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Dear Interested Party, 

Included in this package are the Environmental Assessment, Decision Notice and Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) for the Twin Mountain Bicycle Path Project.  We are sending this 
information to you because you have provided written comments on this project during the 
comment period. 

After reviewing the EA documentation, the project file, and the Forest Plan, I have selected 
Alternative 3.  The decision and rationale and appeal rights are documented in the enclosed 
Decision Notice and FONSI. 

I would be glad to talk with you if you have any concerns or issues regarding my decision.  You 
may phone me at (603) 536-1310 or e-mail me at mfuller01@fs.fed.us.  If I am not available 
when you call, you may also speak with Kori Marchowsky (kmarchowsky@fs.fed.us).  Thank 
you for your participation in this project and your interest in the White Mountain National 
Forest.  Your comments contributed to my appreciation of the issues regarding this project and 
enabled me to make a more informed decision. 

 

Sincerely, 
 
 
/s/ Molly Fuller  
MOLLY FULLER 
District Ranger 
 
     



Twin Mountain Bicycle Path Project 
Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact 

 
USDA Forest Service 

White Mountain National Forest 
Pemigewasset Ranger District 

Grafton and Coos Counties, New Hampshire 
September, 2007 

 
 
Introduction 
 
This Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact document describes the rationale for 
my decision to select Alternative 3 for the Twin Mountain Bicycle Path 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 
personally been involved in planning and designing trail projects very similar to the one that is 
proposed for Twin Mountain.  I have drawn on my experience as I reviewed the planned 
activities.  I have read the Environmental Assessment documenting the project analysis and 
public comments, and reached my decision.   
 
I have personally visited the project site and have ridden a bicycle on the adjacent Franconia 
Notch State Park Trail between The Flume parking lot and the Skookumchuck trailhead.  I also 
visited several of the areas, both north and south of Route 3, where the new trail is proposed.  I 
attended a public hearing in Twin Mountain and listened to public comments and questions.  In 
addition to personal knowledge and experience, I have relied on the expertise of the 
interdisciplinary team consisting of a biologist, forester, soil scientist, hydrologist, botanist, 
engineer, and recreation planner who designed the proposal and studied the alternatives for Twin 
Mountain Bicycle Path Project. The interdisciplinary team based their assessment on the best 
available science after having visited the streams, timber stands, roads, and other resources 
included in the project area. 
 
Twin Mountain Bicycle Path Project Description 
 
The Twin Mountain Bicycle Path Project is located on the Pemigewasset Ranger District of the 
White Mountain National Forest, in the towns of Franconia, Bethlehem, and Carroll, in Grafton 
and Coos Counties, New Hampshire.  The bicycle path route will be approximately nine miles 
long and generally parallel to US Route 3, beginning at the Skookumchuck Trailhead and 
leaving the White Mountain National Forest east of the junction of US Route 3 and Haystack 
Road (Forest Road 304).  The path will have a finely-crushed stone surface.  Portions of the path 
will be open seasonally for snowmobile use and portions will be reserved for non-motorized 
winter use.  No summer motorized use will be permitted on any portion of the path.   
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Project Purpose 
 
In 2004, several business owners from Twin Mountain approached the Pemigewasset Ranger 
District requesting the construction of a bicycle path that would connect the north end of the 
existing dual use trail through Franconia Notch with the commercial area of Twin Mountain.  
Since that time, Forest Service personnel have met with a consortium of organizations 
advocating for this project’s development.  Together, the Forest Service and partner groups 
refined the Bicycle Path proposal.   
 
The purpose and need of the Twin Mountain Bicycle Path Project is to respond to public requests 
for construction of a bicycle path between the top of Franconia Notch and the community of 
Twin Mountain, and to implement White Mountain National Forest Plan direction in the project 
area.  This project is proponent-driven; it was proposed and is advocated by individuals outside 
the Forest Service.  When the proponents approached the Forest Service about the project, it was 
their view that the communities of Franconia, Bethlehem, and Carroll would benefit from a 
connection with the Franconia Notch State Park Recreational Trail.  They advocated for the 
construction of a bicycle trail that caters to bicyclists and pedestrians of all ages and physical 
abilities. 
 
