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Chapter 1 — Proposed Action

What is the Forest Service proposing?

The Forest Service is proposing a project to improve and rehabilitate the Glen Ellis Falls
Day Use Area along Route 16 in Pinkham Notch, New Hampshire. This document,
based on and tiered to the 2005 White Mountain National Forest Plan Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), analyzes the effects from implementation of the
proposed project to physical, biological, and social resources.

This Environmental Analysis (EA) includes:

e Background information, including the existing condition of the site, reasons
why the Forest Service is proposing changes, and Forest Service management
direction

e A full description of the proposed action and alternatives to the proposed action
developed from previous public input and internal discussions, including maps
and conceptual designs

e Analysis of how the alternatives address the central issue and a summary of
effects to various resources of each alternative analyzed in detail

e Public comments to the 30-Day Comment Report and Forest Service responses

Summary of the Proposed Action

This project proposes to improve the recreation experience at the Glen Ellis Falls Day
Use Area, while protecting the unique cultural values and natural resources of the site.
The proposed action is described in detail in Chapter 2, but generally proposes to:

e Remove infrastructure associated with the nonfunctioning water system and
flush toilets and relocate two vault toilets

e Improve the access road, loop road, and parking area

e Repair and reconstruct (as necessary) the hiking trail to Glen Ellis Falls and other
trailheads on site

e Improve the trailhead area, picnic areas, site interpretation and kiosks

e Incorporate historic construction materials and styles, accessibility, and “green”
construction practices and materials where feasible and appropriate

Background and History of Glen Ellis Falls

Glen Ellis Falls, on the Ellis River, is one the oldest and most popular day use sites on
the White Mountain National Forest. It is located in an area steeped in history. The falls,
accessed from a short hiking trail near the height of land in Pinkham Notch, cascade 65
feet into a deep pool surrounded by rock and moss, in an area of rugged beauty.

The Glen Ellis Falls area was acquired by the US Forest Service in 1915. The parking area
and trail to the falls were initially developed in the 1920s. At that time the trail was a
simple boardwalk and wooden staircase. During the 1930s the Civilian Conservation
Corps (CCC) did extensive work to the trail. Their stone and masonry work, typical of
that era’s style, has remained largely intact for nearly 90 years and gives many visitors
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the feeling that they’ve stepped back in time.

This area has long been an extremely popular stop for White Mountain visitors. To
accommodate high visitor use, toilets, picnic areas, and running water were installed
adjacent to the parking area. In the 1960s, a gravity-fed water system and lavatory
building with flush toilets were constructed. These systems functioned until
approximately seven years ago, when they were closed due to the need for increasingly
costly repairs to the outdated and failing infrastructure. Two vault toilets installed for
winter use are now the only available toilet facilities at the site.

The Glen Ellis Falls Day Use Area contains trailheads for the Wildcat Ridge Trail, the
Glen Boulder Trail and two links to trails leading to the Appalachian Mountain Club’s
Pinkham Notch Visitor Center.

This site is managed as a “Standard Amenity Site” under the Federal Lands Recreation
Enhancement Act. It must provide the following amenities: designated, developed
parking; permanent toilet facilities; a permanent trash receptacle; an interpretive sign,
exhibit or kiosk; picnic tables; and security services. The site is not plowed nor
maintained in the winter.

Though the cultural history is rich and the natural scenery
surrounding the area is spectacular, the infrastructure at the
day use area is not. Many components of this popular site
are in need of repair. The paved entrance road off Route 16
is deteriorating, as is the rest of the pavement in the parking
loop. The parking areas are poorly drained and hold water
following rain events. There is no striping to delineate
parking spaces and the general location and size of some
parking areas pose maneuvering difficulties for larger
passenger vehicles and RVs. It can be difficult for
pedestrians accessing the trailhead to safely navigate around
moving vehicles during frequent busy periods. Signing is

Boy scouts resting
at the Glen Ellis
parking lot, 1920s
(WMNF photo).

confusing; visitors frequently have difficulty locating facilities and/or finding the proper
trailhead to begin their hike.

While the picnic areas inside the access loop were once open and sunny, they are now
shaded by thick spruce and fir regeneration that has grown up under the hardwood
overstory. The paths to them are not marked or maintained, and they are generally not
very scenic or inviting. In addition, most paths to the picnic areas are not accessible.

The trail to Glen Ellis Falls begins at a kiosk along the edge of the parking area. The
kiosk is outdated and does not clearly describe the trail system or anything else about
the area. Visitors frequently have a difficult time locating the trailhead to the falls and
are often surprised to discover that they actually have to go under the highway to get
there. The pump house, well, and water fountain next to the kiosk no longer work and
detract from the aesthetic quality of the area. Though the area around the kiosk serves as
a gathering place for visitors, there are no benches or designated areas for hikers to
gather their belongings or rest before or after their trip.

While the CCC trail work along the way to the falls is one of the key cultural
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components of the site, it is in need of repair and maintenance. Many of the peeled log
handrails have rotted, some of the stone steps and pathways are loose and unstable, and
inadequate drainage has further undermined stonework and eroded trails.

Glen Ellis Falls and the trail leading to the falls tell stories of cultural and natural history.
The desired condition for this area is to create a landscape that helps to reveal these
stories to visitors of all ages and abilities, whether these visitors make it all the way to
the bottom of the falls or choose to remain near their vehicle. The design of the site
should do this while protecting cultural and natural resource values. Additionally, the
day use area should provide other amenities to complement this experience and provide
for some degree of visitor comfort.

Visitors should be able to enter this area with clear direction from Route 16, easily and
safely navigate through the parking area, clearly locate the Fee Station, and know where
to find information about the Falls and other trailheads and site amenities. Site layout
should enhance appreciation of the natural and cultural history without overly imposing
on the visitor experience.

The main trailhead area should be an inviting, informative area with modern
interpretive panels and a place for visitors to prepare for (or rest upon return from) the
hike to the falls. The area should have some rustic seating, using construction techniques
reminiscent of the CCC-era. All of the amenities in the greater parking area should be
universally accessible. Where feasible, green construction technology and materials
should be used for site improvements.

The trail to Glen Ellis Falls would retain its historic character, and to the extent possible
the original materials and workmanship, but would be restored to improve drainage
and safety and to reduce future maintenance needs. New and repaired railings and
stonework would retain CCC-era workmanship and materials, but will incorporate
modern trail design standards and methods.

Why are we proposing this project?

Glen Ellis Falls Day Use Area is extremely popular with a broad spectrum of the visiting
public. It provides unique opportunities to readily view a beautiful waterfall within the
historical context of the Civilian Conservation Corps days. The Glen Ellis Falls Day Use
Area is a Historic Property eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
for its association with CCC public works programs in New Hampshire and the stone
masonry engineering typical of that era’s distinctive style of workmanship. It is a part of
the Pinkham Notch Scenic Area and WMNF management direction states that it should
be managed for its outstanding natural beauty, unique recreation opportunities and
heritage resources. The purpose of this project is to provide a high quality recreation
experience at this popular site according to management direction.

The unique characteristics of this area, including CCC workmanship and safe access to
Glen Ellis Falls, are at risk due to the lack of maintenance to infrastructure. If action is
not taken at this area, the trail will continue to deteriorate and the overall recreation
experience along the trail and in the parking area will degrade. Forest Service policy and
federal law require that the Forest Service protect significant historic properties from the
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effects of environmental and human processes. The need for this action is driven by the
continued deterioration of this site, and is to restore a high quality recreation experience
at the Glen Ellis Falls Day Use Area, while protecting its unique cultural values and
natural resources. Because of the number of visitors to this area and the broad spectrum
of values associated with Glen Ellis Falls, this area was identified by the Forest Service
as a high priority for reconstruction and improvement.

Forest Service Management Direction

This assessment is tiered to the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of
Decision for the WMNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) (USDA-
Forest Service, 2005).

Management direction for developed recreation sites is found in the Forest Service
Manual (FSM), Forest Service Handbook (FSH), and the Land and Resources
Management Plan for the White Mountain National Forest (Forest Plan) and supporting
documents.

The Forest Service describes recreation settings on National Forest lands according to
the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS). ROS considers
physical, social, and managerial settings to describe the range
of opportunities available to visitors for different kinds of
recreation experiences (USDA-Forest Service, 2005, Appendix
H).

All WMNEF lands are divided into management areas which
guide management objectives throughout the Forest. The
lands within the project area fall into two Management Areas
(MAs). The entrance road, the loop road and associated
parking spaces, the picnic sites within the interior of the loop,
and the lower half of the trail to the falls are in MA 8.5, Scenic

Visitors enjoying
the sights and
learning about the
history of the area
(WMNF photo).

Areas. The remainder of the project area to the south and west
falls within MA 6.1, Semi-Primitive Recreation.

The Forest Plan states that the Pinkham Notch Scenic Area will be managed to recognize
its unique recreation opportunities while preserving its scenic integrity and will appear
much as it does now. Unique recreation activities with high use will remain available,
and management actions that disperse this use to other locations, and in other seasons,
will be minimized. Facilities, where allowed, should be provided for public health and
safety and maintained to prevent site deterioration. Developed recreation standards
state Glen Ellis Falls Day Use Area must be managed to protect its social and resource
characteristics. Trail improvements made by the Civilian Conservation Corps are a
significant heritage resource to be protected and interpreted. Sanitation facilities may be
provided for visitor safety (USDA-Forest Service, 2005, pp. 3-61 to 3-65).

