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The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency responsible for
conserving, protecting, and enhancing fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats for the
continuing benefit of the American people. The Service manages the 95-million acre
National Wildlife Refuge System comprised of more than 545 national wildlife refuges
and thousands of waterfowl production areas. It also operates 65 national fish hatcheries
and 78 ecological services field stations. The agency enforces Federal wildlife laws,
manages migratory bird populations, restores nationally significant fisheries, conserves
and restores wildlife habitat such as wetlands, administers the Endangered Species
Act, and helps foreign governments with their conservation efforts. It also oversees the
Federal Assistance Program which distributes hundreds of millions of dollars in excise
taxes on fishing and hunting equipment to state wildlife agencies.

Comprehensive Conservation Plans provide long term guidance for management decisions
and set forth goals, objectives, and strategies needed to accomplish refuge purposes and
identify the Service’s best estimate of future needs. These plans detail program planning
levels that are sometimes substantially above current budget allocations and, as such,

are primarily for Service strategic planning and program prioritization purposes. The
plans do not constitute a commitment for staffing increases, operational and maintenance
increases, or funding for future land acquisition.
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This Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
(CCP/EIS) for the Lake Umbagog National Wildlife Refuge fully compares three
management alternatives. Its 16 appendixes provide additional information supporting our
analysis. Appendix O includes our responses to public comments on the Draft CCP/EIS.

This “no action” alternative, required by regulations under the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969, would simply extend the way we now manage the refuge over the
next 15 years. It also provides a baseline for comparing the two “action” alternatives. We
would continue to protect the refuge from external threats, monitor its key resources,
and conduct baseline inventories to improve our knowledge of its ecosystem. We would
continue our public use programs for wildlife observation, hunting and fishing, allow
snowmobiling and camping at their present capacities in designated areas, and offer
limited environmental education and interpretation. We would continue to acquire from
willing sellers 7,482 acres within the approved refuge boundary, adding to its current
21,650 acres.

We recommend this alternative for approval. Its highest priority is to protect the biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health of Umbagog Lake and its associated rivers
and streams. Its second priority is to conserve the upland mixed forest and sustain

those native species dependent on the forest. Management would focus on enhancing
habitats for selected refuge focal species, including species of regional conservation
concern whose habitat needs generally represent the needs of many other federal trust
resources. Alternative B would improve the quality of our wildlife-dependent recreation
programs and result in several new public uses being offered. We would also strengthen
our partnerships with state and local entities offering similar recreational programs in

the area. Another partnership would focus on developing a Land Management Research
Demonstration (LMRD) program for applying the best available science in management
decisions that affect wildlife resources in the Northern Forest. This alternative includes
expanding the refuge as part of a network of conservation lands by acquiring 47,807 acres
from willing sellers: 56 percent in fee simple and 44 percent in easements. These proposed
additions to the refuge are important for conserving refuge focal species and other federal
trust resources. Alternative B also proposes a new refuge headquarters and visitor contact
facility. Refuge staffing and budgets would increase commensurately.

This alternative focuses on sustaining natural ecological communities, rather than
selected species. It would result in passively or actively manipulating vegetation to create
or hasten the development of natural communities, landscape patterns and processes.
Similar to alternative B, it would improve wildlife-dependent recreation, strengthen our
partnerships, develop the LMRD program, and add a new headquarters and visitor
contact facility. It would expand the refuge by 74,414 acres, which we would purchase

in fee simple from willing sellers. Our target would be to create contiguous blocks of
hydrologically connected conservation habitat greater than 25,000 acres: the size we
estimate as the minimum necessary to facilitate the natural progression of ecological
processes in the Northern Forest conservation network.
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Some Important Changes
Between Draft and Final
Documents

Summary

As part of its Congressional mandate, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service; we, our) conserves habitat and protects fish, wildlife and plants on the
more than 545 refuges in the National Wildlife Refuge System (Refuge System),
in cooperation with the American publie, States, and our other partners in
conservation. On the public lands in that System, “Wildlife Comes First.”

The Lake Umbagog National Wildlife Refuge comprises 21,650 acres in Coos
County, New Hampshire, and Oxford County, Maine. It protects the wetlands,
habitats and species noted for their importance in the Upper Androscoggin River
watershed.

