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1.0 -- Introduction

Spruce Brook and Blue Brook shelters are located within the Wild River Wilderness in
close proximity to the natural features for which they are named. Project analysis sought
to evaluate the recreational use and impacts at the sites in the context of recent wilderness
designation of the surrounding area, and then determine the value and feasibility of
removing the shelters and associated structures (outhouses, tent platforms, etc.) in order to
manage the use and impacts in a way more consistent with wilderness values.

Scoping and public outreach for all three Wild River shelters began in 2006 and proposed
removal of Spruce Brook, Blue Brook, and Perkins Notch shelters. This decision memo
provides a rationale and renders a decision only for Spruce Brook and Blue Brook shelters.
Perkins Notch is being further evaluated after consultation with New Hampshire Division
of Historical Resources (NH DHR) which is the NH State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO). A decision for Perkins Notch is being deferred pending further consultation and
work with NH DHR.

1.1 -- Location
The shelter sites are located in the unincorporated township of Bean’s Purchase, Coos
County, New Hampshire, in the northeast corner of the White Mountain National Forest
(WMNF). Allsites are in the upper portion of the Wild River Class VI sub-watershed
boundary in wooded areas of mixed forest type. The two structures are within the
congressionally designated Wild River Wilderness. In response to this recent appointment
by the 109t U.S. Congress the area will be soon be administratively designated as
Management Area 5.1 — Wilderness by an update to the current Forest Plan. The Wild
River Wilderness falls within and is managed j'by thewéndroscoggin R:anger District.
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1.2 -- Background

The current Blue Brook Shelter is believed to have been constructed in 1959 as a
replacement for an earlier structure in the same general area. The shelter at Spruce Brook
was built just four years later. The latter has a composting outhouse and two wooden tent
platforms while the Blue Brook site has an outdated pit toilet and a single tent platform.
The condition of the facilities at Blue Brook could be generalized as fair with the shelter’s
lowest course of logs requiring replacement in the next 5-10 years and the outhouse
requiring complete replacement within the same time frame. All facilities at the Spruce
Brook site are in good shape.

This project was initiated on March 8, 2006 in order to analyze the disposition of the
shelters in the Wild River valley. The Environmental Impact Statement and the Record of
Decision for the revision of the WMNF Land and Resource Management Plan had recently
recommended the designation of a new Wilderness in this area of the Wild River sub-
watershed. The designation appeared likely and thus, it seemed timely and appropriate to
initiate the project.

A swift legislative process culminated with the passage of the New England Wilderness
Act (Public Law No: 109-382) on December 1, 2006. This legislation officially designated
the Wild River Wilderness and did not contain special provisions enabling the retention of
any nonconforming structures.

2.0 -- Decision

It is my decision to remove all structures from the Spruce Brook and Blue Brook shelter
sites and repair recreation impacts associated with both sites. Designated campsites will
be retained in each area with native soil tent pads constructed to concentrate impacts in
suitable locations. Nonmotorized hand tools will be used for all disassembly and site
repair work in accordance with Wilderness legislation and policy. A decision concerning
the potential removal of Perkins Notch Shelter and its accompanying outhouse will be
issued pending the completion of the site’s Determination of Eligibility (DOE) for the State
and National Registers.

Creation of native soil tent pads will occur at each site prior to shelter and outhouse
removal. These overnight sites will be better located than their predecessors in terms of
their proximity to water and trails. The number and layout of tent pads will reflect
historic use of these sites by groups but will be designed as not to accommodate more than
the standard Forest group size limit of ten persons in wilderness. Native materials such as
stone and wood that are now part of the structures may be burned, removed or scattered
on site. All other material will be removed from the sites.



Recognizing the strong connection that many visitors have with these shelters it is also my
decision to mitigate this action by reassembling the Blue Brook Shelter at the Wild River
Campground, providing no unforeseen complications in either its disassembly or
transport. The structure will be erected in the existing campground, most likely at Site
#11, and be managed in the same fashion as the other shelter that currently exists at the
campground. It will be refurbished, outfitted with a new roof and made available for
public use as soon as possible. This relocation will enhance Wild River Campground’s
unique recreational opportunity of spending the night in a rustic shelter complete with all
the amenities of a developed campground. Such an experience is available nowhere else
on the White Mountain National Forest.

Rehabilitation work in the wilderness at the two affected shelter sites will include aerating
compacted soil, transplanting vegetation from nearby areas, and scattering leaf litter to
retain moisture and naturalize the site. Repaired areas will be signed to prevent further
impacts, to increase awareness of recreation impacts, and to direct campers to suitable
alternative locations.

A comprehensive monitoring program will provide valuable information for analysis that
will help determine future application of adaptive management techniques if needed.
Transplant mortality, presence of visitor-created trails/campsites, presence of human
waste, and changing use levels will supply managers with quantitative data. This
information will be highly beneficial for assessing effected use patterns and planning how
to best manage these impacts with minimal effect on wilderness character.

2.1 -- Rationale for the Decision

The decision to remove the shelters and associated structures at the Blue Brook and Spruce
Brook sites was a complex and difficult choice. Coming to a decision on the future of the
overnight sites was an exercise in weighing competing values. Concerned parties wrote,
called and emailed their thoughts and it quickly became apparent that we would have to
analyze a large number of complicated variables. Many of the letters that we received
during project analysis relayed fond memories of the shelters as places where visitors
camped with their family or sat out an afternoon rainstorm with friends. It is indisputable
that these sites are part of our area heritage and hold a special place in many people’s
hearts. To many of these people, the idea of removing the shelters from the Wild River
valley is sacrilege.

We also received a number of letters with stories that held an opposing sentiment. They
told of large noisy groups, offensive graffiti and user conflicts when multiple groups
expected to utilize a shelter on the same night. For many people the shelters and the
crowds they often draw, detract from the primitive experience and the wilderness



landscape. Rather than a destination, this group looks at the shelters as a place to avoid,
albeit with difficulty based on their locations along major trails.

The difficulty in making a decision amidst such deep emotional connections and strong
personal opinions cannot be overstated. When viewing the shelter removal proposal two
distinct issues repeatedly rose to the surface. The first problem at the shelter sites is the
level of unacceptable resource impact that has resulted from recreational use of the area.
Shelters can serve a number of valuable management functions with one being the
deliberate concentration of use in suitable areas. Forest Plan guidelines for siting new
overnight facilities emphasize that they be located at least 100 feet from both water and
trails in order to minimize their effect on water quality and visitor experience. These
shelters are located on sites that are too close to water and/or trails. Their presence has the
potential to degrade water quality, increase erosion and sedimentation, and disrupt
wildlife behavioral patterns. In addition, their proximity to trails decreases the
opportunities for solitude sought by many wilderness visitors and increases the likelihood
that the two impact zones associated with the trail and overnight facility will merge into
one larger area.

The second problem is the structures’ incongruity with applicable law and policy.
Designation of wilderness areas by the U.S. Congress for preservation into perpetuity
includes some distinct mandates for how wilderness values are safeguarded. The
Wilderness Act defines these special areas as an “area where the earth and its community
of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain.”
This is a uniquely American concept and sets a high standard such that with certain
specific exceptions, “there shall be no temporary road, no use of motor vehicles, motorized
equipment or motorboats, no landing of aircraft, no other form of mechanical transport,
and no structure or installation within any such area.”

If you visualize a spectrum for how federal lands are managed, the scale runs from
pavement to primeval. Wilderness is the most pristine extreme for “naturalness or
wildness” on that environmental spectrum. Visitors to wilderness encounter both the
most primitive character that can be found in wild landscapes and the most challenge and
risk taking for the human spirit to endure. These unique areas provide a contemporary
place for humans to experience what our ancestors experienced as this country was
pioneered and are also the best opportunities to experience solitude and wild, relatively
unaltered landscapes.

As noted above, the Wilderness Act prohibits structures and permanent installations
“except as necessary to meet minimum requirements for the administration of the area for
the purpose of [the Wilderness] Act,” (Public Law 88-577 Sec 4.c). Special provisions to



retain structures may be made through enabling legislation though none were included
with the New England Wilderness Act. Inconsistencies such as shelters, bridges, trails and
signs are permanent improvements as defined by the Wilderness Act and may be allowed
if deemed necessary for the administration of the area as wilderness. As an example trails
and their associated structures (bridges, rock staircases, etc.) are considered to be the
minimum tool to allow for recreational use of the area in such a way that the impacts are
mitigated to an acceptable level. Trails and their associated structures may detract from
the area’s wilderness character and make the imprint of man and management more
noticeable. Nonetheless, some trails are allowed so that the area’s recreational
opportunities may be realized. Only those trails determined necessary to protect
wilderness resources or for public safety while allowing for recreational use are permitted,
and must be compatible with their surroundings and be as inconspicuous as possible.
Whereas wilderness is intended to be the most primitive and least developed of all public
lands, the concerned structures provide an obvious human-constructed amenity that is
more suitable for areas with higher development levels and lower degrees of challenge
and risk.

A minimum tool analysis was used to help guide us with our decision on the future of the
shelters, tent platforms and outhouses in the Wild River Wilderness. The initial step in
this approach begins by summarizing the situation and concludes in a determination of
whether any administrative action is necessary. In this case we have existing recreation
sites with nonconforming structures that must be assessed for retention or removal as
directed by the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Plan, 2005a, p.3-14). With this direction we
concluded that it was necessary to assess whether recreation impacts, or historical or
cultural significance, warranted retention of the structures or if a better option existed for
managing impacts at the two sites.

Step two in the analysis was to determine whether the current facilities were the minimum
tools to effectively manage the existing and anticipated recreational use. To determine the
minimum tool a large number of alternatives were analyzed. The alternatives made up a
complex matrix that assessed the benefits and drawbacks of retaining, relocating or
removing combinations of the shelters, tent platforms and outhouses, both at individual
sites and in the greater area. Constructing tent platforms or tent pads in lieu of shelters
was also considered as was complete removal with no development at the sites. For each
of the alternatives being compared during this phase we considered the action’s effects
based on:
e Wilderness character

- Undeveloped qualities

- Natural conditions

- Ecological processes



- Opportunities for solitude
- Opportunities for a primitive and unconfined type of recreation
e Heritage and cultural resources
e Maintenance of traditional skills
e Safety of personnel and visitors
e Economics and time constraints
e Additional site and action-specific criteria
With established use patterns and natural features that will likely continue to serve as
destinations for visitors, we determined that actively managing camping through
designated overnight sites was necessary to preserve both a desired recreational
opportunity and the area’s wilderness character. Retention of all structures was concluded
to be an unacceptable approach as current site capacities exceed Forest regulations for
group size (ten persons at a campsite) and their locations have adverse effects on
opportunities for solitude, and the undeveloped and natural qualities of the area.

Relocating the shelters, tent platforms and outhouses could enhance opportunities for
solitude and mitigate their impacts on natural conditions if they were sited in locations
farther away from trails and water. This alternative would do little to enhance the
undeveloped character that is mandated by the Wilderness Act nor would it adequately
address the issue of site capacities that exceed Forest regulations. If the shelters were
relocated but tent platforms removed to tackle this issue, there is a high probability that
visitor created campsites would result and management objectives would not be met.
Relocating any or all of the structures to sites away from the general area where the
facilities currently exist was determined to be a poor solution because the established use
patterns would likely continue in the current area and result in a net increase of impacts
and development.

Removal of the shelters with retention of tent platforms in their current locations would
lower site development levels but not necessarily address the existing issues of solitude or
resource impacts. If the tent platforms were to be relocated to better suited sites in the
general vicinity it would make sense to build native soil tent pads instead. Tent pads are a
less developed and more congruent tool for application in wild and primitive areas. This
approach has multiple ancillary benefits such as lower maintenance costs and elimination
of the false sense of security that is sometimes provided by shelters. We have removed
shelters in the Forest’s five other Wildernesses after their Congressional wilderness
designations and have successfully achieved our desired outcomes. In addition, the
WMNEF shelter system may be historically significant but the structures in question were
found to have limited cultural or historical significance on their own. The NH State
Historic Preservation Officer concurred that the removal of these structures would not
adversely affect any significant historic resources.



