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Dear Interested Persons and Organizations: 

The White Mountain National Forest (WMNF) is initiating an environmental analysis process for 
the proposed construction of a fiber optic cable link between Verizon’s Gorham switching office 
and its Jackson switching office through Pinkham Notch adjacent to New Hampshire (NH) 
Highway #16.  This cable would provide a southern New Hampshire link through North Conway 
for more than 36,000 “North Country” subscribers, thereby improving communications 
“survivability” to certain vulnerable users located at or near the perimeter of the Laconia and 
Littleton host serving areas.  The total project length is about 23 miles, 17.0 miles of which 
would be within the WMNF proclamation area.  Of this distance, 11.3 miles would be on or 
adjacent to National Forest/New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT) lands and 
5.7 miles would be on or adjacent to private/NHDOT lands. 

Installation of the fiber optic cable would be by two methods:  aerial on existing pole lines (7.6 
miles, 2.4 miles of which would be on or adjacent to NFS lands) and underground (or 
occasionally attached to NHDOT bridges) within the cleared right-of way of NH Highway #16 
(9.4 miles, 8.9 miles of which would be on or adjacent to NFS lands). 

We are contacting you now because you indicated an interest in these types of projects or 
because you live in close proximity to the specific location proposed in this project.   

The enclosed Scoping Report includes pertinent background, National Forest and NEPA 
information as well as the detailed Proposed Action, Purpose and Need, Issues of Concern, 
Possible Alternatives, Decisions to be Made, How to Comment, and Where this Project is in the 
Forest Service NEPA Process.  The Scoping Report also contains location maps and various 
project maps for reference. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR INTEREST IN THE MANAGEMENT OF THE WHITE 
MOUNTAIN NATIONAL FOREST.  

 

Sincerely, 

  
THOMAS G. WAGNER 
Forest Supervisor 
 
Enclosure 
     



SCOPING REPORT 
for 

VERIZON–PINKHAM NOTCH FIBER 
OPTIC CABLE PROPOSAL 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Verizon is proposing to install a fiber optic cable from its switching center in Gorham, 
New Hampshire to its switching center in Jackson, New Hampshire.  Verizon has 
determined that this project is necessary for the integrity of the communications network 
in the northern portion of the state.  Geographical and technical alternatives have been 
considered, and it has been determined that the best route for the new fiber cable would 
be along NH Highway #16 through Pinkham Notch, a portion of which would be on 
National Forest System (NFS) lands in the White Mountain National Forest (WMNF).  
The proposed fiber optic cable would be installed using a combination of aerial 
construction on existing poles where existing poles are easily accessible and underground 
construction where pole lines are inaccessible or non-existent. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Communication facilities have evolved over the past one hundred years into complicated, 
sophisticated, and sometimes confusing combinations of high and low technology 
components.  In early years, metallic, voice-grade communications paths took the form of 
“open wire”, or individual, uninsulated conductors, strung from pole to pole.  Local 
networks were designed in a snowflake-like pattern, with the conductors originating at a 
central point and extending outward through cities and towns to terminate at 
“subscriber’s” homes and businesses (Figure 1).  An operator located at the center of the 
“snowflake” accomplished switching.  The operator made manual connections to 
complete a path from one subscriber to another.  Additionally, the operator could connect 
subscribers in the local network to networks serving other towns where another operator 
worked.  Over time the local networks were referred to as “exchanges”, digital switches 
replaced operators, and the connection between exchanges became the telephone 
company’s interoffice facility (IOF), or toll network.  With digital switching and greater 
volumes of “traffic” came remote switching centers (RSMs) containing one exchange and 
the large, centrally-located “host” switches that the RSMs depend on for access to the 
IOF network.  The media to carry voice traffic also evolved into the bundled copper 
conductor intra-exchange cables found in today’s aerial and underground 
communications systems and the fiber optic inter-exchange IOF cable connecting 
exchanges together. 
 
Along with the technological evolution of communications came its social evolution.  
The telephone is no longer a luxury.  Instead, it has become the very foundation for 
everything from keeping families in touch, to matters of public health and safety, 
business, and even national security.  It is the large and complex geographic footprint of 
the IOF network that supports our social dependence on communications. 
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As the societal importance of the network increases, the consequences of its occasional 
failure are more cataclysmic, both perceived and potentially in fact.  Failure can result 
from mechanical damage inflicted by vehicles, ice storms, fires, tree falls, dig-ups, 
electronic malfunction, etc.  The large communication carriers of modern systems have 
recognized the need to provide alternative IOF and RSM to host routing from exchanges 
so that the failure of a single IOF route will not have the effect of isolating large areas 
from the rest of the telephone world.  “Ring architecture”, a survivability design strategy, 
was born of the need to accommodate alternate routing in the event of a failure.  Unlike 
the interoffice designs of the past that incorporated a central IOF switching location with 
a single spoke-like toll cable to each of the exchanges it served, today’s ring architecture 
employs the principle of multiple access to every local exchange.  In a sense, ring 
architecture resembles the outside of a spoke wheel and each exchange occupies a place 
along the rim (Figure 2).  In its location on the ring, an exchange can forward traffic in 
either direction onto the ring, and traffic will still arrive at the host office for switching to 
other points on the ring.  Severing the ring at any one place would be transparent to the 
flow of traffic as the ring is designed to carry all or part of the traffic in either direction 
around its perimeter.  Multiple failures of the ring diminish the ability to carry traffic, but 
limited inter-exchange communication is still possible and intra-exchange 
communications remains unaffected.  And finally, these small rings of a dozen or so 
RSM exchanges are made part of larger rings by connecting host offices into their own 
rings. 
 
