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Stevens Brook Project Decision Notice 

Introduction 
This Decision Notice documents my decision and rationale to select Alternative 2 for the Stevens 
Brook Project. It also documents my finding that this project will not have a significant impact on 
the quality of the human environment. 
 
In accordance with Forest Service regulations and delegations of authority, as the District Ranger, I 
am the responsible official for this decision. During my career with the Forest Service, I have per-
sonally been involved in planning and designing projects very similar to the one that is proposed for 
Stevens Brook. I have drawn on my knowledge and experience as I reviewed the planned activities. 
I have also relied with confidence on the expertise of my interdisciplinary team (IDT) of resource 
specialists who refined and analyzed the project.  I consulted with the public and outside experts 
during the analysis. I have read and understand the Environmental Assessment documenting the 
project analysis and public comments.  In reaching this decision, I spent time in the field in order to 
understand and get a feel for the existing conditions of the project area.  I also spent considerable 
time with the team asking questions and developing a fundamental understanding of the natural re-
sources and communities affected by my decision. 
 
The Stevens Brook Project was developed to move the project area to a desired future condition that 
is described in the White Mountain National Forest’s Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest 
Plan).  The Forest Plan was a collaborative effort of thousands of members of the public who 
worked through the public involvement process from 1999 to 2005 to define a shared vision for the 
800,000-acre White Mountain National Forest landscape. 
   
The Stevens Brook Project Area is located in the Stevens Brook drainage in the Towns of Rumney 
and Wentworth in Grafton County, NH and contains approximately 1000 acres of National Forest 
System lands.  
 
The current condition of the Stevens Brook Project area is a forested landscape with a well-
established network of forest roads. There is an old apple orchard, a remnant from when this area 
was used for farming and pasture land prior to Federal Government acquisition. The orchard is 
maintained as a permanent wildlife opening and is mowed on a routine basis. Over the last 50 years 
the project area has been actively managed for wildlife habitat (including deer wintering habitat) 
and forest products with the most recent harvest taking place in the early 1990’s. Additionally, the 
project area is used for a variety of recreation activities such as hunting, wildlife viewing, hiking, 
snowshoeing, and firewood gathering.  
 
The activities in Alternative 2, which are distributed across the 1000 acres project area, are based on 
field and data examinations by a team of interdisciplinary resource specialists (see attached Stevens 
Brook Project Alternative 2 Proposed Action map). Team members included a fish and wildlife bi-
ologist, fire management technician, landscape architect, soil scientist, transportation engineer, 
botanist, cultural resource paraprofessional, hydrologist, and a forester. 
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Purpose and Need 
The purpose of this project is to accomplish resource objectives for Management Area 2.1 lands in 
the Stevens Brook Project Area, specifically addressing wildlife habitat management, vegetation 
and transportation (roads) objectives (USDA Forest Service 2005a, pp 1-16 to 1-22).  The Purpose 
and Need for Change section of the Stevens Brook Environmental Assessment (EA 3.1, pp 6-10) 
and project record provide specific details on how a wildlife Habitat Management Unit analysis and 
Roads Analysis were used to determine objectives for habitat type and age class diversity, vegeta-
tion management, including forest health and productivity, and transportation systems.  A summary 
of the project purpose includes: 
 

 Increase habitat type and age class diversity through the treatment (harvesting) of stands and 
expansion of an existing wildlife opening. 

 Provide a sustainable yield of commercial forest products, including high quality sawtimber, 
and promote the health and vigor of residual trees through harvesting, timber stand im-
provement and prescribed fire. 

 Maintain existing roads within the project area and decommission 2.0 miles of road not nec-
essary to meet current or future management objectives. 

Decision and Reasons for the Decision: Alternative 2 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment, public comments, on-the-ground conditions in and 
near the project area, and the goals for Management Area 2.1 lands (General Forest Management). I 
have decided to select Alternative 2 for the Stevens Brook Project. 
 
The Environmental Assessment evaluated three alternatives in detail: Alternative 1-- No Action; 
Alternative 2 -- Proposed Action; and Alternative 3 -- No Harvest in the South Carr 2005 Invento-
ried Roadless Area. In addition, the Environmental Assessment also considered one other alterna-
tive but for reasons explained in the EA (EA 2.3, pp 19) did not consider it in detail. My decision 
incorporates Forest Plan standards and guidelines, New Hampshire Best Management Practices and 
project-specific design features, as described in Section 2.5 of the EA. 
 
I made this decision based on the following four reasons: 
 
1.  Alternative 2 does the best job of increasing habitat type and age class diversity. 
 
Maintaining the diversity of habitat types and age classes on the landscape is a key part of the Forest’s 
strategy for maintaining biological diversity (USDA Forest Service 2005b, pp 3-4; USDA 2005a pp 1-
20). It also is important to providing sustainable, resilient ecosystems (L. Prout 2009, project re-
cord).  
 
Alternative 2 will maintain all the existing habitat types, perpetuating more aspen-birch and oak-
pine than the other alternatives. This alternative will create more regeneration age forest than any 
other alternative and distribute it more evenly across the landscape. Alternative 2 best meets the in-
tent of the goals and objectives for wildlife habitat management stated in the Forest Plan (pp 1-20), 
resulting in greater indirect and long-term beneficial effects to wildlife habitat diversity and there-
fore to wildlife species. Alternative 3 would not meet the regeneration age class objectives set for 
the Upper Rattlesnake Habitat Management Unit (HMU), nor move the forest towards the wildlife 
habitat goals and objectives in the Forest Plan when compared to Alternative 2. 
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Aspen-birch habitat is important to a variety of wildlife species, including the ruffed grouse, which 
is the management indicator species for this habitat (EA 3.5, Table 11, pp 69). There are only four 
stands typed as aspen-paper birch in the project area and all four are declining due to maturity, with 
other species moving into the canopy.  All four stands are located in the South Carr Mountain IRA, 
so they are only proposed for treatment in Alternative 2.  Without some type of disturbance, aspen-
birch will succeed into northern hardwoods or softwoods, resulting in a loss of an important habitat 
type.  There are also two northern hardwood stands with a strong aspen-birch component that are 
proposed for clearcutting to create aspen-birch habitat. Alternative 2 will maintain aspen-birch habi-
tat where it is ecologically appropriate.    
 
An array of wildlife species on the Forest rely on regeneration age forest habitat (EA section 3.5). 
Currently there are zero acres of regeneration age class forest in both the project area and the 13,225 
acre Upper Rattlesnake Habitat Management Unit.  Alternative 2 will provide substantially more of 
this important habitat than other alternatives (EA, section 2.4, Table 2).     
 
Oak and pine habitats are important food and cover to many wildlife species. Both Alternatives 2 
and 3 propose treatments to maintain oak and pine where they occur in the project area.  Alternative 
2 proposes a shelterwood harvest and prescribed burn in stand 5-15 to ensure oak and pine domi-
nance, while Alternatives 1 and 3 propose no treatment.  Similar to the aspen-birch habitat, treat-
ment of oak-pine stands will provide high quality habitat and achieve the habitat and age class di-
versity called for in the project purpose.  Alternative 2 achieves this objective to the greatest extent 
without compromising the other resources examined. 
 
The effects of the alternatives on wildlife habitat were studied on a landscape scale, using the 
13,225 acres Upper Rattlesnake Habitat Management Unit as an appropriate analysis area.  The 
Forest Plan allocated 20% of this HMU to General Forest Management (MA 2.1), allowing timber 
harvest and the creation of regeneration age stands.  The remaining 80% of the Upper Rattlesnake 
HMU will continue to mature over time and forest species composition will gradually shift to shade 
tolerant species.  Maintaining as much oak, pine, aspen and birch as is ecologically feasible and cre-
ating regeneration age forest on MA 2.1 lands, as is proposed in Alternative 2, is important to habi-
tat diversity on the larger landscape. 
 
2.  Alternative 2 provides a sustainable yield of commercial forest products and best promotes 
health and vigor of the forest. 
 
Alternative 2 proposes harvest treatment in a total of 10 stands that are not proposed in Alternative 
3.  Altogether, Alternative 2 proposes 157 more acres of treatments than Alternative 3.     The vari-
ety of silvicultural treatments in Alternative 2 is designed to provide both a sustainable yield of 
commercial forest products and to promote forest health and vigor.   
 
