provide a 
safe environment for visitors and local residents, by reducing parking on West Side Road.  This 
improvement was proposed in the 1998 Environmental Assessment, the 40 acre lot was 
implemented as part of a compromise, with the intent to reexamine the need for additional 
parking after 2-3 years of monitoring. 
 
The parking lot is currently designed for 40 cars. An island in the center of the lot prevents use of 
this area for vehicle parking. Alternatives 2 and 3 propose the reduction of the size of this island 
to allow up to 20 additional parking spaces, by eliminating the center island. Additional parking 
spaces would eliminate or at least significantly reduce overflow parking along West Side Road on 
most peak use season days given the level of use observed over the past several years.  
 
It is anticipated that on most days, the 60 parking spaces will be more than adequate to meet 
demand. On busy holiday weekends, demand may exceed available parking places.  The intent of 
this portion of the project is to: 

1. Reconfigure the parking at the Diana’s Bath/Moat Mountain trailhead to accommodate 
as many cars as is feasible within the site limitations, but not to expand beyond current, 
average demand; 
2. Protect site resources and visitors to the Forest; and 
3. Meet the need to get unsafely parked cars off West Side Road. 

 
Under Alternatives 2 and 3 the number of vehicles parked along West Side Road is expected to 
decline, improving safety for visitor and those traveling the road.   Cumulatively the effects of 
improving safety on this portion of the road will lead to improved safety on the West Side road 
overall.  All three action alternatives would have a positive effect on the safety of travelers along 
West Side Road. 
 
3.4 Issue 4 – Use Levels 
Alternative 1: No Action 
Under the No action alternative the level of parking along West Side Road would continue at 
current levels.  Unlimited availability for overflow parking would make it extremely difficult to 
limit the number of people visiting the site.  Use levels would not be contained by limiting 
parking.  This alternative would have no effect on use levels at this site.  Cumulatively it will not 
affect use levels over the long term. 
 
Alternative 2: Proposed Action) & Alternative 3: Composting Toilet at the Baths 
All three of the action alternatives address parking levels, and therefore associated use levels.  
The action alternatives would limit parking to a 60 vehicle capacity, and would have the 
connected action of designating West Side Road as a No Parking Zone.  This improvement would 
help to manage use levels, and prevent unlimited expansion of this recreation site.  The three 
action Alternatives would all have positive cumulative effects on managing use levels at this 
recreation site.  
 
3.5 Effects on Other Resources 
3.5.1 Effects on the Physical/Biological Environment 
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3.5.1.1 Soil & Water – Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 
In preparation for the 1998, EA, Steve Fay Forest Soils Scientist and Ecologist, visited the 
alternative sites on June 10, 1996.  The soils in the project area are Colton gravelly loamy fine 
sand on 3 to 8% slopes.  These soils can be described as excessively drained outwash sands with 
a loamy sand subsurface soil.  The sites proposed for the parking area had a low surface soil 
erosion hazard, no risk of deep soil slumping and the bearing capacity for parking vehicles was 
good. 
 
The Ecological Land Types for the area are 11 and 105.  The parking area expansion is all in ELT 
11, with the trail running through ELT 105.  There is no evidence of existing erosion problems; 
these ELTs had a very low hazard rating for erosion and high suitability for foot and vehicle 
traffic. 
 
The primary drainage through the project area is Lucy brook with a watershed of approximately 
3,643 acres in size.  Lucy Brook is a tributary of the Saco River, and both are Class B water 
sources.  Class B waters are managed for aesthetic values, recreation on and in the water(i.e. 
swimming and boating), public water supply with disinfection and filtration, high quality habitat 
for aquatic biota, fish and wildlife, irrigation and other agricultural uses.  Lucy Brook is not used 
as a public water supply currently.  It is used for livestock and irrigation on private land, 
recreation and for aesthetic values. The project area was visited by the district Hydrologist in June 
1996 and June of 1998 to evaluate any potential effects during the initial EA.    
 
Alternative 1: No Action 
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would result in a lost opportunity at this time to 
mitigate existing human waste and water quality issues at Diana’s Bath.  
 
Alternative 2: Proposed Action & Alternative 3: Composting Toilet at the Baths 
The direct impact of site development for action alternatives would be the removal of the soil 
organic matter layer, grading and smoothing of the mineral soil for the parking lot expansion.  
Soil erosion should be extremely minor and localized at the actual site disturbed for the parking 
expansion.  The island area was previously disturbed during parking lot construction in 1999. 
 
Alternative 3 would require greater soil disturbance than Alternative 2 because of the location of 
the toilet, the size of the required clearing and the improvement of the trail needed to install and 
maintain the toilet at the Baths.  This would have some implication for water quality in relation to 
soil disturbance directly adjacent to the Baths.  The effects of both of these alternatives would be 
immeasurable over the long term with extremely limited and localized effects in the short term. 
The expansion of the parking lot would occur on soils already impacted from existing facilities, 
and there would be no difference between the two action alternatives.   
 