PROPOSED ACTION 
 
Verizon proposes to construct an IOF fiber cable link between its Gorham RSM 
switching office and its Jackson RSM switching office through Pinkham Notch adjacent 
to NH Highway #16.  This would provide a southern New Hampshire link through North 
Conway for “North Country” subscribers, thereby completing a ring whose opposite side 
is along the Connecticut River Valley.  The total project length is about 23 miles, 17.0 
miles of which would be within the WMNF proclamation area (Figures 3a-e).  Of this 
distance, 11.3 miles would be on or adjacent to NFS/New Hampshire Department of 
Transportation (NHDOT) lands while 5.7 miles would be on or adjacent to 
private/NHDOT lands. 
 
Installation of the fiber optic cable would be by two methods:  aerial on existing pole 
lines (7.6 miles, 2.4 miles of which would be on or adjacent to NFS lands) and 
underground (or occasionally attached to NHDOT bridges) within the cleared right-of 
way of NH Highway #16 (9.4 miles, 8.9 miles of which would be on or adjacent to NFS 
lands).  Aerial installation would simply attach fiber optic cable to the existing poles and 
copper phone cable.  Typical underground installations would consist of three lines of 
1¼” innerduct conduit, one of which would contain fiber optic cable (two are spares) and 
one 2-pair locating line.  Underground installations would be accomplished by 
conventional digging (backhoe/excavator) and by directional drilling 
(highway/driveway/small stream crossings) techniques.  Installation by plowing 
techniques will not likely be possible due to the rocky nature of the roadbed fill and 
adjacent roadside areas.  Underground sections would require standard flush-mounted 
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handholes and aboveground pedestals, colored to blend into their surroundings, for access 
to the proposed cable.  Exact numbers of each would be determined during final 
engineering of the project, but access points are typically installed every 1,000 feet or so 
and aboveground pedestals would typically be placed every mile. 
 
The specific installation plan is contained in detailed engineering plans available for 
review at WMNF headquarters in Laconia and at the Saco and Androscoggin Ranger 
District offices in Conway and Gorham, respectively.  General installation plans are as 
follows: 
 
Jackson switching center to the WMNF Proclamation Boundary:  The new fiber 
optic cable would be attached to the existing telephone and electric pole line, on or 
adjacent to private/NHDOT lands, from the Jackson switching center north along NH 
Highways 16A and 16 to the WMNF Proclamation Boundary. 
 
WMNF Proclamation Boundary in Jackson to end of existing pole line just south of 
the WMNF Boundary in Jackson:  The new fiber optic cable would be attached to the 
existing telephone and electric pole line for a distance of 3.6 miles, on or adjacent to 
private/NHDOT lands, north from the WMNF Proclamation Boundary to the end of the 
existing pole line, just south of the WMNF boundary in Jackson. 
 
End of existing pole line just south of the WMNF Boundary in Jackson to the 
Verizon Building just north of the Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC) facilities:  A 
new, underground conduit system, consisting of three lines of 1¼” innerduct conduit, one 
of which would contain fiber optic cable (two are spares) and one 2-pair locating cable 
would be installed within the cleared right-of-way of NH Highway #16, for a distance of 
4.3 miles.  Approximately 0.1 miles of this distance would be on or adjacent to 
private/NHDOT lands while the remainder would be on or adjacent to NFS/NHDOT 
lands.  Except in the immediate vicinity of the AMC’s facilities, there are no existing 
aerial or underground telephone facilities in this area. 
 