Of the 10 stands, Alternative 2 proposes clearcuts in five mature stands (four aspen birch stands and 
one northern hardwood stand) to allow the next generation of trees the opportunity to grow to their 
full potential.  The average age of these five stands is close to 100 years old.  As shorter-lived spe-
cies such as aspen, paper birch and balsam fir have reached maturity, they have become more sus-
ceptible to disease and mortality.  Harvesting these stands as proposed in alternative 2 provides regen-
eration forest habitat while salvaging timber value and promoting the regeneration of vigorous, fast-
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growing trees that can effectively use the site.  Whereas, Alternative 1 and 3 will result in the eventual 
decline and disappearance of the aspen and birch.  Under Alternative 1 and 3 the northern hardwood 
stand will continue to grow slowly, losing more of the value as a commercial forest product as the 
stand matures and declines due to insect, disease and mortality.  
 
Alternative 2 also proposes treating two stands not included in Alternative 3 with a group selection 
harvest.   Stand 3-15, is a mixedwood stand (referred to as a stand that is dominated by both hard-
wood and softwood), and Stand 4-16, is dominated by northern hardwoods.  Advanced regeneration 
of spruce and fir in mixedwood stand 3-15 will be strongly represented in the resulting stocking of 
the group selection units.  Species diversity will be enhanced by retaining the young, thrifty under-
story of spruce and fir. The proposed treatments for stands 4-16 and 3-15 will produce a commercial 
product while maintaining uneven-aged stands, leading to improved vigor resulting from the regen-
erating trees in the groups. The other two alternatives will not produce these results; therefore not 
contributing to the purpose of the project. 
 
Additionally, Alternative 2 proposes treating two stands with single tree selection harvest that 
would not be treated in Alternative 1 or 3.  Stands 17-16 and 35-16 are northern hardwood stands 
with a hemlock component.  Single tree selection in these two stands will improve the quality of 
shade-tolerant understory (growing stock).  Beech trees that are susceptible to beech scale disease 
and sugar maple trees affected by the sugar maple borer would be harvested, while allowing the 
healthier, more vigorous trees to dominate.  These two stands will be left with a variety of tree sizes 
and ages, and a dense understory of tree regeneration. Less than a third of the stocking would be re-
moved to create space and light for seeds to germinate and for young trees to grow.  Alternative 2 
would produce more commercial forest product, yet provide a healthy forest for years to come. 
 
Finally, Alternative 2 proposes treating an Oak and Pine stand 5-15 that was discussed previously.  
This stand will provide an important commercial forest product now, and at the same time, continue 
to produce a healthy stand of oak and pine that will be dominant and vigorous.  Ultimately, this 
treatment will produce a higher quality stand for future harvest opportunities than what would occur 
in Alternative 1 and 3.   
 
In addition to the trade-off between the three alternatives, I have also considered the trade-off be-
tween the short-term negative effects and the long-term goals of the project to provide commercial 
forest products and promote the health and vigor of these stands.  The analysis considered the ef-
fects the proposed action will have on the roadless/wilderness character, vegetation, socio-economic 
conditions, wildlife habitat, soil productivity, water quality, and considerations for aquatic species, 
scenic resources, air quality, recreation, cultural heritage resources and private land. I recognize 
there are many short-term impacts.   I considered the trade-off of these short term impacts to the 
long-term benefits of this project.  I also found that the analysis identified no significant effects or 
for that matter concerns that would cause me to choose Alternatives 1 or Alternative 3. Forest health 
and vigor for future generations when combined with the ability to provide a commercial forest 
product now, are the factors that support my conclusion that Alternative 2 best meets the objectives 
of the project.  
  
3.  Alternative 2 meets the objective to maintain the existing road system and decommission 
roads that are unneeded in the future. 
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Both Alternatives 2 and 3 meet the project objective to maintain the existing road system and de-
commission unneeded roads.  No new roads will be constructed as a result of any alternative con-
sidered.   
 
4.  Consideration of the South Carr Inventoried Roadless Area Issue. 
 
I carefully considered the public comments requesting that no timber harvest occur in the areas that 
were inventoried as having roadless characteristics during the recent revision of the Forest Plan. Re-
spondents expressed concern that such activities would harm the character and biological and social 
value of the land, precluding consideration for wilderness designation in the future.  Alternative 3 
was developed to analyze the effects of no timber harvest or any treatments in the previously inven-
toried area.   
 
I believe it is important for me to note that the Stevens Brook Project area has been designated for 
forestry activities as well as dispersed recreation since the early 1970’s and each update or revision 
of the long range plan since that time has maintained that land management designation.  Despite 
the existing roads, the areas have continued to meet roadless area inventory criteria over the course 
of the last forty years under this land management designation in part because of the resilient nature 
of the ecosystem and also because of the careful planning and multiple objectives included in previ-
ous timber harvest projects. 
 
The roadless inventory was utilized to recommend additional wilderness as part of the Forest Plan-
ning process.  The Forest Plan made a recommendation to Congress that 34,500 acres be designated 
as wilderness in the Wild River valley and around the existing Sandwich Range Wilderness. Con-
gress followed these recommendations with the passage of the New England Wilderness Act in De-
cember of 2006. The remaining lands in the inventory that were not recommended for wilderness 
designation were assigned to management areas, consistent with Forest Service Handbook direction.   
Some of the management areas emphasize timber harvest and wildlife habitat creation, as is the case 
for Stevens Brook. These land management allocations were identified through a process that in-
volved thousands of people.  I find it necessary to articulate this because to consider the inventory 
that was done as part of the Forest Plan Revision as a final allocation would be incorrect.  The in-
ventory was not the allocation; it was a tool to help with the allocation process.   
 
Some members of the public are confused about whether the Stevens Brook project would affect 
lands that were part of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule inventory (USDA FS 2001). The South 
Carr IRA identified in the 2005 Forest Plan inventory is 22,265 acres in size. Approximately 17,219 
of these acres were identified in the earlier Roadless Area Conservation Rule inventory. The Ste-
vens Brook Project proposes no activity on lands identified as part of the Roadless Area Conserva-
tion Rule (RACR) inventory. The inventory that was done for the 2005 Forest Plan was never in-
tended to serve as a reservation of land or to be confused with the 2001 RACR. There is no legal 
requirement or agency policy requiring that the portion of the South Carr IRA in the Stevens Brook 
Project area be managed in accordance with requirements of the RACR.  
 
The Stevens Brook analysis studied the effects of the proposed actions on eight different roadless 
inventory criteria and four different wilderness capability criteria. The criteria addressed a host of 
characteristics addressing natural, cultural, and social values. This analysis determined that impacts 
to roadless inventory criteria and wilderness characteristics would be limited and short-term, and 
would not preclude future consideration or options for a different management approach for this 
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area when the Forest Plan is revised (EA, Section 3.2, pp 29). Some of the short-term effects from 
Alternative 2 involve the creation of skid trails, stumps and openings, affecting the untrammeled or 
natural appearance of the IRA. Noise from timber harvest and smoke from the prescribed burning 
would impact the project area during the life of the project (2-5 years). This would have a short-
term impact on solitude for off-trail hikers in the area. The analysis shows that less than 3.5 percent 
of the inventoried area will be harvested in a 10 year period, while the inventory criteria states that 
no more than twenty percent of the area should be harvested.   
 
The limited scope of the activities proposed in Alternative 2 is not expected to have any effect on 
the long-term ecological processes anywhere in the project area, including the South Carr Mountain 
Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA) because of careful project design, including the design features 
described in Chapter 2 of the EA, and the natural recuperative abilities of the land.  Alternative 2 is 
not expected to affect the natural appearance or integrity such that the option of considering this 
portion of the IRA for any future land use, including possible wilderness recommendation, would 
be precluded.  In making this decision, I have weighed, considered and disclosed the trade-off be-
tween short-term impacts of implementing this project in the IRA, and the long-term gain of meet-
ing the objectives of the project. 
 
Summary of Alternative 2: Stevens Brook Project Activities 
 
Detailed descriptions of the planned activities are included in Chapters 1 and 2 of the Environ-
mental Assessment, and in the project record. They are summarized in Table 1 (see attached Ste-
vens Brook Project Alternative 2 Proposed Action Map). 
 