Implementation of Alternatives 2 or 3 would have very similar effects on the water resources.  
Direct effects of the action alternatives would be minor.  Alternative 3 would create some short 
term sedimentation, as a result of the access route improvements and the toilet site disturbance 
adjacent to the Baths.  However, for both action alternatives impacts would be minor, and would 
be further minimized following the Forest Plan Standards and guides and Best Management 
Practices for trails and parking areas. 
 
Some indirect downstream depositing of sediment would occur in some aquatic habitat.  These 
effects would be minor for both action Alternatives. 
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Action alternatives 2 and 3 would benefit water resources despite the minor amounts of 
sedimentation, because of the reduction of human waste adjacent to the Baths and Lucy Brook.   
Public facilities would improve the sanitation problem and potential water quality issues 
associated with high levels of human excrement.   
 
Alternative 3 would reduce the percentage of human excrement adjacent to the Baths.  
Alternative 2 would likely reduce waste to a lesser degree than Alternative 3 adjacent to the Baths 
but will significantly reduce waste around the parking area.   
 
The cumulative effect of this proposal (Alternatives 2 and 3), when combined with other recent or 
planned projects on the Kancamagus Highway, is generally beneficial.  No cumulative effects on 
the water resources are expected.  All projects (including trails improvements, bridge 
construction) are designed to reduce adverse effects to soils and water quality generally caused by 
recreation.   
 
3.5.1.2 Vegetation – Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 
Alternative 1: No Action 
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would mean that general off trail trampling of 
vegetation would continue.  However no additional vegetation would be removed.  
 
Alternative 2:  Proposed Action & Alternative 3: Composting Toilet at the Baths 
As with soil and water, the impacts on vegetation would be very similar with the implementation 
of Alternative 2 or 3. Approximately 35 feet by 35 feet will need to be cleared for Alternative 2 
and a minimal clearing of 75 feet by 75 feet for Alternative 3.  It is expected that Alternative 3 
would require additional removal of trees to provide light for solar panels.  The toilet location 
chosen for Alternative 2 require less clearing because a smaller opening is required.  Alternative 3 
would have greater vegetation disturbance than Alternative 2.  
 
The worn and compacted areas adjacent to the parking area and around Diana’s Bath would be 
potentially reduced with Alternatives 2 and 3 while hardened paths to either toilet facility would 
be established. 
 
The cumulative effect on vegetation composition of this and all other known projects within this 
watershed is so small as to be negligible.    
 
3.5.1.3 Wildlife – Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 
Alternative 1: No Action 
This alternative retains the status quo.  Parking would remain the same inside and outside the 
existing parking area.  No toilet facilities or trash receptacle would be provided. 
Under this alternative there would be no direct effects.  Indirect effects would be that cars 
would continue to park along West Side Road causing trampling of the vegetation and 
compaction of the soils.   
With no construction of a toilet, sanitary conditions would remain an issue.  This would 
continue to have negative effects on area soils, plants and the water quality of Lucy Brook.   

