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Decision Notice and  
 Finding of No Significant Impact 

Ellsworth Vegetation Management Project 
 
1.0 Background 
  
The Ellsworth Vegetation Management Analysis Area is located within the Towns of Campton, 
Ellsworth, and Rumney, Grafton County, New Hampshire, on the Ammonoosuc-Pemigewasset 
Ranger District of the White Mountain National Forest.  The Analysis Area encompasses Habitat 
Management Unit (HMU) 408.  The Ellsworth project area is approximately 2,600 acres of federal 
land. Activities are proposed in Management Area (MA) 2.1 and 3.1 lands within Compartments 33, 
38, and 154  of HMU 408.  
 
 
 
2.0  Purpose and Need  
 
2.1 Purpose of the Action 
 
The Purpose of this project is to accomplish resource objectives to meet the overall management 
direction of the White Mountain National Forest, as established in the Forest Plan (USDA 1986a. 
Forest Plan, III 30-41).  Within the Ellsworth project area, the proposed action would address site-
specific needs and opportunities to move the area from the existing condition (EC) toward the desired 
future condition (DFC).  
 
The project would also meet the goals of MA 2.1 and 3.1 to manage for a balance of wildlife habitat 
for the full range of wildlife species and to provide a supply of high quality hardwood saw-timber and 
other timber products on a sustainable yield basis.  Harvesting mature and over-mature trees provides 
high quality saw-timber to area mills while at the same time, lower quality or damaged trees can be 
harvested to improve future stand quality and productivity.   
 
2.2 Need for Change 
 
The need for change is determined by comparing desired conditions in the Forest Plan with the 
existing conditions in the Project Area. The Forest Plan provides desired conditions for even and 
uneven-aged management systems for management areas 2.1 and 3.1 and for Habitat Management 
Unit by even- and uneven-aged management systems. The even-aged and uneven-aged desired 
conditions apply to the Forest as a whole and are not prorated for each Project Area (Forest Plan, pp. 
III-32 & III-38).   
Existing resource conditions in the Ellsworth Project Area were evaluated against the Forest Plan 
desired condition.  Based on Forest Plan goals and objectives and the differences between existing 
conditions and desired conditions, several needs and opportunities for the Project Area have been 
identified.  The following list describes the “needs for change” identified for the Ellsworth Project 
Area that would meet the project’s purpose of implementing the Forest Plan.  Protecting riparian 
values, maintaining and protecting habitat for proposed, threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
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species, and maintaining healthy and resilient watersheds into the future have been and will continue 
to be primary considerations in management of the Ellsworth Project Area. 

1. At the landscape level, there is little diversity of age classes.  There is a need to 
increase the amount of the 0-9 year old forest type to improve wildlife habitat 
diversity for species that use an early successional habitat such as neo-tropical 
migratory birds (Forest Plan, pp. III-13, VII-B-4 & VII-B-5).  Opportunities exist, 
through commercial timber harvesting and reforestation treatments, to improve the 
growth, vigor, and health of forested stands by harvesting mature or poor quality trees 
and regenerating new trees, and thus to provide a variety of wildlife habitat types and 
conditions.  Stands would be harvested in accordance with the appropriate silvicultural 
guidelines and Forest Plan direction.  Commercial harvesting activities could include 
group and single tree selection, overstory removal, and clearcutting.  Noncommercial 
vegetative treatments could include timber stand improvement, in young growth, apple 
tree pruning and development of wildlife opening habitat. 

2. Congress annually funds the Forest Service to provide commercial timber within the 
capability of the lands and individual Forest Plans.  The White Mountain National 
Forest Plan allocates land for sustainable wood production (MAs 2.1 and 3.1).  
People’s demand for hardwood and other wood products continues to be high, which 
supports the need to supply this renewable resource.  Projects such as this, which 
supply wood products, provide a means to satisfy people’s demand for wood and 
contribute to the economic viability of local communities (Forest Plan, III-3 and III-
30).   

3. In both the short- and long-term, an adequate transportation system to access the 
Project Area is needed for management of National Forest Lands (Forest Plan, III-31, 
and III-34). This project would maintain existing roads within the Project Area.  No 
new roads are proposed in any alternative.   

 
3.0 Decision to be Made  
 
3.1 Decision Points 
 

       The Decision Notice documents activities to be implemented to meet the project’s Purpose and Need.  
The decision points considered in my selection of an alternative were:   

1. Which of the alternatives would best move the Ellsworth Analysis Area toward the DFC 
outlined in the Forest Plan and best meet the Purpose and Need for action? 