In our analysis we also determined that outhouses were not the minimum tool for
addressing the issue of human waste disposal at the sites. Across the WMNF visitors are
expected to practice “cat-holing” or burying waste 6-8” deep in soil away from water,
trails and campsites if developed waste disposal systems are not available. Likewise, the
Forest Service Handbook for Wilderness Management provides direction to “Utilize the
"cat method" of dispersed shallow burial of human waste. (USDA 2007 2323.13a.3) Most
sites that lack overnight structures also lack human waste disposal systems. When visitors
stay at a shelter or highly developed tentsite they tend to expect outhouses but the same
cannot be said when they stay at campsites with little or no development. A strong
education campaign both in and outside of wilderness has shown itself to be very effective
for managing this issue. A system for monitoring incidents of improper disposal of
human waste has been in place in the Wild River Wilderness since the area’s designation
in 2006. Our staff will continue tracking these incidents and if trends show an increasing
frequency we will apply adaptive management actions such as enhanced education efforts
and increased foot patrols in the area. If these actions do not prove to be effective, we may
consider constructing basic human waste disposal systems that are better located in
regards to water, trails and the new tent pads.

After all of the alternatives had been analyzed we determined that these overnight sites
should be retained to maintain a desired recreation use opportunity but the
nonconforming nature of these structures and their associated impacts outweigh the value
that they currently hold as recreation management tools. Removing these structures will
eliminate inconsistencies with Recreation Opportunity Class (ROS) class objectives and
enhance the wilderness character of the Wild River valley. Repairing the sites and
providing tent pads will allow the Forest Service to manage the existing recreation-related
impacts in a way that is consistent with wilderness values while preserving overnight
recreational opportunities in the area. This methodology is in accord with the White
Mountain National Forest Recreation Management Approaches and guidance for
wilderness management.

3.0 -- Category of Exclusion and Environmental Analysis

Decisions may be categorically excluded from documentation in an environmental impact
statement (EIS) or environmental assessment (EA) when they are within one of the
categories identified by the U.S. Department of Agriculture in 7 CFR 1b or one of the
categories identified in 36 CFR 220.6(d) and (e), and there are no extraordinary
circumstances related to the decision that may be substantially affected by the project.

The project is within Category 5 of 36 CFR 220.6(d) “Repair and maintenance of recreation
sites and facilities”. Designated campsites will be maintained and unacceptable resource
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impacts at the sites will be repaired by methods consistent with wilderness values. Ihave
determined that there will be no resulting significant effects on the environment, and
therefore the proposed action requires no further analysis in an environmental assessment
or an environmental impact statement.

3.1 -- Rationale for Category

I find that the above category is appropriate for this analysis and decision because the
project will mitigate the unacceptable social and ecological impacts present at each of these
concentrated use recreation sites. In order for recreational use of the sites to continue,
repairs must be made to better manage the resource impacts associated with that use. The
project will eliminate deferred maintenance while preserving a desired recreation use and
pattern by a means more consistent with the area’s wilderness character.

3.2 -- Resource Conditions and Extraordinary Circumstances

The environmental analysis included data surveys for rare plants, heritage resources and
determination of any existing extraordinary circumstances that could result in significant
effects to the environment. In accordance with FSH 1909.15 Chapter 30, the following
specific resource conditions were examined:

3.2a -- Federally listed threatened or endangered species or designated critical habitat,
species proposed for Federal listing or proposed critical habitat, or Forest Service
sensitive species

A Biological Evaluation of the project area was conducted to analyze and document if
suitable habitat exists for any Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive (TE&S) species and to
examine what potential effects could occur as a result of this decision. Based on that
assessment it was determined that suitable habitat may exist for the following species:
northern bog lemming, eastern small-footed myotis and autumn coralroot. The project’s
potential impact on these selected species was analyzed in greater detail.

I have evaluated the effects of this proposal on federally threatened, endangered, and
Regional Forester Sensitive Species (RFSS) in the proposed project area and have
determined that removing the shelters and associated structures and repairing the
corresponding recreation impacts

-- may impact individuals of the RFSS eastern small-footed myotis (Myotis leibii) but is not
likely to cause a trend toward federal listing or loss of viability.

-- may impact individuals of the RFSS northern bog lemming (Synaptomys borealis
sphagnicola) but is not likely to cause a trend toward federal listing or loss of viability.
--may impact individuals of the RFSS Autumn coralroot (Corallorhiza odontorhize) but is not
likely to cause a trend toward federal listing or loss of viability.
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Additional information on all species is in the Biological Evaluation, which is available in
the Project File located at the Androscoggin Ranger District Office.

Based on the environmental analysis, I have determined that there are no other concerns
regarding Threatened and Endangered Species (TES) or Regional Foresters Sensitive
Species (RFSS). Therefore I have concluded that the project’s effects on TES and RFS
species are minor or non-existent.

3.2b -- Floodplains, wetlands, or municipal watersheds

This project should not result in any adverse impacts to wetlands or floodplains and is not
expected to result in any impacts to any municipal watersheds or public water supply.
Environmental analysis considered the location of inventoried wetlands adjacent to project
sites. None of the work performed will actually occur in the wetlands and thus there will
be no adverse impact. Project implementation will actually have a benefit to wetlands in
proximity to the sites as recreation traffic is moved farther away and concentrated on
better drained soils in order to curb erosion and sedimentation. For these reasons stated,
the removal of the structures and repair of recreation-related impacts meets Forest Plan
Standards and Guidelines for Water Resources (USDA 2005a Ch2 . pgs. 30-32) and all
resulting impacts are expected to be either beneficial or non-existent.

3.2c -- Congressionally Designated Areas

The project area is within the congressionally designated Wild River Wilderness. The
project will have beneficial impacts to this area as a result of the elimination of
nonconforming structures, the repair of biological and social impacts, the enhancement of
the area’s wilderness character and attributes, and the continuation of wilderness
compatible recreation access and use.

3.2d -- Inventoried Roadless Areas

The project area is located within the Wild River Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA) as
identified in the Forest Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement (USDA Forest
Plan, 2005a and USDA Environmental Impact Statement, 2005b). This project will not
affect whether lands within the IRA meet roadless inventory criteria nor will it affect the
current Wilderness designation, therefore the project’s effects on any IRA’s are expected to
be non-existent.

3.2e -- Research Natural Areas (RNA’s)
The Forest currently has three designated Research Natural Areas — The Bowl, Alpine

Garden, and Nancy Brook. None of the RNA’s or the candidate RNA’s are near the project
areas so effects will be nonexistent.
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3.2f -- American Indians and Alaska Native Religious or Cultural Sites/Archaeological
Sites, or Historic Properties or Areas

On June 27, 2007, Cultural Resource Report # 07-2-3, entitled, “Evaluation of 3 Recreation
Shelters in Wild River Wilderness”, was prepared and sent to the New Hampshire
Division of Historical Resources (NH DHR) which is the NH State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO). On August 17, 2007, Linda Wilson, Deputy NH SHPO replied, in
accordance with National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requirements, with a
determination that Blue Brook and Spruce Brook Shelters were not eligible for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places. With this decision by the SHPO, the actions
related to these two shelters are free from any further requirements for evaluation,
documentation, and/or retention. The project’s effects on cultural and heritage resources
are expected to be minor or non-existent. Nonetheless I have decided that we will attempt
to reassemble the Blue Brook Shelter at the Wild River Campground, providing no
unforeseen complications in either its disassembly or transport. It will be refurbished,
made available for public use and stand in honor of the recreation history of the Wild
River Valley.

4.0 -- Public Involvement

The White Mountain National Forest listed the Wild River Shelters Removal Project on the
Schedule of Proposed Actions (SOPA) beginning in April 2006. Scoping reports were
distributed to more than 150 interested and affected parties starting on April 30, 2006. The
mailing list consisted of individuals and organizations that had previously asked to be
kept informed of recreation or wilderness management projects on the Forest, outfitters
and guides with substantial overnight use at the shelter sites, and Forest partners that
were believed to be interested. Additionally, the invitation to comment was promoted
through Legal Ads in the Manchester Union Leader and Lewiston Sun Journal. A press
release was distributed and run by local papers including the Bethel Citizen and Conway
Daily Sun. The latter also featured a full color front page story about the project in its
weekend edition. All official project correspondence and information were posted on the
White Mountain National Forest website with the scoping report posted on April 28, 2006
for public review and comment. Informational signs inviting comments on the project
were also posted at trailhead kiosks serving major trails entering the Wild River Valley.
The signs were displayed for a minimum of 30 days.

A total of 48 responses with comments were received regarding the Wild River Shelters
Removal Project. The comment period ended on May 31. It was extended an extra 15
days in order to receive other comments that were expected to be late. Throughout the
project analysis a number of additional comments were received and these were
incorporated as well. Another 12 individuals responded without comments and asked to
be kept informed of the project’s progress.
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Comments ranged widely in their support or opposition to the project. All comments are
listed in Appendix A with responses to each of the issues raised.

On Saturday, September 29%, a project discussion forum was held at the Dolly Copp picnic
pavilion. Everyone who had commented on the project was invited to attend and discuss
their ideas, concerns, and suggestions. A field trip was also offered for interested parties
on the following day. Four individuals attended the discussion forum and no one opted to
partake in the field trip.

5.0 - Findings Required by other Laws and Regulations and Consistency with the Land
and Resources Management Plan (Forest Plan)

My decision to remove the shelters and associated support structures in the Wild River
Wilderness and to create designated sites with native soil tent pads in their place is
consistent with the Forest Plan and all other applicable laws. Standards and Guidelines in
the Forest Plan are designed so that on-the-ground activities comply with applicable
regulations, laws, and executive orders.

5.1 -- Forest Plan

The project area is in Management Area (MA) 5.1 in the 2005 Land and Resource
Management Plan. The on-the-ground activities comply with Forest-wide management
direction (USDA Forest Plan, 2005a, Ch. 2) as well as Management Area direction
established in the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Plan, 2005a, pp. 3-11 through 3-17).

The Wild River Shelters Removal project accomplishes the following recreation objectives;

e Manage the Forest recreation program consistent with the Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum (ROS) framework. (USDA Forest Plan, 2005a, p.1-10)

e The Forest Service will emphasize concentrating use at specific sites or locations
rather than dispersing use within the area or to other areas.(USDA Forest Plan,
2005a, p.1-13)

e Current development levels in the backcountry will be maintained or lowered
where appropriate.(USDA Forest Plan, 2005a, p.1-13)

The prescribed repair and maintenance of these sites is consistent with the following
Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines;

e If not clearly needed to protect natural resources, maintain a desired recreation use
opportunity or pattern, or conform to the Forest recreation management
approaches, shelters, cabins, and tent platforms must be removed.(USDA Forest
Plan, 2005a, p.2-20)
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Use should be managed to prevent negative impacts to natural and cultural
resources, and to the recreation experience.(USDA Forest Plan, 2005a, p.2-19)
Existing overnight facilities must be managed to minimize inconsistencies with
desired ROS class objectives.(USDA Forest Plan, 2005a, p.2-20)

Overnight facilities may be provided to concentrate use. They should be designed
and managed to absorb recreation impacts and prevent site deterioration, and to be
consistent with ROS objectives.(USDA Forest Plan, 2005a, p.2-20)

Use will be focused on trails or at backcountry facilities in the backcountry. Use will
be focused in roads or developed sites in the frontcountry.(USDA Forest Plan,
2005a, p.2-17)

Concentrating use will be emphasized over dispersing use.(USDA Forest Plan,
2005a, p.2-19)

The project also meets the following Standards and Guidelines for Management Area 5.1 —
Wilderness;

Existing facilities must be assessed to determine whether recreation impacts, or
historical or cultural significance, warrants retention or removal.(USDA Forest Plan,
2005a, p.3-14)

Shelters not meeting historic or resource protection needs should be
removed.(USDA Forest Plan, 2005a, p.3-15)

Nonconforming structures should be evaluated for their historical and cultural
values. They may be retained if 1) they do not threaten public safety or resource
protection, 2) their cultural value is integral to that of Wilderness, or 3) they reflect
Wilderness character.(USDA Forest Plan, 2005a, p.3-11)

The minimum tool concept must be used to guide management actions, including
motorized administrative use in non-emergency situations.(USDA Forest Plan,
2005a, p.3-11)

5.2 -- FS Manual for Wilderness and Recreation

This project complies with Forest Service Manual direction for wilderness management
(FSM 2320) by adhering to the following directives

2320.3 - Policy

4. Cease uses and activities and remove existing structures not essential to the
administration, protection, or management of wilderness for wilderness purposes
or not provided for in the establishing legislation.

2320.6 - The Wilderness Management Model and the Wilderness Act

Where a choice must be made between wilderness values and visitor or any other
activity, preserving the wilderness resource is the overriding value. Economy,
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convenience, commercial value, and comfort are not standards of management or
use of wilderness.

2323.13a - Campsites

Do not designate campsites except as a last resort. Relocate or remove existing
camps to allow maximum opportunity for solitude and to minimize the evidence of
human use.