Accessibility goals and objectives as well as Forest wide accessibility standards and
guidelines are included in the Forest Plan (USDA-Forest Service, 2005, pp. 1-3, 2-3, 2-4).
The Forest will provide a variety of recreation opportunities for people with disabilities
(without fundamentally altering the non-motorized policy), and will continue to
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improve accessibility to recreation sites and programs through specific capital
investment proposals as sites are reconstructed or rehabilitated. The goal of the Forest is
to provide as many recreational opportunities as possible, in as many varying degrees of
difficulty as possible, that are barrier free. Accessibility guidelines state that the Forest
Service should identify areas that do not meet current guidelines, and identify steps that
may be taken to improve the facility during scheduled maintenance or restoration
activities.

Finally, the WMNTF completed a Recreation Facility Analysis (RFA) in June, 2008. RFA
required an examination of all recreation facilities on the Forest, solicited input from the
public, and outlined a 5-year program of work to implement site-specific
recommendations to address deferred maintenance and improve recreation
opportunities. The final RFA recommended improvements to the Glen Ellis Falls area
very similar to what has been proposed in this project.

In combination with the existing condition of the area, these documents were
collectively used by District recreation managers and the District Ranger to develop the
purpose and need for this project, the proposed action, and design criteria.

How is the public involved?

An interdisciplinary team conducted analysis to determine the scope of the
environmental assessment and to identify issues or concerns related to the proposed
action.

Public Scoping

Public scoping of this project began on December 15, 2010. Notification of this project
was sent to over 800 individuals, including local historical societies, town entities, other
known interested parties and stakeholders, and the Forest-wide project notification
mailing list. Scoping documents were posted on the WMNF website. A press release was
distributed to the Bethel Citizen, the Berlin Daily Sun, the Conway Daily Sun, the Coos
County Democrat, and the Berlin Reporter. This project has been listed in the WMNF
Schedule of Proposed Actions (SOPA) since October 1, 2010.

Twelve individuals responded to our initial Scoping Report and provided comments.
All comments we received were in support of improving the site and removing old
infrastructure. Several commentors offered their expertise in updating the geologic
interpretation of the area. Other commentors offered additional suggestions for
improving the site. One commentor expressed some concern regarding how much
vegetation would be removed with implementation of this proposal. Site-specific
comments on the project were used to refine the proposed action and develop
alternatives for the Glen Ellis Falls Site Improvement Project. Original scoping
comments are in the project record.

On October 20, 2011, a legal notice for the 30-Day Comment Report was published in the
New Hampshire Union Leader. Notification of this report was sent to the 12 commentors
from initial scoping as well as other individuals who requested project notification but
had not commented during initial scoping. Three individuals provided comments
during this period. One commentor was in support of Alternative 3, another preferred
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Alternative 2, and the third did not support the project under either action alternative.
The original comments are located in the project record and Forest Service responses are
located in Appendix C of the EA.

In September 2014, notice of the finding of adverse effect to the Glen Ellis Day Use Area
historic property and a request for comment regarding proposed mitigation measures
was posted on site at Glen Ellis and emailed to the project notification mailing list. Five
individuals responded, with one in favor of the proposed mitigation, no comments
adverse to the proposed mitigation, and no suggestions for alternative mitigation
strategies.

Chapter 2—Proposed Action, Issues and Alternatives

This section of the environmental analysis:

1. Describes the central issue for this project, which arose through the
interdisciplinary process

2. Shows how the Forest Service used this issue to develop a third alternative and
measurement indicators to evaluate how well each alternative addresses the
issue

3. Provides descriptions of the three alternatives analyzed in detail (in Chapter 3)
and one alternative that was considered but not analyzed in detail

The effects analysis in Chapter 3 summarizes effects of each alternative on social,
physical and biological resources. More detailed specialist reports for each resource are
in the project record.

Development of the “Central Issue” and Alternatives

Public scoping brought forth many ideas, suggestions, offers of assistance and expertise,
and important information used in developing this project. There are several
components of Alternative 3 that came directly from public input, including the addition
of a short trail from the Glen Ellis parking area southward to a scenic vista of the Ellis
River valley and the consideration of alternative transportation in site design. One
commentor was concerned with the amount of vegetation that would be removed
during implementation of this project. A discussion of environmental effects is included
in Chapter 3. While public comments helped with refining and improving the proposed
action, the public did not bring forth any issues that resulted in the development of a
separate alternative to the proposed action.

An issue is a point of debate, dispute, or disagreement regarding anticipated effects of
implementing the proposed action. One issue did arise from within our interdisciplinary
team discussions, and that issue revolved around the existing “recreation experience” of
the Glen Ellis site. There was concern that the proposed action does not best meet the
purpose and need for the Pinkham Notch Scenic Area and the desired recreation
experience at Glen Ellis Falls. Currently, busy highway traffic from Route 16 has
considerable impacts to the recreation experience —the parking area and meeting area
for hikers is adjacent to the highway and suffers from resulting noise and visual effects
of high speed traffic on this busy road. There is an inherent challenge at this site--due to
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the relatively narrow width between the steep slopes of the Presidential Range and the
Ellis River; there is no “ideal” location for a parking area for recreationists to access the
trail to Glen Ellis Falls. In times past, when traffic was lighter and speeds slower,
locating parking close to the road was desirable. Today’s busier roads and higher speeds
create a different situation. There is a desire to keep the existing trailhead and trail due
to their historic nature and aesthetic qualities. Our team did not identify any reasonable
alternate routes for this trail.

Central Issue:

The proposed action does not adequately meet the project’s purpose to “restore the
high quality recreation experience” for the parking and trailhead area at Glen Ellis
Falls.

The interdisciplinary team considered a different approach to this project that would
meet the purpose and need and might better address this issue regarding the recreation
experience. Alternative 3 (described below) is the team’s effort at developing this
alternative to the proposed action.

Several “measurement indicators” were developed to help quantify and evaluate how
the alternatives address this issue. They are described in Chapter 3. These indicators
enable the deciding officer, the interdisciplinary team and the public to clearly track the
issue through the environmental analysis document.

Alternatives considered in detail

The following three alternatives were analyzed in detail by the interdisciplinary team.
Results of these analyses are summarized in Chapter 3.

Alternative 1—No Action

This alternative proposes no comprehensive repairs or improvements to the Glen Ellis
Falls site at this time. Ongoing maintenance of the existing site would continue, and a
piecemeal approach to repairs would occur over time. Analysis of “no action” provides
a baseline from which to compare the effects of the action alternatives.

Alternative 2—Proposed Action

The Proposed Action was described in the initial public scoping document. It is the
original proposal with additional details and some small changes due to project
refinement (explained below). Design features and mitigation measures are listed in
Appendix A.

Decommission infrastructure associated with the water system and flush toilets: All
above-ground infrastructure would be dismantled and removed, including the closed
lavatory building, well, pump house, water storage cistern, and water fountain. Tanks
and concrete below the ground surface would not be removed, but would be filled and
buried. Water lines that are not visible and have been naturalized would remain buried,;
visible portions of water lines would be removed. Heavy equipment and digging would
be required to remove or bury material. Equipment would access the water tank via the
road to the toilet building and a section of the Glen Boulder Trail, which would be
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repaired and restored following completion of this project. All disturbed areas would be
rehabilitated once infrastructure is removed. This may include revegetation with native
plants, regrading, and soil stabilization.

Relocate vault toilets: Move the two existing vault toilets to a location closer to the
parking area and rehabilitate the old location. New toilets would be located in close
proximity to the parking area in a location that meets Forest Service and State of NH
water quality standards and guidelines for vault toilets. The old toilet buildings would
be removed and the vaults pumped and buried. Currently, access to the toilets does not
meet Forest Service accessibility guidelines due to the steep grade to the facilities. The
new location would be accessible and more easily maintained.

Improve the access road, loop road, and parking areas: In order to properly repair the
loop road, the entire road would need to be reconstructed. While the road system would
generally remain in the same place, it would be re-surveyed and engineered to
accommodate larger vehicles and meet turning radius standards for high-use recreation
areas. Consequently, the overall footprint of the loop road would be expanded slightly.

Recent photo of old
well, water fountain
and pumphouse at
Glen Ellis Day Use
Area with Route 16
in the background
(WMNF photo).

Reconstruction of the road to these standards would
require removal of some vegetation, regrading and
some expansion into adjacent slopes.

Road reconstruction would also address current
drainage issues. Due to improper drainage and
grading, water collects in the lower parking lot
following spring melt and rain events. Road work
necessary to correct drainage problems may result in a
change in grade of the parking area and segments of
the loop road in order to accommodate proper
drainage features, including culverts and ditches.

Parking would also be redesigned around the loop to
improve pedestrian safety and vehicle
maneuverability. Sidewalks would be constructed
around the outer perimeter of the parking loop to provide a walking access to trailheads
that keeps pedestrians out of the vehicle travelway. The road and parking areas would
be paved and striped, using permeable pavement if feasible. Some additional parking
spaces would be created along the access road, bringing total parking capacity to
approximately 44 vehicles. The site would also be designed to accommodate a bicycle
rack.