The Project’s proponents have specified that the purpose of the Bicycle Path is to:  

• increase visitation and commerce in the community of Twin Mountain and surrounding 
towns, particularly in the summer months, by broadening the range of recreation 
opportunities, 

• provide bicycle riding opportunities that are safe and secure, and   
• encourage health and fitness for the community and its visitors.  
 

While further refining the proposal and working with other agencies and groups the proponents 
identified additional purposes of the Bicycle Path which are to: 

• eliminate certain sections of snowmobile trails within the Twin Mountain area which are 
problematic due to topography and snow conditions 

• provide for non-motorized winter recreation opportunities on some portion of the path 
• provide interpretation opportunities for natural and cultural features along the path 

 
In order for the Forest Service to consider this proposal, a number of conditions must be met, 
among them compliance with the WMNF Forest Plan. The “purpose and need” of the proposed 
project would meet the goals and objectives specified in the Forest Plan by providing an 
accessible, logical extension to a popular, existing bicycle path through Franconia Notch.  By 
extending this existing trail and providing a connection with the community of Twin Mountain, 
the path will provide opportunities for healthy, widely available recreational pursuits in a 
concentrated use area along Route 3.  The path will also help strengthen the economy and 
improve the quality of life of a rural New Hampshire area by directing visitors and associated 
commerce to Carroll, Bethlehem, and Franconia area businesses (Forest Plan, pp. 1-3, 1-10, 1-
13).   
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Decision and Rationale 
 
Based on my review of the Environmental Assessment, public comments, the project record, and 
my field reviews of the project area, I have decided to select Alternative 3 for the Twin Mountain 
Bicycle Path Project.  This alternative includes construction of a bicycle path from the 
Skookumchuck Trailhead to the community of Twin Mountain and relocation of a portion of the 
Corridor 11 snowmobile trail to this newly constructed path.  Approximately 5 miles of this path 
will follow the old Route 3 travelway, 0.7 miles will follow the North Gale Road, 0.6 miles will 
use existing skid roads (with improvements), and 1.6 miles will be new construction (please refer 
to map).  The section of the existing Corridor 11 snowmobile trail from the Skookumchuck 
Trailhead to Trudeau Road will be relocated to this new path.  Most other segments of the 
bicycle path will be retained for non-motorized winter use.  No portions of this path will be open 
to summer motorized use.  Interpretive signage, picnic areas, and other associated facilities will 
be periodically located along the path, as described in the Environmental Assessment (EA).  
 
After considering the three different ways to manage this area described in the EA, I concluded 
that Alternative 3 will do the best job of creating recreation opportunities described for 
Management Area 2.1 in the Forest Plan.  In particular, Alternative 3 most effectively addresses 
the desire to increase the range of recreation opportunities in the area in a safe, aesthetically 
pleasing, and environmentally sound manner.  Maximizing the use of the old route 3 grade 
minimizes the amount of new ground disturbance, provides excellent terrain for a bicycle path, 
and reduces visibility of the path from the existing highway.  Constructing two tunnels under the 
highway allows safe crossing of Route 3 in areas of the highway with poor sight distance.  This 
route has multiple access points from Route 3 for emergency vehicles.  Use of this existing 
corridor also allows for unique interpretive opportunities of the area’s history and natural 
resources.  The public is in favor of following this route, as expressed during the public comment 
period for this project. 
 
Actions associated with all three alternatives analyzed for the Twin Mountain Bicycle Path 
Project, as well as their effects, are confined in scope to the Project Area described in the EA.  
Neither this Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact, nor the EA on which it is 
based, have application to any area outside the White Mountain National Forest.  The analysis 
and all documentation for this project are tiered to the 2005 Land and Resource Management 
Plan. 
 
My decision also incorporates the relevant standards and guidelines listed in Chapters 2 and 3 of 
the Forest Plan and practices listed in the Design Features and Mitigation Measures section of 
Chapter 2 in the Twin Mountain Bicycle Path EA as they apply to activities described for this 
project. 
 
Alternatives Considered But Not Selected 
 
Alternative 1—No Action:  This alternative was developed in response to the National 
Environmental Policy Act requirement to include a “No Action” alternative to serve as a baseline 
for evaluating effects of the action alternatives.  Under this alternative, current and on-going 



 

 4

management actions within the project area would continue, but no new bicycle path 
construction, snowmobile trail relocation, or resource interpretation would occur. 
 