We prepared the final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement (CCP/EIS) to describe and analyze three alternatives for
managing the refuge for the next 15 years. Each alternative proposes varying
strategies to achieve important objectives in managing habitat, species, and
public use. Two alternatives also propose to expand the boundary of the refuge
by a number of acres determined in part by the environmental impacts of
implementing those strategies and achieving those objectives. A draft CCP/EIS
was distributed for a 77-day public review and comment period from July 6 to
September 21, 2007. We considered those public comments as we developed

our final alternatives. We highlight some of the changes made between draft
and final CCP/EIS in the section below. This document summarizes the final
CCP/EIS. Sixteen appendixes accompany the full-text version of the document
and provide additional information supporting our analysis. Appendix O includes
our responses to public comments on the draft CCP/EIS.

Based on our analysis in the draft CCP/EIS and our evaluation of public
comments, we have modified alternative B, which remains our preferred
alternative in the final CCP/EIS. Our modifications include additions,
corrections, or clarifications of our preferred management actions. We have also
determined that none of those modifications warrants our publishing a revised or
amended draft before publishing the final CCP/EIS.

These are some important changes in the final.

m In response to concerns about impacts on the local economy, our expansion
proposal replaces some acquisitions in fee title with acquisitions of easements
in Maine, and reduces their total number of acres. We now propose to acquire
from willing sellers 47,807 acres (formerly, 49,718 acres), and have changed the
acquisition ratio to 56 percent in fee title and 44 percent in easement (formerly,
65 percent fee and 35 percent easement). Appendix A, “Land Protection Plan,”
describes that revised proposal.

m Two new maps clarify our proposal on the roads and trails we would open for
public use on both current refuge lands and refuge expansion lands. Chapter 2,
“Alternatives Considered, Including the Service-preferred Alternative,”
clarifies them in maps 2-8 and 2-9. Item 6, below, describes them.

m We propose to postpone our decision on whether to manage furbearer species,
and whether that management could include trapping. We will conduct
further analysis and prepare a more detailed Furbearer Management Plan.
That change, which we propose in both alternatives B and C, appears in
chapter 2, in the section “Actions Common to Alternatives B and C Only.”
Before trapping would be permitted under the Furbearer Management Plan,
we will analyze the appropriateness of this use and issue a compatibility
determination, if warranted, analyzing whether this use would be compatible
with the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System and refuge purposes,
and under what conditions.

Sum-1
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Proposed Action

Proposed Action

Purpose and Need for
Action

m In the same section of chapter 2, we propose to postpone our decision on
whether to expand our current hunt program by incorporating bobeat hunting
in Maine and turkey hunting in Maine and New Hampshire. Although that
would have made our hunt program consistent with the states’ hunt programs,
we have determined the need to conduct further analysis in conjunction with
an environmental assessment and additional public comment before revising
our hunt plan. We propose that change in alternatives B and C. If the hunt
program is expanded, we will issue a new compatibility determination with any
changes to the program necessitated by the expansion.

B The same section of chapter 2 also clarifies our hunting and fishing
programs. The public comments we received reveal the misperception that
our implementing alternatives B or C would result in new restrictions in
those programs. That is not the case. We now explain the hunting and fishing
programs better, and point out that we intend to implement them on any newly
acquired lands.

m We revise alternative B to allow, in designated areas, certain public uses that
we originally planned not to allow: dog sledding, horseback riding, bicycling,
and collecting certain berries, fiddleheads, mushrooms, and antler sheds for
personal use.

m We have replaced the Fire Management Plan in appendix I, with a new
document titled “Fire Management Program Guidance.” Since the draft
CCP/EIS was published, new requirements have been developed for fire
management plans (FMP) that include interagency cooperation, consistency
in terms of common language and format, and the need to address fire at a
landscape scale across ownerships. The FMP published in the draft CCP/EIS
does not meet the new standards. In the interim, while we prepare a new FMP,
we provide the program guidance document to share our policy and strategic
guidance on fire management on this refuge.

We propose a CCP for the refuge that best achieves its vision and goals, best
addresses its significant management issues, best conforms to its conservation
mandates, best applies sound science in managing fish and wildlife, and best
contributes to the mission of the System.

We examined a wide range of alternatives for managing the refuge. From among
those alternatives, we fully developed three. We then selected as our preferred
alternative the one that, in our professional judgment, would best accomplish all
of the actions above over the 15 year life of a CCP.

Alternative B.— Management for Particular Habitats and Focal Species: This
is the Service-preferred alternative. It manages refuge habitats for selected
focal species of conservation concern in the Northern Forest, improves existing
opportunities for compatible wildlife-dependent recreation, provides for several
new public uses, identifies a location for a new refuge headquarters and visitor
contact facility, and proposes a refuge expansion of 47,807 acres (56 percent
acquired in fee; 44 percent in easement) from willing sellers as part of a regional
conservation lands network.