1. Structures. Dismantle and remove improvised camp structures when they are
not in use.

3. Human Waste Management. Utilize the "cat method" of dispersed shallow
burial of human waste. Where education of visitors about this method is not
effective or in the case of large groups, temporary slit trench latrines may be a
preferred alternative. As a last resort to protect the wilderness resource pit or vault
toilet structures may be used. Servicing or replacement should be by nonmotorized
means.

2323.13b - Shelters

Except for Alaska, provide no new shelters. Shelters that existed at the time of
wilderness designation may be maintained if allowed by specific legislation, or
until they require extensive maintenance. Remove them at this time. For
administrative facilities see FSM 2324.33.

6.0 -- Implementation Date

The initial phases of the project focusing on education, outreach, and logistical planning
will start in the last months of 2008. During the summer of 2009, sitework will commence
beginning with tent pad creation, site definition and rehabilitation of select areas.
Structure removal will begin in the summer and fall of 2009. Once removal is complete at
a site, larger scale rehabilitation work will take place.

7.0 -- Administrative Review or Appeal Opportunities
This decision is not subject to administrative review or appeal, pursuant to 36 CFR 215.8.

8.0 — Responsible Official and Contact Persons
The Responsible Official for the Wild River Shelters Removal Project is Katherine Stuart,
Ranger of the Androscoggin District of the White Mountain National Forest.

For more information, contact Katherine W. Stuart, District Ranger, or Justin J.
Preisendorfer, Backcountry Recreation and Wilderness Manager, at 300 Glen Road,
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Gorham, NH 03581; (603) 466-2713, TTY 603-466-2856); email kstuart@fs.fed.us, or
jpreisendorfer@fs.fed.us.

9.0 -- Signature and Date

I have concluded that removing the nonconforming structures and repairing the sites may
be categorically excluded from documentation in an environmental impact statement or
environmental assessment, because the scope of activities will not individually or
cumulatively have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment. My
conclusion is based on the information presented in this document and in the Project File.

/s/ Katherine W. Stuart 11/06/08
KATHERINE W. STUART DATE
District Ranger
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Appendix A: Response to Public Comments, Wild River Shelters

The invitation to comment was promoted through direct mailings and Legal Ads in the
Manchester Union Leader and Lewiston Sun Journal. The mailing list consisted of
individuals and organizations that had previously asked to be kept informed on
management projects on the Forest, oufitters and guides with substantial overnight use at the
shelter sites, and Forest partners that were believed to be interested. A press release was
distributed and run by local papers including the Bethel Citizen and Conway Daily Sun. All
official project correspondence and information were posted on the White Mountain National
Forest website. Informational signs were also posted at trailhead kiosks for major trails
entering the Wild River Valley.

We appreciate the time respondents spent reviewing the Wild River Shelters Removal
Scoping Report and thank you for your thoughtful comments.

A total of 47 responses were received regarding the Wild River Shelters Removal Project.

The 30-day scoping period ended on May 31, 2006. It was extended an extra 15 days in order
to receive other comments that were expected to be late. Throughout the project analysis a
number of additional comments were received and these were incorporated as well. Another
12 individuals responded without comments and asked to be kept informed of the project’s
progress.

Public comments and their associated response can be found organized by topic in the
following pages. Some comments may appear in two separate groupings based on content.
The comment numbers below refer to the responses received from both groups and
individuals. Each respondent was given a number based on the order in which their
comment(s) were received. A complete list of respondents may be found following the
comment and response section. Some comments may be paraphrased for conciseness or
grammatical correctness.

All correspondence is filed in the Wild River Shelters Removal Project File located at the
Androscoggin Ranger Station in Gorham, NH, and is available for public inspection.
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Response to Public Comments

SUPPORT

Comment 2.a

Thank you for proposing the removal of shelters and other associated structures from the Wild
River watershed. This change may be difficult for some people. However, in my opinion the
land will be less impacted in the long run.

Comment 5.a
However, your proposal to remove the three shelters in the Wild River area is a terrific idea,
Wilderness or no.

Comment 7.a
It appears to me that this project is within the scope of the Forest Plan.

Comment 8.a
Outward Bound supports the WMNF's efforts to protect the water sources and wilderness feel of
the Wild River Valley.

Comment 13.a
We support the removal of these shelters.

Comment 16.a
I see no hardship on the removal of these shelters.

Comment 20.a
Sure, go ahead and remove the shelters!

Comment 23.a
I am familiar with the heavy impact of the existing shelter areas and I believe your agency’s long
term plan to locate all sites further from water sources is a good idea.

Comment 27.a
I strongly support the action.

Comment 32.h

We support the Forest Service vision that wilderness areas in general, and the Wild River
wilderness in particular, should be less developed and provide a less substantial presence of
civilization than other areas of the Forest.

Comment 44.a




I support the project.

Comment 45.a

After careful consideration of the options, the AMC therefore accepts that the Spruce Brook, Blue
Brook, and Perkins Notch shelters should be removed because of their incompatibility with the
recreational and conservation goals of designated Wilderness.

Comment 46.g

I support the Forest Service vision that wilderness areas in general, and the Wild River wilderness
in particular, should be less developed and provide substantial presence of civilization than other
areas of the Forest.

Comment 47.a
I do not worry about the removal of any shelters as long as there are adequate tenting areas.

FS Response: We appreciate your support for this project. All comments were used in the
refinement of this project, to consider alternatives to the project, and to consider environmental
effects of the project.

SUPPORT WITH QUALIFICATIONS

Comment 4.a
I agree with the complete removal of the 3 shelters, but instead of having tent platforms why not
just have well dispersed tent areas?

Comment 17.a

I am in complete favor of going back to a Wilderness Area. It can only improve the environment,
but I question the use of tent pads at the Spruce Brook location. It is easy to get to and would not
spread the campers out over a long stretch of trail. Tent pads might be okay at the Blue Brook
and Perkins Notch locations since they are harder to get to.

Comment 22.c
I favor using tent platforms in place of shelters.

Comment 23.c
My suggestion is to keep the existing shelters in place until they go beyond their useful life at
which time they can be removed and the sites pushed back away from the water sources.

Comment 34.a
I support the removal of the Spruce Brook and Perkins Notch shelters. I am neutral with respect
to the removal of the Blue Brook shelter.
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Comment 49.a

I do not object to the physical removal of [Perkins Notch Shelter]. However, I believe that a
shelter in the area is highly desirable. I agree that the new shelter should be built away from the
pond and from the main trail.

FS Response: We appreciate your support for this project. All comments were used in the
refinement of this project, to consider alternatives to the project, and to consider environmental
effects of the project. A response to your concern or suggestion is included in one of the
following topics.

OPPOSITION

Comment 1.a

I think the Forest Service should leave all three shelters in place and not remove them in
anticipation that the Wild River Area will be turned into Wilderness because that requires a
Congressional Amendment and that is not a done deal.

Comment 3.c
In summary I am opposed to the notion of Wilderness designation for Wild River and am also
opposed to the removal of the shelters.

Comment 6.a

None of these sites meets the criteria for Wilderness in that they are permanent improvements.
This is NOT Wilderness. Manufacturing Wilderness is not in the best interests of the recreating
public. These structures should be maintained, not removed.

Comment 9.a
I am strongly opposed to the removal of the shelters!

Comment 10.a
This letter is written in protest of the proposal to remove the three shelters in and around No
Ketchum Pond, Wild River and Perkins Notch.

Comment 12.a
I am writing in vigorous opposition to the removal of these three shelters.

Comment 14.a

By removing the shelters in the area I feel more problems will occur than problems being solved.
Waste management, random impacted campsites that people will create if a specific site is not
designated being at the top of the list.

Comment 15.a




The Town of Bartlett Selectmen wish to go on the record as being opposed to the removal of the
three back country shelters in the Wild River area.

Comment 21.a
I would like the shelters to remain there.

Comment 24.a
I am writing in opposition to the Wild River Shelter System Removal.

Comment 25.a
I would like to express my displeasure at the idea of the removal of the shelters in Pink ham’s
North (Perkins Notch) Spruce Brook and Blue Brook.

Comment 28.a
I would like for the shelters to remain.

Comment 31.a
I believe that the time, money, and manpower should not be wasted taking something apart that
is already built that is a great help to hikers and people enjoying the natural gift of nature.

Comment 33.a
The purpose of this letter is to urge the Forest Service not to demolish these shelters.

Comment 35.a
I do not support the removal of these shelters.

Comment 36.a
I am writing this to strongly protest the removal of the 3 lean-tos in the Wild River region.

Comment 37.a
I would like to ask you to keep the shelters in the Wild River Shelter system.

Comment 38.a
Please leave the shelters.

Comment 39.d
Keep the shelters!

Comment 40.h
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the premature and wasteful proposal to remove
the shelters in the Wild River area.
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Comment 42.a
I am strongly opposed to the removal of the Spruce Brook Shelter, Blue Brook Shelter, and the
Pinkham Notch Shelter (Perkins Notch).

FS Response: We appreciate your comments on this project. All comments were used in the
refinement of this project, to consider alternatives to the project, and to consider environmental
effects of the project. A response to your concern or suggestion is included in one of the
following topics.

ECONOMICS

Comment 2.b
The resources spent on maintaining [the shelters, platforms, outhouses] could better be spent on
trail tending, restoration projects, educating the public about Wilderness, and Leave No Trace.

Comment 18.a
Would hate to see the shelters torn down, but don’t like to see the expense of maintaining them.

Comment 31.a
I believe that the time, money, and manpower should not be wasted taking something apart that
is already built that is a great help to hikers and people enjoying the natural gift of nature.

Comment 40.a

It is incredibly foolish to use these limited funds to remove rather than construct facilities. After
this area is designated as Wilderness there will be plenty of time to decide whether the shelters
meet the guidelines or not, and plenty of money to remove them if desired.

ES Response:

After initial construction, tent pads require substantially fewer dollars to maintain than shelters or
tent platforms and are one of the most economical means for managing overnight use in a
designated backcountry camping area. While some believe that Forest Service funds would be
better used to construct rather than remove facilities, the Forest Plan provides clear direction for
Management Area (MA) 5.1, Wilderness.

S-1 Construction of new overnight facilities is prohibited (USDA 2005a p3—14).

Wilderness designation does not ensure increased funding and the economic feasibility of any
management alternative must be considered. Although there may be a supplemental lump sum
for implementation costs (signage, educational outreach, planning, etc) the WMNF will not
receive a larger budget over the duration as a result of an increase in Wilderness acreage. In fact
the Wilderness Act states




No appropriation shall be available for payment of expenses or salaries for the administration of the
National Wilderness Preservation System as a separate unit nor shall any appropriations be available for
additional personnel stated as being required solely for the purpose of managing or administering areas
solely because they are included within the National Wilderness Preservation System (Public Law 88-577
Sec 2.b).

Precious funds will be saved through the elimination of the deferred maintenance backlog that is
associated with these structures. Freeing up these funds will better allow our agency to prioritize
and spend on the wilderness projects that display the strongest need or most pronounced benefit.
Most of the trails in the Wild River Wilderness could use additional work to prevent further
erosion and general deterioration. Small scale restoration projects are also a Forest-wide priority
in areas where help is needed to rehabilitate unacceptable recreation impacts. Of all the agency’s
financial investments, funds put toward education have the potential to yield one of the largest
returns. By teaching others about wilderness, we may create understanding, stewardship and an
invested public. By sharing information about Leave No Trace and HikeSafe with visitors, many
of the impacts that restoration seeks to repair may very well be averted.

In all of these project areas, we have had great success leveraging Forest Service funds with those
of partners and/or volunteers. The result has been more quality work completed on the ground.
We plan to continue to do the same in the future.

RECREATION MANAGEMENT

CONCENTRATING, DISPERSING AND DISPLACING USE

Comment 3.b

What I'm proposing is that it is better for the natural human tendency to be drawn to the shelter
to occur and let the shelter site bear the burden. Simultaneously the remaining hikers who seek
solitude can enjoy the opportunity to camp informally throughout the drainage.

Comment 4.a
I agree with the complete removal of the 3 shelters, but instead of having tent platforms why not
just have well dispersed tent areas?

Comment 5.b

I have long opposed the expansion of facilities and amenities in the Forest, partly on the basis that
they attract more use and abuse — not to mention giving the inexperienced a blasé attitude about
difficulties and dangers, and partly because they destroy the sense of solitude.

Comment 11.a
Will this force overnight hikers to go to other areas that may be already being overused?
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Comment 14.a

By removing the shelters in the area I feel more problems will occur than problems being solved.
Waste management, random impacted campsites that people will create if a specific site is not
designated being at the top of the list.