Improve the trailhead area, fee station, and picnic opportunities: The proposed action
includes improvements to the “gathering area” and other amenities available at Glen
Ellis Falls. The “gathering area” is the location where visitors generally congregate
before starting their hike; currently this is near the water fountain and trail sign. The
proposed action would improve this area by more clearly defining a location where
visitors could prepare for their hike or otherwise congregate. The area would be
approximately 20 x 20 feet, with benches and kiosks. This area would be located near the
current water fountain location (see map). The new area would be constructed to blend
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in with the historic CCC-era stonework and would provide a location for visitors to sit
down and/or view cultural and natural resource interpretive panels. Trailhead signage
at this area and throughout the site would be reconfigured to more clearly direct visitors
to the different trails served by the parking area.

The existing picnic areas would be relocated to well-drained areas with accessible paths.
The total number of picnic areas would increase from three to four. Paths would be
approximately 5 feet wide with a permeable surface and meet accessibility standards.
Tables would be located in areas that provide a degree of separation from the parking
area, but are a short distance from other amenities. If necessary, some understory
vegetation would be cleared in the vicinity of picnic tables to provide for a more
aesthetically pleasing visitor experience.

The fee station kiosk would be relocated in order to be more visible to the public and
more integrated with the layout of the site.

A bear-proof garbage can would be installed.

Repair and reconstruct the trail to Glen Ellis Falls: Both action alternatives include
improvements to the trail to Glen Ellis Falls. The trail would be repaired in such a way
as to preserve the historic CCC stonework and woodwork materials and styles of
construction as guided by WMNF heritage specialists in consultation with the New
Hampshire State Historic Preservation Office. This would include such things as
reconstructing deteriorating stone work, replacing rotten log railings, improving trail
drainage and hardening eroding areas.

Forest engineers and resource specialists identified a length of trail that could be
brought to Forest Service accessibility standards; this would run from the parking area
to a point along the Ellis River before the trail begins its descent to the falls. Though this
location does not offer a view of the falls, it does provide an opportunity to hear the roar
of the water and witness a beautiful upstream view of the river. Some widening and
reconstruction of this section of the hiking trail would be necessary. Where feasible, the
trail would be widened to five feet, and the trail surface would be leveled to improve
accessibility. This path (and all other paths at the site) would remain unpaved. In order
to construct a small turnaround at the terminus of the accessible section of trail, some
excavation of the upslope bank along the trail would occur. Retaining walls would be
constructed with materials that blend with historic stonework in consultation with
heritage specialists.

New signs interpreting natural and cultural history would be located along the trail to
the falls.

Changes to the proposed action since scoping

Some minor changes were made to the proposed action following public scoping. They
are as follows:

e The proposed action considered a pavilion at the site of the old toilet building.
Based on further discussion of this possibility, the team decided to drop this
proposal and include construction of a smaller gazebo in Alternative 3. The
gazebo would be in a more accessible location (see map) and would provide
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some overhead shelter for visitors.

e The proposed action considered construction of an earthen berm between the
parking area and Route 16 to minimize noise and visual impacts from the
highway. The team determined that inclusion of this berm would either have a
substantial impact to parking opportunities or else require more construction in
the wetland area inside the loop and therefore dropped this component of the
proposal.

e The proposed action originally considered improvements to the Wildcat Ridge
Trail as it leaves the Glen Ellis Day Use Area. Further evaluation of this link is
necessary and the decision was made to drop this component of the project.

Alternative 3—Modified Proposal

This alternative addresses the idea that there may be a better way to meet the project’s
purposes of restoring a high quality recreation experience while protecting the natural
and cultural resources of the area. The intent of this alternative is to improve the
recreation experience by separating recreationists as much as is feasible from the noise
and visual impacts of highway traffic on Route 16 while also better protecting the
wetlands located in the project area—specifically in the vicinity of the loop road. This
alternative also proposes an accessible hiking trail to a scenic overlook above Route 16—
an idea generated from public scoping.

Design features and mitigation measures are listed in Appendix A.
This alternative differs from the proposed action in the following ways:

Changing the location of the “loop road”: In this alternative, the drivable loop road
would be moved slightly northward from its existing location (see map). The site’s
entrance and exit off of Route 16 would remain the same, but the loop road and parking
would be moved further away from the trailheads and interpretive area. This would
create more of a separation between the highway and the amenities at the Glen Ellis site.
The current roadway would be converted to an accessible walking loop from the new
parking area. The walking path would be approximately eight feet wide. The remaining
footprint of the current loop would be revegetated in order to promote growth of native
species and promote a more “wooded” experience for visitors walking along this trail.
At the location where the current parking area is adjacent to Route 16, the trail would
stay to the inside of the current loop to allow for a treed buffer to grow between the
walking trail and the highway. In time, this would offer some buffer of the site from the
sights and sounds of Route 16. Toilet facilities would be located near the new parking
area along the walking loop. Picnic facilities, with accessible access, would be located in
and around the walking loop in suitable areas that are out of wetlands and meet all
Forest Plan standards and guidelines. Interpretive signage and a meeting area with a
small (approximately 20" X 20") gazebo-type covered structure would be located along
the former driving loop near the trailhead. This layout would accommodate
approximately 38 parking spaces.

An additional picnic area would be created (totaling 5). The portion of the road that
would be removed and rehabilitated would leave additional space and flat ground
within the walking loop to accommodate another picnic area.
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Adding an accessible trail to a southward-looking vista: In this alternative, an
accessible trail approximately 0.3 miles long would be constructed to a scenic vista near
the top of the roadcut along Route 16. This trail would utilize the old Route 16 path
behind the existing toilet building and follow the route cut by the New Hampshire
Department of Transportation for a temporary detour during Route 16 construction
work approximately ten years ago. The trail would be approximately five feet wide. At
the top of the trail would be a vista area with safety fencing to discourage visitors from
getting too close to the ledge. The trail to the vista would be constructed using crushed
stone or another permeable surface and fencing materials would blend with the native
environment. A small amount of clearing of brush and vegetation would be necessary to
improve the view from the vista down the Ellis River valley to the south. Utilizing this
already impacted route would minimize the amount of vegetation that would be cut and
would take advantage of areas that have already been disturbed.

Alternatives 2 and 3 are similar in the following ways: All of the portions of the
proposed action (Alternative 2) that involve removal of old infrastructure and
subsequent site restoration are also included in Alternative 3. All of the repair and
reconstruction proposed for the Glen Ellis Falls Trail, including the accessible portion, is
the same in both action alternatives. Many other components are similar (such as the
number of toilets, additional picnic areas, and construction of a new
trailhead/interpretation area) but they will be located in slightly different places due to
the different site layout. Please reference the maps for Alternatives 2 and 3 for proposed
locations for these components. The precise locations of things such as picnic areas,
toilets, the fee station and the gate may vary slightly based on results of further analysis,
site design and engineering requirements.

15



Glen Ellis Falls Site Improvement Project

Comparison of Alternatives

Table 2-1: Comparison of Alternative Components

Project component

Alt 1-No Action

Alt 2-Proposed Action

Alt 3-Modified Proposal

New trail to vista?

No

No

Yes, accessible trail

Loop road location

Current location and condition

Generally current location, but
re-engineered to meet turning
standards. Reconstruction of
entire road.

New loop constructed north of
existing loop.

Bathrooms (#/location)

2 vaults/current location

2 vaults/see map

2 vaults/see map

Accessibility to and beyond
tunnel

No

Yes, accessible trail under tunnel to point along Ellis River

Future of old toilet building

Leave building in place

Remove building and associated infrastructure, restore site

Picnic tables (#/location) 3/current locations 4/drier, well-defined sites with | 5/drier, well-defined sites with
accessible paths (see map) accessible paths (see map)

Bike racks/alt. No Design location to accommodate bike racks; turning radii will

transportation accommodate larger vehicles such as small shuttles

Interpretive kiosks

Current location and condition

Improved kiosks with updated interpretation of natural and

cultural history

Improvements to entrance
portal

No

Yes, remove “island” and bring entrance into compliance with

engineering standards

Parking capacity 35 vehicles, no oversized 44 vehicles, 4 oversized ‘ 38 vehicles, 2 oversized
Type of trash facility Trash cans in toilet building Bear-proof garbage can (see map)

Pay station (#/location) No change 1/See map 1/See map

Gate (#/location) 1/No change 1/Closer to entrance (see map) 1/Before loop (see map)
Road/parking surface No change Pavement (permeable, if feasible)

Removal of outdated No Yes Yes

infrastructure and site
rehabilitation?
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Conceptual Designs of Alternatives
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Alternative Considered but Eliminated from Further Study

Gravel road instead of paved road surface

One commentor stated that a paved surface is expensive to install and maintain. The
commentor suggested that a gravel surface would be less expensive and should be used
at this recreation area.

Glen Ellis Falls is a developed recreation site with high visitation, usage and frequent
turnover (this pertains to vehicular turning impacts on surfacing and wear) in a
geographic area that contains difficult drainage and climate characteristics. This results
in more frequent maintenance for any type of road, but particularly for gravel and dirt
surfaces. With proper design (section detail, profile, alignment and drainage),
bituminous pavement (asphalt) will last longer than a gravel surface.

As we have observed in the past, gravel surfaces are pushed about by vehicles while
turning, backing, accelerating and decelerating. Loose gravel migrates into drainages
and the watershed. Though initial installation costs might be slightly lower for gravel,
the long-term costs for more frequent repair, maintenance and reconstruction would be
higher. In springtime and during wet periods, gravel would not allow for the same
quality of accessible experience that a solid surface does in this climate and region.