 
Alternative 2:  Proposed Action  
Parking Area Expansion 
The perimeter of the existing parking area would remain the same.  The proposal is to remove 
the gravel/soil median in the center of the parking lot.  This would have minimal effects to 
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wildlife or other resources on the ground.  The median was man-made when the parking area 
was constructed.  This would provide parking for 60 cars as opposed to the current 40 cars.  
Currently the berm is covered in native grasses and forbs.  No threatened, endangered or 
sensitive species have been located following plant surveys on June 21, 2006 (Marchowsky, 
2006).  The direct effect is the vegetation would be destroyed in order to create a larger 
parking lot.   
Safety is a concern with parking along West Side Road where traffic exists.  The roadside 
vegetation is being trampled and compacted as cars are being parked off the pavement where 
there is vegetation.  Getting all cars to park in the parking area would eliminate the safety 
issue and eliminate the negative impacts to the roadside vegetation. 
Removing the median would have no direct effect on any wildlife species A minimal indirect 
effect may be to a few birds that forage on the existing vegetation.  There would be minimal 
indirect effects to wildlife at Diana’s Bath or along the trail as the presence of many people in 
these areas has already caused species sensitive to human presence to vacate the area and for 
species that prefer human presence (raccoons, chipmunks, etc.) to populate the area.   
Fisheries 
Eastern brook trout inhabit Lucy Brook.  The cascades near Diana’s Bath may prevent brook 
trout from migrating upstream though a few trout may be able to negotiate through this steep 
section.  Brook trout exist upstream of the cascades however they may be an isolated 
population from brook trout below due to the cascades.  There has been no genetic work done 
to determine if this is the case. 
The proposed expansion of the parking lot for Diana’s Bath as an indirect impact on the site 
of Diana’s Bath as this is the destination point of the parking area.  It is impossible to 
determine how many people could be at Diana’s Bath at any one time.  However if it can be 
assumed on average there are 3-4 people per car (this is a family destination point where 
families come with children), the parking lot is full (40 cars), and there are 40 cars parked on 
the road (Carte, personal communication), over 240 people with a possibility of over 320 
people could be spread out along Lucy Brook.   
The high concentration of people in a relatively short section of stream may have a localized 
negative effect on brook trout inhabiting Lucy Brook.  There is less vegetation in the riparian 
area of Diana’s Bath than in brooks that do not have this much human visitation.  98% of the 
organic matter comes from the surrounding forest (Fisher and Likens, 1973).  With less 
vegetation there is potentially a decrease of marco-invertebrates, the prey base for trout 
(Cummins et al. 1989).  In addition the lack of vegetation and the compaction of soils in the 
riparian area facilitates faster run-off during high rain events and an increase in sedimentation 
(Knight and Gutzwiller, 1995; pg 188-189).   
This site has been visited by a high number of people since the parking area was constructed in 
2000.  Prior to 2000 the site also received visits from a high number of people, but this has 
increased since the parking area was created (Carte personal communication).  The majority of 
resource impacts (compaction of soils and lack of vegetation in the riparian area) were present 
before the construction of the parking area.  However, with the increase in the number of 
people to this site since 2000 and the potential for more in the future, there is the high 
probability that the impacted area would expand as people tend to distance themselves away 
from others in these situations. 
If the parking lot is expanded to hold 60 cars there is the possibility of around 400 people 
visiting Diana’s Bath at any one time.  If parking were prohibited along West-side Road the 
safety issue would be eliminated.  In addition the maximum number of cars would be held 
between 60 and 70, an overall reduction of the number of cars currently utilizing the existing 
parking area and West Side Road. This could result in an overall reduction in the number of 
people recreating at Diana’s Bath at any one time.   
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Toilet and trash receptacle 
Construction of the vault toilet would eliminate vegetation and any wildlife species currently 
living on the approximate 16’ X 20’ site near the parking area.  There were no threatened, 
endangered or sensitive species seen on June 21, 2006 (Marchowsky, 2006).  The site currently 
is somewhat cleared with mature pine surrounding the area.  Once built the building may 
provide suitable nesting sites for species such as phoebes, sparrows, bats, mice, and other 
species that find human structures desirable.   
The overall improvement of providing a sanitary waste site where many people congregate for 
what could be many hours would indirectly improve the conditions at Diana’s Bath.  The 
distance between the actual Baths where people may remain for hours and the toilet may 
discourage people from utilizing the toilet, but overall sanitary conditions are expected to 
improve and the negative impacts to soils, vegetation and water quality would be reduced.  
The proposal is to install a bear-proof solar-powered compacting trashcan (not a dumpster).  
The odor from the trashcan may still attract bears and/or raccoons.  Bears would likely try to 
access the trashcan for several days before giving up.  While in the area however, bears may 
focus on other food or trash containers and if successful could become a problem bear.  The 
amount of odor emanating from the can would depend on the type of trash put in and the 
frequency of removal.  If bear activity increases in the area it is recommended the trash can be 
emptied every day to deter bears in the area. 
Invasive Plants 
A botanical survey was conducted of the parking area and proposed site for the vault toilet.  No 
invasive species were observed during this survey on June 21, 2006.  The potential for 
invasives to show up in the area of the existing median once it is removed is extremely low as 
the site would become compacted gravel.  The disturbance of ground at the site of the vault 
toilet would be small and result in most of the disturbed ground having a building on top of it.  
The potential for invasive plants becoming established due to the proposed action is small.  The 
potential remains however for invasives to become established on the perimeter of the parking 
area, along the existing trail and at Diana’s Baths from visitors inadvertently carrying in seed 
of invasive plants they encountered off the Forest.  Seeds of invasive plants are easily 
transported on shoes, clothes, and dogs.  The area of Diana’s Bath, the parking area, the trail, 
etc. would be watched as all areas of the WMNF are for new eruptions of invasive plants.  If 
such plants are discovered the population would be eradicated in accordance of the Forest Plan.   
Cumulative Effects 
The analysis area described under “Introduction” is the analysis area for cumulative effects.  
The spatial scope is roughly ten years in the past and ten years in the future as this 
encompasses many of the past changes at this recreation site and provides a reasonable time 
frame for effects of this proposed action. 
Effects to wildlife and fisheries at this site have been increasing over time for many years.  
Diana’s Bath used to be the local’s recreational hangout with the trail crossing private land.  
Visitor use increased until the landowner asked that the trailhead be removed from close 
proximity to his house.  This prompted the construction of the current parking area along West 
Side Road in the year 2000.  Since then the area has seen increased recreational use on a year-
round basis.  Wildlife sensitive to human presence left the area years ago or have adjusted to 
human presence along the trail.  Other species of wildlife that are attracted to human presence 
such as raccoons and chipmunks have most likely established territories since implementation 
of the last improvement.  The proposed project would have little cumulative impacts on 
wildlife between the parking area and the Baths as the major effects occurred years ago.  There 
is the potential of cumulative impacts on the riparian area if use continues to increase.  Past 
effects to the riparian vegetation have most likely already affected trout populations in the area 
of the Baths.  If larger areas of the riparian habitat are negatively impacted, this would have a 
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cumulative negative effect on brook trout further down stream of Lucy Brook.  An increase of 
sedimentation could impact spawning success of brook trout in this stream.   