Verizon Building to the entrance to Wildcat Ski Area:  The new fiber optic cable 
would continue north to the NHDOT highway maintenance garage near the top of 
Pinkham Notch for about 0.4 miles on the existing “off-road” pole line that supports both 
telephone and electric cables.  From the NHDOT garage, the proposed cable would cross 
aerially to the eastern side of NH Highway #16 where it would enter a proposed, 
underground conduit system, consisting of three lines of 1¼” innerduct conduit, one of 
which would contain fiber optic cable (two are spares), on 2-pair locating line and one 4” 
PVC line (also a spare).  This underground installation would continue to the north for 
about 0.4 miles, following the highway right-of-way to the entrance to Wildcat Ski Area.  
The existing aerial copper cable from the NHDOT garage to various Wildcat Ski Area 
facilities that passes through the woods and Wildcat parking lots would be retained to 
permit continued telephone service to Wildcat.  All of the proposed and existing 
telephone cable in this section is on or adjacent to NFS/NHDOT lands. 
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Wildcat Ski Area to the Glen House to Nineteen-mile Brook Trail parking lot:  The 
new, underground conduit system, now consisting of three lines of 1¼” innerduct 
conduit, one of which would contain fiber optic cable (two are spares), and one 2-pair 
locating cable would continue underground along the front of Wildcat’s parking lot on 
NH Highway #16 and would extend to the northern end of the Glen House property 
largely within the cleared right-of-way of Highway #16 to where an existing accessible 
pole line is situated, a distance of about 1.9 miles.  Of this distance, 0.4 miles would be 
on or adjacent to private/NHDOT lands while the rest would be on or adjacent to 
NFS/NHDOT lands.  At the pole line, the new fiber optic cable would rise onto existing 
poles, join with a new copper cable to replace the existing cable, and continue aerially in 
a northerly direction following the highway right-of-way for 0.8 mile to an existing pole 
situated near the Nineteen-mile Brook Trail parking lot.  Of this distance, slightly less 
than 0.7 miles would be on or adjacent to private/NHDOT lands while the remaining 0.1 
miles would be on or adjacent to NFS/NHDOT lands.  The existing copper cable from the 
northern end of the Glen House property to the Glen House buildings must be retained 
for continued telephone service, but the existing copper cable from Glen House south to 
Wildcat, located aerially on a remote pole line, would eventually be removed.  This 
remote pole line also carries electric cable; thus, the pole line itself would remain. 
 
Nineteen-mile Brook Trail parking lot to Camp Dodge:  At the Nineteen-mile Brook 
Trail parking lot, the new copper and fiber optic cables would leave the pole line and 
enter a proposed underground conduit system, consisting of three lines of 1¼” innerduct 
conduit, one of which would contain fiber optic cable (two are spares), one 2-pair 
locating cable and one direct-buried copper cable, which would continue to the north 
within NH Highway #16’s cleared right-of-way for about 0.2 miles, all on or adjacent to 
NFS/NHDOT lands, until it reaches an existing Verizon pole line.  Here, the new copper 
and fiber optic cables would exit the underground conduit system and resume progress 
northerly on the existing pole line within the highway right-of-way until reaching the 
Camp Dodge driveway, at distance of about 0.2 miles, all of which is on or adjacent to 
NFS/NHDOT lands.  The 0.2 miles of existing aerial copper cable and poles on the west 
side of NH Highway #16 from just south of Nineteen-mile Brook and adjacent to the 
Peabody River would be removed. 
 
Camp Dodge Camp to Dolly Copp Campground to the WMNF Proclamation 
Boundary in Gorham: The existing pole line enters the woods at the Camp Dodge 
access driveway as it progresses northerly and the new cable would avoid this 
inaccessible aerial section.  Instead, a proposed, underground conduit consisting of three 
lines of 1¼” innerduct conduit, one of which would contain fiber optic cable (two are 
spares), one 2-pair locating cable and one direct-buried copper cable, would be buried 
from the Camp Dodge driveway, within the cleared right-of-way of NH Highway #16, 
northerly for a distance of about 1.1 miles, all on or adjacent to NFS/NHDOT lands, to a 
point where an existing aerial cable crosses NH Highway #16 to serve Dolly Copp 
Campground.  The new copper cable would end here as it rises on a pole to meet the 
cable to Dolly Copp.  The three lines of 1¼” innerduct conduit, one containing fiber optic 
cable (two are spares) and one 2-pair locating cable, would continue underground 
northerly for 1.5 miles within the cleared right-of-way of NH Highway #16, all on or 
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adjacent to NFS/NHDOT lands, to a point where the existing pole line emerges from the 
forest to enter the highway right-of-way.  Here, the new fiber cable would take advantage 
of existing poles to continue to the north aerially until it exits the WMNF Proclamation 
Boundary north of the Androscoggin Ranger Station, a distance of 2.6 miles.  Of this 
distance, 0.9 miles would be on or adjacent to private/NHDOT lands while the remaining 
1.7 miles would be on or adjacent to NFS/NHDOT lands.  Verizon would remove the 
existing aerial cable situated on the remote pole line from Camp Dodge northerly for 2.6 
miles to the place where it emerges from the woods.  However, since this remote pole 
line also carries electric cable, the pole line itself would remain. 
 