The interdisciplinary team decided not to consider this alternative in detail due to
impacts to the watershed, long-term maintenance costs and effects on accessibility.
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Chapter 3—Environmental Consequences

In this chapter, measurement indicators are used to help describe how each alternative
addresses the central issue outlined in Chapter 2. This section also summarizes the
effects of each alternative on individual resource areas. More detailed analysis and
complete reports for each resource area are located in the project record. Design features
are listed by resource in Appendix A.

How well do the alternatives address the central issue?

The central issue from Chapter 2 is: The proposed action does not adequately meet the
project’s purpose to “restore the high quality recreation experience” for the parking
and trailhead area at Glen Ellis Falls.

Several measurement indicators were identified to help quantify and evaluate how the
alternatives address the issue. These indicators were developed to represent the
spectrum of components of the issue related to “recreation experience”. They are used to
compare and contrast the ways in which each alternative addresses the issue.

The measurement indicators are:

1. How visible is Route 16 to visitors at the Glen Ellis Falls Day Use Area?

2. How varied are the recreation opportunities available to visitors of different
ability or mobility levels?

3. How easy is it for visitors to find their way around the site and locate desired
facilities/trails?

4. How well are vehicle traffic and pedestrian use separated from one another?

5. What is the desirable parking capacity at the site?

In Table 3-1 (below), each of these five indicators is listed next to columns for each of the
three alternatives. Each alternative is scored from 1 to 3 for each indicator; a higher score
means that the alternative provides a better recreation experience for a particular
measurement indicator. Therefore, the alternative with the highest overall score
provides the best quality recreation experience based on these five factors.

This information helps to understand the differences in recreation experience among the
three alternatives and is discussed in greater detail in the effects analysis that follows.
The recreation report in the project record provides more details on these scores.
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Table 3-1—Summary of comparison of alternatives using measurement indicators and scoring system

Measurement Indicator Score for each alternative (on a scale of 1 to 3)
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
No Action Proposed Action Modified Proposal

1—Visibility of Route 16 to visitors at 1 2 3
Glen Ellis Falls Day Use Area?
2—Variety of recreation opportunities? 1 2 3
3 —Navigability of site? 1 3 3
4 —Separation of vehicles and 1 2 3
pedestrians?
5—Parking capacity vs. experience? 2 1 3
Total Score 6 10 15

Alternative 1—No Action

The “no action” alternative is compatible with FSM direction (USDA-Forest Service,
2006) and Forest Plan standards and objectives for developed recreation. This
alternative, however, fails to protect the social and resource characteristics at Glen Ellis,
including the trail improvements made by the CCC--an important heritage resource.

With implementation of Alternative 1, the quality of the recreation experience at Glen
Ellis would not be high, and would continue to decline as the infrastructure further
degrades. Route 16 would remain in plain sight from the parking area. Recreation
opportunities would decrease in availability to visitors of different ability or mobility
levels as the parking area, picnic sites, and access to the toilets and trail to the falls
succumb to erosion and lack of maintenance. This would make it more difficult to
navigate to these features. Visitors would continue to be frustrated with the lack of
adequate and effective signage and would continue to have trouble finding the falls or
the toilet. Congestion and conflict between vehicles and pedestrians would continue.
The parking capacity would not change (Table 3-1 shows a higher score for this
alternative than Alternative 2, an explanation based on capacity is given in the analysis
of that alternative).

In summary, Alternative 1 does not fulfill the stated purpose of and need for action. As
shown in Table 3-1, it ranks substantially lower than Alternatives 2 or 3 with regard to
the measurement indicators and the central issue.

Alternative 2—Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

Alternative 2 is compatible with FSM direction and Forest Plan standards and objectives
for developed recreation. Social and resource characteristics, including trail
improvements made by the Civilian Conservation Corps, would be protected and
interpreted.

The proposed action would increase the quality of the recreation experience through site

improvements while retaining the same basic site layout.
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By replacing parking spaces directly adjacent to Route 16 with a treed buffer, this
alternative would lessen, but not eliminate, the visibility of Route 16 from the day use
area. Currently only a guardrail separates a portion of the site from Route 16. A
vegetated buffer would enhance the quality of the recreation experience by separating
the site from the highway. The experience of standing immediately adjacent to the busy
road would be somewhat diminished.

Alternative 2 increases the variety of recreation opportunities available to visitors of
different ability or mobility levels. The beginning of the Glen Ellis Trail would be
improved to universally accessible standards. The entire length of the trail would be
repaired and reconstructed. Picnic sites and their access paths would be accessible and
better located in dry, stable areas near other amenities. New vault toilets would be
constructed nearer to the parking area. The road and parking area would be
reconstructed and sidewalks added around the perimeter of the parking loop. The
social/interpretive area would contain benches and kiosks with cultural and natural
resource interpretive panels, allowing for those unable to get to the falls to gain an
appreciation for the sight. All of these improvements would allow for the inclusion of a
wider range of visitors to experience the recreation opportunities and amenities at Glen
Ellis.

This alternative would make it easier for visitors to find their way around the site and
locate facilities and trails. Trailhead signage would be reconfigured and improved. The
location of the social/interpretive area would be well defined and would provide
signage to clearly direct visitors to trails and amenities served by the parking area. The
fee station would be relocated to improve visibility to the public and to better integrate
with the layout of the site, encouraging fee compliance. Relocating amenities closer to
the parking area, constructing sidewalks, striping parking spaces, and adding new
parking area signage would help visitors find their way around the site.

In Alternative 2, vehicle traffic and pedestrian use are more separated from one another
than in Alternative 1. The road system would be reconstructed and parking would be
redesigned around the loop to improve pedestrian safety as well as vehicle
maneuverability. The addition of a sidewalk around the perimeter of the parking loop
would significantly reduce the amount of pedestrian use of the vehicle travel route.

The overall parking capacity would increase from 35 to 44 car parking spaces with four
new truck/trailer spaces. Using an average of three people per vehicle, this increase in
the total parking capacity of the site would in turn increase the persons at one time
(PAQOT) of the site from 105 to 144; 39 additional people would be at the site when
parking capacity is reached. Although this is a high-use recreation area, there are only a
handful of days throughout the operating season that the parking lot currently fills to
capacity; therefore this large of an increase may not be necessary. Increased parking
capacity can have a negative effect on the quality of the recreation experience when that
capacity increases the potential for increased number of visitors at one time. Currently
on high use days, the area is congested with vehicles and visitors, which can detract
from the natural beauty of the area. Adding this increased number of vehicles and
visitors to the site has the potential to have a negative effect on the quality of the
recreation experience.
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All of the information above supports the measurement indicator rankings in Table 3-1.
Overall, they show that there would be some enhancement in the quality level of
recreation experience with this alternative. As shown in Table 1, Alternative 2 scores
higher than Alternative 1 but lower than 3 for measurement indicators 1, 2, and 4.
Alternatives 2 and 3 score the same for indicator 3 because both alternatives meet the
same objective for this indicator. An increase in parking capacity may potentially
decrease the quality level of the recreation experience, therefore Alternative 2 (with the
highest parking capacity) receives the lowest score for indicator 5. Overall, Alternative 2
meets the purpose of and need for action more than Alternative 1, but not as fully as
Alternative 3.

Alternative 3—Modified Proposal

This alternative was developed in response to the issue identified by the
interdisciplinary team regarding quality of the recreation experience and by a public
comment that identified an accessible trail opportunity to a spectacular view point.

Direct and Indirect Effects

Alternative 3 is also compatible with FSM direction and Forest Plan standards and
objectives for developed recreation. Social and resource characteristics, including trail
improvements made by the Civilian Conservation Corps, would be protected and
interpreted. Of the three alternatives, this alternative best meets the purpose of and need
for action.

This alternative would relocate the parking loop further away from Route 16, which
would reduce the visibility of the highway from the parking loop to the greatest extent
of all three alternatives. In addition, the remainder of the old loop road would be
converted into an accessible trail from the new parking area to the gathering area. This
would allow for a more substantial vegetated buffer than Alternative 2 between Route
16 and visitors at the Glen Ellis site. The area would have a slightly more natural feel
and look less like a pull-off on the side of Route 16.

Alternative 3 incorporates several additional opportunities for visitors of different
ability/mobility levels. It converts most of the existing parking loop road into a
universally accessible trail from the parking area to the trailhead and interpretive area.
Alternative 3 also includes construction of a 0.3 mile universally accessible trail to a
scenic view point looking across Route 16 and down the Ellis River valley. This trail
would provide a longer distance of travel within a natural setting and provide an
opportunity to view the expansive scenery of the Ellis River drainage from the scenic
vista at the end of the trail. Alternative 3 provides the most varied range of experiences
for visitors of all abilities.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would both make it easier for visitors to find their way around the
site and locate desired facilities and trails.

In Alternative 3, vehicle traffic and pedestrian use are separated from one another to a
greater extent than in the proposed action. The relocation of the loop road slightly to the
north with a sidewalk around the perimeter, the conversion of the current loop road to
an accessible trail, and the location of associated amenities would eliminate the need for
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pedestrians to use the vehicle travel way. This would increase safety for users and allow
pedestrians to better experience the natural beauty of the site without dodging vehicles.
The social/interpretive area would be further removed from the parking area providing
for an improved experience for visitors. Because of this increased level of separation, the
measurement indicator of the quality level of recreation experience for this alternative
ranks the highest of the three alternatives.