I did not select Alternative 1 because it fails to take advantage of the opportunity to enhance the 
recreation experience, as proposed by local community members, in an area of the Forest 
designated for this type of use (Management Area 2.1) in the Forest Plan.  No serious natural 
resource concerns were identified in any of the action alternatives that caused me to give 
preference to the “No Action” alternative. 
 
Alternative 2:  This alternative was the original bicycle path proposal by local community 
members in 2004.  The primary difference between this alternative and Alternative 3 is the 
location of the western section of the bicycle path, between the Skookumchuck Trailhead and 
Trudeau Road.  I did not select this alternative because it does not take advantage of the 
opportunity to utilize a significant section of the old route 3 travelway, and consequently puts an 
additional, unnecessary “footprint” along this stretch of road.  Use of the old travelway has been 
shown, in specialists’ reports and in field visits, to have the least impact on natural resources and 
the best opportunity to serve the public with a bicycle path suited to users of all abilities. 
 
The two issues identified in this proposal revolved around safety.  While both action alternatives 
addressed these issues in some way, Alternative 3 more adequately addressed Issue 2 concerning 
proximity of this path to the highway.  Utilization of old Route 3 along the western section of the 
route provides for a more consistent bicycle path grade that could be better negotiated by novice 
cyclists and more easily accessible for emergency vehicles.  
 
Public Involvement 
 
The first meeting regarding this project was held in March, 2004, and included local business 
owners, State of New Hampshire and White Mountain National Forest personnel.  Since then, 
several other meetings have occurred including a public information meeting presented by the 
New Hampshire Department of Transportation in May 2006 and an open house presented by the 
White Mountain National Forest in August, 2007, both held at the Carroll Town Hall. The 
project was described in the White Mountain National Forest Schedule of Proposed Actions 
(SOPA) beginning in April, 2006. 
 
The Twin Mountain Bicycle Path Project Scoping Report was mailed to approximately 225 
individuals, agencies, and groups on June 16, 2006.  Approximately 50 responses were received, 
which were used to identify issues, to develop alternatives, and to analyze effects of the project.  
On August 3, 2007, the Twin Mountain Bicycle Path 30-Day Comment Report was sent to 
parties who expressed interest in receiving it or who responded to the Scoping Report, and it was 
posted on the Forest website for the formal 30-day comment period.  A legal notice announcing 
the public comment period was also published in the Manchester Union Leader.  This release of 
the document gave the public another opportunity to comment on our project and the 
Environmental Assessment.  The 15 comments we received in this time period were used to 
strengthen our analysis, fine tune the documentation, provide a basis for the responsible official 
to make a decision, and complete the project record. 
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How Issues Were Identified and Used 
 
The issues identified for the Twin Mountain Bicycle Path project analysis came from public 
comments as well as from the Forest Service team of specialists who worked on this project.  
The two main issues identified for this project were: 
• Safety concerns regarding at-grade crossings of US Route 3 by a bicycle path geared for 

users of varying ages and abilities 
• Safety concerns regarding locating the trail too far from or too close to US Route 3 
 
Chapters 1 and 2 of the Environmental Assessment go into more detail about these issues and 
how they were used to develop reasonable alternatives for this project. 
 
After reviewing Chapter 3 of the Twin Mountain Bicycle Path Project EA, I am satisfied that it 
adequately describes the full range of effects expected to result from the proposed action and 
other alternatives considered.  I have also determined that the standards and guidelines contained 
in Chapters 2 and 3 of the Forest Plan, and those highlighted in the Design Features and 
Mitigation Measures section of Chapter 2 in the project EA, address all of the issues that have 
been identified. 
 