  Table 1. Alternative 2: Proposed Activities 

Activity Unit 
Alternative 

2 
Vegetation Management
Clearcut (Regeneration Cut) Acres 49 
Shelterwood (Regeneration Cut) Acres 80 
Commercial Thinning Acres 22 
Group Selection  Acres 130 
Timber Stand Improvement Acres 27 
Single Tree Selection Acres 65 
Single Tree & Group Selection Cut Acres 13 
Total Area Acres 386 
Harvest Volume  MBF 3,300 
Permanent Wildlife Opening Maintenance    
Expand existing orchard Acres 3 

Transportation System   
Road Prehaul Maintenance  Miles 1.8 
Landings used: Existing/Constructed # 3/5 
Road Decommissioning (No ground disturbance) Miles 2 
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 Summary of why I selected Alternative 2. 
 
I selected Alternative 2 because it best meets the purpose and need for the project and achieves the 
goals described in Section 1.1 of the EA (Purpose of the Action and Need for Change). Alternative 
2 will increase wildlife habitat diversity the most by harvesting approximately 157 more acres than 
Alternative 3, and creates 3 acres of permanent wildlife opening. The trade-offs between the action 
and no action alternatives are well described in the analysis.  Likewise, the differences between ac-
tion alternatives are well understood. The timber harvest planned for these acres will improve the 
health and vigor of the stands, and enhance wildlife habitat by creating more diversity, increasing 
permanent wildlife opening habitat, and perpetuating aspen-birch, oak-pine and softwood habitat.  I 
also selected Alternative 2 because it meets the purpose and need while maintaining sensitivity to 
other values considered important to the public in this area.  I valued and considered the input and 
opinions expressed by everyone who commented on the project to assist me in making the best de-
cision possible.  After weighing the alternatives carefully, I have determined that Alternative 2 not 
only best meets the purpose and need, but also is the right thing to do for the long-term sustainabil-
ity of all the resources, including maintaining options related to the characteristics of the South Carr 
IRA. 
 
Best Available Science 
 
In addition to the best available science on which our 2005 Forest Plan and Final Environmental 
Impact Statement is based, the interdisciplinary team evaluated and applied more recent and ongo-
ing research in determining the environmental effects of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, including research 
suggested by the public.  The project record demonstrates a thorough review of relevant scientific 
information and consideration of responsible opposing views. Much of the scientific material used 
in the analysis is referred to in the EA, listed in Appendix D, and located in the project record. The 
Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) has taken the substantial compilation of scientific information devel-
oped for the Forest Plan revision and applied it to this project. The team consulted with other re-
source experts. I know that in the course of their analyses, the interdisciplinary team searched for 
and considered the latest research and consulted with their professional peers to insure the incorpo-
ration of the best available science on all resources, including dynamic resource issues such as 
white nose syndrome in bats, climate change, forest regeneration habitat, soil productivity, and wa-
ter quality. On 3/9/09, I personally consulted with two research scientists, William Leak and Mariko 
Yamasaki specifically regarding the Stevens Brook Project.  These researchers have spent over 30 
years studying ecosystems similar to the Stevens Brook project.  I consulted with them regarding 
the scope and extent of specific Stevens Brook project harvest activities in relationship to the larger 
landscape habitat.  The information and data provided by these two scientists have given me confi-
dence that this decision is well founded in research science and the effects that have been disclosed 
are accurate.  I felt that the overall research that was done to support this decision was thorough, on 
target and very useful. 
 
Alternatives Considered but not Selected 
 
Alternative 1 — No Action: This alternative was developed in response to the National Environ-
mental Policy Act requirement to include a “No Action” alternative to serve as a baseline for evalu-
ating effects of the action alternatives. Under this alternative, current activities such as road mainte-
nance of 1 mile of Forest Road 429 and the existing permanent wildlife opening maintenance such 
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as mowing would continue. None of the activities proposed in the Stevens Brook project would oc-
cur at this time. 
 
I did not select Alternative 1 because it fails to meet the purpose and need for the project and fails to 
take advantage of any opportunities to create desirable forest and wildlife habitat conditions. In the 
short term there would be a lack of forest regeneration age habitat in this HMU and in the long-term 
the aspen and paper birch habitat would continue to deteriorate.   The opportunity to perpetuate the 
oak habitat in the project area would also diminish.  Currently there is no regeneration age habitat in 
the entire 13,225 acre habitat management unit.  An associated Management Indicator species, 
Chestnut-sided warbler, must find nesting habitat somewhere else at this point in time. In addition, 
timber products would not be offered for sale. Alternative 1 does not move the project area towards 
the age class and habitat type objectives set forth for this HMU, and therefore do not meet the pur-
pose for the project. The no action alternative will continue to show roads in the forest road data-
base that are no longer needed.  The no action will continue to maintain 1 mile of Forest Road 429.   
 
Finally, the effects analyses conducted for the action alternatives did not reveal any concerns that 
caused me to give preference to the “No Action” alternative. 
 
Alternative 3 – No Harvest in the South Carr IRA:  This alternative responds to public concerns 
about harvesting trees and maintaining roads in the South Carr IRA. Letters regarding this topic are 
in the project record and referred to in the EA. Alternative 3 would harvest about 157 fewer acres 
than Alternative 2. Timber volume would be reduced by 1,100 MBF and silvicultural objectives to 
improve the quality of the residual stands would not be met.  In addition, this alternative reduces the 
opportunity to increase wildlife habitat diversity by creating more successional habitat through for-
est regeneration.  Maintaining the aspen-birch habitat diversity on four stands and perpetuating oak 
and pine in one stand would be foregone.   
 
In conclusion, I believe this alternative compromises the objectives of the project. The effects that 
distinguish this alternative from Alternative 2 are related to the characteristics necessary for future 
wilderness consideration.  The analysis concludes that the timber harvest activities proposed in Al-
ternative 2 would not result in an irreversible or irretrievable change in conditions of the previous 
inventory, or project area’s potential to be included in future roadless inventories, or its future eligi-
bility as potential wilderness. 
 
 I did not select Alternative 3 for the following reasons:  
 
1) It fails to take full advantage of the opportunity we have at this time to enhance the health and 

vigor of our forest stands, increase wildlife habitat diversity, in particular regeneration age class 
and aspen-birch and oak and pine habitat types. 

 
2) The effects analysis in the EA concluded that the level of timber harvest and the fact that there 

will be no new road construction planned in Alternative 2 would not preclude any future land 
management designations when the Forest Plan is revised. 
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Alternatives Considered but Not Fully Evaluated 
 
Public review and comments included a request to develop an alternative similar in scope to Alter-
native 2 (in terms of board feet, unit costs, and net value) but outside of the South Carr IRA in order 
to facilitate a fair comparison with the proposed action. 

 
I considered this alternative but rejected it because it is a duplication within the existing range of 
alternatives. Alternative 3 responds to the specific issue raised by the public during the scoping pe-
riod for an alternative that “does not log or build roads in the South Carr Mountain inventoried 
roadless area.” Furthermore, considering additional stands or increasing acreage of stands being 
treated outside of the South Carr IRA, yet within the MA 2.1 (and within the Upper Rattlesnake 
Habitat Management Unit) would violate accepted silvicultural practices. I found the alternative not 
only duplicative of Alternative 3, but also unreasonable. Mature stands not proposed for harvest 
found in MA 2.1, but outside the South Carr IRA were deferred because they are adjacent to recent 
harvests, or may have visual or other resource concerns, or they are unsuited for timber harvest. 
 
A more detailed rationale for not analyzing an alternative similar in scope to Alternative 2 but out-
side the IRA can be found in EA 2.3, pp 19. 

Public Involvement 
The Stevens Brook project was first listed on the Quarterly Schedule of Proposed Actions for the 
White Mountain National Forest on October 2004. The Stevens Brook proposal (August, 2006) was 
sent to interested groups and individuals, including abutters, local newspapers, and various agencies 
and organizations. The scoping letter was also posted on the Forest website, and email notification 
was sent to approximately 800 interested groups and individuals.  
 
Comments received during the 2006 scoping period were utilized in the early stages of identifying 
issues and developing possible alternatives to the proposed project. 
 
 In July 2008, the Preliminary Stevens Brook Environmental Assessment was distributed to those 
who had previously commented or expressed interest in the analysis. Email notification was sent 
and the document was posted on the Forest website for the formal 30-day comment period. A legal 
notice announcing the formal 30-day comment period was published in the New Hampshire Union 
Leader. This review period gave the public another opportunity to comment on our project and the 
environmental analysis with the predicted effects of the three alternatives. The comments we re-
ceived in this time period were used to strengthen our analysis, address new areas of concern, make 
minor corrections and clarifications, and complete the project record. 
 