Overall parking capacity would increase from 35 to 38 car parking spaces with two
additional truck/trailer parking spaces. This would amount to a small increase in PAOT
from 105 to 120; 15 additional people would be at the site when the parking capacity is
reached. As discussed in Alternative 2 there are only a handful of days throughout the
operating season that the parking lot currently fills to capacity, therefore this slight
increase in capacity would be within reason. This increased parking capacity as related
to the quality level of the recreation experience Glen Ellis would not have an effect
because the change is negligible.

The measurement indicators discussed here and in Table 1 show that overall this
alternative would provide for the highest quality of recreation experience of the three
alternatives and best addresses the purpose and need for action in the area.

Cumulative Effects for Alternatives 2 and 3

Past, present, and future projects include ongoing developed day use area maintenance.
In the context of the measurement indicators, this has had no effect on the quality of
recreation experience at Glen Ellis; therefore there would be no cumulative effects under
either action alternative.

Effects on the Physical, Biological and Social Environments

As part of the interdisciplinary analysis for this project, specialists developed reports
describing the existing condition of the project area and evaluating the potential for
direct, indirect and cumulative effects for their resource. Each resource specialist
identified an analysis area in space (how broad a geographic area should be analyzed)
and in time (how far into the past and the future should be analyzed) for effects, and
provided rationale for these bounds. These detailed specialist reports are found in the
project record. No issues beyond the central issue stated above were identified by
specialists related to these resources, and no concerns were identified by the public. This
section of the environmental assessment summarizes the effects to physical, biological,
and social resources based on specialist reports.

Cultural Resources

Forest standards for historic preservation are guided by the National Historic
Preservation Act (1966 as amended) and require a consideration of the effects of the
proposed action and alternatives on significant historic properties and historic values
associated with the project area. The historic values associated with Glen Ellis Falls are
identified as a management priority in the Forest Plan.

Glen Ellis Falls has deep roots in the legend and history of Pinkham Notch and the
White Mountain National Forest. An Indian legend of lovers throwing themselves into
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CCC enrollees
constructing the
trail to Glen Ellis
Falls, 1938 (WMNF
photo).

the falls is often related in tour guides of the area. Whether this account is historically
accurate or not it is certain that Native American inhabitants of New England, over
thousands of years, would have taken advantage of the same travel corridor through
Pinkham Notch used today and visited Glen Ellis Falls. One of the earliest recorded
visits to Glen Ellis Falls was during the Belknap Expedition to Mount Washington in the
1770s when the party camped near the “noble falls” (Sweetzer, 1879). Tour Guides of the
White Mountains from the mid to latter nineteenth century describe Glen Ellis Fall in
picturesque detail (Boardman, 1859) (Eastman, 1872) (Osgood, 1876). Early accounts
describe the falls and its setting as perhaps the “very heart of mountain wildness” in the
White Mountains (Osgood, 1876, p. 108).

The visitor infrastructure near the falls, the trail and parking area, are described in early
accounts. Boardman (1859, p. 22) describes “path leading to the “Glen Ellis Falls” a few
rods from the road on the east.” Osgood (1876, p. 108) describes a plank walk about %4
mile long to approach the falls. By the early 20t century photos show a boardwalk to the
falls. In the 1930s Civilian Conservation Corps workers constructed the stone and

masonry walkway and viewing platforms that remain at the site to present day. Parking

associated with the road and the trail has changed in the 150
years tourists have been visiting the site. Osgood (1876, p.
108) referring to the approach to the falls from the north
(Glen House), describes the parking as on the left (east) of the
road. Photos of the 1920s and 1930s show the parking west of
Route 16, generally in its current location, with entrance and
parking configuration changing over time. Realignment of
the State Highway in 1959 resulted in the current
configuration of the parking area. Details of the parking area
(parking configuration, paving, toilets, picnic areas, water
supply) have been adapted to changing needs in more recent
decades.

The Glen Ellis Falls Day Use Area is a Historic Property
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places for its association with CCC
public works programs in New Hampshire and the stone masonry engineering typical
of that era’s distinctive style of workmanship. The boundary of the historic property
includes the trail and overlooks, the river, falls, pool, and day use area parking loop and
structures.

Under the “no action” alternative there would be a negative impact to the historic
property. Many areas of the stone and masonry trail have deteriorated in the more than
70 years since its construction. Minor repairs, as needed, have been done over the years
and would continue. However, a more comprehensive improvement of drainage and
areas affected by deterioration would serve to stabilize the historic construction and
contribute to the long-term preservation of the site. Choosing Alternative 1 would allow
minor deterioration to continue.

Under Alternatives 2 and 3, the trail would be stabilized and maintained, but proposed
project activities would modify the site by altering the parking area and removing
structures that contribute to the historic significance of the property, resulting in an
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adverse effect.

In order to resolve the adverse effect, the WMNF consulted with the New Hampshire
Division of Historic Resources/State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and
notification and proposed mitigation measures were sent to the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation and for public review and comment. No comments altering the
proposed mitigation were received, and final stipulations were agreed upon in a
Memorandum of Agreement between the WMNF and the SHPO executed December 9,
2014 (project record). Mitigation measures will reduce the intensity of the adverse effect
by documenting the existing site and its history and significance on a New Hampshire
Division of Historical Resources Individual Inventory Form (project record),
incorporating construction materials and styles consistent with the historic site where
feasible during project implementation, and providing information to the public about
the history of the Glen Ellis Falls Day Use Area and its evolution over time through
interpretive signs placed along the trail and at the trailhead kiosk, as well as on the
WMNF website.

Federally Threatened, Endangered and Proposed Species (TES)
and Regional Forester Sensitive Species (RFSS)

A Biological Evaluation (BE) for Federally Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed
Species (TEPS) and Regional Forester Sensitive Species (RFSS) was completed on
January 21, 2015 for the Proposed Action and its alternatives (Rowse, Biological
Evaluation for the Glen Ellis Falls Site Improvement Project, 2015). The process used and
the sources examined to determine potential occurrence of TEPS or RFSS presence are
listed in the BE. Conclusions about whether threatened, endangered, and sensitive
species and their habitat are known or suspected within the Project Area are based on
best available science. Based on a review of all available information, it was the Forest
Service Biologist’s and Botanist’s determination to complete a more detailed analysis on
the following five species:

e Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis)- Proposed federally endangered
e Eastern small-footed myotis (Myotis leibii) - RESS

e Little Brown Bat (Myotis lucifugus) - RESS

e Tri-colored Bat (Perimyotis subflavus) - RESS

e Northern Bog Lemming (Synaptomys borealis sphagnicola) - RESS

The BE includes details on effects to these species; they are summarized below.

Northern long-eared bat: This bat species has been proposed for listing as a federally
endangered species due to effects from White Nose Syndrome. This species may forage
or roost in or near the project area during the nonhibernation season April 1 to October
31. Northern long-eared bats may roost in buildings and could be affected by relocation
or removal of buildings under either action alternative during this period, with the
greatest potential for effects between June 15 to August 1, when young cannot fly. They
also could be affected during this period when trees are cut during upgrades of the
parking area and day use site or during construction or reconstruction of trails with the
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greatest potential for effects during the non-volant period between June 15 to August 1.
Since Alternative 3 will require more tree removal, it has higher potential to affect bats

roosting in trees. The small amount of habitat affected by removal of trees or buildings

minimizes the potential for a negative effect on this bat species.

There would be little to no indirect effects on foraging habitat under any alternative
since foraging habitat appears abundant in this area and the project is not affecting
foraging habitat.

Eastern small-footed myotis: During the summer, eastern small-footed myotis prefer to
roost in rock crevices or buildings. There is little evidence that this species roosts in
trees. Effects to this species could occur during removal and/or relocation of buildings.
Bats are most likely to be occupying summer roost habitat between April 1 and October
31 with young not able to fly between June 15 and August 1. There would be little to no
indirect effects because foraging habitat appears abundant in this area and the project is
not affecting foraging habitat. The low likelihood of this species occurring in the Project
Area as well as the small amount of habitat affected by removal of buildings minimizes
the potential for a negative effect. It is unlikely the effects of either of the action
alternatives in conjunction with the past and proposed actions in the analysis area
would result in cumulative effects to eastern small-footed myotis because favored roost
sites such as rocky cliffs and ledges would not likely be disturbed and foraging habitat
would be maintained and/or enhanced.

Little brown and tri-colored bats: These two species were recently added to the RFSS
list due to effects from White Nose Syndrome. Both species may forage or roost in or
near the project area during the nonhibernation season (April 1 to October 31). Little
brown bats roost in buildings and could be affected by relocation or removal of
buildings under either action alternative. Tri-colored bats are not known to roost in
buildings and therefore would likely not be affected by these activities. Both species
could be affected when trees are cut during upgrades of the parking area and day use
site or during construction or reconstruction of trails if implementation occurs between
April 1 and October 31 when bats are occupying summer roost sites with the greatest
potential for effects between June 15 and August 1, when young cannot fly. Since
Alternative 3 will require more tree removal, it has higher potential to affect bats
roosting in trees. The small amount of habitat affected by removal of trees or buildings
minimizes the potential for a negative effect on these bat species.

There would be little to no indirect effects on foraging habitat under any alternative
since foraging habitat appears abundant in this area and the project is not affecting
foraging habitat.