2. Which of the alternatives best addresses relevant issues raised by the public and the 
interdisciplinary team? 

3. Would the proposed action and its alternatives pose any significant environmental impact to 
warrant the need for an environmental impact statement? 

4. Do the mitigation measures for the proposed action and its alternatives meet the Forest Plan 
Standards and Guidelines? 

 
3.2 Decision  
 
I have decided to implement Alternative 2, the Modified Proposed Action (see map on page 16).  I 
base my decision on the Environmental Assessment (EA), the direction provided by the Forest Plan, 
the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), and on input provided through the Public 
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Involvement process.  I believe this alternative is responsive to the issues raised during the public 
scoping process, and meets the Purpose and Need for Change with a balanced approach to resolving 
these issues and meeting the resource management objectives for HMU 408.  I have read the one 
comment submitted during the 30-day Comment Period, and the sixteen comments received from 
scoping.  I appreciate the quality of public input provided throughout this project.  I considered this 
input carefully in making my- decision.  My rationale for selecting Alternative 2 is detailed in 
Sections 3.3 and 3.4 of this document. 
 
Alternative 2 will contribute toward achieving desired wildlife habitat conditions within HMU 408, 
and provide high quality hardwood saw-timber and other timber products on a sustained yield basis.  
The project will establish 124 acres of early-successional habitat and 1 acre of permanent wildlife 
openings while harvesting approximately 3.9 million board feet of timber utilizing both uneven-aged 
and even-aged management techniques on approximately 2,600 acres of National Forest System land 
within the next five years. The stands prescribed for shelterwood / prep cut / site prep and burn 
treatment will create conditions where another 42 acres can be regenerated and become early 
successional habitat. Alternative 2 will also provide the public with the continued opportunity to 
recreate with snowmobiles in the project area during harvest operations.  Connected actions to the 
timber harvest include: restoration of 3 miles of Forest Service roads; re-establishment of 7 log 
landings and 6 new landings; (replacement of 10 timber stream crossings with metal culverts); and 42 
acres of overstory removal following successful regeneration in stands receiving shelterwood 
treatment . 
 

Table 2: Proposed Activities for Alternative 2 
 

Activity Amount 

Timber Harvesting (acres) Treatment 
Acres 

Even-aged Management 
• Clearcutting 
• Shelterwood / Prep Cut / Site Prep & Burn 
• Overstory Removal  
• Overstory Removal & Timber Stand Improvement 
• Timber Stand Improvement 

 
90 
42 
16 
18 
44 

Uneven-aged Management 
• Group Selection  
• Group Selection & Timber Stand Improvement 
• Single Tree Selection 
• Single Tree Selection & Group Selection Combined 
• Timber Stand Improvement 

 
67 

14 / 14 
11 

157 / 38 
4 

Wildlife Habitat Management 
• Apple Tree Pruning & Limbing 
• Create Opening 

 
3 
1 

Total Even-Aged, Uneven-Aged, &  Habitat Acres 519 
Transportation (miles) 3.0 
Trails 

• Build ½ mile of snowmobile trail by-pass adjacent 
to FR 215 

2,640 ft 
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3.3 Reasons for Decision 
 
I have selected Alternative 2 because I feel it best addresses the overall management goals for the 
project area. I could have selected the No Action Alternative, but I believe the opportunities to 
address the Purpose and Need for Change in the suitable lands of HMU 408 outweigh any benefits of 
refraining from actively managing the vegetation and infrastructure on these lands.  I did not choose 
Alternative 3 because the scoping process demonstrated that uninterrupted public snowmobile use of 
the main travel corridors in the project area was important.  Under Alternative 2, the construction of a 
½ mile snowmobile trail by-pass will not only serve the purpose and need for this project but will be 
in place to address similar resource considerations for future projects. Accordingly, I think 
Alternative 2 provides the most balanced approach to managing the resources available in HMU 408. 
 
I think it is important to note that both our own Forest Service specialists and the public (during 
scoping) raised concerns about the original Proposed Action (Alternative 3), and recommended 
changes concerning continued snowmobile access.  Alternative 2 is the result of that process; a 
modified Proposed Action that incorporates this collective input, and addresses changes that continue 
to meet the Purpose and Need with reduced impacts to the forest environment. 
 
3.4 Other Alternatives Considered but not Selected  
 
In addition to the selected alternative, I considered two additional alternatives that addressed the 
Purpose and Need for this project, as well as issues raised during the scoping process. For a detailed 
comparison of these alternatives see Comparison of Alternatives (section 2.3) in the Environmental 
Assessment (pp.14-18). 
 
Alternative 1: No Action  
 
Under the No Action alternative, current management plans would continue to guide management of 
the Analysis Area, and no timber harvest or connected actions would take place in the Project area at 
this time.   
 