Findings Required By Other Laws and Regulations 
 
Numerous laws, regulations, and agency directives require that my decision be consistent with 
their provisions.  I have determined that my decision meets this requirement.  This section 
summarizes findings that are required by major environmental laws: 
 
Endangered Species Act 
The Pemigewasset District wildlife biologist completed a Biological Evaluation (BE) of the 
probability of occurrence and potential effects to Threatened, Endangered, Proposed and 
Sensitive species for the Twin Mountain Bicycle Path project.  The Wildlife section of Chapter 3 
from the environmental assessment for the project summarizes how various surveys, field 
reviews, and previous BEs for projects in the vicinity were used to determine the potential for 
species and/or habitat to occur in the Twin Mountain Bicycle Path analysis area.  A 
determination of the effects of all alternatives on species with potential habitat in the analysis 
area is explained in the Biological Evaluation and environmental assessment as follows: 

• Canada lynx, federally-listed threatened species, no effect to individual Canada lynx.  
There is no federally designated critical habitat and lynx are not likely present in the 
analysis area.  All alternatives meet the standards and guidelines outlined in the Forest 
Plan for protecting suitable lynx habitat. 

• Indiana bat, federally-listed endangered species, no effect to individual Indiana bat.  
There is no federally designated critical habitat for this bat in New Hampshire and they 
are not likely present on the WMNF.  WMNF Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines 
would protect forest bat habitat. 

• Eastern small-footed myotis (bat), Regional Forester-listed sensitive species, no impact 
to the population or species of Eastern small-footed myotis.  There are no known 
documented occurrences of this species in the project area and the likelihood for 
occurrence is very low. 
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• Northern bog lemming, Regional Forester-listed sensitive species, may impact 
individuals, but would not likely contribute to a trend towards Federal listing or cause a 
loss of viability to the population or species.  There are no known documented 
occurrences of this species in the project area and the likelihood of occurrence is 
extremely low. 

• Peregrine falcon, Regional Forester-listed sensitive species, no impact to the population 
or species of peregrine falcon.  This species may fly over the general area but does not 
nest within the project area and is not expected to establish future nesting territories in the 
project area. 

• Ameletus Mayflies, Regional Forester-listed sensitive species, no impact to the 
population or species of mayflies (Ameletus browni or A. tertius).  There is no known 
documented occurrence of these species in the project area and the likelihood of 
occurrence is very low. 

• American ginseng, Bailey’s sedge, Goldie’s woodfern, Boreal bedstraw, and 
Northern adder’s tongue, Regional Forester-listed sensitive species, may impact 
individuals, but would not likely contribute to a trend towards Federal listing or cause a 
loss of viability to the population or species of sensitive plants.  No TEPS plants were 
found during site-specific botanical surveys conducted in the project area. 

 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
Implementation of Alternative 3 complies with Executive Order 13186, dated January 10, 2001, 
which governs the responsibilities of Federal agencies to protect migratory birds.  The original 
Act of 1918 was passed to regulate the hunting of migratory birds and the sale of their parts. 
 
National Forest Management Act (NFMA) 
This project conforms to NFMA in that it is consistent with the WMNF Forest Plan.  This project 
occurs entirely within Management Area 2.1, and 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. 
 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
The Twin Mountain Bicycle Path project environmental analysis was conducted following the 
procedures and requirements contained in this Act.  The documentation of the analysis results in 
the environmental assessment and this Decision Notice also comply with the Act’s requirements. 
 
Executive Order 11990 (wetlands) and 11988 (floodplains) 
Alternative 3 is in compliance with these orders and protects wetlands and floodplains by 
preventing operations or ground disturbing activities in both of these areas. 
 
Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice 
Based on demographic information, the Towns of Franconia, Bethlehem, and Carroll do not 
qualify as Environmental Justice communities.  Even they did, implementation of Alternative 3 
will not cause disproportionate human health or environmental effects to any segment of the 
population. 
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Clean Water Act  
The beneficial uses of water in streams draining the project area would be maintained during and 
following the implementation of Alternative 3 through the application of standards and 
guidelines and the proper design and layout of all project work. 
 
Clean Air Act 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards are not likely to be exceeded by any activities as they 
are planned in Alternative 3. 
 
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.  No historical or prehistorical sites within or 
adjacent to the project area are eligible for, or are being evaluated for the National Register.  The 
report and protection measures have been approved by the New Hampshire State Historic 
Preservation Office.  Alternative 3 complies with this Act. 
 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
Alternative 3 will not adversely affect any designated or eligible rivers under the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act.  The effects on the currently “eligible” North and South Branches of the Gale 
River were evaluated in the Environmental Assessment, and it was determined that this project 
will have no effect on future eligibility. 
 