Northern bog lemming: There is a slight potential for either action alternative to displace
northern bog lemming in the project area during ground-disturbing site construction
and reconstruction activities. The duration of disturbance would be short and the
amount of riparian habitat that might be impacted would be minimal. Therefore, the
potential for the proposed action to displace individual northern bog lemmings is low.
The low potential for presence of this species in the project area further decreases
potential for displacement of individuals. Construction and reconstruction activities

28



Environmental Assessment—February 2015

should not reduce the amount or quality of existing suitable habitat. Both action
alternatives have a very low potential to affect northern bog lemming and would not
likely affect the viability of the species.

In summary, the no action alternative would have no effect on northern long-eared bat.
Both Action Alternatives are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the northern
long-eared bat or adversely modify proposed critical habitat. The no action would have no
impact on eastern small-footed myotis, little brown bat, tri-colored bat, and northern bog
lemming. Both Action Alternatives may impact individuals but would not likely cause a trend
toward federal listing or loss of viability for eastern small-footed myotis, little brown bat, tri-
colored bat, and northern bog lemming.

Non-Native Invasive Species (NNIS)

Within the project area there are several discrete infestations of five invasive species
which have been identified since 2001: purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), glossy
buckthorn (Frangula alnus), Morrow’s honeysuckle (Lonicera morrowii), Oriental
bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus) and black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia) (Mattrick, 2011).
Under the action alternatives, soil and vegetation disturbance associated with project
activities, as well as recreation use, have the potential to spread NNIS. Alternative 3 has
a slightly greater risk of exacerbating the existing infestations and causing dispersal to
new locations. However, given the amount of proposed construction activity in both
action alternatives, the difference in the effects to NNIS is minimal. For both action
alternatives the probability of direct effects on NNIS is moderate. This means that
control measures are essential in preventing spread of NNIS in the project area but the
likelihood of cumulative effects to native plant communities are limited. This potential is
greatest in the vicinity of existing infestations, trailheads, and parking lot locations.
NNIS spread and introduction could occur in other areas due to long-distance seed
dispersal via vehicles, wildlife and wind.

If the NNIS risk evaluation process results in a ranking of “moderate” risk, the following
actions are recommended: 1) develop preventative management measures for the
proposed project to reduce the risk of introduction or spread of undesirable plants into
the area and 2) monitor the area for at least 3 consecutive years and provide for control
of new infestations.

All project activities will implement the 2005 LRMP standards and guidelines related to
NNIS. This reduces but does not eliminate the possibility of introducing NNIS. The 2007
White Mountain National Forest Forest-wide Invasive Plant Control Project (USDA-
Forest Service, 2007) and WMNF Monitoring and Evaluation Guide (USDA-Forest
Service, 2006, pp. 30-31) require de novo monitoring, as well as follow up monitoring at
active control locations. Control and monitoring activities reduce the likelihood of
project activities spreading invasive plants and ensure compliance with Forest Plan
direction relating to NNIS (USDA-Forest Service, 2005, pp. 2-11, 2-12).

Recreation

The bulk of effects on the recreation experience are described earlier in Chapter 3 in the
discussion of the “central issue”. Other recreation uses of the site include hiking on the
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Glen Boulder and Wildcat Ridge Trails. Access to the hiking trails may be affected
during project implementation. No other effects are anticipated with Alternative 2 for
other recreation use because the day use area will remain in essentially the same layout.
The effects of Alternative 3 on other recreation opportunities are anticipated to be
limited to the need for visitors to become oriented with the different layout of the
parking area, facilities, and different signage and routes to the two trailheads. In the
long term, improved signage and facilities should have a positive effect on recreation.

Inventoried Roadless Areas

A small portion of the project area falls within roadless area inventories: approximately
200 feet of the existing Glen Ellis Falls Trail is within both the Wild River Inventoried
Roadless Area (2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule) and the Wild River Forest Plan
(2005) inventory area. Maintenance activities to this trail proposed in Alternatives 2 and
3 will not affect the roadless characteristics or future wilderness eligibility of this area.
No new construction is proposed in this area.

Approximately 0.3 miles of the accessible hiking trail to the Ellis River valley vista
proposed in Alternative 3 is within the Presi-Dry 2 Forest Plan (2005) inventory area.
This trail will have minimal construction needs because it follows an existing user path
and is within the footprint of a highly disturbed temporary road detour created during
the Windy Point Route 16 highway relocation. It will therefore require minimal
disturbance to any natural-appearing area. The construction of this short new trail
adjacent to and well within the sights and sounds of Route 16 will minimally affect the
area’s roadless characteristics and will not impact the eligibility of this area for future
wilderness consideration.

Some structures proposed for removal in Alternatives 2 and 3 are also within the Presi-
Dry 2 Forest Plan inventory. Removal of these structures will improve the roadless
values and wilderness characteristics of this area.

More detailed analysis of this project on roadless inventory and Wilderness capability
criteria is included in the project record. Based on this analysis, no activities associated
with this project will affect the area’s roadless characteristics or eligibility for future
wilderness consideration.

Eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers

There are no designated Wild and Scenic Rivers within the Glen Ellis Project Area. The
Wildcat River, a congressionally designated Wild and Scenic River, is a tributary of the
Ellis River. The confluence of the two rivers is in Jackson, NH approximately 8.5 miles

downstream of the project area. This project will have no effect on the Wildcat River.

The 2005 WMNF Land and Resource Management Plan determined that the Ellis River
is eligible for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River System pursuant to the National
Wild and Scenic River Act. The segment of the Ellis River located within the project area
is classified as “recreational” (USDA-Forest Service, 2005). The analysis area consists
solely of the section of the Ellis River that flows through the project area.

The two action alternatives would improve accessibility and widen the hiking trail along
a small section of the Ellis River. These effects are entirely within the acceptable
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activities and improvements along a “recreational” segment of river and would not
impact the eligibility of the Ellis River for future Wild and Scenic River designation.

Water Resources

The analysis area for direct and indirect effects on water resources is a 30 acre polygon,
which includes the entire project area, a mapped wetland within 100 feet of the project
area, and an adjacent portion of the Ellis River. The analysis area for cumulative effects
is the 10,870-acre watershed of the Ellis River above its confluence with Miles Brook.

Under the no action alternative, water quality and quantity and riparian and aquatic
habitat conditions would be expected to continue along current trends. No wetland loss
would occur, but erosion and foot traffic in and around wetlands would continue to
negatively affect wetland condition. Erosion and sedimentation in the vicinity of the
trails and parking area would be expected to continue. Soil disturbance caused by
erosion on existing roads and trails would continue, some of which could degrade water
quality by causing sedimentation (Table 3-2).

Under Alternatives 2 and 3, no new infrastructure would be located in the stream or
pond management zone. Direct effects on riparian habitats and indirect effects on water
quality and aquatic habitats would be similar to Alternative 1.

Forest Plan guidelines recommend consideration of relocating trails within 100 feet of
perennial streams, unless doing so would result in greater impact to the natural
resource. Because of the nature of the falls, the river is entrenched in stable bedrock
substrate below the elevation of the trail for much of its length. Relocation of the first 200
feet of trail immediately east of Route 16 would have the most resource benefit, but is
not feasible due to the presence of the road and a steep slope above the trail. Relocation
or removal of the entire trail would not meet the purpose and need of providing access
to the falls, and would not preserve the historic nature of the trail. Therefore,
maintaining drainage structures on the existing trail footprint is the best viable option at
this point.

Under Alternatives 2 and 3, no net wetland loss would occur. In both action alternatives,
there may be temporary disturbance near wetlands in the parking loop and ditch line
(map located in project record). Impacts would be minimized by the use of soil and
water BMPs listed as design features, and would thus be unlikely to cause permanent
degradation. Both alternatives would reduce ongoing wetland impacts in the parking
loop by defining foot paths and moving a picnic site away from them. Alternative 3
would have less negative impact on wetlands than either Alternative 1 or 2, because it
would enlarge the buffer between the paved parking area and the parking loop
wetlands.

Under Alternatives 2 and 3, work associated with road maintenance, parking area
reconstruction/construction, trail maintenance, trail construction and water system
removal would cause temporary ground disturbance (Table 3-2). Soil disturbance has
the potential to cause sedimentation, but this risk is minimized under both alternatives
by locating constructed features away from water bodies, rehabilitating disturbed areas,
and implementing Forest Plan standards and guidelines and Soil and Water
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Conservation Practices (see Soil Resources Report). Best Management Practices have
been found to be effective in preventing sedimentation on trails and stream crossings
(Stafford, Leathers, & Briggs, 1996). Within the analysis period, improvements to road
and trail drainage and surfacing would be expected to reduce ongoing sediment
movement relative to Alternative 1 (NCASI, 2000).

Under Alternatives 2 and 3, all water system infrastructure would be removed or
disconnected and filled. Only vault toilets would be used on site. Therefore, no water
withdrawal would occur on site and water quantity would not change from the current
level of use.

No cumulative effects on water resources or riparian and aquatic habitats are expected
under Alternative 1 because no measurable direct or indirect effects are expected.

Since Alternatives 2 and 3 would not add or remove roads or trails from riparian areas,
there would be no cumulative effect on riparian function or water quality related to
roads and trails. Since no net loss of wetlands would occur under any alternative, there
would be no cumulative effect on wetland function.