Comment 17.a

I am in complete favor of going back to a Wilderness Area. It can only improve the environment,
but I question the use of tent pads at the Spruce Brook location. It is easy to get to and would not
spread the campers out over a long stretch of trail. Tent pads might be okay at the Blue Brook
and Perkins Notch locations since they are harder to get to.

Comment 19.a
If they are removed, then use will be concentrated in other areas making other areas overused.

Comment 32.f

We feel that planning for the future of recreation in the Wild River Wilderness ought to be
comprehensive. To transfer usage from official sites, which may be imperfect, to unofficial sites
that are generally even less suitable would clearly be counterproductive. We support appropriate
monitoring.

Comment 34.c

There is plenty of opportunity for legal, low-impact dispersed camping, and we are glad to take
advantage of it. Shelters turn us off to the extent that they draw crowds, and these shelters — with
their additional tent pads — can lead to party sizes in excess of regulation.

FS Response:

We agree that it is often better to concentrate impacts in suitable areas rather than disperse them
through a larger area. The WMNF Forest Plan clarifies this by stating in its Forest-wide
recreation objectives

1. The Forest Service will emphasize concentrating use at specific sites or locations rather than dispersing
use within the area or to other areas.
2. Forest management actions will not disperse use from high to low use areas (USDA 2005a p1-13).

While the shelters will be removed, designated campsites will be managed in close proximity to
where the shelters once stood. We believe that use will likely continue to occur at these general
locations regardless of the presence of a shelter. After the designated campsites are constructed
this use will be concentrated in areas that are more appropriate in terms of their proximity to
trails and water. If other well planned and inviting alternatives for overnight use are not offered
when a resource such as a shelter is removed, visitors will often create new sites that are too close
to water or trails. Furthermore, use may be dispersed to the surrounding area and decrease the
opportunities for solitude that many seek in wilderness. With these concerns in mind, we will
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ensure that the designated campsites will be operational before any of the components of the
shelter system are removed.

Any use that is displaced by the shelter removal will be closely monitored. Visitors who seek the
shelter experience may elect to visit one of the many other shelter sites outside of wilderness. The
shelters of the WMNF are managed to provide a unique recreational opportunity and as a tool to
concentrate recreation use and the resulting impacts. Visitation levels and associated impacts are
monitored by recreation managers and addressed when necessary. Use levels are not allowed to
increase indefinitely. The Forest Plan has set a Forest-wide limiting objective to allow for a net
increase in the capacity of shelters, cabins, or tent platforms by up to 40 people at one time over
the life of the Plan (USDA 2005a p1-14). By lowering the capacity at these sites the Forest will
have the option of increasing the capacity at other backcountry overnight sites to better
accommodate existing use in appropriate areas.

We believe that it is unlikely that the removal of these shelters will substantially increase the
intensity of camping at undeveloped sites in the Wild River Valley. The option to camp at
dispersed, undeveloped sites has always existed in the area and shelter users have not chosen this
alternative for a variety of reasons. It seems unlikely that the majority of visitors would now
choose dispersed camping over a designated site that is located in the same general area as the
shelters once stood. Conditions throughout the Wild River Valley will be closely monitored to
ensure that shelter removal does not create unacceptable impacts associated with an increase in
dispersed camping. Monitoring protocols have been established through the WMNF Wilderness
Management Plan (USDA 2005a Appendix E) and campsite size and density have been selected
as indicators of wilderness character that will be monitored regularly. We currently have a
comprehensive inventory of dispersed campsites that serves as the baseline data for future
monitoring. Unacceptable changes in either the number or density of dispersed campsites will
trigger management actions that may include focused education efforts, site rehabilitation,
increased field staff patrols, reassessment of group use policies, area closures and/or overnight
permit systems. These management actions will be employed conservatively and in the order
listed as each successive action has an increasing effect on wilderness character.

GROUP USE

Comment 5.c

Shelters, cabins and organized campsites are heavily used by prep school, college, and guided
groups (AMC, EMS etc), ostensibly to teach “environmental awareness.” I consider this as
commercial use of public land, for which the Forest (and we taxpayers) should receive
compensation. Eliminating these shelters will help reduce such “free-loading.”

Comment 8.b
The proposal mentions increasing education to lesson impact; but group size limits (either
regulated by federal Wilderness designation or de facto by limited tenting space) may eliminate
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educational groups from an area.

Comment 8.c

The proposal reminds us that “the Forest Order creating the group size limit was created as a way
to help protect opportunities for solitude and to reduce the resource and social impacts that are
inherently connected to larger groups.” This fails to recognize the value of experiential,
wilderness-based education to the areas visited, and makes the imprecise assumption that all
“large” groups want “the more developed recreational experience” and can just “do so at a
variety of other locations across the WMNE.”

Comment 8.d

Hardened group camping sites should be constructed with these benefits in mind, for use by
Outward Bound groups falls into the Forest Plan’s own mention of the exceptional need to
“maintain a desired recreation use opportunity or pattern.”

Comment 13.b
Shelters, especially ones that hold more than ten people, are magnets for oversized groups.

Comment 14.b

Although I appreciate wilderness areas and respect the guidelines around using them, as more
and more areas turn into wilderness designation, one, Evans Notch will be surrounded by
wilderness designated areas essentially locking out folks like Summit Achievement and Outward
Bound who sometimes run groups of 8-10 students and 2-3 staff. These mentioned groups take
LNT seriously and would not be using the area as much as folks with no education. With more
and more wilderness designated areas people that run larger groups will be pushed to go
elsewhere and potentially overcrowd and overuse other areas.

Comment 43.a

I understand and agree with returning areas to wilderness by trying to limit the impact of large
groups. I would hope that the recreational aspects of the valley would still remain and be
encouraged.

Comment 43.d
If the tent pad sites are designed for parties of ten or less are the sites restricted to one group
only?

FS Response:

The use of the WMNF by organized groups is a long-standing tradition. Many of these groups
act as our partners by introducing citizens to public lands, teaching responsible recreation
techniques, and performing stewardship activities such as trail maintenance and litter clean-up.

Although their intentions may be noble, research has shown that groups do in fact have a
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disproportionate impact on fellow hikers (Monz et al. 2000) and the natural environment (Marion
1998). Those encountered generally feel less of an impact when they come across five pairs of
people then they do when they come across a group of ten. When spending the night a group of
ten also has greater impact then five parties of two as the group camps in the same general area
and inadvertently creates/impacts numerous incidental trails. We acknowledge and appreciate
the effort that many groups go through to try and mitigate some of these issues. Because of the
valuable service that they provide, commercial groups are allowed to operate in wilderness
though their itineraries are more restricted than other parts of the WMNF. While some groups
have specific wilderness-focused curricula, many take part in activities that are not wilderness-
dependent. The latter are encouraged to use other parts of the areas of the WMNF that are more
acceptable for their use.

All groups or individuals that are using the National Forest for commercial purposes require a
special use permit. One of the purposes of this permitting system is to ensure that a percentage of
the revenue generated from public lands is returned to support their management. These funds
are used to provide high quality recreation opportunities and to best manage associated impacts.
The permit process also acts as a tool for managers to distribute appropriate educational
information, track use, ensure groups are aware of regulations and avoid potential conflicts
between visitors.

While both designated sites will be constructed to hold a maximum of ten overnight guests, the
sites are not restricted to one group only. The sites will be available on a first come, first served
basis until a total of ten people occupy the site. If five people have settled in at a campsite and a
group of six comes along, at least some of the latter group will need to find another site at least a
quarter mile away. This approach is common to all designated campsites in WMNF wilderness.

RECREATION USE OPPORTUNITIES

Comment 9.b
...we are eliminating opportunities for the U.S. growing population to enjoy the National Forest.

Comment 10.b

These shelters serve as a destination for many people who enjoy the National Forest. Not
everyone wants to carry tents in there to sleep on a pre-designated pad. For me, that ruins the
experience.

Comment 12.c
There should be a few places in the [National Forest] where people who don’t want to tent or
camp out can use a shelter.

Comment 15.b
These shelters have been a part of the fabric of the North Country for years and we should

A-13




continue their use. We cannot and should not continue to chip away at the traditional forest uses
and enough shelters have been removed in past years. While it may be a forgone conclusion that
the land will be taken away from the majority of folks due to its anticipated adoption as a
wilderness tract, at least keep the shelters so that they may continue to be used.

Comment 33.b
The shelters enable hikers to traverse the area without the need of carrying tents or other heavy
equipment to protect them from the weather.

Comment 35.i
Backcountry shelters in the WMNF are a precious resource. I am concerned about the general
trend of shelter removal.

Comment 36.c

Now I find I cannot carry the loads I used to, and having the lean-tos enables me to avoid the
extra weight of a tent when I camp out. To remove the lean-tos would discriminate against us
older people who could no longer (or with much difficulty) stay overnight in that wonderful area.

Comment 40.e

The proposal suggests that those who desire shelter-based recreation have a “variety of other
locations across the WMNE”, to which I say: WHERE? It appears that these 3 are the last
remaining shelters on the Androscoggin Ranger District except for those along the Appalachian
Trail and those at high elevations in the Presidential Range. Both are inherently more challenging
than Wild River and the managers of those areas probably would not appreciate the increased use
there.

Comment 45.d

In the WMNF and nearby Mahoosuc Range, however, there are at least 30 backcountry shelters
located outside of designated Wilderness areas where visitors can enjoy the recreational
experience shelters provide.

FS Response:

A number of individuals commented on the potential loss of recreation opportunities caused by
shelter removal. It is true that the removal of the two shelters would decrease the opportunities
for a shelter-based experience in the Wild River Valley; however we believe that this would not
significantly affect a visitor’s ability to enjoy a shelter-based experience on the White Mountain

National Forest.

Recreation shelters have long been a part of the area’s tradition since their inception more than a
century ago. The shelter system was born out of necessity in a time when campers were
burdened by heavy canvas tents, bulky sleeping bags, weighty wool clothes and the cumbersome
tools needed to build a fire and cook dinner. In addition, the original vision for the Appalachian
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Trail as published in 1921 by Benton MacKaye included a series of shelters spaced a day’s hike
apart. The use of shelters has continued, though no longer out of necessity with the advent of
modern equipment, and serves as an important link to the recreational history of the northeast.
To honor this tradition the Forest Service has completed two studies on the historic and
recreational value of the White Mountain shelter system (Therrien 1987 and Roenke 1991). Both
research papers investigated the history of shelters on the WMNF and made general
recommendations for future management. The Forest Service desires and intends to continue the
use of shelters in appropriate locations on the White Mountain National Forest.

The WMNF LRMP provides the following Forest-wide management direction for overnight
facilities associated with non-motorized dispersed recreation

S-1 Overnight facilities (huts, shelters, tent platforms, and their related support structures such as toilets) and
dispersed campsites must be managed as components of an overall system of backcountry opportunities (USDA
2005a p2-20).

A number of shelters have been removed on the Forest in recent years and each removal has been
analyzed for its impact on the recreational opportunities both in the immediate area as well as the
greater Forest. As one commenter noted, there are more than 30 shelters on the White Mountain
National Forest excluding the shelters in the Wild River Valley. Some of these are staffed with
caretakers and charge a fee while others are free and unstaffed. Another half dozen shelters are
located within ten miles of the Forest boundary. In addition to these sites there are a variety of
other opportunities for overnight stays in the backcountry of the National Forest. The
opportunities range from undesignated dispersed campsites to full service huts, from tenstsites
with amenities such as tent platforms and toilets to private cabins that may be reserved for a
small fee. These facilities are scattered around the Forest and represent a variety of recreation
opportunities from lower elevation ponds and rivers to higher elevation slopes and ridges.

In general, all backcountry overnight facilities are situated well away from roads inherently
making them challenging to access. This is a desired condition especially in an area such as the
Wild River Valley that currently falls on the least developed and most primitive end of the
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS). This system serves as a framework for an accurate
stratification and definition of classes of outdoor recreation environments. It is a nationally-
recognized system and categorizes the Wild River Valley as falling into the Primitive Class. This
class is described as an “essentially unmodified natural environment...that offers a high degree of
challenge and risk” (USDA Forest Service 1982). Retaining a developed shelter site so that
visitors can rely on its amenities and have a less challenging experience is incongruent with the
recreational opportunities that are being managed for in the area.

TENT PADS AND PLATFORMS
Comment 17.b
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I do not know what a native soil tent pad looks like. Are they used in many Wilderness Areas?

Comment 22.c
I favor using tent platforms in place of shelters.

Comment 41.b
Tent Platforms- Get rid of them.