Issue Identification 
 
With scoping period, the formal 30-day review and comment period, and numerous field visits by 
Forest Service resource specialists, we have had many opportunities to identify concerns associated 
with the Stevens Brook project. The interdisciplinary team refined the project design when neces-
sary and appropriate to resolve concerns, or addressed them in the effects analyses. Concerns that 
could not be dealt with through minor project design changes or adequate analysis were identified 
as issues and used to develop alternatives. 
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The only issue that could not be resolved with the proposed action was the concern expressed re-
garding the potential effects of timber harvest in the South Carr Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA). 
Some thought that the proposed activities would adversely affect the degree to which lands meet 
roadless inventory criteria and wilderness characteristics of the IRA, reducing the size of the area 
that will meet inventory criteria in the future and precluding future consideration for wilderness des-
ignation. This public concern led to the formation of Alternative 3: No Harvest in South Carr 2005 
IRA.  
 

Findings Required By Other Laws and Regulations 
 
The activities and effects of my selected alternative are required to be consistent with particular 
laws, regulations, and agency directives. I have determined that my decision to implement Alterna-
tive 2 meets the required findings as summarized below. 
 
National Forest Management Act:  
 
Consistency with the Forest Plan —The Stevens Brook Project is designed to move the project 
area towards the desired condition described in the White Mountain National Forest’s Land and Re-
source Management Plan.  The Forest Plan did not authorize this site specific action, but provided a 
programmatic framework for development of this proposal.  As required by NFMA Section 1604(i), 
I now find this project to be consistent with the Forest Plan. The Stevens Brook project is located in 
Management Area 2.1, where the purpose includes general forest management to produce a sus-
tained yield of timber products and a mix of wildlife habitats. I have reviewed the purpose of the 
project and the activities to be implemented and determined that they are consistent with the goals 
and objectives of Management Area 2.1 lands described in Chapter 3 (pp  3-3 to 3-4) of the Forest 
Plan. Alternative 2 also complies with Forest-wide standards and guidelines in Chapter 2 of the 
Forest Plan, as well as those specific to this management area listed in Chapter 3.  Alternative 2 will 
result in a healthier, more resilient Forest in accordance with both the spirit and the letter of the For-
est Plan. 

 
This decision is consistent with National Forest Management Act requirements for timber harvest, 
at 16 U.S.C. 1604 (g)(2)(E) and 16 U.S.C. 1604(m)(1). This finding is based on Forest Plan objec-
tives and direction and review of site specific conditions by agency professionals. These specialists 
examined the site conditions, verified inventory data, and shared their findings before assigning a 
silvicultural treatment. Their field notes and supporting documentation are in the project record. 

 
Lands Suitable for Timber Management — I have determined that harvesting will be done on 
land that is suitable for timber management. The suitability analysis conducted during forest plan-
ning identified Management Area 2.1 lands suitable for timber management, subject to site-specific 
verification as project activities are proposed. I have reviewed the actions included in Alternative 2 
and have considered the environmental effects disclosed in the project Environmental Assessment. I 
also considered timber stand inventory data which showed productive forests, well-stocked with 
trees. Every forest stand considered for harvest in this analysis has been visited and examined by 
foresters to verify suitability for timber management (project record); essentially field-checking the 
Forest Plan-level analysis. The lands comprising Alternative 2 have not been withdrawn from tim-
ber production by an Act of Congress, the Secretary of Agriculture, or Chief of the Forest Service, 
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nor have they been deemed inappropriate for timber production due to assignment to other resource 
uses or poor cost efficiency.  

 
Appropriateness of Even-aged Timber Management — One hundred and twenty nine acres 
(about 33% of the total harvest acres) have even-aged prescriptions. Of these acres, forty nine acres 
will be clearcut to regenerate northern hardwoods and eighty acres will be a shelterwood harvest. 
Clearcutting is prescribed in stands of predominantly northern hardwood or paper birch. Shelter-
wood is prescribed in stands that are predominantly red oak, white pine, or mixedwood.  Clearcuts 
are proposed in areas of low quality or mature trees to allow the next generation of trees to grow at 
their full potential.  This treatment promotes a mix of trees that require sunlight such as aspen and 
paper birch.  Shelterwood treatment is an even-aged harvest; however, it is not considered a clear-
cut.  Shelterwood in this project is prescribed for oak and pine stands, a mixedwood stand, and a 
northern hardwood stand with an oak component.  The treatment objective for these stands is to im-
prove the growing conditions and increase the composition of oak and pine.  Stands 5-15, 13-15, 2-
16 and 3-16 will be harvested to leave a partial overstory in order to promote seedling establish-
ment, followed by a prescribed burn that would reduce the understory shade and remove accumu-
lated leaf litter and logging slash.  Optimal regeneration will occur in areas with low levels of un-
derstory shade and exposed mineral soils.     

 
Field investigations by the interdisciplinary team have assured me that the assigned even-aged pre-
scriptions are the most appropriate given the current species mix, stand conditions, soils, and man-
agement objectives. I have reviewed and agree with the predicted effects of implementing these pre-
scriptions as discussed in the EA in section 3. 

 
a) Clearcutting prescribed for Stands 2-15, 20-15, 10-16, 11-16, 19-16, and 30-16 is the optimum 
harvest method (as described below) given the existing stand conditions. The 6 stands range in size 
from 6 to 12 acres, the average size of a clearcut being 8 acres. These are northern hardwood or pa-
per birch stands with predominantly mature trees.  These stands offer the best opportunities to re-
generate aspen-birch or northern hardwoods in the area and to create regeneration forest habitat for 
wildlife, which is currently lacking in the Upper Rattlesnake HMU.  

 
As described above, the even-aged prescriptions assigned in the Stevens Brook project are appro-
priate for the species and site conditions and will help meet management objectives for wildlife 
habitat in the HMU. In addition, the prescriptions are consistent with the direction provided in the 
Forest Plan:  
 
b) Clearcutting and the shelterwood harvests will create younger, vigorous stands, which will be 
interspersed on the landscape with stands of mixed older ages and sizes. 
 
c) Wildlife Habitat Management objectives in Chapter 1 of the Forest Plan (pp 1-20 and 1-21) in-
clude the creation of regeneration age forest and open habitats to sustain biological diversity and 
support species that prefer those habitats. The regeneration age class will be created on 49 acres 
with clearcut prescriptions.  
 
d) Even-aged harvest is needed to achieve vegetative and other multiple use desired conditions and 
objectives (USDA Forest Service 2005a pp  B-3 and B-4) The Stevens Brook project will contribute 
toward that goal. 
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Optimality of Clearcutting -- The previous section explains how even-aged timber management, 
including the planned 49 acres of clearcutting to regenerate northern hardwoods is appropriate for 
addressing the existing stand conditions to achieve desired conditions in the project area. Prescrip-
tions were developed by professional foresters and a professional wildlife biologist with expertise in 
tree harvest, regeneration, and wildlife habitat who visited each stand to examine the site conditions 
and verify the inventory data before assigning a silvicultural treatment. These field notes and sup-
porting documentation are in the project record. This finding of optimality is grounded in field work 
and review of site specific conditions by agency experts using the methodology for review set forth 
in internal agency guidance.  

 
Clearcutting is the optimal method for removing the mature stands to promote regeneration of a 
healthy new stand of trees, and will create conditions where sunlight reaches the forest floor causing 
hardwood seeds to germinate and seedlings to grow rapidly. Clearcutting also stimulates the germi-
nation of raspberries, blackberries, pin cherry, and various forbs and grasses whose seeds respond to 
the abundance of light and warming of the forest floor. If clearcutting is not used in these stands, 
and either no cutting or partial cutting (shelterwood, thinning, selection cutting) were chosen as the 
harvest method, the lower-quality shade tolerant understory will continue to grow, and paper birch 
will die out.  Paper birch or aspen seedlings, berries, and herbaceous plants that are valuable for 
wildlife will not be produced. The other harvest methods would not be as successful in moving 
these stands towards the desired future condition. The vegetative responses and effects of clearcut-
ting are described in detail in Section 3 of the EA, as well as in the resource specialists’ reports in 
the project record. 
 