The issue of this being a high recreational use area highlighted by local tourist establishments 
increases the probability use will continue to increase in the future.  Efforts are needed to hold 
the level of use to what exists now or even reduce the level of use to ensure a quality 
experience for the visitor as well as maintain the existing resources. 

 
Alternative 3: Composting Toilet at the Baths  
Parking Area Expansion 
Alternative 3 would have similar direct and indirect effects as described under Alternative 2 for 
increasing the amount of parking in the parking area as the action is the same for both 
Alternatives.  
Fisheries 
This alternative would have similar effects as described under Alternative 2. 
Toilet and trash receptacle 
Under this alternative a composting toilet would be constructed near the terminus of the trail at 
Diana’s Baths.  A toilet located where visitors would be spending the majority of their time 
would potentially have the greatest effect on reducing human waste and associated trash.   
Due to the high number of people visiting this site, the toilet itself would need to be large.  The 
building itself would need to be approximately 21 feet by 21 feet.  In addition, composting 
toilets require bins to store the waste until it has completed composting.  Solar panels are 
needed to operate a required fan for the toilet to function properly.  The clearing around the 
building to meet all these needs would be approximately 75 feet by 75 feet.   
In order to construct a building of this size at the Bath’s the access trail would need to be 
widened to handle delivery of the materials as well as to facilitate maintenance of the 
composting toilet.  Indirect impacts would include the removal of trees and vegetation at the 
site and along the trail for the long term.  This would have direct impacts to wildlife existing on 
the site of the proposed toilet.  Species impacted would typically be mice, voles, salamanders, 
etc.  Larger species would have larger home ranges and be capable of moving out of harms 
way.  Indirect effects would be reduction of nesting and foraging habitat by removal of trees 
and vegetation in these areas.  Once built the building may provide suitable nesting sites for 
species such as phoebes, sparrows, bats, mice, and other species that find human structures 
desirable.   
A trashcan similar to the one described in Alternative 2 would be placed near the composting 
toilet.  Effects would be similar to that described under Alternative 2.  The distance from this 
site to residential houses is greater than in Alternative 2, but not great enough that bears would 
not visit residential houses if unsuccessful in accessing trash in this trashcan.   
Invasive Plants 
The potential for invasives to show up in the area of the existing median once it is removed the 
same as described in Alternative 2 for the expansion of the parking area.  This alternative has a 
greater potential overall due to the greater degree of ground disturbance necessary for the 
composting toilet and the trail widening.   
The potential remains however for invasives to become established on the perimeter of the 
parking area, along the existing trail and at Diana’s Baths from visitors inadvertently carrying 
in seed of invasive plants they encountered off the Forest.  Seeds of invasive plants are easily 
transported on shoes, clothes, and dogs.  The area of Diana’s Bath, the parking area, the trail, 
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etc. would be watched as all areas of the WMNF are for new eruptions of invasive plants.  If 
such plants are discovered the population would be eradicated in accordance of the Forest Plan.   
Cumulative Effects 
The cumulative effects analysis area and time frame is the same as that described under 
alternative 2.  Past actions are the same for this alternative as described under Alternative 2.  
The cumulative effects of adding parking to the existing parking area is the same as described 
in Alternative 2.  This alternative would add more to past effects in that the composting toilet 
site would need to be quite large and the trail would need to be widened for construction and 
long-term maintenance.  This increased disturbance increases the potential of invasive plants 
becoming established in the future.   
The issue of this being a high recreational use area highlighted by local tourist establishments 
increases the probability use will continue to increase in the future.  Efforts are needed to hold 
the level of use to what exists now or even reduce the level of use to ensure a quality 
experience for the visitor as well as maintain the existing resources. 

 
 

3.5.2 Effects on the Social Environment 
3.5.2.1 Recreation 
The desired future condition for the project area stated in the Forest Plan is to maintain the roaded 
natural recreation experience and to provide facilities to prevent site deterioration and protect 
visitors from manageable health and safety hazards. 
 
Alternative 1: No Action 
The No action alternative fails to address current problems associated with high numbers of users 
at this site.  Under the no action alternative site deterioration associated with the lack of a toilet 
facility will continue, and the ability of managers to protect the user from related health and 
safety hazards will be limited.  The safety concerns with the overflow parking will not be 
addressed, and unsafe conditions will continue to be an issue. 
Cumulatively the recreation experience would deteriorate with current use levels and the absence 
of management actions. 
 