WMNF Proclamation Boundary in Gorham to the Gorham switching center: From 
the WMNF Proclamation Boundary, the fiber optic cable would continue northerly and 
aerially on the existing pole line until it reaches its termination in Gorham switching 
center. 
 
PURPOSE AND NEED OF THE PROPOSAL 
 
There are two inter-office communication risk issues in northern New Hampshire’s 
communications network today.  The first relates to IOF redundancy – the ability of a 
host office (in this case, Littleton) to communicate with host offices in southern New 
Hampshire (Laconia) and beyond in the event of failure of a primary IOF route.  The 
second risk issue is inter-office communication between RSM’s (remote switching 
modules serving individual exchanges) and their hosts.  Added to risk issues is the social 
consequence caused by New Hampshire’s “digital divide”, an imaginary line formed by 
contrasting levels of communication technology available to the public in the northern 
and southern parts of the state.  So great is the economic impact of this digital divide that 
former Governor Jeanne Shaheen, with the approval of the Executive Council, earmarked 
$250,000 from the state’s economic development fund to study remedies to the problem 
of high speed telecommunications product availability. 
 
The recent Verizon fiber optic cable project through Kinsman Notch addressed the IOF 
redundancy risk by providing alternative routing of traffic between the Littleton and 
Laconia.  However, with the exception of the Franconia and North Woodstock RSMs, it 
did nothing to address the second risk factor, inter-office communication survivability, 
for most RSMs north and several RSMs south of the White Mountains.  The project 
described in this scoping report would address many of the remaining needs. 
 
Details and Consequences of the Present Fixed Line Communication Situation in 
Northern New Hampshire 
 
From a communications network standpoint, New Hampshire is somewhat divided in half 
by the mountains and notches traversing the state.  The area to the south of the mountains 
is more populated than that of the north and the communications network in the south has 
a greater volume of traffic.  Most of the south’s inter-host IOF and intra-host IOF (RSM 
to RSM) network has already been safeguarded by ring architecture.  However, the 
topography of the “North Country” has made construction of a similar system difficult.  
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The rugged mountains and notches that stand in the path of IOF facilities have been 
circumvented with two intrastate interoffice paths.  The first is along the Connecticut 
River Valley on the western border of New Hampshire and the second, and most recent, 
is through Kinsman Notch.  Together these two routes provide assurance that a single 
catastrophic IOF network failure will not interrupt communications traffic between 
Littleton and Laconia host offices.  The same level of assurance in not presently available 
to all of the RSM switching centers within the host offices’ operating areas in the North 
Country. 
 
All traffic out of and between the Pittsburg, West Stewartstown, Colebrook, North 
Stratford, Groveton, Lancaster, Jefferson, Errol, Milan, Berlin, Gorham, Twin Mountain, 
Bethlehem, Franconia, Littleton and Whitefield RSM switching centers, and the 
independent company switches in Bretton Woods and Dixville Notch, must go through 
the Littleton host office to be connected to interoffice routes in southern New Hampshire.  
Likewise, traffic out of Jackson, North Conway, Madison, North Woodstock, Campton 
Waterville Valley, and others south of the mountains must go through the Laconia host 
switching office to be connected to the wider interoffice network.  If the link to their 
respective host offices is lost, the local (RSM) offices become isolated and their only 
phone line communication would be within the individual RSM. 
 
“End Offices”, or those RSM exchange switches near the perimeter of the host office’s 
serving area, are the most vulnerable to isolation in the event of intra-host area IOF 
failure.  This is true because the position they occupy within the host operating area 
implies longer cable lengths to their host.  They are also subject to the technically 
necessary issue of routing their IOF link through other RSMs on its path to the host.  
Consequently, even under the best of circumstances, they become the most 
geographically difficult to gather into a ring.  North Conway, Conway, Madison, Bartlett 
and Jackson are such offices within the Laconia host’s serving area because they occupy 
a position near the geographic perimeter of the host’s area.  Similarly, Gorham, Jefferson, 
Berlin, Milan, Errol, Lancaster and Whitefield are among those that are physically 
beyond the reach of any present survivability ring. 
 
Loss of an IOF facility south of Madison would isolate the Madison (1,850 lines), 
Conway (5,100 lines), North Conway (7,500 lines), Bartlett (1,250 lines) and Jackson 
(3,100 lines) exchanges from their Laconia host.  Loss of an IOF facility between (not 
necessarily south of) any of these RSMs would have similar but less widespread 
consequences.  In total, as many as 18,800 lines in the Laconia host area could be subject 
to isolation if the IOF facility was severed at a single location.  Indeed, in July of 2003, 
the entire Mount Washington Valley area was isolated from the telephone 
communications world, including E-911, for several hours when a truck struck a pole in 
Conway and caused an IOF facility failure. 
 