I did not select this alternative because it does not meet the Purpose and Need for Change, nor does it 
help achieve Forest Plan goals and objectives for MA 2.1 and 3.1 lands in HMU 408.  Stand 
conditions would remain unchanged, except as determined by natural disturbance; and no new early-
successional habitat would be generated through timber harvest.  No saw-timber or other timber 
products would be generated by timber harvest in the Project area at this time.  
 
Alternative 3: Original Proposed Action  
 
I did not select this alternative because of concerns raised during the project analysis concerning 
limited access for public snowmobile use during harvest operations.   The vegetation management 
proposed for this alternative is the same as Alternative 2. 
 
4.0 Public Involvement  
 
A scoping letter soliciting comments on the Ellsworth Vegetation Management proposal was sent to 
323 interested people, adjacent property owners, and various agencies and organizations on January 
12, 2005.  The scoping letter was also posted on the White Mountain National Forest web page 
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(www.fs.fed.us/r9/white).  Sixteen individuals responded to scoping with both questions and 
comments for the project.   
 
Issues received from the public and Forest Service specialists were separated into two groups: “Issues 
Used to Develop Alternatives” and “Other Issues Brought Forward During Public Involvement”.  
Other Issues Brought Forward During Public Involvement are incorporated into the discussion in 
Chapter 3 of the EA under the related resource.   
 
The 30-Day Comment Period for the Ellsworth Environmental Assessment was initiated with a legal 
announcement in the Union Leader on June 15, 2005. The 30-Day Comment Report was mailed to 16 
individuals who had responded to scoping.  The 30-Day Comment Report was posted on the White 
Mountain National Forest web page (www.fs.fed.us/r9/white).  During the 30-day comment period, 
one response was received.   
 
4.1 Issues Used to Formulate Alternatives 
 
The issues considered during the analysis were raised by the public, Forest Service employees, and 
the interdisciplinary (ID) team during the scoping process.   Main issues of concern used to develop 
alternatives include: 
 
Issue 1:  Creating Early Successional Habitat through Vegetative Management to meet Wildlife 

Habitat Management Goals (Public): 
 

The Forest Plan direction is to provide a balanced mix of habitat for all wildlife species 
and to increase wildlife habitat diversity for a full range of wildlife species with an 
emphasis on early successional species.  In the Ellsworth project area, the present mixture 
of age classes and forest type is not providing the mix of wildlife habitat, especially in 
regard to early successional species.  Vegetative management will help move this area 
closer to the Forest Plan direction. 

 
Issue 2:  Effects of closing the project area to public snowmobile use during harvest operations                   
                (ID Team): 

 
During the interdisciplinary and scoping  process, the issue was raised that closing the 
project area to public snowmobiling during harvest operations could substantially limit 
snowmobiling opportunities for the local communities.   To address this concern Alternative 
2 was developed to provide a ½ mile snowmobile by-pass that would provide snowmobile 
access to the public during harvest operations.  Alternative 3 does not provide a by-pass 
and would exclude public snowmobile opportunities during harvest operations. 

 
Issue 3:  Effects of Vegetation Management on Scenic Quality (ID Team):  

 
             Alternatives 2 and 3 meet the Visual Quality Objective (VQO) set forth in the Forest Plan                       

(VII-I-1–5).  The primary viewpoints are from commercial shopping areas along NH Route 25 
in Plymouth, the traffic circle between NH Route 25 and NH Route 3A in Plymouth, and from 
a rural farm located along Campton Bog Road.  The harvest units were designed using these 
primary viewpoints.  The original layouts for stands 13 and 14 in compartment 38 and stands 



 - 6 - 

12 and 11 in compartment 154 were adjusted in order to better meet the VQO established for 
the project area. 

 
5.0 Finding of No Significant Impact  
 
After considering the environmental effects described in the EA, I have determined that these actions 
will not have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment considering the context and 
intensity of impacts (40 CFR 1508.27).  Thus, an environmental impact statement will not be 
prepared.  I base by finding on the following: 

 
Both Beneficial and Adverse Impacts have been Considered. 

 
Both beneficial and adverse impacts of implementing Alternative 2 have been considered in the EA 
(Chapter 3).  My finding of no significant environmental effects is not biased by the beneficial effects 
of the action.  Though the effects from Alternative 2 may be both beneficial and adverse to certain 
resources, the EA demonstrated that these effects are relatively minor and the impacts generated are 
not directly, indirectly or cumulatively significant.   
  