Our purpose in developing a CCP is to define actions that best achieve the
seven goals listed below under “Refuge Vision and Goals.” The CCP explains
the reasons for our proposed management actions, and clearly links them to
desired future conditions for refuge habitat, wildlife, visitor services, staffing,
and facilities. It ensures that our refuge management conforms to the mandates
of the System, and that wildlife-dependent recreational uses are compatible
with the purposes for which the refuge was established. Finally, it provides

Summary
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Refuge Setting and its
Resources

Summary

long-term direction and continuity in developing refuge program priorities and
annual budgets. Our ability to involve state agencies and other partners, local
communities, our neighbors, and elected officials in developing and implementing
the plan will be crucial to our future successes.

Our need to develop a CCP for the refuge is manifold. The National Wildlife
Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 requires us to write CCPs for all
national wildlife refuges by 2012 to help fulfill the mission of the Refuge

System. This refuge lacks a master plan to accomplish the actions above; yet,
the economy and land ownership patterns in local communities have changed,;
pressures for public access have continued to grow; and new ecosystem and
species conservation plans bearing directly on refuge management have
developed. In response, we need to evaluate locations for a proposed new refuge
headquarters and visitor contact facility. We have developed strong partnerships
vital for our continued success, and we must convey to those partners and the
local community our vision for the refuge. Finally, we need a CCP to guide us in
future land conservation designed to sustain federal trust species and wetlands
in the Northern Forest. Refuge lands are part of a much larger land conservation
partnership network. Map 1 depicts current refuge land in relationship to other
conserved land in the Upper Androscoggin River Watershed.

Congress authorized the establishment of the refuge in 1992 for the purposes of
conserving the unique diversity of wetlands habitats and associated wildlife and
protecting water quality in the area. The current, approved acquisition boundary
for the refuge encompasses 29,132 acres. The Service has acquired 21,650 acres,
leaving 7,482 acres still to be acquired as funding and landowner interest permit.
The refuge has acquired most of its land in the last 5 years. Map 2 depicts the
current refuge boundary.

The refuge was established for the following purposes, under the following
authorities:

“the conservation of the wetlands of the Nation in order to maintain the
public benefits they provide and to help fulfill international obligations
contained in various migratory bird treaties and conventions....”
[Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986; 16 U.S.C. 3901(b)];

“for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose,
for migratory birds.” [Migratory Bird Conservation Act; 16 U.S.C. 715d];

“for the development, advancement, management, conservation, and
protection of fish and wildlife resources....” [Fish and Wildlife Act of
1956; 16 U.S.C. 742f(a)(4)]; and

“for the benefit of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, in
performing its activities and services. Such acceptance may be subject
to the terms of any restrictive or affirmative covenant, or condition of
servitude....” [16 U.S.C. 742f(b)(1)]

In the final CCP/EIS, appendix A, “Land Protection Plan,” we describe the lands
we have acquired, and the lands we propose to acquire in expanding the refuge
under the Service-preferred alternative.

The towns of Errol, New Hampshire and Upton, Maine are the communities
closest to the refuge. Historically they have had strong ties to forest-dependent
industries: namely, lumber and paper. The recreation industry, based on activities
such as snowmobiling and motor boating, is becoming increasingly important

Sum-3
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Refuge Vision and Goals

Refuge Vision and
Goals

Vision

economically. The current permanent refuge staff of four is headquartered

in Errol in an office facility on Route 16. A law enforcement officer is a fifth
staff person who works between the Silvio O. Conte Fish and Wildlife Refuge
and Lake Umbagog refuge. One of the refuge manager’s priorities has been to
develop a positive relationship with Errol, Upton and other towns in the two-
county area. All staff contribute to community outreach.

Geographically, the refuge lies in the Upper Androscoggin River watershed,

a broad valley nearly surrounded by mountains above 3,000 feet. Refuge
habitats are very diverse: approximately 50 percent of its 21,650 acres consists
of wetlands, open water or floodplain; 50 percent is upland forest. They include
several rare, unique wetland plant communities: namely, bog and peat lands,
including the 850-acre Floating Island National Natural Landmark. The upland
forest primarily consists of a mix of three habitat types: spruce-fir, mixed woods,
and northern hardwoods. That diverse habitat supports a wide assemblage of
wildlife native to the Northern Forest ecosystem. Bald eagles nest on the refuge,
as do 11 state-listed birds, including the highly visible osprey, common loon, and
several species of waterfowl. One state-listed mammal also lives on the refuge.
Map 3 depicts current habitats and their distribution on the refuge.