Project Appeal Rights and Implementation 
 
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 Manchester Union Leader, published in Manchester, 
New Hampshire.  The Notice of Appeal must be sent to: 
Appeals Deciding Officer 
USDA Forest Service, Eastern Region 
Gaslight Building, Suite 700 
626 East Wisconsin Avenue 
Milwaukee, WI  53202 
414-944-3963 (FAX) 
appeals-eastern-regional-office@fs.fed.us (e-mail) 
 
The office hours for those submitting hand-delivered appeals are 7:30 AM to 4:00 PM (Central 
Time), Monday through Friday, excluding holidays.  It is the responsibility of the 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 extended to the end of the next 
federal working day. 
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The day after the publication of the legal notice of the decision in the Manchester Union Leader 
is the first day of the appeal-filing period.  The publication date 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 timeframe 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.  
 
Appeals must meet the content requirements of 36 CFR 215.14.  At a minimum, an appeal must 
include 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 appellant (§215.2) and verification of the identity of the lead appellant upon request; the 
name of the project or activity for which the decision was made, the name and title of the 
Responsible Official, and 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.  The environmental assessment for this project is available for public 
review at the Pemigewasset Ranger Station, 1171 NH Route 175, Holderness, NH 03245.  It is 
also posted on the White Mountain National Forest web page 
(www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/white_mountain).   Questions regarding the EA, this decision, or the 
Forest Service appeal process should be directed to Kori Marchowsky at the Pemigewasset 
Ranger Station, (phone: 603-536-1315).  
 
My office is located at the same address and phone number.   
 
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. 
 
Background 
 
The revised White Mountain National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan was 
approved in 2005.  During the process of developing the revised Plan, the public expressed 
divergent views on how the Forest should be managed.  Some felt that traditional uses of the 
forest for timber production, hunting, and the concept of the “working landscape” should be 
emphasized.  Others were looking for increases in Wilderness and areas where natural processes 
governed changes in the forest.  However, in the end most members of the public supported the 
balance of values and emphasis that became part of the final plan decision.  No administrative 
appeals were filed when the Record of Decision was released. 
 
Six Forest-wide decisions that guide the landscape management of the Forest are made in the 
updated plan.  One of these decisions is to establish Management Area direction that describes 
the emphasis and desired conditions for various parts of the National Forest.  Our Plan 
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establishes management area direction that assigns slightly less than half (47 percent) of the 
White Mountain National Forest acreage to management areas where timber management, road 
systems for public access, developed recreation areas, ski areas, and snowmobiling are 
emphasized.  The Twin Mountain Bicycle Path project falls within Management Area 2.1, which 
is part of this 47 percent. 
 
 

Finding of No Significant Impact for the 
Twin Mountain Bicycle Path Project 

 
Findings 
 
Based on my review of the analysis and documentation for this project, I have determined that 
the activities included in Alternative 3 do not represent a major federal action, individually or 
cumulatively, and will not have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment.  
Therefore, preparation of an environmental impact statement is not required.  This finding is 
based on the context and intensity of the actions explained as follows: 

1. Context:  Activities conducted as part of Alternative 3, the selected course of action, 
would not have significant effects when considered in the context of similar projects on 
the White Mountain National Forest.  Activities associated with my decision would be 
confined to the approximately 1,400 acre Twin Mountain Bicycle Path project area.  I 
have reviewed the cumulative effects of past management, combined with this project 
and reasonable foreseeable events as they are analyzed in Chapter 3 of the Environmental 
Assessment, and feel that the context of this decision is localized.  It will not set a 
regional or national precedent.  My decision to select Alternative 3 is consistent with the 
direction outlined for Management Area 2.1 in the Forest Plan and with the Forest Plan 
Environmental Impact Statement that analyzed, at a larger scale, the effects of the types 
of activities that will be implemented through this decision. 