I have considered the site-specific information and the recommendation of the professional foresters 
and wildlife biologist, as well as public comments gathered by the interdisciplinary team and their 
resulting recommendation to clearcut the stands listed above.   I have studied the analysis and con-
clusions regarding vegetation and wildlife habitat in the Stevens Brook EA, and the supporting sci-
ence and other data in the project record, including the analysis of the HMU, and pertinent parts of 
the Forest Plan.  Further, my professional experience and my observations of former clearcuts in 
nearby northern hardwood stands in the project area confirm that clearcutting is a proven and valu-
able tool for regenerating northern hardwoods. I therefore determine that, when considering stand 
conditions, known silvicultural responses of northern hardwoods, and our desired conditions for the 
area, clearcutting is the optimum silvicultural prescription for Stands 2-15, 20-15, 10-16, 11-16, 19-
16, and 30-16. 
 
Other Requirements for Vegetative Manipulation Including Assurance of Restocking  
 
1) The prescription should be best suited to the multiple-use goals established for the area 
with potential environmental, biological, cultural resource, aesthetic, engineering, and eco-
nomic impacts, as stated in the regional guides and Forest Plans. The Stevens Brook EA dem-
onstrates that Alternative 2 is consistent with the multiple use goals and objectives stated in Chapter 
1 of the Forest Plan, and in particular for Management Area 2.1 as described in Chapter 3 of the 
Forest Plan. The silvicultural prescriptions are initially developed to address site-specific vegetation 
and wildlife habitat needs, and are then reviewed by the interdisciplinary team and adjusted as nec-
essary to ensure the protection of other resources. See Chapter 3 of the Stevens Brook EA for de-
tailed discussions on the effects of timber harvest on biological, cultural, scenic, transportation, 
economic, and many other resources. 
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2) The prescription should assure that lands can be adequately restocked except where per-
manent openings are created for wildlife habitat improvement, vistas, recreation uses and 
similar practices. The silvicultural prescriptions assure that lands managed for timber production 
can be adequately restocked. A review of stocking surveys on the White Mountain National Forest 
has shown consistently successful restocking of areas receiving regeneration cutting (clearcuts) 
within 5 years of harvest. We have learned from past harvesting and Project development was in-
formed by restocking success on similar sites. Timber types and site conditions in the Stevens 
Brook project area are the same or very similar to other areas on the White Mountain National For-
est where restocking has met this requirement. I have reviewed the data and conditions in all of the 
stands proposed for harvest, and find that restocking within 5 years is not a concern.  Based on the 
site specific field data in the record and my own review of the project area, I am confident of suc-
cessful restocking of the forest stands with clearcut prescriptions.  

 
3) The prescription should not be chosen primarily because it would give the greatest dollar 
return or the greatest output of timber, although these factors shall be considered. Alternative 
2 is not chosen because it would give the greatest dollar return or the greatest output of timber. As 
described above, I have selected Alternative 2 because it best addresses specific conditions in the 
stands while moving the land toward the desired conditions we anticipate in the future, and does so 
in an environmentally responsive manner as described in Chapter 3 of the EA. Although economics 
has been analyzed and documented as appropriate pursuant to NEPA, the harvest method or pre-
scription was not chosen because it would give the greatest dollar return or greatest timber output. 

  
4) The prescription should be chosen after considering potential effects on residual trees and 
adjacent stands. Prescriptions for the Stevens Brook project direct the marking and removal of 
trees to be harvested, as well as the protection of residual trees. Operating seasons have been as-
signed to avoid harvesting when the bark of residual trees is most susceptible to damage. Trees are 
marked for cutting by experienced personnel who plan for the protection of residual trees in and ad-
jacent to cutting areas. Trained and experienced timber sale administrators will lay out skid trails 
and administer loggers’ operations to assure that remaining trees are protected. Timber sale con-
tracts include a provision requiring protection of residual trees, and timber sale administrators en-
sure protection measures are followed during harvesting operations. The predicted effects on resid-
ual trees and adjacent stands are discussed in Section 3 of the EA.  
 
5) The prescription should avoid permanent impairment of site productivity and ensure con-
servation of soil and water resources. The prescription maintains site productivity and ensures 
conservation of soil and water resources. The Soil section of Chapter 3 in the Stevens Brook Envi-
ronmental Assessment (Section 3.6) acknowledges that atmospheric deposition of sulfates contrib-
utes to a reduction of calcium (an important nutrient for a number of native tree species) in forest 
soils. Also, references in this section to the Forest Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement ex-
plain that modeling indicates timber harvesting is a small factor in the reduction of soil calcium, and 
that no impact on long-term soil productivity is expected from this practice on the White Mountain 
National Forest. This project includes no whole-tree harvesting, and Forest Plan standards requiring 
tree tops and limbs to be scattered on harvest areas and skid trails will maintain site productivity. 
The application of Forest Plan standards and guidelines, Best Management Practices, and project 
design features will prevent detrimental soil compaction, erosion, and sediment delivery to streams, 
and will conserve water and maintain water quality and soil productivity in the project area. As de-
scribed in the EA, consideration of the best available science as well as monitoring and careful pro-
ject design will ensure continued site productivity and protection of soil and water resources. This 
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finding is based upon site specific data and analysis performed by the Forest soil scientist. The soil 
scientist is an expert in local conditions and the techniques of evaluating potential effects on the soil 
resource from harvesting and road work.  The soil scientist conducted his analysis using evaluation 
methods set forth in the agency’s internal guidance and Forest Plan direction.  His experience with 
the same type of action on similar soils informed the soil analysis for the Stevens Brook project. 
 
6) The prescription should provide the desired effects on water quantity and quality, wildlife 
and fish habitat, regeneration of desired tree species, forage production, recreation uses, aes-
thetic values, and other resource yields. Silvicultural prescriptions incorporate and comply with 
Forest Plan standards and guidelines, Best Management Practices, and project design features to 
maintain water quality and quantity, and to protect fish habitat. Prescriptions have been applied to 
similar timber types and site conditions on the White Mountain National Forest for decades, with 
consistent results in producing regeneration of desired tree species, wildlife habitat, and forage. 
Recreation effects will be minimal, hunting opportunities may be enhanced from habitat changes. 
Some changes in scenery will be noticeable, but the silvicultural prescriptions comply with scenery 
management objectives for the area and the effects to the natural appearance in the area will mini-
mize with time as discussed in Section 3.9 of the EA. My study of the environmental effects in 
Chapter 3 of the EA reveals that the project was designed to provide beneficial effects and as such 
will result in minimal adverse effects on the resources listed.  
 
7) The prescriptions are practical in terms of transportation and harvesting requirements and 
total costs of preparation, logging, and administration. No new road construction is required to 
carry out this project; road maintenance prior to hauling timber will be performed by the timber sale 
purchaser. Timber sale operations will use equipment commonly used by loggers in the White 
Mountain National Forest. Harvesting requires no specialized equipment or unusual procedures. 
Preparation and administration of the timber sale project is representative of typical projects for this 
area.  
 
8) The prescription complies with the requirement regarding culmination of mean annual in-
crement. (16 U.S.C. 1604(m)(1)).  Stands with clearcut prescriptions have passed the age where the 
culmination of mean annual increment of growth has occurred. I base this determination on the data 
in the project record, field investigations by professional foresters, and information in Chapter 3 of 
the White Mountain National Forest’s Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Forest Plan. 
 
Endangered Species Act: The Pemigewasset District wildlife biologist completed a Biological 
Evaluation of the potential effects to federally-listed threatened, endangered, proposed and Regional 
Forester sensitive species with potential habitat in the Stevens Brook project area. The determina-
tion of the effects of Alternative 2 is detailed in the Biological Evaluation in the project record and 
in Chapter 3 of the EA, and summarized as follows: 
 
1) Regional Forester Sensitive Species: Project activities may impact individuals, but would not 
likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or 
species of; Eastern small-footed myotis; Autumn coral-root; butternut; American ginseng. 
 
2) Project activities would cause no impact to the population or species of Northern bog lemming, 
wood turtle, or ameletid mayflies (Ameletus Browni) or (Ameletus tertius). 
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3) Project activities would have no effect on any other threatened, endangered, or proposed species 
and no impact to any other Regional Forester sensitive species. 