Effects on Public Health and Safety 

 
There will be no significant effects to public health and safety because mitigation measures are in 
place to minimize conflicts between timber harvest activities and recreational users in the area. 
(Appendix D, Recreation).  Similar activities have been implemented in the past and the described 
mitigation measures have proven to be effective. 

 
Unique Physical and Biological Characteristics  
 
There will be no significant effects to unique characteristics, such as prime farmland, within the 
project area since it has been forested for well over 100 years.  There are no ecologically critical 
areas, such as wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, adjacent parklands, or Wilderness areas within the 
proposed project area.   
 
Controversial 
 
Consultation with natural resource organizations (New Hampshire Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and  New Hampshire Historic Preservation Office) did not raise any highly 
controversial or uncommon concerns regarding the effects of the proposed action on the physical or 
biological environment. (see EA, Chapter 3).  Nor did comments received from the public during 
scoping refute the conclusions reached by the Forest Service.  Based on the involvement of these 
organizations, the public and Forest Service resource specialists, the effects on the human 
environment from the proposed action are not highly controversial.   
 
Highly Uncertain, Unique or Unknown Risks 
 
We have considerable experience with the types of activities to be implemented. The analysis shows 
the effects are not uncertain, and do not involve unique or unknown risk (Chapter 3). The effects of 
the alternatives, as well as the range of site charateristics are similar to those types taken into 
consideration and disclosed in the FEIS, Chapter IV.  Past knowledge gained through records of 
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timber sale inspections, stand examinations, monitoring and research have provided a basis for 
determining the effects likely to occur in response to the proposed action. 
 
Precedent for Future Actions  

 
The action is not likely to establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects, since the 
timber harvest proposal is similar to many other harvests conducted on the White Mountain National 
Forest over many decades. The proposed action is consistent with the Forest Plan goals for 
Management Areas 2.1 and 3.1. The Forest Plan amendment is also consistent with past practices that 
similarly assign MA designations to newly acquired lands based on past usage, significant features 
and management objectives of surrounding National Forest lands.   
 
Cumulative Impacts related to Other Actions  
 
The proposed action does not individually or cumulatively reach a level of significance. The 
Environmental Assessment (Chapter 3) describes the anticipated cumulative effects on vegetation, 
recreation, soils, water resources, fisheries, visuals, wildlife, threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
species, heritage resources, roadless areas and socio-economic. I am satisfied after review of the 
Environmental Assessment that none of the cumulative effects of the alternatives are significant.  
Where appropriate, mitigation measures are proposed to minimize the level of significance.   
 
Effects to Significant Scientific, Cultural or Historical Resources 
 
Based on field surveys and a review of historic maps and literature there is no anticipated loss of 
significant historic or cultural resources. Mitigation measures (EA, Appendix D, Heritage Resources) 
will be employed to eliminate or lessen any impacts to undiscovered artifacts caused by timber 
harvesting, road restoration or temporary road construction.   
 
No significant scientific study areas exist within or adjacent to the project area.  The Forest Plan 
amendment is programmatic and by itself does not propose any action that could affect scientific, 
cultural or historic resource.  
 
Threat to Endnagered Species of Their Habitat per the Endnagered Species Act 

 
The District Biologist completed a Biological Evaluation (BE) of the potential effects of the Proposed 
Action and alternatives of the Ellsworth project on federally-listed Threatened, Endangered, Proposed 
(TEP) and regional Forester-listed Sensitive Species (RFSS).  Collectively the Ellsworth BE referred 
to these species as TEPS.  The BE determined that the Proposed Action and alternatives “may effect, 
but is not likely to adversely affect” Indiana bat.   

 
The Ellsworth BE also determined the Proposed Action and alternatives would cause “no effect” on 
individual bald eagles and “may impact individuals, but would not likely contribute to a trend 
towards federal listing” of several RFSS plants, wood turtle, peregrine falcon, small-footed bat, and 
Northern bog lemming. 
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The Threat or Violation of Federal, State or Local Laws or Regulations that Protect the 
Environment. 

 
The action will not violate Federal, State, and local laws or requirements for the protection of the 
environment.  Applicable laws were incorporated into the Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines 
(Forest Plan pages III-5-29, III-31-35, III-37-41), and the Proposed Action complies with the Forest 
Plan.  In addition, some project mitigation measures have incorporated more recent “best 
management practices” utilized by state agencies.   
 