Alternative 2:  Proposed Action & Alternative 3: Composting Toilet at the Baths  
The action alternatives all attempt to maintain the recreation experience while preventing site 
deterioration, and reducing health and safety hazards. 
 
The action alternatives all attempt to meet recreation goals for the area to different degrees.  
Alternative 2, attempts to locate all of the improvements at one location to maintain a more 
natural setting at the Baths.  Alternative 3, attempts to manage human waste more aggressively by 
placing the toilet at the Baths, and impacting the natural setting at the Baths in favor of user 
convenience.   
 
The trash receptacle proposed in Alternatives 2 and 3, is largely a level of perception of the user 
whether it improves or degrades the recreational experience.  For some visitors it improves the 
experience by reducing litter.  Other visitors feel it reduces enjoyment because it is another 
structure impeding on a natural setting.  Overall, the trash receptacle will not largely affect the 
recreational setting, or have any significant impact on the recreational experience for the average 
visitor. 
 
No additional projects are currently approved for the Diana’s Bath area and no projects are 
proposed in the foreseeable future.  Cumulatively these actions will have little impact to the 
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recreation resource, and over the long-term will improve the resource because of their positive 
relationship to other resources of the area. 
 
3.5.2.2 Cultural Resources 
All Alternatives (Including No Action) 
The known history of the Lucy Brook area is varied.  The area was the site of the Lucy Sawmill 
until the 1960s.  The sawmill foundation is still present in the brook.  Other signs of human use 
exists in the form of core holes, rebars and concrete on the rocks in the brook where the dams 
where built to control the water going through the sawmill.  This site was also one of the 
destinations of carriage rides from the hotels during the “Great Hotel Era” in the early 1900s.  
Diana’s Bath has been a destination spot for local residents and visitors since the 1800s.  The 
Chamber of Commerce in the area sends visitors to Diana’s bath for picnicking and swimming. 
 
This site is also important to Native Americans because of the oral history in their culture that are 
based specifically around Lucy Brook and the Saco River.  Many Native Americans, especially 
members of the Abenaki and Penobscot Nations have stories about Glusgahbe or Glooskap and 
how he formed the baths in Lucy Brook and created some of the fish in the Saco River. 
 
The Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Report #98-5-3 was completed by Don Marks on the Saco 
Ranger District in 1998.  Karl Roenke, Forest Archaeologist, reviewed CRRR # 98-5-3 and 
visited the project area in July 1998 to determine if this project would cause significant impact on 
the heritage resources and what mitigations would be utilized. 
 
The direct and indirect effects of the original 1998 project would be continued exposure of the 
sawmill and other cultural resources, to the public.  It is expected that original findings that 
significant damage was not expected, would apply to this portion of the project.  There would be 
no cumulative effects on cultural resources in the project area because all action alternatives are 
designed to accommodate current use. 
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6.0 Public Comments 
6.1 Commenter Information 
Commenter Number  Contact Location Date Received 
#1 Jim Sconyers Dover, NH 3/13/2006 
#2 Helen  W. Goss Conway, NH  3/24/2006 
#3 Pierce Biej Holderness, NH 3/23/2006 
#4 Richard M Chrenko Glen, NH  3/21/2006 
#5 Thomas A. Linell Hanover NH  3/18/2006 
#6 Frank Wolfe Conway, NH 3/31/2006 
#7 Chet and Lydia Lucy Conway, NH 3/28/2006 
Comments Received after Comment Period Closed: 
#8 Town of Bartlett 

Office of Selectmen 
Intervale, NH 4/17/2006 

#9 H. Dana Rotman Milford, CT 4/17/2006 
 
 
 
 
 
6.2 Public Comments and Forest Service Responses 
All 9 comments received are noted and available in the project file.   
Comment Forest Service Response 
I agree that a toilet will alleviate the 
problems caused by the lack of one there 
(Comment 1-5). 

Thank you for commenting (Response 1-5). 

I support increasing the capacity of the lot 
without expanding its actual footprint. 
Accommodation of visitors and safety are 
important (Comment 1-3). 

This project proposes to expand the lot capacity by 
approximately 20 spaces without expanding the foot 
print (Response 1-3). 

The need is obvious and the action is 
consistent with the plan.  This project can 
serve as a demonstration of how a high 
capacity can be provided by good 
management (Comment 3-1).  

Thank you for commenting (Response 3-1).  

I think the bathrooms and the trash 
receptacle are both excellent ideas 
(Comment 2-1)! 

Thank you for commenting (Response 2-1). 

I agree 100% with the proposed projects 
(Comment 6-1). 

Thank you for commenting (Response 6-1). 