ES Response:

Native soil tent pads provide an option for overnight use with a lower development level than
shelters or tent platforms. The Forest Plan provides direction on the decision between the options
by stating in its recreation objectives

Current development levels in the backcountry will be maintained or lowered where appropriate (USDA
2005a p1-13).

Tent platforms, such as those currently at Spruce Brook and Blue Brook, are structures built of
dimensional lumber that provide a level, well-drained site for 1-2 tents. Native soil tent pads as
discussed in the proposal are used in many different environments to manage overnight use.
They are constructed by forming a perimeter with medium-sized rocks or logs and then filling the
interior with well drained soil. This elevates an area of dry soil slightly above the surrounding
area and creates a level surface where campers can pitch their tents. They have the feel of
sleeping on the earth and are a relatively unobtrusive means to direct camping to suitable areas.
From a distance they are virtually unrecognizable but when viewed from close by they are an
obvious choice for locating a tent. Unlike a shelter or wooden tent platform, they generally
require little maintenance after the initial construction is complete. It is our belief that designated
sites in the form of tent pads are necessary to ensure that overnight use is concentrated in
appropriate locations.

In areas designated as wilderness tent pads are tools that are used sparingly where camping is
likely to continue and the impacts would be unacceptable if left unmanaged. As with most
management tools there are trade offs and some believe that tent pads are a permanent
improvement that should not be allowed in wilderness. Interpretation of the Wilderness Act of
1964 is the key to determining their role as it does state that nonconforming installations may be
used for administration of the Wilderness. It is through this interpretation that trail signs and
hiking paths themselves are allowed in order that primitive recreation opportunities may be
provided as directed by the Act. We have decided to utilize tent pads in lieu of platforms or
shelters because we believe that they are the best alternative to managing overnight use while
keeping the area wild and undeveloped.

WINTER USE
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Comment 14.c
I feel that the shelters listed in this proposal are also used regularly in the winter and much
appreciated by those who use them.

Comment 22.b
Winter use in the area should be a consideration in siting overnight facilities

FS Response:

We believe that both sites receive occasional winter recreation use and have included this variable
in our decision making process. Safe winter overnight use always necessitates bringing your own
shelter if reservations have not been made at a cabin or hut. This project will have little impact on
how people use the area in the winter. Tenting options will be retained at the shelter sites and
will be available for use year-round.

SHELTERS MAKE THE AREA A DESTINATION

Comment 34.b
The existence of the shelters (and toilet facilities) adds to the valley’s status as a destination.

ES Response:

The presence of developed infrastructure in the backcountry can contribute significantly to any
area’s status as a destination. The Wild River valley was designated as wilderness by Congress
primarily as a result of its primitive and natural character. For these characteristics alone, the
area is considered a destination. Managing to preserve and enhance these same attributes,
removal of the shelters will allow the wilderness character of the valley to prosper. Visitors
seeking a shelter-based recreation experience will then be drawn to other locations that are
managed for the more developed experience that shelters provide. Were they retained in the
Wild River Wilderness the shelters would become the anomaly in an area managed as
unmodified, primitive, and challenging. Visitors would be provided with one aspect of a more
developed recreation opportunity but none of the others required for holistic management of an
area such as more developed trails, increased signage and greater field staff presence.

HISTORY

DOCUMENTATION

Comment 2.d
Historical documentation of the shelters is important — be sure to compile all the historical
documentation for the shelters so the history is not lost.

FS Response:
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Project staff have worked closely with archaeologists and cultural resource specialists to ensure
that all aspects of the shelters are well documented. The New Hampshire Division of Historical
Resources (NH DHR), which is the NH State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), has reviewed
the project and found no significant historical resources present. As project implementation
proceeds any resources found will be well documented as will the process itself.

ONSITE CULTURAL RESOURCES

Comment 2.f
Be sure to leave cultural resources from the logging era.

FS Response:
The cultural resources found in the Wild River Valley are an inseparable part of the area’s history.
The Forest Plan provides guidance on resources located in wilderness.

G-1 Historic sites and artifacts, even if considered nonconforming structures, should be undisturbed except
where they threaten public safety or resource protection. (USDA 2005a 3-13)

Additionally, heritage resources may be removed if they are determined to be at risk. Examples
include lands with shallow soils where resources are especially vulnerable to disturbance or
where project work may impact the resource. Before implementation of this project field staff will
be trained in basic techniques for cultural resource recognition and will consult the Forest’s
Heritage Resource Program Leader if any questions or concerns arise. Any cultural resources
that are determined to be at risk during the project will be removed and cataloged per direction
from the Heritage Resource Program Leader.

HISTORY/HERITAGE WILL BE LOST

Comment 12.b
Over the years many shelters and cabins have been removed from the National Forest and part of
our heritage is going right along with these removed shelters.

Comment 24.b

These shelters have stood for many years, they are small and have little if any impact on the
environment in which they stand. They are part of our history and their removal would be a
shame.

Comment 26.a
The shelters are always a welcome sight and I enjoy sitting or sleeping in them because they seem

to tell of the travelers who have been there before.

Comment 35.c
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These shelters have all been here for over 40 years and have become a part of the recreational
character of the forest landscape.

Comment 36.b
The lean-tos are a part of the heritage and tradition of the WMNF and have been used by many
people for many years.

FS Response:

We concur that the experience provided by shelters is a unique and valuable piece of our region’s
recreational heritage. In the decision-making process we were tasked to find an appropriate
balance between honoring this history and upholding the mandates of the Wilderness Act. After
weighing the competing values we have made the decision that we will remove these two shelters
and their associated support structures (outhouses and tent platforms). Many opportunities for a
shelter-based experience will be maintained on the Forest and the removal of these specific
structures will not have a significant adverse effect on the greater shelter system of the WMNF.
Use of the sites will continue, albeit in a more sustainable fashion, so that future generations will
be able to continue enjoying the settings that gave birth to these structures. As a way to honor the
tradition of the Wild River shelters we plan to reassemble the Blue Brook Shelter at the Wild River
Campground providing no unforeseen complications in either its disassembly or transport. For
more information please refer to the comments regarding “Recreation Use Opportunities” under
the “Recreation Management” heading earlier in the document.

HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

Comment 27.b
These structures do not have great historical significance.

Comment 32.c

The Wild River valley has a rich history and a number of historic remains, ... However, we are
not aware of any criteria by which these shelters qualify, and so we do not consider the shelters
historic.

Comment 40.b
The historic background on these structures would argue for their preservation

Comment 45.b

And while we believe that the WMNF shelter system as a whole has historic significance as a
traditional recreational resource, we are unable to judge whether or not these three specific
shelters have historic and/or cultural significance in and of themselves.

Comment 46.c
The Wild River valley has a rich history and a number of historic remains, ... However, these
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shelters do not seem to qualify.

ES Response:

The New Hampshire State Historic Preservation Office (NH SHPO) concurs with the
management direction for the two shelters. After consultation with the SHPO we have
determined that neither shelter is a significant historical resource. Although this holds true at the
state and national level the structures do have an important place in the history of the Wild River
Valley. Their role in the area’s history is representative of a specific period of recreational
development just as the former logging camps were symbolic of the era of private ownership by
timber companies. Along with the now absent cabins inhabited by fisherman, game wardens and
US Forest Service employees, the shelters were maintained for a specific purpose under the
context of the area’s management goals at the time. All of these structures are an inseparable
component of the area’s history regardless of their presence or absence today. In making the
decision to remove the shelters we weighed the benefits of retaining the shelters for their
historical value alongside the benefits to wilderness character that could be accomplished
through removal. Ibelieve that documenting the shelters and relocating the Blue Brook Shelter to
the Wild River Campground if feasible, serve as acceptable measures to preserve the shelter-
based history of the valley and mitigate the loss of the shelters at their current sites.

HEALTH AND SAFETY

TOILETS

Comment 4.b
In any case I believe a composting toilet should be near any camping area for health reasons.

Comment 14.a

By removing the shelters in the area I feel more problems will occur than problems being solved.
Waste management, random impacted campsites that people will create if a specific site is not
designated being at the top of the list.

Comment 32.e

We believe strongly that any shelter or tent-site should be provided with a good quality sanitary
waste facility, and be sited in an area with appropriate soil and water conditions to minimize the
risk of any soil or water contamination.

Comment 41.d
I'd like to see the privies retained at the two sites along the Wild River, but located further from
the river, so that you would not have to depend on proper training of the campers.

Comment 45.e
Privies should be removed as part of the shelter removal project. If not, they could remain
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destinations in themselves. Even with tent pads, privy placement might make tent sites more
difficult to manage and diminish users’” opportunity for solitude.

Comment 46.e

I believe strongly that any shelter or tent-site should be provided with a good quality sanitary
waste facility, and be sited in an area with appropriate soil and water conditions to minimize the
risk of any soil or water contamination.

ES Response:

Across the White Mountains a variety of approaches are used for the management of human
waste in the backcountry. Within WMNF wilderness there are few locations that have some sort
of constructed human waste disposal system. Those that do are generally the highest use
destinations such as the 13 Falls Campsite in the Pemigewasset Wilderness which also has a
caretaker. Toilets have been installed or maintained at these sites because it has been determined
that among the variety of alternatives these systems were the options that would have the least
impact on wilderness character while effectively managing human waste. In the vast majority of
wilderness acreage visitors are expected to follow Leave No Trace guidance for disposal. Some
National Forests and National Parks across our country have strict carry-out policies for human
waste. In the White Mountains we have found that the practice of “cat-holing”, or burying your
waste 6-8” deep in soil away from water, works well for our environment outside of the alpine
zone or during times of frozen ground. We believe that emphasizing this technique is the best
approach in terms of effectiveness and impact on the wilderness resource. It is also in line with
direction from the Forest Service Manual for Wilderness Management which directs the
management of designated wilderness campsites to

Utilize the "cat method” of dispersed shallow burial of human waste (USDA 2007 FSM 2323.13a.3).

There are many designated campsites in White Mountain wilderness that lack human waste
disposal facilities and do not have problems with improper waste disposal. Such problems are
one of the wilderness indicators that are monitored on an ongoing basis as directed by the Forest
Plan (USDA 2005a E-19). If problems are noted then a number of management actions may be
applied. These tools include focused intensive education efforts, increased patrols by field
personnel, closing/relocating designated sites and implementation of waste pack-out systems. To
date only the first two tools have been used. As an example the Great Gulf Wilderness sees some
of the heaviest use per acre for wilderness in our country. When human waste problems began to
arise the field staff started carrying extra garden trowels to provide to overnight visitors. These
trowels were handed out with instructions on how to properly dispose of human waste. In the
five years since the program’s inception there has been a general decrease in the number of
related incidents.

Focused education efforts will be employed in Wild River Valley before any of the outhouses are
removed. Informational signage will be posted at major trailheads accessing the shelter sites as
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well as at the sites themselves. Field staff involved with project implementation will have the
opportunity to interact with a large number of visitors and pass on news of the changes. The
trowel initiative has already been extended to overnight visitors in the Wild River and will
continue into the future. These efforts will assist in proactive management of the potential
problem and help foster the creation of new responsible use patterns.

SHELTERS’ EFFECT ON SAFETY

Comment 5.b

I have long opposed the expansion of facilities and amenities in the Forest, partly on the basis that
they attract more use and abuse —not to mention giving the inexperienced a blasé attitude about
difficulties and dangers, and partly because they destroy the sense of solitude.

Comment 12.d
Additionally these structures can provide for emergency shelter for people who are lost or injured
in inclement weather.

Comment 13.c
They also encourage “lazy camping” where users might not be prepared to find the shelter full
and do not have tents.

Comment 23.b
In addition, these sites are well located for traversing through that area and provide a good
emergency shelter if needed.

Comment 25.b
These buildings have provided shelter and a safe harbor for many hikers, fishermen, hunters and
trappers over the years and should continue to do so.

Comment 30.a

Not to mention that Spruce Brook saved a bunch of my friends and myself. I was hiking in
February about 6 years ago when one of my friends fell down and twisted his knee. It was
snowing pretty hard and we needed to find shelter for the night. Without the shelters we might
[have had] a miserable night and maybe even worse.

Comment 31.c

What is the goal of closing these already established shelters??? Ask the many people who have
used them especially in emergency situations and they will have more reasons NOT to close
them...

Comment 32.c
Regarding these considerations, we find that the safety of visitors is best served by their carrying
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with them tents or other equipment necessary for their own shelter.

Comment 33.b
The shelters enable hikers to traverse the area without the need of carrying tents or other heavy
equipment to protect them from the weather.

Comment 36.c

Now I find I cannot carry the loads I used to, and having the lean-tos enables me to avoid the
extra weight of a tent when I camp out. To remove the lean-tos would discriminate against us
older people who could no longer (or with much difficulty) stay overnight in that wonderful area.