The consequences of an IOF failure between Lancaster and Littleton would be similar 
where most of the RSMs to the north and east of the Littleton host would be lost in the 
event of an intra-host failure.  Included in the list of vulnerable exchanges are Whitefield 
(2,200 lines), Lancaster (3,050 lines), Jefferson (750 lines), Berlin (7,000 lines), Milan 
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(1,150 lines), Errol (650 lines) and Gorham (2,650 lines).  The loss of an IOF cable 
between these exchanges could result in the interrupted communications, including E-
911, to as many as 17,450 lines. 
 
The purpose of this project, therefore, is to provide survivability to certain vulnerable 
RSMs totaling more than 36,000 telephone lines, at or near the perimeter of the Laconia 
and Littleton host serving areas.  There would be the added effect of providing alternative 
routing between the hosts themselves.  Figure 4 presents the existing and proposed 
survivability/redundancy plan for the “north country” 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH 2005 WHITE MOUNTAIN NATIONAL FOREST LAND 
AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 
The enabling authorities of the USDA-Forest Service are contained in many laws enacted 
by Congress and the regulations and administrative directives that implement these laws.  
The major laws include; the Organic Administrative Act of 1897, the Weeks Act of 1911, 
the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, the Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
Resources Planning Act of 1974, and the National Forest Management Act of 1976. 
 
Forest Service policy allows individual Forests to permit utilities on NFS land on a case 
by case basis through the Special Use Permit process.  On the WMNF, the goals of the 
2005 Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) regarding administration of special 
uses may be found on pages 1-6 and 1-7:  
 
 Special uses will be administered to provide a consistent, fair, and comprehensive 
 application of regulations and policies to all users. 
 
 Any new or expired use of public lands will be examined to determine if the use is 
 consistent with goals, objectives, and management area direction. 
 
Standards and guidelines are the specific, technical direction contained in the 2005 
LRMP for managing resources.  For special uses (land use authorizations), the 2005 
LRMP provides the following standards and guidelines applicable to this proposed action 
on pp 2-9 through 2-11:  
 
 S-1 Special Uses must be managed to best serve the public interest, in   
  accordance with the following: 
  a.  Private uses of National Forest System land must not be authorized  
       when such uses can be reasonably accommodated on other lands. 
  b.  Special Use requests must be reviewed for their compatibility with  
       Forest-wide and management area direction, as well as consideration  
       of environmental values, economic feasibility, and determination of  
       social and economic benefits. 
  c.  Upon renewal or transfer of a permit, or as soon as practical, existing  
  uses that are not compatible with the Forest Plan must be brought into  
  compliance. 
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  …………………… 
 S-2 Special use proposals that may affect heritage resources (e.g., ground  
  disturbance or potential for discovery and displacement or removal of  
  artifacts) must include an archeological/paleontological clause. 
 S-3 To reduce the proliferation of separate rights-of-way, new transportation,  
  utility, and communication use proposals shall be accommodated within  
  existing corridors to the maximum extent feasible.  Mitigation measures  
  shall be determined by project level planning. 
  …………………… 
 S-6 Contracts, leases, or permits must include appropriate clause(s) requiring 
  invasive species control plans to minimize spread to other areas. 
 G-1 Special use applications may be denied if the authorizing officer   
  determines that: 
  a.  The proposed use would not be in the public interest. 
  b.  The proposed use would otherwise be inconsistent with applicable  
       federal, state and local laws, regulations, and special orders that apply 
       to National Forests. 
  c.  The proposed use may endanger public health or safety. 
  d.  The proposed use conflicts or interferes with administrative use by the  
       Forest Service, other authorized existing uses, or uses of adjacent non- 
       federal lands. 
  e.  The applicant does not or cannot demonstrate technical or financial  
       capability. 
 G-2 Applicants may conduct environmental analysis and supporting activities  
  (e.g., cultural resource surveys, biological evaluations) and submit them  
  to the responsible official for consideration in Forest Service decisions to  
  the extent allowed by law, regulation, and policy. 
  ……………………… 
 G-4 Electrical utility lines of 33 kilovolts or less, communication lines, or  
  pipelines should be installed by burying unless one or more of the   
  following applies: 
  a.  Visual quality objectives of the area can be met using an overhead line. 
  b.  Burial is not feasible due to geological hazards or unfavorable   
       geologic conditions. 
  c.  Greater long-term site disturbance would result. 
  d.  It is not technically feasible. 
 