 
2. Intensity: Intensity is the measure of the severity, extent, or quantity of effects, and is 

based on information from Chapter 3 of the Environmental Assessment and a 
determination using the following ten factors: 

 
a. Consideration of both beneficial and adverse impacts.  Both beneficial and adverse 

impacts from implementing Alternative 3 are considered.  My finding of no significant 
impact is not biased or weighted by the beneficial impacts of the alternative.  In other 
words, I did not ignore or trivialize negative effects by “offsetting” them with beneficial 
effects.  The Environmental Assessment demonstrates that the adverse effects are not 
directly, indirectly, or cumulatively significant. 

b. Consideration of effects on public health or safety.  Alternative 3 does not contain actions 
that would be expected to create public health or safety risks.  The issues identified 
during the planning process were directly related to public safety, and public safety was a 
major factor in selection of this alternative. 

c. Consideration of unique physical or biological characteristics of the geographic area. 
The bicycle path would follow a corridor through a primarily forested area, much of 
which already contains a cleared path due to the old route 3 or old logging roads.  It does 
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not pass through, nor would it adversely affect any ecologically critical areas.  Historic or 
cultural resources would not be adversely affected by Alternative 3.  Small wetland areas 
within the project area will be protected by the application of Forest Plan standards and 
guidelines.  The selected alternative will not violate standards set for Outstanding 
Resource Waters for New Hampshire nor is it expected to adversely affect Threatened, 
Endangered, or Sensitive Species. 

d. The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be 
highly controversial.  Controversy in this circumstance refers to situations where there is 
substantial dispute within the scientific community with regard to the effects of a federal 
action.  Consultation with the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department and the State 
Historic Preservation Office did not generate any scientific controversy regarding the 
effects of Alternative 3 on the biological or physical environment.  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 on the quality of the human 
environment are not controversial. 

e. The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain 
or involve unique or unknown risks. The analysis of effects in the Environmental 
Assessment shows that the effects are predictable and do not involve unique or unknown 
risk.  Bicycle paths similar to this one are present around New Hampshire and the United 
States, and the effects of this path on the human environment are expected to be 
predictable and do not involve unique or unknown risks. 

f. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with 
significant effects, or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration. This 
is not a precedent-setting decision.  All actions associated with this decision are wholly 
consistent with the Forest Plan, and therefore this is not a decision in principle. This 
decision does not commit me to actions that may have significant effects on lands outside 
the project area. I have determined that this action does not establish precedence for 
future actions with unknown adverse impacts. 

g. Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but 
cumulatively significant effects. Chapter 3 of the Twin Mountain Bicycle Path 
Environmental Assessment analyzes the combined effects of this project with other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  None of the actions included in 
Alternative 3 would create an unacceptable and significant impact alone or when 
considered with other actions.  Based on the analysis in the Environmental Assessment 
and the Forest Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement, I have determined that there 
are no cumulative significant impacts. 

h. Consideration of effects to sites listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, or loss of significant scientific, cultural, or historic resources. A cultural 
resource inventory of the area was completed and no listed or eligible sites were located.  
Cultural sites not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places were 
noted on the inventory and measures were identified to protect them from the actions 
included in Alternative 3.  The findings and recommendations from the inventory were 
submitted to the New Hampshire State Historic Preservation Office, and we received 
their concurrence.  I have determined that no adverse impacts to any of the sites or 
resources listed in this category will occur as a result of this project. 
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i. The degree to which the action may affect an endangered species or its critical habitat. 
Compliance with the Endangered Species Act and protection of species and their habitat 
are described in the Biological Evaluation and the Wildlife section of the Twin Mountain 
Bicycle Path Environmental Assessment and summarized in the section of the Decision 
Notice titled “Findings Required By Other Laws and Regulations—Endangered Species 
Act.”  Each of these references documents the determination that Alternative 3 will have 
no effect on any federally endangered or threatened species.  No critical habitat is 
designated or proposed on the White Mountain National Forest for any species. 

j. Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements 
imposed for the protection of the environment. All applicable laws for the protection of 
the environment are incorporated into the standards and guidelines in the White Mountain 
National Forest Plan.  Alternative 3 complies with the Forest Plan.  A further description 
of the project’s compliance with applicable laws occurs in the Decision Notice.  I have 
found that none of the actions included in Alternative 3 threaten to violate applicable 
Federal, State, or local laws or other requirements to protect the environment. 

 
 
 
Responsible Official’s Signature 
 
 
/s/ Molly Fuller 
 
MOLLY FULLER 
District Ranger 