 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act: This decision is consistent with this Act and Executive Order 13186 
regarding the responsibilities of Federal agencies to protect migratory birds. As required by the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the Forest Service and U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service to 
promote the conservation of migratory birds, the EA (Chapter 3.5) evaluates the likely effects to 
migratory birds known to nest and breed on the White Mountain National Forest. The project is de-
signed to enhance the habitat diversity that supports an array of migratory birds on the Forest. Crea-
tion of the 0 to 9 year old regeneration age class habitat in particular will support the population of 
migratory birds dependent upon this type of habitat, which is currently absent within the entire 
HMU. Application of Forest Plan standards and guidelines would maintain snags and cavity trees in 
all managed stands. Therefore most effects would be beneficial to nesting birds, and there would be 
no significant adverse effects. 
 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA):  The Stevens Brook Project environmental analysis 
was conducted following the procedures and requirements contained in this Act. The documentation 
of the analysis resulting in the Environmental Assessment and this Decision Notice also comply 
with the Act’s requirements.   The record contains supporting scientific data from the project site 
that is the best science available.  In addition, the IDT used both their own expertise as well as the 
best published scientific information in the design of this proposal.  Other resource experts, includ-
ing State agencies, were contacted and their views on purpose and need, effects, and alternatives 
solicited during this process.   Scientific information submitted by the public was considered and 
analyzed during project development.  Applicable monitoring information was also used to inform 
project design. 
 
This decision for the Stevens Brook proposal is based upon an environmental assessment, finding of 
no significant impact, and the record supporting these documents.   An environment assessment un-
der the NEPA regulations is a concise statement which provides sufficient evidence and analysis to 
determine whether a proposed project will create a significant effect on the environment.   In con-
sidering the NEPA regulations, it is important to distinguish the different roles played by an envi-
ronmental assessment and the more rigorous analysis required of an environmental impact state-
ment.  
 
NEPA requires the IDT to consider the key facets of environmental effects of a proposed action, 
and inform both the public and the decision-maker of the environmental aspects prior to making a 
decision. NEPA requires that we take a hard look at environmental effects, but does not require 
agencies to elevate environmental concerns over other appropriate considerations.  The IDT has 
fully and comprehensively disclosed the environmental effects of the proposed Stevens Brook pro-
ject based upon the best available science, field study, resource inventory and survey, and applica-
tion of professional expertise. 
 
Executive Order 11990 (wetlands) and 11988 (floodplains): Alternative 2 is in compliance with 
these orders. As discussed in Section 3.7 of the EA, wetlands and floodplains would be protected. 
 
Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice: Based on current demographic information, the 
Towns of Rumney and Wentworth have no recorded minority populations and low income popula-
tions are well below the state and county averages. Implementation of Alternative 2 will not cause 
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disproportionate human health or environmental effects to low income, minority, or any other seg-
ment of the population. 
 
Clean Water Act: The beneficial uses of water in streams draining the project area would be main-
tained during and following the implementation of Alternative 2. As the water, fish and aquatic 
habitat, and soils sections of the EA (Chapter 3) make clear, application of Forest Plan standards 
and guidelines, Best Management Practices, and project design features will ensure protection of 
water resources. 
 
Clean Air Act: The Air Resources section in the Stevens Brook project Environmental Assessment 
analyzes the effects of the proposed activities on air quality. This analysis found that National Am-
bient Air Quality Standards are not likely to be exceeded by these activities as they are planned in 
Alternative 2. 
 
National Historic Preservation Act: A Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Report was completed 
for the project area based on field surveys and a review of historic maps and literature. All known 
sites will be protected during project operations. The report and protection measures have been ap-
proved by the New Hampshire State Historic Preservation Office. Alternative 2 complies with this 
Act. 
 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: None of Stevens Brook has been identified as eligible for designation 
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Alternative 2 will not affect any designated or eligible rivers 
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
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Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the Stevens Brook Project 
 

Findings  
Based on my review of the Stevens Brook project Environmental Analysis and documentation, I 
have determined that the activities included in Alternative 2 will not individually or cumulatively 
have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment. Therefore, preparation of an en-
vironmental impact statement is not required. This finding is based on the context and intensity of 
the actions (40 C.F.R. § 1508.27) explained as follows: 
 
Context 
The significance of an action varies with the setting. In the case of a site-specific action, signifi-
cance usually depends on the effects in the locale rather than in the world as a whole. Both short 
and long-term effects are relevant (40 CFR 1508.27).  
 
The activities planned in the Stevens Brook project are similar to others completed on the White 
Mountain National Forest and are within the range of effects anticipated in the Forest Plan FEIS. 
Where appropriate, the EA references analysis and conclusions from the FEIS. While similar to 
other activities on the Forest, this project does not set a precedent for any future actions on the 
White Mountain National Forest or any other National Forest. 
 
This project should be viewed in the context of other management on the White Mountain National 
Forest. More than half (53%) of the Forest is allocated to management areas emphasizing dispersed 
recreation experiences within unroaded landscapes. These management areas provide older forest 
conditions and large blocks of non-manipulated landscapes that are valued for both their ecological 
and social character. The remaining 47% of the Forest is in management areas that allow timber 
management activities, road systems for public access, developed recreation areas, non-motorized 
trails, Nordic and downhill skiing, snowmobiling, and a host of other activities. These management 
areas can provide regeneration age forest habitat that is important to many wildlife species (USDA 
Forest Service 2005c pp 18, 23). The Stevens Brook project encompasses 386 acres in the General 
Forest Management Area, less than 0.1 percent of the Forest. 
 
The environmental effects of Alternative 2 are analyzed at varying scales, such as within the project 
area, or across landscapes such as a watershed, Habitat Management Unit, or Town. The analysis 
area differs for each resource and the rationale for each analysis area is provided in Chapter 3 of the 
EA. Activities associated with my decision would be confined to the Stevens Brook project area. I 
have reviewed the cumulative effects of past management, combined with this project and reasona-
bly foreseeable future actions as they are disclosed in Chapter 3 of the Environmental Assessment, 
and feel that the context of this decision is limited to the land in and adjacent to the project area. 
The project’s relatively small scale limits its effects. The analysis in Chapter 3 indicates that appli-
cation of Forest Plan standards and guidelines, Best Management Practices, project design features, 
and appropriate silvicultural prescriptions will minimize adverse impacts to all resources (EA, 2.5, 
pp 20-24).  
 
The context for the IRA analysis of effects of Alternative 2 and the degree to which lands meet 
roadless inventory criteria and wilderness characteristics is limited to the South Carr IRA. Roadless 
inventory criteria and wilderness characteristics relate to one specific area, identified in the EA as 
the cumulative effects area, and the Stevens Brook project will not affect any other IRA (EA, 3.2).   
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Intensity 
Intensity is a measure of the severity, extent, or quantity of effects, and is based on information 
from Chapter 3 of the Environmental Assessment and the project record. I have determined that the 
interdisciplinary team considered the effects of Alternative 2 appropriately and thoroughly with an 
analysis that is responsive to concerns and issues raised by the public. They have taken a hard look 
at the environmental effects using the best available science as well as their knowledge of the site-
specific conditions in the project area gained from numerous field visits. I am confident regarding 
my finding of no significant impact as measured by the intensity of effects using the following ten 
factors (40 C.F.R. 1508.27b).  
 
1) Both Beneficial and Adverse Impacts have been Considered. I considered both beneficial 

and adverse impacts resulting from implementing Alternative 2 as disclosed in Chapter 3 
of the EA.  
The analysis discloses long-term beneficial effects and short-term adverse effects to soil, water, 
wildlife and other resources. I know that each resource specialist analyzed, and the measure-
ments of effects were carefully chosen to reveal, both beneficial and adverse effects. Due to 
careful project design that incorporates extensive protective measures (Forest Plan standards 
and guidelines, Best Management Practices, and site-specific design features as described in the 
EA, Section 2.5), there are only minimal or short-term negative effects predicted from imple-
menting Alternative 2.  For example, the analysis presents some short term negative effects to 
wildlife such as noise and disturbance from human presence during operations and the dis-
placement of animals during harvest activities (EA section 3.5, pp 70-80). Soil effects described 
in the analysis disclose approximately 34 acres of soil disturbance, or 8.8 percent of the 386 
acres of treatments proposed in Alternative 2 (EA section 3.6, page 94).  The analysis shows 
that harvest can create measurable negative impacts to water quality, but the basal area reduc-
tion in this proposal will stay below 15%, well below the 25% removal threshold for adverse ef-
fects. The watershed analysis also shows that no more than 7% of any of the perennial water-
shed would be treated by even-aged regeneration harvesting methods, so harvest is unlikely to 
result in changes in water quality, including pH and total aluminum.  Based on studies of similar 
projects at nearby Hubbard Brook research forest, potential negative effects to water quality will 
be short term and well mitigated by best management practices, limited operating periods or de-
sign features for the project (EA section 3.7, pp 108-114).  Effects to the natural appearance of 
the landscape were minimized by project design to short term textural changes in the existing 
tree canopy as seen from viewpoints (EA section 3.9, pp 120-123).  Effects to air quality from 
the proposed prescribed fire would be minimized by project design features and limited to the 
days of actual prescribed burning (EA section 3.10, pp 127-128). Chapter 3 of the Environ-
mental Assessment demonstrates that none of these adverse effects are directly, indirectly, or 
cumulatively significant. 
 