The refuge is a very popular destination, especially for water recreation. It is
now open for hunting, wildlife observation and photography, and environmental
education and interpretation. We also allow snowmobiling and eamping

in designated locations. Chapter 3 of the final CCP/EIS presents detailed
descriptions of the refuge setting and its natural and cultural resources.

“We envision Umbagog National Wildlife Refuge as an essential
link in the network of conservation lands in the Northern Forest.
We will showcase science-based, adaptive management in a working
forest landscape and provide an outstanding center for research. We
will achieve this through strong partnerships with State agencies,
conservation organizations, land managers, and neighboring
commumnities.

“Our management will perpetuate the diversity and integrity of upland
spruce-fir and northern hardwood forests, boreal and riverine wetlands,
and lake habitats for the continued health of native fish and wildlife
populations. These habitats will provide an important regional breeding
area for migratory land birds, waterfowl, and other species of regional
significance, such as the common loon and bald eagle.

“Visitors of all ages will feel welcome to enjoy the full complement of
priority wildlife-dependent public uses. We will foster their knowledge of
and support for conserving northern forest habitats through exceptional
outreach and visitor programs. We want all our visitors to return

home filled with enthusiasm for promoting and practicing resource
stewardship in their own communities.

“We hope residents of neighboring communities in Maine and New
Hampshire will value the refuge for enhancing their quality of life.
Within the National Wildlife Refuge System, the refuge will be treasured
for conserving Federal trust resources and providing inspirational
outdoor experiences for present and future generations of Americans.”

Summary
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Goals

Alternatives
Considered, Including
the Service-preferred
Alternative

These are intentionally broad statements of our purposes and the focus of our
management actions. Goal 1, followed by goals 2 and 3, will take precedence in
decisions about refuge management.

Goal 1: Manage open water and submerged aquatic vegetation and wetlands to benefit
Federal trust species and other species of conservation concern.

Goal 2: Manage floodplain and lakeshore habitats to benefit Federal trust species and
other species of conservation concern.

Goal 3: Manage upland forest habitats, consistent with site capability, to benefit Federal
trust species and other species of conservation concern.

Goal 4: Provide high quality wildlife-dependent activities such as hunting, fishing,
wildlife observation and photography, as well as camping and boating in support
of those activities.

Goal 5: Develop high-quality interpretative opportunities, and facilitate environmental
education, to promote an understanding and appreciation for the conservation
of fish and wildlife and their habitats, as well as the role of the refuge in the
Northern Forest.

Goal 6: Enhance the conservation and management of fish and wildlife resources in the
Northern Forest Region through partnerships with public and private conservation
groups, private landowners, State and local entities.

Goal 7: Develop Umbagog National Wildlife Refuge as an outstanding center for research
and development of applied management practices to sustain and enhance the
natural resources in the Northern Forest in concert with the Refuge System Land
Management and Research Demonstration (LMRD) program.

Relating Goals, Objectives, and Strategies

Refuge goals and objectives define each of the management alternatives
identified below. Developing refuge goals was one of the first steps in our
planning process. By design, they are less quantitative, and more prescriptive,
in defining the targets of our management. All of the goals appear in each of the
alternatives.

Objectives are essentially incremental steps toward achieving a goal; they also
further define the management targets in measurable terms. They typically
vary among the alternatives and provide the basis for determining more detailed
strategies, monitoring refuge accomplishments, and evaluating our success.

Strategies are specific actions, tools, techniques, or a combination of those that
we may use to achieve the objective. We will evaluate most of the strategies
further as to how, when, and where refuge step-down plans should implement
them.

Developing Alternatives

Simply put, alternatives are packages of complementary objectives and strategies
designed to meet refuge purposes and goals, and the Refuge System mission,
while responding to the issues and opportunities identified during the planning
process. We fully analyze in this final CCP/EIS three alternatives which
characterize different ways of managing the refuge over the next 15 years. We
made several modifications between draft and final plans in response to public
comment. Final CCP/EIS Appendix O is a summary of public comments on the
draft CCP/EIS and our responses to them. We believe the three alternatives
analyzed in detail represent a reasonable range of alternative proposals for
managing the refuge.