Comment 40.g

The shelter system provides an important safety factor in bad weather. It wasn’t that long ago
that 2 girls became separated from their party during a major rainstorm and were trapped alone
in the Spruce Brook Shelter for 2 days with rescuers unable to reach them due to high water.

Comment 46.b

I believe that the safety of visitors is best served by their carrying with them tents or other
equipment necessary for their own shelter....Shelters contribute to the expectation that the
surroundings or infrastructure will provide for the welfare of the traveler, which is inaccurate,
inappropriate, and dangerous in the National Forests.

ES Response:

A number of individuals commented on the safety concerns centered on the presence or absence
of a shelter. While the shelters have undeniably made many a visitor’s night more comfortable, it
is unlikely that they have provided a resource that has actually played a major role in saving life
or limb. In the case of the two young girls that were mentioned in one comment the girls were
actually stranded on the opposite side of Spruce Brook and could see the shelter but not reach it.

A number of comments pointed out that some visitors actually rely on the shelters in a way that
compromises their safety. The shelters may provide a false sense of security and cultivate a
sentiment that the facility will take care of the visitor. When multiple overnight groups show up
at a shelter without the equipment necessary for camping it creates a conflict based in visitor
experience and safety. By fostering unpreparedness the shelters sometimes cause visitors to
impact the surrounding resources in a greater way than they would if properly prepared for
camping.

GENERAL WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT

SOLITUDE

Comment 5.b
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I have long opposed the expansion of facilities and amenities in the Forest, partly on the basis that
they attract more use and abuse — not to mention giving the inexperienced a blasé attitude about
difficulties and dangers, and partly because they destroy the sense of solitude.

Comment 34.d
As a camper, I wouldn’t want folks tromping through “my” campsite; as a hiker, I'd prefer not to
have to walk through someone else’s site.

Comment 39.b
Getting rid of these three shelters are not going to increase solitude beyond a couple of hundred
feet radius around the shelters. That is negligible!

Comment 40.c

If one of the objectives for this area is to reduce the number of people camping in one spot,
retaining the shelters while banning adjacent tenting is the best solution because it is unlikely
more than 10 people would stay in the shelter.

ES Response:

The Wilderness Act defines wilderness as, among other characteristics, having “outstanding
opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation” (Public Law 88-577
Sec 2.c). Trying to manage for both solitude and recreation opportunities often puts the two
values in competition. Achieving a fine balance is possible and the minimum tool concept helps
managers decide how to minimize conflict and maximize the opportunities for both. As an
example, limiting the number of visitors to an area may increase the sense of solitude but has a
dramatic effect on the opportunities for unconfined recreation. A use-limit policy may be an
appropriate management tool in some instances but in the case of Wild River it is not the minimal
tool necessary to accomplish the task of managing for opportunities for solitude.

Seemingly small measures can cumulatively minimize the presence of visitors and increase the
sense of solitude without putting serious confines on recreation. Examples might include
encouraging camping out of sight of trails and other visitors, and promoting the use of natural
colored tents or tarps. More involved management actions that may also contribute to the sense
of solitude include (re)locating overnight facilities/campsites well away from trails and limiting
the amount of outfitter/guide use in certain areas.

Concentrating overnight use directly adjacent to a trail may have a direct effect on a visitor’s
perception of solitude. The shelters in the Wild River Wilderness are within approximately 50
feet of the trail and completely visible to anyone passing by. Although a hiker passing through
might only see the shelter and overnight guests for a brief period, the encounter may have a
lasting effect on the perception of solitude associated with the hike and general area. For many
visitors, a hike where no people and no facilities are encountered is a very different experience
than the same hike when passing two shelters each with ten people. Research has shown that
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overnight sites located off of the main trail and accessed by a side trail are the most desirable for
successful management (Fay and Rice 1977).

The suggestion to keep the shelter and ban adjacent camping would in fact help manage for
solitude but would not address other resource concerns. The ten person group size limit (total
number in hiking group or sharing a campsite) in wilderness also serves to manage for
opportunities for solitude and is applied Forest-wide. Neither of these actions addresses the
impact of having a constructed facility that concentrates use alongside the trail however. To
enhance opportunities for solitude we believe that the best solution is to move concentrated
overnight use away from trails and manage it with the minimum tool necessary, in this case tent
pads.

WILDERNESS CHARACTER

Comment 6.a

None of these sites meets the criteria for Wilderness in that they are permanent improvements.
This is NOT Wilderness. Manufacturing Wilderness is not in the best interests of the recreating
public. These structures should be maintained, not removed.

Comment 20.b
As long as you have prepared tent sites and trails to the remote campsites, you'll eventually
eliminate true wilderness atmosphere.

Comment 32.h

We support the Forest Service vision that wilderness areas in general, and the Wild River
wilderness in particular, should be less developed and provide a less substantial presence of
civilization than other areas of the Forest.

Comment 42.b
The area virgin forest was very nearly completely logged-out by 1902. This area can never again
be considered a true wilderness.

Comment 46.g

I support the Forest Service vision that wilderness areas in general, and the Wild River wilderness
in particular, should be less developed and provide a less substantial presence of civilization than
other areas of the Forest.

ES Response:

The word “wilderness” means very different things to different people. When the Forest Service
talks about wilderness it refers to the congressional designation that is applied to public lands
managed under the guidance of the Wilderness Act of 1964. The Forest Service recommended the
Wild River area for designation due to its wild and primitive character. The American people,

A-25




through their elected representatives, largely agreed with this recommendation and the area was
designated on December 1, 2006 with the passage of the New England Wilderness Act of 2006.
Such designation does not try to profess that the area is pristine or untouched by the effects of
mankind. Instead it directs land managers to let the area be shaped by the forces of nature rather
than the hand of humans, and to limit the amount of development to only that which is necessary
to administer the area as wilderness. The shelters are not necessary for successful administration
or recreational use of the Wild River Wilderness and removing them will enhance the area’s
wilderness character.

WILDERNESS LEGISLATION AND SHELTERS

Comment 32.a
To begin with, we do not understand it to be an essential element of the Eastern Wilderness Act
that all shelters necessarily be removed.

Comment 39.c
These shelters should be “grandfathered”” and at least have the roofs fixed.

Comment 41.a
I was under the impression that non-conforming structures in a Wilderness Area were
grandfathered until the end of useful life.

Comment 41.c

Lean-tos seem to blend naturally with the outdoors if made entirely of logs. In New York’s Forest
Preserve, they are allowed in Wilderness areas and we are gradually getting them situated in
more desirable sites...

Comment 46.a
To begin with, I do not understand it to be an essential element of Eastern Wilderness Act that all
shelters necessarily be removed.

FS Response:

The management of all federally-designated wilderness is guided by laws such as the Wilderness
Act and individual enabling legislation, agency policy, and local management direction such as
the WMNF Forest Plan. Nonfederal lands such as the wilderness lands of the Adirondack Park
and Forest Preserve are managed under different laws and policies.

The Wilderness Act of 1964 provides applicable direction but does not dictate that all shelters be
removed from wilderness immediately. It defines wilderness as being “without permanent
improvements...with the imprint of man’s work substantially unnoticeable” (Public Law 88-577
Sec 2.c). Additionally within the portion of the Wilderness Act titled “Prohibition of Certain
Uses” it states “Except as specifically provided for in this Act, and subject to existing private
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rights, there shall be no...structure or installation within any such area” (Public Law 88-577 Sec
4.c). The language conveys clear intent that structures are generally incompatible with wilderness
values. There are limited exceptions such as when a structure is the minimum tool necessary for
the administration of an area or when there is exceptional historic value that is a fundamental
component of the area’s identity.

The Eastern Wilderness Act of 1975 was a piece of enabling legislation which designated
additional areas in the eastern United States similar to the New England Wilderness Act of 2006
or the New Hampshire Wilderness Act of 1984. In addition, the Eastern Wilderness Act of 1975
formally recognized the fact that proportionally there were far fewer Wilderness units in the
eastern part of the country where development pressure was the highest. This Act does not set a
separate standard or provide guidance for all wildernesses in the eastern part of our country as
many believe. All areas of congressionally designated wilderness are managed under the
precepts of the Wilderness Act of 1964.

Each wilderness is designated by a piece of enabling legislation through which Congress names
specific areas to be added to the National Wilderness Preservation System. Occasionally there
will be language in the legislation that provides special exceptions for specific structures or
permanent installations. This is the means by which a shelter may be “grandfathered” into a
wilderness. The New England Wilderness Act of 2006 had no such special provisions for the
Wild River.

The Forest Plan does not dictate that existing shelters within wilderness must be removed.
Instead, it delineates the criteria by which shelters should be considered for removal or retention.

G-1 Nonconforming structures should be evaluated for their historical and cultural values. They may be
retained if 1) they do not threaten public safety or resource protection, 2) their cultural value is integral to
that of Wilderness, or 3) they reflect Wilderness character (USDA 2005a p3-11).

S-3 Existing overnight facilities that are not identified in area-enabling legislation must be removed if they
can no longer meet health and safety standards without full replacement, and if they are not needed for
resource protection (USDA 2005a p3-14).

G-3 Shelters not meeting historic or resource protection needs should be removed (USDA 2005a p3-15).

Several respondents commented on the possibility of letting the shelters remain until major
repairs were needed. The WMNF has utilized this approach in the past and noticed its many
shortcomings. The policy of benign neglect simply prolonged the duration that a structure
deemed incompatible with wilderness values could remain in place. While the affected shelters’
structural components deteriorated, so did the quality of the experience that we sought to
provide for the public. Some of the shelters even lingered until they approached being
considered a safety hazard to the public. To prevent these types of situations from reoccurring the
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Forest Plan now directs

S-2 Shelters, cabins, and tent platforms that are retained must be maintained...(USDA 2005a p2-20).

WILDERNESS DESIGNATION’S EFFECT ON PROJECT

Comment 1a

I think the Forest Service should leave all three shelters in place and not remove them in
anticipation that the Wild River Area will be turned into Wilderness because that requires a
Congressional Amendment and that is not a done deal.

Comment 11.b
Also would it be required to remove these shelters before the new wilderness addition is voted on
by Congress?

ES Response:

On December 1, 2006 the Wild River Wilderness was established with the passage of the New
England Wilderness Act of 2006 (Public Law No: 109-382). The area designated as wilderness
encompasses all three shelter sites that have been analyzed as part of this project.

This project was first proposed in response to facility conditions and associated resource impacts
as well as impending wilderness designation. There was no requirement to remove the shelters
before designation but the Forest Plan provided relevant guidance for an assessment of their
benefits.

S-1 If not clearly needed to protect natural resources, maintain a desired recreation use opportunity or
pattern, or conform to the Forest recreation management approaches, shelters, cabins, and tent platforms
must be removed (USDA 2005a p2-20).

When the area was designated as wilderness the corresponding management direction from the
Forest Plan increased in the strength of its tone concerning the analysis needed to retain or
remove a shelter.

S-2 Existing facilities must be assessed to determine whether recreation impacts, or historical or cultural
significance, warrants retention or removal (USDA 2005a p3-14).

S-3 Existing overnight facilities that are not identified in area-enabling legislation must be removed if they
can no longer meet health and safety standards without full replacement, and if they are not needed for
resource protection (USDA 2005a p3-14).
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ADDITIONAL IMPACTS

FIRE EFFECTS

Comment 10.c
The impact by firewood foraging by tenters would not be any different if you create this situation.

FS Response:

Removing the shelters and creating tent pads will lower the overnight capacity at both sites to
levels that are in line with group size limits for WMNF wilderness. This decrease in total
numbers will likely have a direct effect on the amount of firewood that is collected from the sites.

MORE INTENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS NEEDED

Comment 22.a
What the Forest Service should be doing is an environmental assessment of overnight facilities in
that general area.

Comment 40.f
Because shelter removal may have “significant adverse impact” to the areas surrounding
remaining shelters in the WMNF, this project probably merits full EIS/EA treatment.

FS Response:

In keeping with the stated purpose and need, the proposal and analysis focuses on just the
structures and associated campsites in the Wild River Valley. The driving forces behind the
proposal and the ensuing analysis are

-- the condition of the shelters, the shelter sites, and the resource/social concerns associated with
them, and
-- the inconsistency of structures in designated wilderness.

Our analysis is in response to those two issues and is guided by the Wilderness Act and the
direction in our Forest Plan.