I agree with installation of toilets, a trash 
receptacle and increasing the size of the 
parking lot to conform to law but I 

Thank you for commenting.  The project will be 
designed to avoid degradation of the public’s 
enjoyment of the facilities.  The reduction of trash 
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personally feel that …will eventually 
degrade the public’s enjoyment of these 
facilities (Comment 6-5). 
 

and other waste along the trail and at the Baths 
should improve the public experience, which is 
degraded by garbage. 
 
It is a difficult balance to manage use while not 
increasing the level of development or changing the 
recreation experience currently provided at a high 
use site.  By concentrating the development near the 
parking lot, the trail and Baths area will remain a 
natural, forested environment.  By providing these 
new facilities, it is hoped that degradation of the 
forest resources and negative effects to the public’s 
enjoyment will be mitigated. (Response 6-5).  

Accessibility  
The bathrooms – as well- should be 
handicap accessible (Comment 2-2). 

The bathrooms will be ADA accessible (Response 2-
2). 

Accessibility deserves special attention 
(Comment 3-2). 

The bathrooms will be ADA accessible (Comment 3-
2). 

Location of Toilet  
Generally opposed to further development 
of the Diana’s Bath Site, to include 
toilets, trash and additional parking 
(Comment 7-1). 

Thank you for commenting.  This project is needed 
to meet objectives in the 2005 Forest Plan.  The 
management plan states: “Developed recreation will 
provide a variety of quality campground, day use, 
and other roadside recreation opportunities where 
the natural forest setting is an important part of the 
visitor’s experience, while ensuring the balanced 
protection of social and natural resources.”  This 
project is needed to protect social and natural 
resources of the area. 
 (Response 7-1). 

I feel that you have chosen an 
inappropriate location. First, it is placed 
so that all visitors must pass right by it in 
close proximity – not a desirable or 
pleasant arrangement.  Locating the toilet 
out in the parking lot area would be better 
on both counts – less visitor impact, less 
forest destruction (Comment 1-1). 

The approximate area cleared will be a 35 foot by 35 
foot area, and would be located slightly off of the 
trail.   
Locating the toilet in the parking lot was considered, 
but it would create a situation where a toilet visible 
from West Side Road would attract travelers to stop 
here just to use a public toilet. 
This could create additional maintenance, trash and 
security problems.  It is not the FS’s role to provide 
public toilets for travelers on West Side Road, rather 
to provide facilities for NF visitors.  If the toilet was 
located in the parking lot we would need to install a 
much larger and more expensive toilet to 
accommodate the use associated with West Side 
Road travelers (Response 1-1). 

Put the toilet at Diana’s Bath and not at 
the parking area (Comment 4-1, Comment 
7-3). 

Locating the toilet closer to the Baths was 
considered, however it was determined to be 
infeasible for a number of reasons. 
 

1. The cost of construction, maintenance and 
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pumping would increase significantly. 
 

2. The original road that was used was closed 
in the late 1990s, and the trailhead and trail 
were relocated to eliminate travel across a 
private in holding.  Access to toilets for 
construction, maintenance, and pumping 
would require a haul road to the Baths and 
could not be accomplished without crossing 
private land or improving the trail to meet 
road standards. 

 
3. The size of the composting unit needed to 

handle the normal and peak summer use 
would be prohibitively large. 

 
4. Additional comments were received that to 

place the toilet at the Baths could be 
accomplished by using a different type of 
toilet, and consider using a helicopter to haul 
waste.  The associated cost and clearance 
area would increase significantly with the 
use of a helicopter for maintenance 
(Response 4-1, Response 7-3). 

Trash receptacle  
Oppose the trash receptacle…Rather defy 
convention, and simply not add trash 
service at Diana’s Bath….If you must add 
trash service, it should be out of sight 
from the parking area (Comment 7-2). 

Refer to Response 6-6, for REA requirements. 
The trashcan will be situated in a location where the 
receptacle would not be visible from West Side 
Road, to avoid travelers stopping here to drop trash. 
Road visibility could create additional maintenance, 
trash and security problems that properly placing the 
trash receptacle will not (Response 7-2). 

The scoping letter does not include the 
relative heights of the trash shed and the 
toilets (Comment 5-1). 

On page 3 of the scoping package, “The structure 
would have two restroom stalls housed by a building 
approximately 12 feet wide by 12 feet long.”  Height 
of the toilet is 12 feet. 
“The (trash) receptacle is similar in size to a large 
trash can, but is able to accommodate significantly 
more refuse through compaction.”  The specific 
dimensions are roughly 4 feet tall by 2 feet wide 
(Response 5-1). 
 

I believe installing a trash device is 
unnecessary and inappropriate.(Comment 
1-2) 

Since 1999, monitoring has shown that on every 
occasion trash was present on the site.  Despite 
“pack it in… pack it out” messages, trash continues 
to be a problem at this site.  Diana’s Bath is a very 
high use site and trash devices at these locations are 
appropriate and within the direction of the plan. 
(Response 1-2) 

The Forest Service has successfully See Response 1-2. 
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inculcated the “Pack it in, pack it out” 
ethic throughout the forest.  There are no 
trash cans at other WMNF facilities 
(Comment 1-4).   