Summary



Alternatives Considered, Including the Service-preferred Alternative

Actions Common to
All of the Alternatives

Developing Refuge
Step-down Plans

Coordinating Umbagog
Lake Water Level
Management

Controlling Invasive Plant
Species

Implementing and
Prioritizing a Biological
Monitoring and Inventory
Program

Summary

Alternative A satisfies the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requirement of a “no action” alternative, which we define as “continuing current
management.” It describes our existing management priorities and activities, and
serves as a baseline for comparing and contrasting alternatives B and C.

Alternative B, the Service-preferred alternative, combines the actions we believe
would most efficiently and effectively achieve refuge purposes, vision and goals,
and respond to public issues. It emphasizes management of specific refuge
habitats to support focal species whose habitat needs benefit other species of
conservation concern in the Northern Forest. In particular, we emphasize habitat
for priority bird species of conservation concern identified for the Northern
Forest Ecosystem Bird Conservation Region (BCR 14).

Alternative C emphasizes management to restore, where practicable, the
distribution of natural communities in the Upper Androscoggin River watershed
that would have resulted from natural processes without the influence or
intervention of human settlement and management. While this alternative does
not propose breaching the Errol Dam that expanded Umbagog Lake, and we
would continue to recognize the current FERC license; however, we would also
discuss with the licensee opportunities to manage at water levels that mimic a
more natural hydrologic flow throughout the year. In the uplands, alternative C
proposes actions to restore the structure and funetion of native forest vegetation
that resulted from natural events such as ice and windstorms. Our management
would focus on creating mature forests with diverse age classes and understory
vegetation, as well as other structural characteristics such as dead, dying and
cavity trees and coarse woody debris.

Although the alternatives differ in many ways, they also share some similarities.
These are highlights of some of the actions common to all alternatives.

B Include the same schedule for completing 10 refuge step-down plans. We will
assign first priority to the Habitat Management Plan (HMP), which we will
complete within 1 year of CCP approval.

m Continue to work cooperatively with the FERC licensee of the Errol Project
(currently Florida Power & Light Energy Hydro Maine, LLC (FPLE)).
Specifically under Article 27 of the current license, we will continue to
develop a yearly water level management plan with the licensee and other
regulatory agencies “to benefit nesting wildlife”; and pursue a Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) with FPLE to formalize coordination within the
current FERC boundary. In addition, although not binding under the current
license, we will continue to recommend to FPLE that they voluntarily manage
water levels at other critical times of the year (e.g. during the fall migration) to
benefit wildlife.

m Develop a list of invasive species of greatest concern for the refuge, identify
priority areas within which to be vigilant, and establish monitoring and
treatment strategies.

m Continue to work with state agencies to prevent introduction of invasive
species to all water bodies on the refuge; increase enforcement to check boats
and equipment to protect against invasive plant transport; and cooperate in
the development of outreach and education programs.

m Continue or initiate several planned priority studies including: visitor use;
wildlife disturbance; ecological systems analysis to identify the ecological
processes that historically and currently influence the lake; and a baseline
contaminants assessment.

Sum-9



Actions Common to All of the Alternatives

Protecting Vernal Pools
and other Unique or Rare
Communities

Community Relations

Protecting Cultural
Resources

Refuge Staffing and
Administration

Visitor Services

Actions Common to
Alternatives B and C
Only

Implementing Forest

Management to Achieve
Habitat Objectives

Sum-10

Continue to coordinate with state agencies in the monitoring of bald eagle,
osprey, and loon nests, and to evaluate the effectiveness of our protection
measures

Work with the Lynx Recovery Team to determine whether a monitoring or
inventory program on the refuge is warranted.

Develop a priority list of monitoring and inventory needs for the 15-year
planning cycle.

Conserve and maintain all natural vernal pools, including those pools
embedded in wetland or riparian habitats, on existing refuge lands and within
the respective refuge expansion areas.

Conserve and protect cliffs, talus slopes, and other unique, significant, or rare
upland habitat types identified on these same lands.

Continue to participate in community forums such as the Umbagog Area
Chamber of Commerce, town meetings and other venues.

Host an informal meeting each quarter in the area to share information or
discuss topies of choice, as long as there is local community interest

Ensure compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation

Act. Evaluate the potential for refuge projects to impact archeological and
historical resources, and consult with respective State Historic Preservation
Offices (SHPOs) and/or Regional Archeologist. Compliance may require any
or all of the following: a State Historic Preservation Records survey, literature
survey, or field survey.