While the analysis does consider the variety of overnight opportunities and experiences in the
Wild River Valley and beyond (please refer to the previous comments regarding “Recreation Use
Opportunities” under the “Recreation Management” heading), there are no other compelling
resource or social concerns associated with overnight camping in the Wild River Valley at this
time that would cause us to initiate a larger or more in depth study of overnight camping
opportunities, as one commenter proposes.

A number of comments raised concern about the potential for displacing use and how other areas
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might be affected. Although many visitors will continue to visit the area regardless of the
presence of a shelter, it's reasonable to anticipate that some people who want a shelter-based
experience will change their destinations to sites with shelters. The closest shelters to the Wild
River Wilderness are those at Rattle River, Mountain Pond and Imp Campsite. The first two are
free, managed by the Forest Service and receive regular visits from USFS field staff. Imp
Campsite is cooperatively managed by the Appalachian Mountain Club, staffed by a seasonal
caretaker during the summer and early fall, and charges a small fee when staffed. Changes in use
and the resulting impacts are closely monitored at these and all developed sites in the
backcountry. For additional information please refer to the comments regarding “Concentrating,
Dispersing and Displacing Use” under the “Recreation Management” heading.

We do not anticipate any significant adverse impacts from displacement because we have an
approach to recreation management that includes monitoring, education, enforcement, and
direction for mitigating resource and/or social impacts. With this multifaceted approach it is
highly unlikely that use and ecological effects at other shelter sites will reach the level of
"significant adverse impacts" that would require study in an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS).

Our proposal to rehabilitate the shelter sites to protect resources while still accommodating
overnight campers, even when considering potential for displacement, does not meet the
definition of "major federal actions that may significantly affect the quality of the human
environment" that would require a site-specific analysis in an EIS (FSH 1909.15 Chapter 20.2 -
Classes of Actions Normally Requiring Environmental Impact Statements). We feel that the
anticipated effects of displacement are predictable and manageable, and so no further analysis in
an Environmental Analysis (EA) or EIS is necessary.

MANAGING/CREATING RECREATION IMPACTS

Comment 27.c
The structures are poorly sited and have too much environmental impact.

Comment 27.d
Removal is needed regardless of Wilderness status and is probably overdue.

Comment 32.d

Therefore, the primary standard that the shelters in the potential Wild River Wilderness should
be held to is that they serve to protect the local environment from the impact of visitors. If they do
not do this, then in our opinion their presence is not justified.

Comment 35.b
These structures are primitive structures that facilitate recreation without adverse impact on the
forest.
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Comment 35.d

The area of adverse ecological impact caused but the presence of these shelters (as compared to
their removal or replacement by tent platforms) seems like it would be very small...I have a hard
time seeing how this would affect more than 10 acres of the roughly 24,000 acres of the proposed

Wild River Wilderness.

Comment 39.a
You know that protecting the ecology is a very weak excuse. The area effected is negligible.

Comment 46.d

Therefore, the primary standard that the shelters in the potential Wild River Wilderness should
be held to is that they serve to protect the local environment from the impact of visitors. If they do
not do this, then in my opinion their presence is not justified.

ES Response:

The WMNF Forest Plan describes wilderness indicators that are markers of resource conditions
(USDA 2005a pE-10). Recreation related impacts such as campsite proliferation, litter and
improperly disposed of human waste are classified as aesthetic indicators where direct human
effects on the immediate landscape affect the human experience of the area as wilderness. When
properly sited, shelters can be a useful tool for managing these recreation related impacts. As
such they are utilized in more than 30 spots on the WMNF and their value as a management tool
has shined in a number of locations. In the summer of 2007 a shelter was rebuilt on the WMNF
(Kinsman Pond Campsite) after determining that it was the best tool for successfully managing
recreation impacts at the site. A great number of variables weighed into that decision, many of
which were examined through this project analysis as well. Within areas that are managed as
wilderness additional variables must be considered and a minimum tool concept applied before a
decision is made. We believe that the recreation impacts at the Spruce Brook and Blue Brook
overnight sites can be successfully managed without the use of a shelter.

INCREASED POTENTIAL FOR LITTER

Comment 31.b

People will have to carry more stuff in to hike for shelter which will lead to heavier packs thus
preventing people from being able to enjoy their hike. It could also possibly lead to more littering
by people having more of their “own stuft” that they could leave behind.

ES Response:

Carrying a tent will definitely add pounds to your pack but it also adds an important resource for
those times when things don’t go as planned. A tent is invaluable when high waters, foul
weather, an injury or generally slow going prevent you from making your destination before
nightfall, or when you arrive to a shelter that is already at capacity. As mentioned earlier in the
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comments regarding “Shelters” Effect on Safety” under the “Health and Safety” heading, issues
sometimes arise when visitors hike to a shelter expecting to find space and are unprepared to
camp. Most of the shelters on the WMNF were initially constructed when the number of
overnight visitors in the backcountry was low and tents were made of heavy canvas. The
evolution of outdoor equipment has made carrying overnight gear much more reasonable
although every pound still counts. Being prepared generally equates to a heavier pack than
someone ill-prepared whether you're out for the day or planning to spend the night.

While increased littering may be possible without the shelter, local experience has shown a higher
rate of littering at sites with built amenities as compared to designated campsites or dispersed
undeveloped campsites. Backcountry rangers routinely remove trash that was intentionally left
behind from shelters and developed campsites. Garbage is often found inside the shelter, under
the tent platforms, in the compost bins, or inside of the outhouse. These hidden trash
depositories are not available at campsites with little or no development. One possible
explanation for this behavior is the common misconception that developed amenities always
provide trash receptacles and workers to deal with the waste. The “Pack In-Pack Out” movement
has done an excellent job of generally dispelling this rumor but the widespread change in attitude
is still in process.

IMPLEMENTATION

ATV’S/TRAIL CHANGES

Comment 2.e
The Wild River Trail should not be widened to allow for ATV access to remove the shelters.

FS Response:

Materials from the shelters, tent platforms, and outhouses will generally be dealt with in one of
three ways. Wood may be burned, removed or scattered. Ash will be scattered in the woods or
added to the soil during aeration and mixing. The concrete piers and footings will be broken up
and larger pieces removed from the sites along with all asphalt, metal and plastic. A final
decision on the method of removal is pending the Regional Forester’s signature on a completed
minimum tool analysis. We do not believe that the use of ATV’s is a feasible option for the
removal of materials due to the rough terrain and narrow trails. Their use is not being considered
as one of the alternatives for material removal so no trails will be widened.

MOVE THE TRAIL (VERSUS THE SHELTER)

Comment 7.b

I would think it would be more cost effective and environmentally sound to move the trail away
from these sites and let them naturally regenerate. The terrain around these shelters appears to
be fairly gentle and should lend itself to relocation. If these present shelter locations were remote
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to travel corridors for perhaps fifty years they would revert to a natural state.

Comment 35.e

The fact that the shelters are close to the trail and thereby limit “opportunities for solitude”
should not be used as an excuse to remove the shelters...a better approach would be to relocate
the shelter and/or the trail.

Comment 40.d

Similarly, it is foolish to suggest that the shelters need be moved or removed as they are too close
to the trail when moving the trail is simple and will get hikers away from the disturbed site
whether or not a shelter is present.

FS Response:

Generally, relocating the trails is a viable option for decreasing the impact of the shelters on
hikers passing by. At Blue Brook this might be possible but at Spruce Brook the topography does
not allow relocation unless the new route was created a significant distance behind the shelter
and up the hillside. Relocating the trail does not address the other relevant issues such as
proximity to water and incompatibility with wilderness character and values.

The designated camping areas that will exist at each site after implementation will be largely
unnoticeable from hiking trails with the exception of an access trail and associated signage.
Vegetation, both existing and transplanted, as well as topography will make this possible and will
not require a major relocation of any hiking trail. Minor alterations of the campsite trails around
the sites may be done to improve their layout in relation to poorly-drained soils and perennially
wet areas. These alterations are not integral to the shelter removal project but are a
complementary step in the process of minimizing the impacts of recreation.

Natural revegetation of these areas would be preferable to active revegetation by field staff
however established use patterns are likely to make this technique ineffective. By performing
active restoration work two important objectives are met. First, the area is given a jumpstart in
terms of recolonization by native vegetation. Nonnative species, especially invasive species, are
less likely to take hold of the area when careful active restoration is performed and the process of
reforesting the area is greatly sped up. Secondly, the product created after such revegetation
projects is meant to decrease the site’s suitability or appearance as a potential tenting spot for
future visitors. Similar site rehabilitation projects are conducted annually on the WMNF with
great success.

RETAIN SHELTERS UNTIL IN DISREPAIR

Comment 23.c
My suggestion is to keep the existing shelters in place until they go beyond their useful life at
which time they can be removed and the sites pushed back away from the water sources.
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FS Response:

In the past, shelters were sometimes left until they were in a state of disrepair and then removed.
Prior to the completion of the current Forest Plan in 2005, the previous Forest Plan provided the
following direction for recreation facilities in wilderness

Shelters will not be built. Any shelters or tent platforms that existed at the time of wilderness designation
may be retained until major repairs are necessary or continued use downgrades the resource. Then shelters
will be removed. Limited use of tent platforms may be considered for resource protection (USDA 1986a
plII-44).

This policy which approximates benign neglect was later deemed to be an unacceptable method
of managing shelters because of the concerns for public health and safety. As the shelters
approached the end of their useful life their condition was often such that they no longer
provided the type of enjoyable recreation opportunity for which they were intended. A number
of the shelters were left in place for “just one more season” and eventually became unsafe for
visitor use. In order to avoid the problems associated with benign neglect the current Forest Plan
has mandated that managers must assess shelters in wilderness to decide whether they should be
retained or removed. Once the decision is made to retain a shelter there is additional guidance
which states

Shelters identified for retention must be maintained...(USDA 2005a p3-14).

PROVIDE OVERNIGHT ALTERNATIVES OUTSIDE OF WILDERNESS

Comment 49.a

I do not object to the physical removal of [Perkins Notch Shelter]. However, I believe that a
shelter in the area is highly desirable. I agree that the new shelter should be built away from the
pond and from the main trail.

Comment 44.b
Provide nearby alternative camping areas in non-wilderness areas.

FS Response:

Thank you for your input regarding the future of Perkins Notch Shelter. A decision concerning
this facility and its associated concentrated use area will be issued pending the completion of the
site’s Determination of Eligibility (DOE) for the State and National Registers of Historic Places.

A wide range of overnight opportunities exist immediately outside of the Wild River Wilderness.
For visitors seeking an undeveloped camping experience the options are virtually unlimited with
only a few Forest Protection Areas that prohibit camping around trailheads, facilities and alpine
areas. Those who want a more developed backcountry camping or shelter experience have a
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number of options including five designated overnight sites within five miles of the wilderness
boundary. There are also two Forest Service cabins, one AMC hut and four Forest Service
roadside campgrounds within this same proximity.

PERKINS NOTCH SPECIFICS

Comment 32.i

We recommend the removal of the Perkin’s Notch shelter. If it is expected that there will
continue to be substantial overnight visitation in the general area, (and we think there will be)
then some soil-pad tent-sites should be located on drier ground, and provided with sanitary
facilities.

Comment 49.a

I do not object to the physical removal of [Perkins Notch Shelter]. However, I believe that a
shelter in the area is highly desirable. I agree that the new shelter should be built away from the
pond and from the main trail... The most obvious location is south along the East Branch Trail
just outside the proposed wilderness boundary.

FS Response:

Thank you for your input regarding the future of Perkins Notch Shelter and its associated
outhouse and camping opportunities. A decision concerning these facilities and the concentrated
use area will be issued pending the completion of the site’s Determination of Eligibility (DOE) for
the State and National Registers of Historic Places.

BLUE BROOK SPECIFICS

Comment 8.e

In fact, the Blue Brook shelter site has considerable value beyond the shelter. The approach from
Cold River up the Basin Trail to the shelter site is a moderate, yet dramatic entry into the Wild
River Valley that is little affected by seasonal road closures...We recommend tent pads be located
in the vicinity of the Blue Brook Shelter, farther from water sources and that additional designs to
affect land use not disregard the needs of the quality educational organizations that use, love and
care for the Wild River Valley.

Comment 32.k
We support the [Blue Brook Shelter’s] removal. Again, soil-tent pads might be appropriate in the
general area if continued overnight visitation is expected.

FS Response:

Although the Blue Brook Shelter site does not have the same attraction as sites associated with a
natural feature, as one comment pointed out it is located in a fairly strategic location for accessing
the Wild River valley. It also serves the function as being the only developed site in the Wild
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River Wilderness that isn’t located directly on the central throughway, the Wild River Trail. With
these variables considered it has been decided that the shelter, tent platform and outhouse will be
removed and tent pads will be constructed. The tent pads will be located in the general area
where camping currently occurs though the existing sites closest to the water will be
rehabilitated.