At present, Verizon maintains and operates an aerial communications line on 
approximately ½ of the WMNF project area (proclamation boundary in Gorham south to 
the AMC facilities) under authority of a Special Use Permit #4041417 issued on January 
18, 1963 by the WMNF, with amendments.  This permit is presently being revised and 
re-issued by the WMNF and Verizon.  Authorization of the proposed action would 
require modification of this permit. 
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NEPA PROCESS 
 
The Forest Service is the lead agency for this proposed action and the Forest Supervisor 
will be responsible for making the final decision.  The Forest Service has adopted a 
rigorous process of environmental review and analysis, pursuant to NEPA regulations, 
for all activities on NFS lands that have potential environmental impact.  This process 
includes appropriate levels of public involvement, in-depth review of issues associated 
with and alternatives to the proposed action and disclosure of all environmental effects of 
the proposed action and its alternatives in an environmental document commensurate 
with the expected environmental impacts of the proposed action.  The environmental 
document will also discuss site-specific mitigation measures, if necessary, that may be 
required to implement the project and their anticipated effectiveness. 
 
This proposed action may be categorically excluded from documentation in an 
Environmental Impact Statement or an Environmental Assessment.  If there are no 
extraordinary circumstances, the category that may apply to this proposed action is found 
in Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, Chapter 31.2 (Categories of Actions for Which a 
Project or Case File and Decision memo are required), Paragraph 3 (Approval, 
modification or continuation of minor special uses of National Forest System lands that 
require less than five contiguous acres of land).  This particular category does not require 
a formal notice, comment or appeal process, and this scoping period may be your only 
opportunity to comment on this project.  The Forest Service encourages all interested 
parties to participate actively during this scoping period. 
 
ISSUES OF CONCERN 
 
The proposed alignment for the underground portion of this project parallels the Ellis 
River to the south of the height of land in Pinkham Notch and the Peabody River to the 
north.  In addition, there are numerous intermittent and perennial stream crossings and 
associated small wetlands throughout.  Consequently, erosion control during construction 
will be necessary to avoid unacceptable water quality impacts to area surface waters.  No 
threatened, endangered, proposed or sensitive species are expected to be affected by the 
project.  However, non-native, invasive species may benefit from the proposed trenching 
activities occurring within the cleared right-of-way of NH Highway #16.  Short-term 
visual, noise, traffic and perhaps recreation impacts are expected during construction.  
Minor long-term visual impacts are expected due to the occasional placement of 
aboveground access pedestals, but no other permanent impacts are expected. 
 
In addition, the Forest Service has noted that overhead utility lines in the Pinkham Notch 
scenic corridor do not meet the desired visual quality objectives for the area.  While the 
proposed action would eliminate the majority of Verizon’s existing overhead lines in the 
project area, other users (i.e., Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH)) of 
some of the same poles would be unaffected and therefore their overhead lines would 
remain.  The Forest Service has suggested that Verizon encourage other utility providers 
to consider relocating their lines to the Verizon underground trench.  In response, 
Verizon has already sent a “60-day construction notice” to New Hampshire Electric 



 

 10

COOP, PSNH and Adelphia Cable, notifying them of Verizon’s intent to construct the 
underground conduit, even though actual construction would not occur until the summer 
of 2006, at the earliest.  To date, Verizon has received one response from a potentially 
interested party.  Verizon will continue working with that party and any other parties who 
express an interest in participating in the project. 
 
POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The purpose of this project is to provide alternate routing of telecommunication service 
for residents north of the WMNF.  There are few options available for cable crossing the 
mountains.  Most of the communications traffic north of the WMNF is routed to the west 
along the Connecticut River Valley before it can reach points south.  An alternate route 
has recently been constructed in the Kinsman Notch region of the WMNF to offer 
emergency telecommunications survivability in the event of catastrophic facilities 
failures along the Connecticut River Valley route.  While the Kinsman project will 
protect telecommunications for Franconia, Littleton and surrounding areas, and 
Lincoln/Woodstock, it cannot (because of geography) offer complete survivability to 
Gorham, Berlin, Milan, and other communities in the northeastern part of New 
Hampshire.  The geographic placement of North Conway, Bartlett, and Jackson would 
also benefit by the alternate route through Pinkham Notch as well.  The only in-state 
alternative to placing fiber inter-exchange cable in Pinkham Notch is to place the facility 
in Crawford Notch.  However, a facility in Crawford Notch would, like Kinsman Notch, 
leave some of the larger New Hampshire communities (i.e., Berlin and Gorham) without 
a redundant link to the south.  An out-of-state alternative (Gorham into Maine along 
Route 2) is conceivable, but an interstate IOF would not be compatible with the existing 
in-state E-911 system.  This project, as proposed, is indeed the only feasible solution if 
certain large, northern NH communities are to enjoy the safety of a redundant or 
survivable telecommunications link. 
 
DECISIONS TO BE MADE 
 
The Forest Service expects that the proposed project will meet the criteria for categorical 
exclusion from documentation in an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
 
Based in part on your input and on the recommendations of an interdisciplinary team of 
resource specialists and participating agencies, and on the requirements of NEPA, 
WMNF Supervisor, Tom Wagner, as the Responsible Official, will decide: 
 

1. The level of analysis necessary to assess and document the environmental effects 
of the proposed project. 

2. What mitigation measures and monitoring requirements would be needed to 
assure the proposed project meets the 2005 LRMP standards and guidelines for all 
resources. 