There are trash cans at other WMNF facilities.  It is 
likely the commenter will see trash cans at 
introduced at some facilities and eliminated at other 
facilities as we implement the REA (Response 1-4).  

Trash receptacles of any size will not help 
the trash situation (Comment 4-4).   

Since 1999, monitoring has shown that on every 
occasion trash was present on the site.  Despite 
“pack it in… pack it out” messages, trash continues 
to be a problem at this site.  Diana’s Bath is a very 
high use site and trash devices at these locations are 
appropriate and within the direction of the plan.   
 
The trash compaction system is designed for 
locations where trash collection is a challenge; It 
should reduce or eliminate some problems 
associated with average trash cans, and has 4 times 
the capacity of an average trashcan which will 
reduce potential for overflowing trashcans between 
collection trips.  Of course there is no way to 
eliminate all litter and clean up will still be required 
by volunteers and FS personnel (Response 4-4). 
 

Comment there should be some sort of 
drain beneath the compactor, because the 
garbage can will leak the contents.  To 
avoid attracting wildlife, this liquid will 
have to be diluted or somehow absorbed 
(Comment 5-5). 
 

The compactor is designed to eliminate leakage 
problems, and reduce odors associated with a normal 
trash can.  It is made of galvanized steel, with lined 
bins.  In addition the system is enclosed, so odors are 
contained inside, reducing the potential to attract 
wildlife (Response 5-5).  

An option to avoiding trash cans is to 
eliminate Diana’s Baths as a fee site 
(Comment 4-5).  

Refer to Alternative considered but eliminated from 
detailed study, Section 1.4(Response 4-5). 

Hang bigger and more signs, rather than a 
trash receptacle (Comment 4-7). 

See response 1-2 & 1-4 (Response 4-7). 

There should be a trash receptacle at the 
baths as well (Comment 4-6). 

Placing a trash receptacle at the Baths would face 
similar challenges to placing the toilet at the Baths.   
By placing the trash receptacle at the parking lot, it 
will continue to instill the “Pack it in. Pack it out.” 
educational message. See response 4-1(Response 4-
6). 

Parking Lot  
The parking lot does not need to be 
expanded. Where is the data to show 
levels of use, which is creating the need to 
expand parking area? 
Your data provides no hard data showing 
the increase in usage of this facility since 
the parking lot has been built and the trail 
improved (Comment 4-2, Comment 6-2).  
 

Hard data was collected in 1999, 2000, 2001, and 
2005.  Data collected in 2005 shows that 
approximately 50% of the time the parking area is at 
capacity or overflowing onto West Side Road.  In 
2002, 2003 and 2004, anecdotal reports showed that 
during peak times upwards of 10-20 cars are parked 
along West Side road. 
 
In addition, despite a general decline in recreation 
fee revenues on the WMNF, fee collections at 
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Diana’s Baths have increased annually since 2003. It 
is the second most heavily visited day use site on the 
Forest.  Approximately 1,000 additional visitors 
purchased a recreation pass at this site in 2004 and in 
2005. (Response 4-2, Comment 6-2).  

People will continue to park on the road 
to avoid paying fees (Comment 4-3).  
 

The majority of the parking along the road occurs 
when the parking lot is at full capacity.  In general 
the public uses the facilities (parking lot) rather than 
parking on the road to avoid fees. 
The West Side Road is under the Town of Conway 
jurisdiction.  We are in dialogue with the town, the 
state, and the Sheriff’s department as to the posting 
and enforcement of the No Parking Zone.   
 (Response 4-3). 
 

If vehicles park on the West Side Road at 
overflow times or in order to avoid the 
Fee Pass, then they should be ticketed 
(Comment 6-4).  
 

The West Side Road is not Forest Service 
jurisdiction; rather it is enforced by the Town of 
Conway (Response 6-4). 

I do not feel that beyond this round of 
improvements there should be further 
expansion of this facility. Expansion here 
and at Lower Falls cannot go on forever 
(Comment 6-3).  
 
 

Further expansion of this facility is not planned.  
Expansion of the parking lot has an associated action 
that includes ongoing discussions with the Town of 
Conway’s in regard to designating this portion of 
West Side Road a no parking zone.  The capacity 
should be managed through the capacity of the 
parking lot, and will do so more efficiently if the 
unlimited overflow capacity is eliminated along 
West Side Road (Response 6-3). 

I support increasing the capacity of the 
parking lot without expanding its actual 
footprint (Comment 1-2).  

The intent is to expand parking by reducing the 
center island.  Expansion to the footprint is not 
proposed (Response 1-2). 