The beneficial effects to habitat diversity and forest health are longer in duration and described 
in the Vegetation and Wildlife sections of Chapter 3 (EA sections 3.3 and 3.5, respectively).  As 
demonstrated both in monitoring data and the resulting on-the-ground conditions for similar 
projects, ecosystem functions and processes will not be significantly impaired by this project.  
As a result of this action the project area will be better able to respond to stress from drought, 
insects, disease and other factors.   
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2) Effects on Public Health and Safety. Alternative 2 does not contain actions that would be ex-
pected to create unmanageable risks to public health or safety. All changes in traffic patterns 
that could affect public health and safety were identified and analyzed (EA section 3.4, pp 55-
62), revealing minor effects in the project area along Buffalo Road and Forest Road 429. Pre-
scribed fire will be applied under strict prescriptions designed to minimize smoke and prevent 
the risk of escape. Health effects of smoke are discussed in the Air Quality analysis (EA section 
3.10, pp 126-129). Implementing Alternative 2 will not have significant effects on public health 
and safety.  

 
3) Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural re-

sources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically 
critical areas. There are no parklands, prime farmland, Wilderness areas, research natural areas, 
or ecologically critical areas in or near the project area, and therefore none would be adversely 
affected by implementing Alternative 2. The interdisciplinary team spent many days covering 
the ground in the project area and have identified areas to be protected. Wetlands, seeps, vernal 
pools, bear-clawed beech, and other habitats of concern, such as deer wintering areas, will be 
protected by the application of Forest Plan standards and guidelines, Best Management Prac-
tices, and project design features (EA, 2.5, pp 20-24). The selected alternative will not violate 
standards for Outstanding Resource Waters in New Hampshire (EA, section 3.7, page 110).  
None of the proposed activities in Alternative 2 would result in an irreversible or irretrievable 
change in the condition of the South Carr IRA, its potential to be included in the future roadless 
inventories, or its future eligibility as potential wilderness (EA, section 3.2 pp 29-42).  None of 
Stevens Brook has been identified as eligible for designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act.  

 
4) The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be 

highly controversial. Controversy refers to situations where there is substantial dispute in the 
scientific community with regard to the effects of a federal action. Our discussions with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the New Hampshire Department of Fish and Game, and the State 
Historic Preservation Office did not identify any scientific controversy regarding the effects of 
Alternative 2 on the biological or physical environment. Past and ongoing research at the nearby 
Hubbard Brook and Bartlett Experimental Forests reinforces the scientific validity of the activi-
ties planned in Alternative 2 and analysis of their predicted effects. Past monitoring on the 
WMNF further increases our certainty that effects from this project will be as described in the 
EA (WMNF Monitoring Reports for 1993-2007, see project record). The resource specialists 
assigned to the Stevens Brook project considered extensive scientific research, including that 
submitted by the public, to determine its applicability to the Stevens Brook project and found no 
controversy related to the predicted effects. Based on these factors, and the analysis provided by 
Forest Service resource specialists as documented in the Environmental Assessment, I have 
concluded that the effects of Alternative 2 on the quality of the human environment are not con-
troversial.  

 
5) The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain 

or involve unique or unknown risks.  All of the activities to be implemented under Alternative 
2 are common, typical actions that have occurred regularly on the White Mountain National 
Forest on similar topography, and in similar forest types and similar watersheds. We have har-
vested timber in similar habitats in the project area and across the Forest in the last several dec-
ades. We have maintained many miles of similar forest roads, and maintained hundreds of acres 
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of wildlife openings in the past. Our workforce is highly skilled in planning and implementing 
the project activities. As a result of this experience, past monitoring, and available literature, Al-
ternative 2 includes many design features that will minimize effects to our resources (EA, sec-
tion 2.4, pp 20-24). 

 
The analysis of effects in the Environmental Assessment shows that the effects of all actions 
and mitigation measures are predictable and do not involve unique or unknown risk. The range 
of site characteristics is similar to those taken into consideration and disclosed in Chapter 3 of 
the Forest Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), and the predicted effects of this 
project are within the range anticipated in the FEIS and the Record of Decision. The body of 
knowledge gained through years of timber sale contract administration, records of timber sale 
inspections, thousands of acres of stand examinations, monitoring reviews, botany, fish, and 
wildlife surveys, and applied research provide me with a basis for determining that there will be 
no highly uncertain effects or unique or unknown risks associated with this project.  

 
Monitoring is a part of the Forest’s annual workload (see annual monitoring reports in the pro-
ject record). Most recently, the Pemigewasset Ranger District reviewed two nearby timber sales 
with mitigation measures similar to those proposed for Stevens Brook.  Monitoring of the Right 
Angle Timber Sale when it was 95% complete noted that, “Erosion control Objectives were 
met.  Reviewed skid trails and crossing at intermittent stream.  Trails have seeded in well, and 
no erosion was seen despite heavy rain in the past month.” On the nearby and similar 
Batchelder Brook Vegetation Management Project, the Hillock Timber Sale was monitored 
when the project was 25% complete.  In stands where harvest was restricted to the winter sea-
son, we noted very frozen ground conditions.  There was a solid layer of hard ice and snow on 
which the operation was taking place.  The monitoring review asked whether the project design 
features were effective.  The monitoring report concluded, “Conditions were perfect.  Soil pro-
tection measures were very effective due to amount of snow and frozen conditions.”  In sum-
mary, mitigation measures have been proven effective by past experience and documented in 
mitigation effectiveness monitoring for projects of similar activities in similar environments.  
The results show potential adverse impacts are effectively minimized and no significant effects 
result from the timber harvest activities. 

 
One topic for which a certain level of uncertainty does exist is climate change. The Stevens 
Brook project record includes literature reviews exploring the connections between climate 
change and many of our natural resources. Climate change refers to the changes in global tem-
perature and precipitation patterns that result from increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide and 
other greenhouse gases.  These changes could cause ecosystem disturbances that alter ecosys-
tem functions, species interactions, population biology and plant and animal distribution.  

Current evidence indicates that sustainable forest management contributes to sequestering car-
bon dioxide, an important greenhouse gas. Uncertainty exists regarding the effects climate 
change may have on a given area over the long-term. Strategies to meet the challenge include 
flexible approaches and adaptive methods that include managing for ecosystem resistance, resil-
ience and adaptation (Millar and others 2007). Ecosystem resistance refers to the ability of eco-
systems to resist changes in function and process caused by disturbances. Ecosystem resilience 
refers to the ability of ecosystems to return to their original function and processes following 
disturbance. Adaptation refers to the ability of ecosystems to adapt to changing conditions. To 
maintain forest ecosystem resistance and resiliency, the Forest Plan emphasizes sustaining a di-
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versity of forest structures and species across the landscape, using a flexible, adaptive approach 
(USDA-FS 2005a, pp 1-3, 1-17, 1-20 to 1-21, 3-3, 4-3). By sustaining a diversity of forest struc-
tures and species, the White Mountain National Forest ecosystem will be better prepared to re-
cover from larger scale disturbances. The Forest Plan also requires monitoring of forest vegeta-
tion for significant changes to forest health and forest threats that are present (USDA-Forest 
Service 2005a, p. 4-3; annual monitoring reports). The Forest Plan FEIS discusses climate 
change and uncertainties associated with predicting the effects on forest vegetation (USDA-
Forest Service 2005b, pp 3-93, 3-191, and 3-226-244).  

Climate change is a concern of global scope, and there is some uncertainty regarding the degree 
and timeframes for geographic shifts of forest communities and species habitat. Until interac-
tions with local conditions such as topography and soils are better understood, detailed project-
level analysis will not be useful. A national Forest Service policy document on addressing cli-
mate change in NEPA analyses (USDA 2009) acknowledges that we should not ignore this im-
portant topic, but that, “(i)t is not currently feasible to quantify the indirect effects of individual 
or multiple projects on global climate change”. Recent regeneration experience, coupled with 
science-based actions oriented toward resistance, response and resilience, is the best predictor of 
outcomes. Stevens Brook vegetation treatments are designed to be sustainable and contribute 
toward the Forest Plan goals and desired conditions, which are intended to maintain forest resis-
tance and resilience.  Alternative 2 is important to future ecosystem resilience and resistance be-
cause it maintains more species and age class diversity on the forest landscape. As a result, I 
have determined that there will be no significant impacts from this project related to climate 
change. 