No activities in Alternatives 2 or 3 are expected to cause a significant change in water
quality. Activities such as road and trail maintenance may temporarily disturb soil, but
have been found to reduce sedimentation over the long term (NCASI, 2000). Therefore,
no negative cumulative effect on water quality is expected.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would not measurably increase the maintained impervious area in
the cumulative effects area. Impervious area would not surpass the 10% threshold where
effects may become apparent (Morse & Kahl, 2003); therefore, no negative effect on
water quality or quantity due to runoff from impervious surfaces is expected. Using
pervious pavement in the parking area would have the positive effect of reducing
parking lot runoff in the project area, but would be unlikely to have a measurable effect
on the cumulative effects area unless accompanied by similar activities elsewhere.

Since water use would not change, there would be no cumulative effects related to water
quantity under any alternative.

Soil Resources

The analysis area for direct and indirect effects on soil resources is the 22-acre Project
Area. The analysis area for cumulative effects on soil erosion and compaction is the 6%
level Ellis River subwatershed (21,683 acres).

Alternative 1 will have negative effects on soil resources due to continuing erosion and
drainage problems in the deteriorating parking area and on the trail to Glen Ellis Falls.
Implementation of Alternatives 2 and 3 would have temporary impacts due to ground
disturbance during construction and reconstruction activities. Though the footprints of
disturbance would be different for each of these alternatives, the overall acreage
disturbed would be very similar for each action alternative (see Table 3-2). Use of Forest
Plan Standards and Guidelines and best management practices will minimize effects
from this disturbance. Overall, Alternative 3 is more beneficial to soils and watershed
function because impacted areas will be on higher, dryer ground than where they are
currently located.
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The amount of disturbance from any of the three alternatives (1.62 acres or less) in
conjunction with other potential activities in the subwatershed is well below the
threshold for cumulative effects. No cumulative effects on soils are expected from any

alternative.

Table 3-2-Soil Disturbance by Alternative

Disturbed Area (acres) Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3
Parking area and associated roads and trails 1.01 1.10 1.12
Water system/toilet building removal 0.00 0.50 0.50
Total Disturbed Acres 1.01 1.60 1.62

Wildlife Resources

This section addresses potential impacts to wildlife resources other than those included
in the TES and RFSS section above.

The no action alternative would have no effects to wildlife and their associated habitats
as existing habitat conditions would not change.

Both action alternatives were developed primarily to address the need to reconstruct the
aging infrastructure in the Day Use Area and adjacent Glen Ellis Falls Trail. The
proposed work in the Day Use Area and the Glen Ellis Falls Trail would result in some
minor disturbances to existing vegetation where the parking area, day use site,
informational kiosks, infrastructure along the trail, and bathroom facilities are restored
and upgraded as necessary. There also could be some minor disturbance to wildlife
when buildings are removed or relocated. These actions may temporarily displace or
disturb some wildlife species during project implementation. Alternative 3 would have
more impact than Alternative 2 as a greater number of trees would be harvested to
create a new parking area and a new Vista trail would be built.

Under both action alternatives, there also is potential for nuisance wildlife problems.
Both action alternatives may result in a slight increase the number of people using the
day use area due to increased parking capacity which could increase potential for
nuisance wildlife problems at the site.

In the long term, Alternative 3 would result in more disturbance to wildlife due to the
addition of the Vista trail. Certain wildlife species could be disturbed by hikers using the
new trail and viewing area. Any disturbance would be minor as the trail is fairly short
and hikers would likely stay on the trail treadway. Overall, existing habitat conditions
would not change in the project area from implementation of either action alternative
and there would be minimal long term effects to wildlife species.

Overall, effects from past, on-going, and future activities within the analysis area would
be minimal. Since direct and indirect effects from the proposed action also are expected
to be minimal, cumulative effects would be very limited.
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Scenery

The analysis area for the direct and indirect effects is the project area, because this is the
zone within which the proposed construction activities would alter the scenery. The
viewshed does not extend beyond the project area due to the area’s overall scale (what
can be seen with the normal cone of vision), the distance from the project area to a
viewpoint, and the steep mountainsides surrounding the project area. Two viewpoints
were selected for analysis. The viewpoints represent the longest duration, best and
focused views of the analysis area, and highest usage by visitors. Viewpoint 1 is a
stationary viewpoint at the entrance to the site off Route 16 and Viewpoint 2 is a moving
viewpoint as vehicles pass the parking area portion of the site visible to travelers on
Route 16.

Either action alternative will result in construction activities that will have visual effects
related to ground disturbances. Construction activities at the entrance and along the
road near the entrance will be apparent to visitors along the highway. The casual
observer would probably stop noticing these changes as a distinct or new feature after
approximately 5 years after aging and vegetation
regeneration.

Alternative 3 would result in the most improvement from
Viewpoint 2. With the transformation of the parking area
and conversion of the existing condition into a trail, the
visual impact of the opening and paved surface area is
reduced by approximately 75%. This improvement would
not be realized in either Alternatives 1 or 2.

Both action alternatives are compliant with the Forest Plan.
The overall scenic value of the landscape and the
associated viewsheds would be most improved in
Alternative 3. Alternative 3 is also more sensitive to the

A typically busy day
at the Glen Ellis
Falls Day Use Area
with Route 16 in
the foreground
(WMNF photo).

context of its surroundings as preferred by the guidelines
of the Forest Plan.

Outstanding Natural Communities

The WMNF Forest Plan (USDA-Forest Service, 2005) includes direction requiring
conservation of natural communities that are rare on the Forest and would not be
adequately conserved as a result of other management direction in the Forest Plan. The
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Forest Plan identified five such
communities: montane circumneutral cliffs and associated talus slopes, old growth
enriched upland forest, northern white cedar - hemlock swamp, northern white cedar
seepage forest, and pitch pine - scrub oak woodland. No other outstanding natural
communities have been identified on the Forest since the Forest Plan was developed.

None of the identified outstanding natural communities occurs in or near the project
area. Therefore this project would not affect any outstanding natural community.
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Appendix A—Design Features and Mitigation Measures

Project implementation would follow Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines and State of
New Hampshire Best Management Practices applicable for each resource. Additionally,
the following project-specific design features would be utilized:

Heritage (list is from the MOA between the WMNF and SHPO, see project record)

e Construction will incorporate materials and styles consistent with the historic site where
feasible.

e The New Hampshire Individual Inventory form, prepared by the WMNF to determine
the eligibility of the property for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, will
serve as documentation for the property.

e Interpretative information will be posted on the WMNF website, at the Glen Ellis Falls
Day Use Area information kiosk near the parking area, and along the trail to the falls.
The interpretation will convey the character and qualities of the historic Glen Ellis Falls
Day Use Area and it’s evolution over time to the public and interested parties.

Water Resources

e Follow State Best Management Practices for erosion control during trail maintenance
and road maintenance (New Hampshire Department of Resources and Economic
Development (NH DRED), 2004) (New Hampshire Department of Transportation
(NHDQOT), 2001)

e Decommission unused well in accordance with State of New Hampshire standards.

e Use Low Impact Development (LID) and stormwater best management practices to
minimize runoff from impervious surfaces.

Threatened and Endangered Species and RFSS
e If possible, schedule building and tree removal between September 15 and May 15.

Non-Native Invasive Species (NNIS)

¢ C(lean construction equipment prior to site entry and departure.
e Keep all materials (rocks, dirt, gravel, etc.) generated from construction work at the site
on site due to the risk of these materials being contaminated with NNIS propagules.

Soils

e Upon completion of construction operations, seed bare ground with a native seed mix as
needed in areas of potential soil erosion. Water-barring and seeding needed sections of
trails have proven to work on the White Mountain National Forest, and in other places
implementing Maine and NH BMPs.

Wildlife Resources

e If an active raptor nest is located, human activity should be conducted to avoid conflict
with the nest. The District Biologist should be notified to decide what steps need to be
taken to avoid disturbance to the nesting pair.
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e Reserve bear-clawed beech where possible.

e Protect wetlands and seeps during project implementation.

e Ensure that all trash receptables and/or recycle containers are bear resistant.

e Place eductional signs at strategic locations to encourage visitors to not feed wildlife and
to clean up food items in the picnic areas.
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Appendix B—Preparers and Consultants

Interdisciplinary Team Members:

Kori Marchowsky —Interdisciplinary Team Leader, WMNF (former)

Erica Roberts —Interdisciplinary Team Leader, WMNF (current)

Jake Lubera— Assistant Ranger-Recreation, Androscoggin RD, WMNF
Travis Pellerin —Recreation Operations Manager, Androscoggin RD, WMNF
Tom Moore —Recreation Planner, Androscoggin RD, WMNF

Lesley Rowse —Biologist, Androscoggin RD, WMNF

Christopher Mattrick —Botanist, WMNF (former)

Dan Sperduto—Botanist, WMNF (current)

Kenneth Allen—Landscape Architect, WMNF

Jacob Ormes—Transportation Engineer, WMNF

Sheela Johnston —Hydrologist, WMNF

Andy Colter —Ecologist and Soil Scientist, WMNF

Terry Fifield — Archaeologist, WMNF (former)

Jonathan Ruhan— Archaeologist, WMNF (current)

Mary Brown—Landscape Architect/Designer, USFS Region 9 Technical Services Team
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Appendix C—Response to 30-Day Comment Report

The Forest Service initially solicited public comment during project scoping. Comments
from scoping were used to refine the proposed action, identify any potential issues, and
assist resource specialists in their analysis. Scoping comments may be specifically
addressed within the body of the EA, may have been resolved with individual
commentors, or may provide information but not require comment. Original scoping
comments are in the project record but are not included in this appendix.