3. If any other alternatives that would meet the purpose and need should be 
considered.   
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HOW TO COMMENT ON THE VERIZON – PINKHAM NOTCH FIBER OPTIC 
CABLE PROJECT 
 
In June 2003, the USDA-Forest Service issued new implementing regulations (Title 36, Code 
of Federal Regulations, Part 215) for notice, comment and appeals.  The new regulations allow 
only those who submit timely and substantive comments to be eligible to appeal the final 
decision.  TO BE TIMELY your comments must be received within 30 calendar days 
following the publication of the legal notice in the Manchester Union Leader.  TO BE 
SUBSTANTIVE your comments must be within the scope of the proposed action, have a direct 
relationship to the proposed action, and include supporting reasons for me to consider in my 
decision.  Substantive comments should enhance the project analysis and provide meaningful 
and useful information about your concerns. 

 
You may submit your comments to on the proposed project via any one of the following 
means: 
 

1. Mail – send comments to Mark Hutchins, Hutchins Consulting Services, P.O. Box 130, 
Salisbury, NH 03268: Hutchins is a 3rd party contractor for the Forest Service 

2. FAX – send comments attn: Mark Hutchins @ 603-648-2412 
3. Phone – contact Mark Hutchins @ 603-648-2163 
4. E-mail – hutchinsconsulting@tds.net 

 
It is the responsibility of persons providing comments to submit them by the close of the 
comment period.  Individuals and organizations wishing to be eligible to appeal must provide 
the following information: 

1. Name, address and telephone number; 
2. Title of the proposed action (Verizon – Pinkham Notch Fiber Optic Cable Project) 
3. Specific substantive comments on the proposed action, along with supporting reasons 

the Deciding Official should consider in reaching a decision; and 
4. Signature or other verification of identity; 

 
Written comments must be postmarked by the Postal Service, e-mailed, FAXed or otherwise 
submitted by 11:59 pm ET on the 30th calendar day following publication of the legal notice.   
 
The purpose of soliciting your comments during this scoping period is to collect additional 
information and to identify any unresolved issues regarding this proposal.  Your comments 
should be specific to this project and should provide supporting rationale including concerns 
about environmental effects of the proposed project.  Please be aware that your name, address 
and comments will become part of the public record and may be available for public 
inspection. 
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WHERE THIS PROJECT IS IN THE FOREST SERVICE NEPA PROCESS 
 
NEPA is the Forest Service decision-making process.  An acronym for the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969, NEPA provides opportunities for interested parties to give their ideas and opinions 
about resource management.  This input is important in helping us identify resource needs, which will 
shape the alternatives evaluated and lead to the formation of a decision.  

This form shows the steps of the NEPA process, and where the attached proposal is in that process. 
 
____ Step One - Need for a Project 
  The Forest Service or some other entity may identify the need for a project. 
  YOU may bring the need for a project to the attention of the Forest Service. 
____ Step Two - Develop Project Proposal 
  The Forest Service or a project proponent develops detailed, site-specific proposal. 
  YOU may be a proponent who develops a proposal or YOU can share input and ideas. 

 
____ Step Four - Develop Reasonable Range of Alternatives 
  If proposal fits categorical exclusion: Forest Service makes & documents decision. 
  If scoping determines need for EA or EIS: Forest Service develops alternatives. 
  YOU suggest alternatives to the proposed action during the scoping process. 
 
____ Step Five – Environmental Analysis 
  Forest Service completes analysis of effects and identifies preferred alternative. 
 
____ Step Six – Decision 
  Forest Service makes decision to implement one of the alternatives. 
  YOU can review decision; you can appeal if you disagree and you have  “standing”. 
  Standing: You provided substantive comments during formal period (Step 5). 
 
____ Step Seven - Appeal 
  Forest Service allows public 45 days following legal notice of decision to appeal. 
  YOU may file formal Notice of Appeal. 
 
____ Step Eight - Implementation 
  Forest Service implements the project. 
  YOU may contribute labor, equipment or funding to implement the project. 
 
____ Step Nine - Monitor and Evaluate 
  Forest Service monitors and evaluates project results. 
  YOU provide feedback on the project to the Forest Service. 

      Step Three - Scoping and Formal Public Comment Period 
       The Forest Service solicits public input on the site-specific proposal to define the
       scope of environmental analysis and range of alternatives to be considered. 
       This combines the scoping period and the formal 30-day public comment period. 
       YOU provide timely & substantive comments on the analysis during the  
       Comment Period. 
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This document is available in large print. 
 