6.0 Findings Required by Other Laws and Regulations 
 
The decision to implement Alternative 2 is consistent with the intent of the Forest Plan's long term 
goals and objectives.  The project was designed in conformance with land and resource management 
plan standards and incorporates appropriate land and resource management plan guidelines.  Other 
applicable regulatory requirements and laws are listed below: 
 
NFMA (National Forest Management Act) 
 
This project complies with guidelines that insure vegetation management provides a sustained yield 
of forest products, promotes diverse plant and animal communities, and occurs in suitable locations. 
The proposed project area lies within Management Areas 2.1 and  3.1 which is suitable for timber 
harvesting practices in accordance with the National Forest Management Act and its implementing 
regulations, 36 CFR 219.28 and 36 CFR 219.29. 
 
The even-aged prescriptions proposed for stands 33/40, 33/48, 33/49, 33/51, 33/52, 154/20, 33/53, 
33/54, 33/55, 38/21, 154/11, 154/12, 154/21, 154/23 and 154/29 are appropriate methods to create 
early-successional wildlife habitat in the northern hardwood and paper birch community types (see 
Forest Plan, Appendix M). 
 
NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) 
 
This act requires public involvement and consideration of potential environmental effects for 
proposed actions. The Environmental Assessment is used to document compliance with this act. 
 
National Historic Preservation Act 
 
The White Mountain National Forest works in consultation with the New Hampshire State Historic 
Preservation Office to design projects that are determined to have no effect upon cultural sites in 
accordance with 36 CFR 800 and the national Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.  There 
is no anticipated loss of significant scientific, historic, or cultural resources.  If, in the course of any 
project activities, previously unknown sites or artifacts were to be located, activities would stop 
immediately in that location.  The district paraprofessional of Forest archaeologist would be called in 
to evaluate the finds and make recommendations on how to proceed.   
 
MBTA (Migratory Bird Treaty Act) 
 
This project complies with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and will not cause measurable negative 
effects on Neo-tropical migratory bird populations.   
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Endangered Species Act 
 
The White Mountain National Forest completed a site-specific Biological Evaluation (BE) of the 
potential effects to Threatened, Endangered, Proposed and Sensitive Species (TES).  It was 
determined that there are not likely to be adverse effects to these species.   
 
  
7.0 Implementation Date 
 
Pursuant to 36 CFR 215.9 (c)(1), when a project or activity is not subject to appeal, implementation 
can occurs as follows: (1) Immediately after publication of a decision documented in  a Decision 
Notice.  Accordingly, the Ellsworth project can be implemented following the publication of this 
decision in the Union Leader newspaper. 
 
  
8.0 Administrative Review or Appeal Opportunities 
 
No substantive comment was received on the Ellsworth Project during the 30-Day Comment period.  
Accordingly the Ellsworth Project is not subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 215.12(e)(1), which 
states that projects or activities for which notice of the proposed action and opportunity to comment 
is published and no substantive comments expressing concerns are received during the comment 
period for a proposed action then the decision is not subject to appeal. 
 
The Environmental Assessment for this project is available for public review at the Ammonoosuc-
Pemigewasset Ranger District, 1171 NH Route 175, Holderness, NH 03245.  In addition, the EA is 
posted on the White Mountain National Forest web page (www.fs.fed.us/r9/white).  Questions 
regarding the EA should be directed to Janice Mulherin, Forester, at 1171 NH Route 175, Holderness, 
NH 03245 (phone: 603-536-1315; TTY: 603-536-3281; or FAX 603-536-5147 
 
9.0 Responsible Official and Contacts 
 
The Responsible Official for the Ellsworth Vegetation Management Project is John Serfass, District 
Ranger for the Ammonoossuc-Pemigewasset Ranger Station, White Mountain National Forest.  John 
is located at 1171 NH Route 175, Holderness, NH 03245 (phone: 603-536-1315; TTY: 603-536-
3281; or FAX 603-536-5147). 
 
For additional information concerning this decision or the Forest Service appeal process, contact: 
Janice Mulherin at 1171 NH Route 175, Holderness, NH 03245 (phone: 603-536-1315; TTY: 603-
536-3281; or FAX 603-536-5147).  
 
 
 
JOHN J. SERFASS                     DATE  8/3/2005 
JOHN J. SERFASS 
District Ranger 
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Appendix G 

Responses to Public Comments on the 
Ellsworth Vegetation Management 30-Day Comment Report 

 
The Ellsworth 30-Day Comment Report was offered for public review and comment from June 
15, 2005 through July 15, 2005.  The invitation to comment was promoted through mailings, a 
Legal Ad in the Union Leader and posting the document on the White Mountain National Forest 
web site. One response was received. 

 
 

1.0 Support of Proposed Action: 
 

1.2 Comment: Supports timber harvesting in the Ellsworth Project area and supports  
         the timber program in the White Mountain National Forest. (Bob Richardson) 
 

   Response: We appreciate your support of both the Ellsworth project and the   timber 
program on the national forest. 

 
 