Miscellaneous  
An alternative would be to place all solar 
panels on the toilet building (North of the 
trail) with a power line in a subsurface 
conduit under the trail to the trash 
compactor (Comment 5-2). 
 

The proposed trash receptacle has a solar powered, 
automatic compactor.  It does not require a power 
line, cords or trenching (Response 5-2). 

The scoping letter makes no mention of 
bicycle racks in the Moat Trail parking 
area.  Use of bicycles can reduce the 
pressures to expand the FS parking area, 
and reduce or eliminate the practice of 
parking on the shoulders of West Side 
Road (Comment 5-3). 
 

At this time the Forest Service is not proposing to 
place bike racks at the Moat Mountain trail parking.  
Bikes, rather than cars, may reduce the number of 
cars at the parking lot.  However, it is unlikely that 
the reduction of number of cars in favor of biking 
would be large enough to prevent overflow onto 
West Side Road or significantly reduce pressure on 
the Diana’s Bath area (Response 5-3). 
 

Include the power requirements of the 
toilets and trash compactor (Comment 5-

The trash compactor system runs on a 12-Volt 
battery, which is kept charged by the solar panel. 
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4). The battery reserve lasts for a couple weeks without 
any sunlight. Even in winter, with short days and 
cold temperatures, the units require minimal 
sunlight.  There is no power requirement for the 
toilet. (Response 5-4). 

This site is not in compliance with the 
Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement 
Act (FLREA).  I walked the Diana’s Bath 
site and find that the site lacks a toilet, 
trash receptacle and a picnic table.  I also 
saw no security services (Comment 6-6). 

We are working towards compliance with FLREA.  
The site requires 6 items a trash receptacle and a 
toilet to be in compliance with FLREA.  These 
include: 

1. Designated developed parking* 
2. Permanent toilet facility* 
3. Permanent trash receptacle* 
4. Interpretive sign, exhibit, or kiosk* 
5. Picnic tables and  
6. Security services* 

This proposal addresses requirements 2 and 3. 
 
The picnic table stored at Diana’s Bath was 
stored for the winter and will be returned to the 
area for the high use season. 
 
The definition for security services as defined in the 
REA interim Implementation guides, 2005:  
Services provided by qualified agency personnel 
or officers (cooperative law enforcement 
personnel, hosts, volunteers, etc.) that occur on 
a frequent and routine basis at the site or area.  
The level of security services is commensurate 
with the use levels and changes with each 
season and through a Cooperative Law 
Enforcement agreement with Carroll County 
Sheriff’s Department (Response 6-6).  
 

***Comments Received After the 30 Day Comment Period 
“We are very much against this 
project….Why do you need to keep 
paving and installing toilets, trash 
receptacles, etc. to attract more people.  
The carrying capacity of this site has 
already been reached and if you complete 
the project, it will soon be over capacity 
and you will once again try another 
expansion(Comment 8.1***).” 

The Forest Service has no intention of expanding 
this site further.  This proposal does not include 
paving; it includes the expansion of the parking lot 
by removing a portion of the center island. 
 
The purpose of this proposal is not to attract 
additional visitors, but rather to manage the number 
of visitors currently using the site, and to prevent 
further environmental and social impacts to the site.   
 
If the parking lot is expanded, and the road is made a 
no parking zone, numbers of visitors would be more 
limited than they are currently with the ability to use 
overflow parking (Response 8.1***). 

The extra money collected will in no way The proposed toilet will prevent further 
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begin to cover the extra costs of 
maintenance and certainly will not 
compensate for the extra damage to the 
environment done by all the extra people 
(Comment 8.2***). 

environmental degradation associated with human 
waste and trash, and their potential impacts on water 
quality and wildlife. 
 
The proposed trash receptacle is designed to require 
less maintenance than an average trash can. 
 
This project is not designed to attract additional 
visitors, but rather will help foster a situation where 
limited parking will limit numbers of visitors 
(Response 8.2***). 

“All these picturesque areas are now so 
popularized it is no longer a retreat type 
of situation. If you end up doing as 
proposed this site will have many more 
visitors… but the past few months have 
seen this area included in Yankee 
Magazine about “Water Falls in New 
England” and this is going to do a number 
on the falls along Glen Ellis 
River….(Comment 9.1***) 

The Forest Service has no control in what is 
published in regard to private magazines.  The 
purpose of this proposal is not to attract additional 
visitors, but rather to manage the number of visitors 
currently using the site, and to prevent further 
environmental and social impacts to the site.  If the 
parking lot is expanded, and the Town of Conway 
designates the road a no parking zone, numbers of 
visitors would be more limited than they are 
currently with the ability to use the road as overflow 
parking. 
 
The toilet and trash receptacle will manage visitor 
waste, and will be designed to avoid attracting 
additional attention from West Side Road travelers 
that would not have traditionally visited this site 
(Response 9.1***).  
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