Contact the White Mountain National Forest Supervisor’s Office    1-603-528-
8721     

TTY 1-603-528-8722 
The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits 
discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, 
color, national origin, gender, religion, age, disability, political 
affiliation, sexual orientation, and marital or familial status (not all 
prohibited bases apply to all programs). Persons with disabilities 
who require alternative means of communication or program 
information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact the 
USDA's TARGET Center at 202/720-2600 (voice or TDD). 

To file a complaint of discrimination, write the USDA, Director, 
Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 14th and 
Independence Avenue, Washington, DC, 20250-9410 or call 202/720-
5964 (voice or TDD). The USDA is an equal opportunity provider 
and employer. 

 Printed on Recycled Paper  
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Figure 3a – Southern Portion of the Project Area. 
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Figure 3b – South-Central Portion of the Project Area 
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Figure 3c – North-Central Portion of the Project Area 
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Figure 3d – Northern Portion of the Project Area 
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Figure 4 – Existing and Proposed Northern New Hampshire Telecommunications  

  Survivability/Redundancy Plan 
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NARRATIVE 
FOR “SURVIVABILITY / REDUNDANCY MAP” 

 
TERMINOLOGY 

- Littleton and Laconia are “host” switching centers (all switch centers are also 
known as “central offices” or “offices”) which provide access to the 
communications network beyond the areas shown on the map.  Host offices also 
aid their remote offices in directing calls within and beyond the remote groups, 
establishing “busy signals”, recording call duration for billing, etc.   

- “Remote” switching centers handle communications traffic within limited 
geological areas commonly called “exchanges” which may or may not follow the 
political boundaries of towns and cities. 

- Remote switching center areas are dependant on their host offices to gain access 
to the world outside of their area including adjacent exchanges. 

- The cables connecting central offices are referred to as “Interoffice” facilities” 
(IOF) or “Toll” cables whether or not these cables connect remote offices to other 
remote offices, remote offices to host offices, or host offices to host offices. 

- “Hierarchy” is the concept of remote offices being subordinate to host offices for 
their operation and therefore being lower than host offices in the communications 
hierarchy. 

- A “ring” is the arrangement of central offices in a pattern loosely resembling a 
circle, such that following a cable map originating at any office on the ring always 
permits access to another office of a higher hierarchy.  For example, Lincoln, 
Woodstock, and Franconia remote offices are on a ring that includes the Laconia 
and Littleton host offices.  (Although not shown on the map, the Laconia and 
Littleton host offices are also on rings of a higher level in the hierarchy). 

- “Survivability” is described as the ability of a remote switching center to continue 
normal communications even if one of the interoffice facilities linking it to its 
host is severed.  Survivable offices are always found on a ring. 

- “Redundancy” is described as the presence of a single interoffice facility 
connecting a remote office to a point on a survivable ring.  The differentiation 
between survivability and redundancy is fundamental to the understanding of ring 
architecture: the remote offices not on the ring but a “spoke” off of the ring are 
offices enjoying redundancy.  If the spoke is severed between the remote office 
and the ring, the remote office with only redundancy will fail.  However, if any 
point on the ring is severed, remote offices located on a spoke off of the ring and 
protected only by redundancy will continue to serve their customers because their 
uninterrupted access to the survivable ring will provide a connection to their host. 
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ANALYSIS OF THE LITTLETON AND LACONIA SURVIVABLITY / 
REDUNDACY MAP 

- The Littleton host office offers control and administration of communications 
traffic to its remote offices including Gorham, Berlin, Lancaster, Whitefield, 
Jefferson, Milan, Errol, Franconia, and others not shown on the attached map 

- The Laconia host office offers control and administration of communications 
traffic to a large area in central New Hampshire including North Conway, 
Conway, Madison, Woodstock, and others not shown on the attached map 

- Franconia, Woodstock, and Lincoln are on a survivable ring recently completed 
through Kinsman Notch.  Severing the ring at any point will not interrupt service 
at these remote offices because the remote switching centers will automatically 
choose the available alternate route back to their host. 

- North Conway, Jackson, Gorham, and others are not presently survivable because 
they are not located on a survivable ring.  Severing the spoke that attaches them to 
a ring within their respective host’s areas will result in service interruption. 

- The proposed IOF cable between Jackson and Gorham closes a gap in the ring 
that passes through the Gorham, Jefferson, Lancaster, Whitefield, Jackson, North 
Conway, Conway, and Madison remote switching offices in the Littleton and 
Laconia host office areas.  These offices will become survivable after construction 
of the proposed IOF cable at Pinkham Notch. 

- Bartlett, Berlin, Milan, and Errol do not presently enjoy survivability or 
redundancy.  They are now at, or near, the end of a line formed by the cables 
connecting them to their host office.  They will enjoy redundancy when the cable 
through Pinkham Notch is completed because they will assume their position as a 
spoke off of the new ring created by this project. 

 