 
6) The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with signifi-

cant effects, or represents a decision in principal about a future consideration. This is not a 
precedent-setting decision. Similar actions have occurred for decades in and around the local 
area as well as across the White Mountain National Forest. Like these other actions, the Stevens 
Brook project is initiated by site-specific conditions and opportunities as described in Section 
1.3 of the EA (Purpose of the Action and Need for Change). The effects of implementing Alter-
native 2 are within the range of effects disclosed in the Forest Plan Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. The implementation of Alternative 2 does not make a commitment to do anything in 
other areas on the White Mountain National Forest or any other national forest. It will not set a 
regional or national precedent. My decision to select Alternative 2 is consistent with the direc-
tion outlined for Management Area 2.1 in the Forest Plan and with the Forest Plan Environ-
mental Impact Statement that analyzed, at a larger scale, the effects of the types of activities that 
will be implemented under Alternative 2. All actions are wholly consistent with the Forest Plan, 
and therefore this is not a decision in principal. This decision does not commit me to actions 
that may have significant effects on lands outside the project area. Our analysis of cumulative 
effects included private lands outside of the national forest boundary where appropriate (see in-
dividual resource analyses in Chapter 3).  I have determined that this action does not establish 
precedence for future actions with significant impacts.  

 
7) Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumula-

tive significant effects. The interdisciplinary team carefully chose cumulative effects analysis 
areas and timeframes that would most thoroughly examine and predict measurable effects (see 
all resource sections in Chapter 3 of the EA). These professionals identified the areas for direct, 
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indirect, and cumulative effects.  They used their knowledge of resources, typical responses 
from previous projects, the ground upon which the activities will take place, and the best avail-
able science. They ensured that private lands were included where it made sense for specific re-
sources. The cumulative effects analysis for each resource in Chapter 3 of the Stevens Brook 
Environmental Assessment discloses the combined effects of this project with other past, pre-
sent, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. None of the actions included in Alternative 2 
would create an unacceptable or significant impact alone or when considered with other actions. 
Based on the analysis in the Environmental Assessment, I have determined that implementing 
Alternative 2 will result in no significant cumulative effects.  

 
8) The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or 

objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. No historic 
or cultural resources would be adversely affected by Alternative 2 (EA, section 3.12, pp 134-
135). A cultural resource inventory of the project area was completed by a trained paraprofes-
sional.  Four previously recorded sites were found and monitored; four new sites were also found 
and recorded.  This information was documented in a Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Report. 
The findings and recommendations from the inventory and report were reviewed by a journey 
level archeologist and submitted to the New Hampshire State Historic Preservation Office. We 
received their concurrence with our findings and recommendations (see project record). All 
known cultural sites are noted on the inventory, and measures to protect with reserve areas are 
included in Alternative 2 (EA, section 2.5, page 21) as directed by Forest Plan (Forest Plan G-1, 
p 2-7). I find that there will be no adverse impacts to any scientific, cultural, or historic re-
sources. 

  
9) The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or 

its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973. Compliance with the Endangered Species Act and protection of species and their habitat 
are described in the Biological Evaluation (in the project record) and in the Stevens Brook Envi-
ronmental Assessment (EA, section 3.5, pp 85-88) and summarized in the section of the Decision 
Notice titled Findings Required by Other Laws and Regulations. Each of these references docu-
ments the determination that Alternative 2 will not have a significant effect on any listed species. 
Based on the thorough Stevens Brook environmental analysis and our ongoing communications 
with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, I have determined that there will be no significant effects 
to endangered or threatened species or their habitat under the Endangered Species Act of 1973.  

 
10) The Threat or Violation of Federal, State or Local Laws or Regulations that Protect the 

Environment.  This action will not violate Federal, State, or local laws or requirements for the 
protection of the environment.  Applicable laws were incorporated into the Forest Plan Standards 
and Guidelines, and Alternative 2 complies with the Forest Plan. 

Project Appeal Rights and Implementation 
 
The Environmental Assessment for this project is available at the Pemigewasset Ranger Station, 
1171 NH Route 175, Holderness, NH 03245. It is also posted on the White Mountain National For-
est website (<www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/white_mountain>).  
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This decision is subject to appeal in accordance with 36 CFR 215.11(a). A person has standing to 
file an appeal only if they submitted a comment or expressed interest during the 30-day comment 
period.  A Notice of Appeal must be in writing and clearly state that it is a Notice of Appeal being 
filed pursuant to 36 CFR 215.11(a). Appeals must be filed within 45 days of the date of legal notice 
of this decision in the New Hampshire Union Leader, published in Manchester, New Hampshire. 
The Notice of Appeal must be submitted in one of the following ways: 
 
Mail via US Postal Service or hand-deliver to: 

Thomas G. Wagner, Appeal Deciding Officer 
Attn: Appeals & Litigation 
USDA Forest Service, Eastern Region 
626 East Wisconsin Avenue 
Milwaukee, WI 53202 
The office hours for those submitting hand-delivered appeals are: 7:30 AM to 4:00 PM 
(Central Time), Monday through Friday, excluding holidays. 
 

FAX to: 414-944-3963 
 

Email to: appeals-eastern-regional-office@fs.fed.us  
 
It is the responsibility of appellants to ensure that their appeal is received in a timely manner. The 
45-day time period is computed using calendar days, including Saturdays, Sundays, and federal 
holidays. When the time period runs out on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, the time is ex-
tended to the end of the next federal working day.  
 
The day after the publication of the legal notice of the decision in the New Hampshire Union Leader 
is the first day of the appeal-filing period. The publication date of the legal notice of the decision in 
the newspaper of record is the exclusive means for calculating the time to file an appeal. Appellants 
should not rely on dates or time frame information provided by any other source. If you do not have 
access to the Union Leader, please call the Pemigewasset Ranger Station at 603-536-1315 for the 
publication date. 
 
When there is a question about timely filing of an appeal, timeliness shall be determined by: 
1) The date of the postmark, e-mail, fax, or other means of filing (for example, express delivery 

service) an appeal and any attachment; 
2) The time and date imprint at the correct Appeal Deciding Officer’s office on a hand delivered 

appeal and any attachments; or 
3) When an appeal is electronically mailed, the appellant should normally receive an automated 

electronic acknowledgment from the agency as confirmation of receipt. If the appellant does not 
receive an automated acknowledgment of the receipt of the appeal, it is the appellant’s responsi-
bility to ensure timely receipt by other means. 

 
Appeals must meet the content requirements of 36 CFR 215.14. At a minimum, an appeal must in-
clude the following: Appellant’s name and address, with a telephone number, if available; Signature 
or other verification of authorship upon request (a scanned signature for electronic mail may be 
filed with the appeal); When multiple names are listed on an appeal, identification of the lead appel-
lant (§215.2) and verification of the identity of the lead appellant upon request; the name of the pro-
ject or activity for which the decision was made, the name and title of the Responsible Official, and 
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the date of the decision; the regulation under which the appeal is being filed, when there is an option 
to appeal under either this part or part 251, subpart C (§215.11(d)); any specific change(s) in the 
decision that the appellant seeks and rationale for those changes; any portion(s) of the decision with 
which the appellant disagrees, and explanation for the disagreement; why the appellant believes the 
Responsible Official’s decision failed to consider the submitted comments; and how the appellant 
believes the decision specifically violates law, regulation, or policy. 
 
If no appeal is received, implementation of this decision may occur on, but not before five business 
days from the close of the appeal filing period. If an appeal is received, implementation may not 
occur for 15 days following the date of appeal disposition. 

Responsible Official and Contacts 
 
As the District Ranger of the Pemigewasset District on the White Mountain National Forest, I am 
the Responsible Official for the Stevens Brook project. Questions regarding the Environmental As-
sessment, the decision, or the Forest Service appeal process should be directed to either Janice Mul-
herin at ext. 603-536-1315 ext. 4040, jmulherin@fs.fed.us; or to me at 603-536-1315 ext. 4021,  
mfuller01@fs.fed.us.  
 
 
/S/ Molly Fuller     05/15/2009 
_______________________________  __________________________ 
Molly Fuller     DATE 
District Ranger 
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