The Forest Service received comments from three individuals during the 30-Day
Comment Period. Below is a summary of these comments with Forest Service responses.
Complete comments are located in the project record.

General support for project:

Support for Alternative 3: “I commend the project team for thinking creatively and
coming forward with this sensible solution, and I enthusiastically support the
modified proposal.” One commentor also expressed strong support for the accessible
trail to the vista. Another commentor expressed support for Alternative 2.

Thank you for your support and input.
Recreation:

“Although mentioned in the text, I do not see on the reference map the installation of
bike racks or bike storage lockers to accommodate cyclists that frequently ride past
this area on Route 16. I encourage the Forest Service to improve infrastructure at
recreational sites to support bicycling and shuttle services, and generally to promote
the use of alternative transportation at visitor sites including shuttle stops and
informational signage.”

A location for a bicycle rack has been included in conceptual designs for this project. The new
access road and parking loop were designed to accommodate shuttles and other longer vehicles. At
this time, bike storage lockers and developed shuttle stops are not planned. If a shuttle service was
to utilize this site, informational signage could easily be added to the site.

“There should be a designated or preferred parking area for cars that will be parked
overnight (by hikers/backpackers) that would reduce conflicts with day users.”

The addition of a sidewalk and designated accessible parking spaces in Alternatives 2 and 3
provide improved access to trailheads from all parking spaces. The low number of vehicles parked
overnight at this trailhead does not warrant segregated parking spaces for this use.

The Comment Report discusses at length the proposed improvements to the parking,
gathering, and picnic areas of the site, little is said about the trail leading to the Falls
other than repairs to stone work and railings, and upgrading to accessibility standards
a short section of the trail “to a point along the Ellis River”. This trail, which has been
the primary use of this area, is not shown on the reference maps, nor is the amount of
repair in any way quantifiably assessed. It is unclear how, if any, the trail, steps,
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railings, and viewing platforms might be functionally improved as a result of this
action.

Repairs to the trail to the falls will be as described in the 30DCR: reconstructing deteriorating
stone work, replacing railings, improving drainage and hardening eroding areas. The trail
footprint will remain the same. The trail will be functionally improved in terms of safety due to
the repair and reconstruction of elements of the trail that are deteriorating, but the trail will not
be made less steep, nor will any portions of it be relocated. In addition, repairs to erosion and
drainage elements will improve the functionality and sustainability of the trail. Additional maps
showing the location of this trail and the vista trail have been added to the EA.

The Wildcat Ridge Trail —Ellis River crossing is difficult and it is unfortunate that
this consideration was dropped from the scope of this project.

As stated in the 30DCR, the team decided to drop the Wildcat Ridge Trail improvements from
this project. This trail needs to be more comprehensively evaluated in the context of the entire
trail network in the Pinkham Notch area. This larger trail network evaluation was determined to
be beyond the scope of the analysis for this project. The Wildcat Ridge Trail crossing of the Ellis
River can be difficult in high water. As is suggested in the Appalachian Mountain Club’s White
Mountain Guide, most hikers avoid this crossing by beginning their hike at the Lost Pond Trail
across from the Pinkham Notch Visitor Center (PNVC) and connecting with the Wildcat Ridge
Trail. This allows hikers to avoid the sometimes difficult crossing without adding much overall
distance. Without this crossing, hikers cannot connect the short loop from the PNVC via the
Direttissima and Lost Pond Trails, but are not prevented from accessing any of these areas via
other routes.

The Glen Ellis Falls parking area is right next to Route 16. If folks want a
“backcountry experience” shouldn’t they be going to some other area? One of your
measurement indicators is “how visible is Route 16 to visitors at Glen Ellis Falls”,
won't this be the same under either Alternative since the Falls aren’t moving? The
only difference between the two is that under Alternative 2 Route 16 is a little more
visible from the parking area and I would assume most people park and get out of
their car and head toward the trailhead/Falls.

This project does not aim to provide a backcountry experience, but to provide a high quality
recreation experience within the context of the Pinkham Notch Scenic Area management
direction. The commentor refers to measurement indicator #1, which is described in Table 3-1 as
“Visibility of Route 16 to visitors at Glen Ellis Falls Day Use Area”. It does not refer to the view
of Route 16 from the falls itself. This may have been confusing based on the measurement
indicator language on the list in the text. This has been corrected.

Not all visitors to the day use area are able to descend the trail to the falls, hence the value of this
measurement indicator. The recreation experience of the day use area is not limited to the
experience of those viewing the falls, but includes the experience of those who are utilizing the
area for other purposes and/or those who are waiting for companions who have made the trip
down to the falls.

I hate to see more trees cut to make a new parking area when the existing parking area
is just fine. You're planning on adding sidewalks as part of either Alternative so
won't that get people out of the vehicle travel way which is one of your requirements?

39



Glen Ellis Falls Site Improvement Project

As is described in Chapter 1 of the 30DCR, the existing parking area has some substantial
problems. Chapter 3 and the recreation specialist report in the project record describe the effects of
the alternatives on pedestrian vs. vehicle traffic. As stated and evaluated in Chapter 3, the
sidewalks in Alternative 2 will help to alleviate some traffic and safety problems but the overall
design of Alternative 3 will better separate vehicles and pedestrians.

Visitation will go down because of the bad economy.

If the intent of the commentor was to convey that we do not need to increase capacity at this site,
the purpose of this project was not to substantially increase parking capacity. Parking capacity
increases by 22% with Alternative 2 and by 8% with Alternative 3. This would possibly
accommodate current use, but does not accommodate any anticipated future use, as directed by
the Forest Plan. This site has consistently seen high use over past fluctuating economic
conditions.

This area does not need man-made work projects —do not believe that it deteriorates
if it gets more natural.

National Forest developed recreation sites must be maintained to meet visitor safety and comfort
standards. The Forest Plan provides specific standards for Glen Ellis Falls to protect social and
resource characteristics (Forest Plan, 3-63). Deterioration of the site is leading to resource
impacts rather than a more natural condition. It also is detracting from the recreational
experience as the visitor sees the existing improvements in poor or unusable condition. Under the
no action alternative, erosion and foot traffic in and around wetlands would continue to
negatively affect wetland condition. Erosion and sedimentation in the vicinity of the trails and
parking area would be expected to continue.

Although the proposed walking loop [in Alternative 3] is to have a treed buffer
between it and Route 16, I would suggest that the addition of an earthen berm and
low shrubs would further insulate the noise and distraction of traffic on Route 16.

An earthen berm would further insulate the area from the sights and sounds of Route 16, but
would also have other effects. Because the general direction of drainage is toward the road, adding
a berm would disrupt flow and concentrate it in channels around the berm instead of dispersing it
over a more uniform slope. The team considered a berm in its development of alternatives and
determined that the proposed actions would adequately improve the area without potential
negative effects to other resources.

I agree that building of a berm would be a bad idea and commend the Forest Service
for dropping that. Under Alternative 2 couldn’t you add some more bushes to provide
a little more screening from traffic noise?

Under Alternative 2, some vegetation would be added to screen the area from traffic noise and
view. The distance between the wetland area in the middle of the loop and the highway is very
limited, therefore there is not much room with which to work.

It’s a little difficult to see on your drawings but couldn’t the trail to a southward
looking vista be constructed under Alternative 2 as well?

The trail to the southward looking vista was not a component of Alternative 2, the proposed
action. The deciding officer does have the option of choosing components of different alternatives
for the final decision on actions at this site, provided effects of these components have been
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adequately analyzed within the context of one another in the environmental analysis.
Soils/Water:

I don’t understand Table 3-2. How can you construct a whole new parking area and
road in Alternative 3 and not be disturbing more ground (like twice as much) than in
Alternative 2? I understand some of the existing road/parking area is going to be
“reclaimed” but only a small portion of it looking at your drawing.

In Alternative 2, road and parking space realignment result in additional disturbance relative to
the no action alternative. In Alternative 3, the overall parking lot footprint is smaller since it uses
part of the existing entrance road and is designed to use space efficiently. The connector trails
from the parking area to the existing trailhead will be approximately 8 feet wide, much narrower
than the roadway and adjacent parking spots in Alternatives 1 and 2.

Alternative 3 looks like it would be a lot more expensive than Alternative 2. Where is
the Forest Service planning on getting the money if it selects Alternative 3? From a
budgetary perspective I again would like to see the Forest Service select Alternative 2.

Particularly in light of declining budgets and economic realities, the Forest Service did consider
costs when developing the proposed action and alternatives for this project. Based on our
preliminary cost estimates for the two action alternatives, the difference in cost between the two is
minimal. This is in large part because of the substantial amount of work required for proper
reconstruction of the road in Alternative 2. In order to correct drainage problems, provide proper
turning radii, and otherwise correct existing problems, work required is nearly the same as that
for the new loop. The new loop would require more excavation to level the new surface, but this
additional expense does not make Alternative 3 exceptionally more expensive.

“the working toilets should be left alone to work”

The flush toilets at the site do not work and repair and maintenance of the outdated system would
be costly and difficult to manage for the long term. The existing vault toilets do function but are
not located in a universally accessible location due to grades and ground condition. New vault
toilets will be constructed in an accessible location and will better meet the needs of the visiting
public.
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