SPRUCE BROOK SPECIFICS

Comment 32.j

However, as a group we support [Spruce Brook Shelter’s] removal. This particularly based on the
opinion that the shelter services as a destination that attracts visitors who would not other wise
chose to visit the area. However, we would expect that overnight camping would continue at
that spot...We would encourage the Forest Service to retain earthen tent platforms and sanitary
facilities.

ES Response:

We agree that the shelter should be removed from the Spruce Brook site and that the area will
likely remain a destination for overnight use. Tent pads will be constructed in an area behind and
uphill of the current shelter that has been used for camping in the past. The trail which currently
accesses the tent platforms will be modified to reach the new tent pads. By locating the tent pads
in this area the site will not be moved a significant distance but the topography will greatly assist
in making it largely unnoticeable from the Wild River Trail. The outhouse and its related
structures will be removed from the site and not replaced. We believe that the management of
human waste can be accomplished at the site by visitors practicing proper disposal techniques for
undeveloped backcountry sites. For additional information please refer to the comments
regarding “Toilets” under the “Health and Safety” heading.

GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION

Comment 2.c

Four shelters have been removed from the Sandwich Range Wilderness with positive results. I'm
confident that the Wild River Wilderness will eventually have the same results if this proposal is
implemented.

Comment 23.a
I am familiar with the heavy impact of the existing shelter areas and I believe your agency’s long
term plan to locate all sites further from water sources is a good idea.

Comment 27.e

There is considerable attachment to the idea of Adirondack type shelters and objection to
removal. However, after the land has been rehabilitated, I think that there will be general
approval. That seems to be the case in the Sandwich Range where after more than a decade of
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discussion, shelters with long and interesting histories were removed a few years ago.

Comment 41.e

These tent pads should be located at all three lean-to sites, including the Blue Brook site. Older
guidebooks are still used by frequent hikers. Why get a revision when so little is changed in the
new edition? People will be expecting to overnight at all three locations for years to come.

Comment 44.c
It will be an ambitious chore to “mine” forest litter and transplant native plants from nearby areas
without adversely affecting them.

Comment 45.c

Should the Forest Service decide to remove these shelters, however, the AMC strongly
recommends that the project be accompanied by user education, appropriate site rehabilitation
and redesign including tent pads, and a commitment to long-term monitoring and management
to ensure that the area’s wilderness character and experience are enhanced.

ES Response:

We recognize that implementation of this project is going to be long and involved. Fortunately,
as a couple of comments pointed out, we have had experience with successful removal of shelters
on the WMNF in the past. There will be five phases of implementation and the first will
commence immediately.

The first phase will focus on education and outreach. These shelters have a long history of use
and are referenced by a large number of guidebooks and maps. Publication companies will be
notified so that new versions will reflect the changes. The staff at all area visitor centers operated
by the Forest Service as well as by our cooperators will be notified so that current information can
be passed on to potential visitors. A press release will be drafted for dissemination and posted on
the WMNF website. Signs will be posted at area trailheads and field staff will pass on the
information to visitors encountered in the backcountry. Oulfitters and guides who apply for
operational permits on the Forest will also be notified and asked to spread the word to their
clients. This phase of implementation will be initiated first and continue for a number of years
coinciding at times with other phases of the project.

The second phase of implementation will focus on construction of the new tent pads and
associated access paths. Upon completion these sites will be opened for use and existing sites in
close proximity to the shelter and water will be closed for rehabilitation. This action initiates the
third phase which focuses on closure and removal of existing structures. Traditional hand tools
such as hammers, prybars, and saws will be used to disassemble the structures and salvage
materials as feasible for reuse on future Forest projects. At each individual site shelters will be
dismantled first followed by tent platforms and then outhouses. Materials will then be burned,
scattered or removed from the site as outlined earlier in the response to the comment regarding
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“ATV’s/Trail Changes” at the beginning of “Implementation” section.

The fourth phase of the project is the strategic repair and rehabilitation of the recreation impacts
at each site. Compacted soil will be aerated, young saplings will be transplanted from the forest
and leaf litter will be scattered to retain moisture and naturalize the site. Small signs will inform
visitors why camping is not allowed in the area and direct them to suitable locations. This
technique has been used extensively on the WMNF to repair the impacts of poorly located
campsites and proven to be very successful.

The fifth phase consists of monitoring the effects of the project. The wilderness monitoring
protocols in Appendix E of the Forest Plan provide an existing framework from which to work.
Monitored indicators of wilderness character that could be correlated to project effects include
campsite density, campsite size, presence of litter and human waste, visitor trail use, and visitor
destination use. In addition to these elements, success of the site rehabilitation efforts will be
monitored. Photomonitoring and survivability rates among transplants may be used as
assessment tools.

FUTURE STRATEGIES

Comment 43.c
If the impacts caused by the removal create unacceptable change what are the options the Forest
Service envisions?

FS Response:

Should the removal of the shelters and associated facilities cause unacceptable impacts, there are
a number of adaptive management actions that we may pursue. The Wilderness Management
Plan (USDA 2005a pE-14-19) outlines a variety of indicators that serve as flags for resource
concerns. These indicators are tied to standards, or thresholds, beyond which management action
may be called for. A series of management actions are paired with the indicators and provide
appropriate focused responses. As with any decision in wilderness, we will utilize the minimum
tool concept to determine the approach that will best achieve the desired outcome with the least
amount of impact. Possible management actions that may be applied to address recreation-
related resource issues may include increased focused patrols by backcountry rangers, enhanced
educational signage, implementation of a human waste pack-out system, designation of
additional overnight sites, changes to group-use policies, camping restrictions, and
implementation of a limited overnight-use system. These actions will be used sparingly and
generally in the order listed. When a management tool such as a sign or regulation is no longer
needed it will be removed to enhance the wilderness character of the area.
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GENERAL INFORMATION

WHO MANAGES THE AREA?

Comment 10.d
I also don’t understand why this is not being handled by the Saco Ranger District

FS Response:

This project is not being handled by the Saco Ranger District because the three shelters lie within
the Androscoggin Ranger District. The districts are generally organized around the watersheds
of the same name and the Wild River flows into the Androscoggin River in the town of Gilead,
Maine. Nonetheless, the recreation managers on the Saco Ranger District have been in close
communication with those involved in the project and have had unlimited opportunities to voice
their thoughts and ideas.

GRAFFITI

Comment 13.d
Shelters often have graffiti either carved or drawn which is difficult to control and remove.

ES Response:

Though undeveloped campsites are by no means immune to the damage, shelters and other built
structures tend to collect more graffiti than camping areas that are surrounded solely by trees.
Some visitors who are generally opposed to shelters often cite graffiti as one of their biggest
complaints. Field staff spend valuable time each season repairing the damage and removing
graffiti.

LEAVE NO TRACE

Comment 13.e
We also support replacing the shelters with soil tent pads to encourage future users to practice
Leave No Trace camping.

ES Response:

We support Leave No Trace (LNT) ethics and believe that tent camping will encourage visitors to
practice these techniques. The LNT philosophy can also be applied when camping at shelters but
tent pads may better prepare visitors for a wider range of camping experiences in the future.

EMOTIONAL AND CULTURAL CONNECTIONS

Comment 2.a
Thank you for proposing the removal of shelters and other associated structures from the Wild
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River watershed. This change may be difficult for some people. However, in my opinion the
land will be less impacted in the long run.

Comment 27.e

There is considerable attachment to the idea of Adirondack type shelters and objection to
removal. However, after the land has been rehabilitated, I think that there will be general
approval. That seems to be the case in the Sandwich Range where after more than a decade of
discussion, shelters with long and interesting histories were removed a few years ago.

Comment 29.a

I don’t understand the full reasoning for why [the shelters may be removed] but I do understand
that this will affect a lot of hikers, campers and everyday folks who love to spend a day or two in
the shelters. These places have so much meaning for so many people.

FS Response:

As one commenter noted “there is considerable attachment to the idea of Adirondack type
shelters and objection to removal.” It has been quite clear through the project analysis that
members of the public have strong feelings about the removal of the shelters, both in support and
opposition. As with many important decisions in public land management, coming to a
conclusion was difficult and the final determination will not be applauded by all.

The shelters located in the Wild River Wilderness undoubtedly serve as a backdrop for countless
fond memories. We received a number of letters that relayed the experiences of shelter visitors,
both positive and negative. Removal of these shelters will affect visitors to the area in a variety of
ways. Some may feel a sense of loss or nostalgia when they recollect cherished experiences.
Others may appreciate the effects of the removal when they recall negative experiences based on
the site’s social or biophysical conditions. We believe that over time the vast majority of visitors
will come to relish the wild undeveloped character of the area and will be pleased about the
reduction of unsightly impacts.

Congressional designation of the area as wilderness changed our management emphasis and
began what is only the most recent chapter in the long storied history of the Wild River Valley.
Since the acquisition of Bean’s Purchase in 1914 from the Hastings Lumber Company, the Wild
River Valley has been slowly recovering its wilderness character, sometimes with the help of land
managers and sometimes on its own accord. Active reforestation took place with the help of the
Civilian Conservation Corps in the 1930’s and soon thereafter the area was cooperatively
managed as a State Game Refuge to bring back its once abundant wildlife population. A
landslide cut off vehicle access to the upper watershed in the 1960’s and the river rose up to
remove Spider Bridge in the spring of 2006. The recent designation of the area as wilderness
carries with it the highest level of permanent resource protection for any federally managed
public lands. Undoubtedly many more memories will be made and chapters added to the history
of the Wild River Valley as the landscape continues to evolve.
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WILD RIVER CAMPGROUND

Comment 43.b

How does the Wild River Campground fit into the Wilderness designation? Is it outside of the
area being considered? The reasons stated for removing the shelters certainly exist at the
Campground.

ES Response:
The Wild River Campground lies outside the boundary of the Wild River Wilderness and is not
included in this project.

SHELTER ETIQUETTE

Comment 32.g

As we understand things, shelters are intended to be open to use by multiple parties on the same
night, up to the capacity of the shelter. However, this is often awkward and not all first parties to
reach a shelter seem to share this awareness. This is not specific to the Wild River area. We
expect that tent pads would be less given to this difficulty since visitors would have their own
tent for privacy.

Comment 46.f

As I understand things, shelters are intended to be open to use by multiple parties on the same
night, up to the capacity of the shelter. However, this is often awkward and not all first parties to
reach a shelter seem to share this awareness. This is not specific to the Wild River area. I expect
that tent pads would be less given to this difficulty since visitors would have their own tent for
privacy.

ES Response:

The Forest Service agrees that the use of shelters by multiple unassociated parties has sometimes
led to visitor conflicts in the past. Often these conflicts are the result of assumptions that are
made concerning the “rights” of visitors and the availability of the shelter. Although shelter
removal may eliminate some of these conflicts, issues may still arise when visitors expect a
campsite to be vacant and find otherwise upon their arrival. Education efforts will attempt to
address this issue by stressing the importance of proper planning and flexibility in the field.

PUBLIC OUTREACH

Comment 35.g
I am afraid that the opinions you receive will not give you a fair representation of the opinions of
the people this decision will affect most.
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ES response:

Please see the distribution summary listed at the beginning of the public comment section. All
substantial management projects, both active and proposed, are described in detail on the WMNF
website www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/white mountain as well as through the national Schedule of
Proposed Actions (SOPA). Individuals/groups who received direct mailings were those who had
previously expressed a desire to be informed of emerging recreation projects on the White
Mountain National Forest. Please let us know if you are not included on this list and would like
to be. Outfitters and guide services that have had substantial permitted use in the area were also
sent the project proposal. A press release and legal notices were also distributed to local media.
Signs were posted at trailhead kiosks for major trails entering the Wild River Valley for the
duration of the comment period. The volume of response that we received was large relative to
other Forest management projects and represented a wide diversity of opinion.
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. Town of Bartlett Selectmen
. Robert Dame

. Kurt Kramp

. Chester Lucy

. Ed Beaulieu

. Gibb Dodge

. Jimmy Lumbard

. Tom Linell

. Allen Gould

. Dominique Dodge
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. Pierce Beij

. Eleanor Eastman

. Tricia Fernald

. Rebecca Tarpinian
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. Jack Middleton

. Todd Griset

. Jason Sachs
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. Dan Dinsmore
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41. Betty Lou Bailey

42. Robert Cavanagh

43. Curtis F Tinker

44. Allan M. Peterson

45. Appalachian Mountain Club
46. Tom Van Vechten

47. Bob Bulkeley

48. Terry Kennedy
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