Fill our currently approved but vacant positions we believe necessary to
accomplish our highest priority projects. Alternatives B and C also propose
additional staff to provide depth in our biological and visitor services
programs.

Change the name of the refuge to “Umbagog National Wildlife Refuge,” to
better represent the broader geographic context and management emphasis
we would pursue under all alternatives.

Continue to allow priority public uses such as hunting, wildlife observation and
photography, and environmental education and interpretation, and officially
open the refuge to fishing.

Continue to allow camping and snowmobiling in designated areas, and provide
boating access in several locations.

Continue to conduct outreach and enforce against activities not allowed on the
refuge including: ATV, ORV or dirtbike use, off-trail biking, field trials for
dogs, and geocaching.

Actively manage upland forested habitats, within site capability and natural
potential, to achieve habitat and wildlife objectives.

Adhere to accepted silvicultural prescriptions, and the best management
practices in each respective state at a minimum, during any commercial or
non-commercial tree cutting.

Summary



Actions Common to Alternatives B and C Only

Expanding and
Protecting the Floating
Island National Natural
Landmark (FINNL)

Creating an Umbagog Lake
“Working Group”

New Refuge Headquarters
and Visitor Contact Facility

Enhancing Visitor
Programs

Expanding the Refuge
Boundary

Alternative A —
Current Management

Summary

m Our management activities in the proposed expansion areas, within the 15
year life of this CCP, would be more pre-commercial operations in nature, such
as thinning, habitat restoration (e.g. restoring log landings, slash piles, etc),
and/or vegetation manipulations to create openings and enhance woodcock
habitat in woodcock focus areas.

m In cooperation with the National Park Service (NPS), expand the boundary
of the FINNL to one that is more ecologically based using the 2002-2003
vegetation survey results (see map 4). The proposal is to expand it from 860
acres to 2,181 acres.

m Convene a workshop with wetland ecologists to determine what information
should be collected and what monitoring should occur to document any
potential loss or degradation.

m Create an Umbagog Lake Working Group, whose mission would be to
voluntarily coordinate, facilitate, or make recommendations to streamline
management affecting the lake as a partnership to reduce resource threats
and resolve user conflicts on the lake and associated rivers. Members would
include representatives from those state and federal agencies with authority to
manage the lake and its natural resources and recreational opportunities, as
well as the holder of the FERC license, currently FPLE.

B Develop the Potter Farm site as a new headquarters and visitor contact
facility; alternative B would construct a small facility, as defined by Service
facility standards, and alternative C would construct a medium facility. All
new construction would incorporate ecologically sound and environmentally
friendly technologies, tools, materials, and practices, including building design
and construction, water and energy consumption, wastewater management,
and solid and hazardous waste management.

m Maintain the present headquarters building on Route 16 as a research or
auxiliary field office.

m Construct a series of interpretive trails at the Potter Farm site; at least one
would be designed to allow travel by people with disabilities.

m Provide additional visitor facilities along major travel routes, including
roadside pullouts on Routes 16, and a roadside pullout with overlook platform
on Route 26. Each of these sites would have an information kiosk, and provide
parking for several vehicles.

m Complete a Va-mile loop extension to the Magalloway River trail accessible to
people with disabilities.

m Pursue a refuge expansion, through fee acquisition and/or conservation
easements, to support habitat and species goals and objectives; size of
expansion varies by alternative. Maintain public access over designated routes
similar to how they were maintained under previous landowners.

This alternative portrays current, planned, or approved management activities,
and is the baseline for comparing the other two alternatives. Our biological
program would continue its present priorities such as: cooperating with partners
in the monitoring of loon, bald eagle, and osprey populations on the lake;
protecting loon, bald eagle, and osprey active nest sites from human disturbance
on refuge lands; and, conducting annual bird and amphibian inventories
according to regional protocols. We would continue those projects with the help
of volunteers, our conservation partners, and our own staff as funding allows.
We would continue to facilitate biological research studies, if they benefit the
Service and the refuge manager determines them compatible. Map 5 depicts the
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Map 5 Alternative A — Current Management
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Alternative B — Service-preferred Alternative: Management for Particular Habitats and Focal Species
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broad habitat types we predict would result after 100
years of implementing the management objectives in
alternative A.

As for visitor services, we would continue to offer
hunting and fishing opportunities on refuge lands,
and respond to requests for interpretive and school
programs; however, we would not to be able to meet
most requests because of limited staff and resources.
We would also continue to partner with the State of
New Hampshire to provide remote camping sites
on Umbagog Lake. We would continue to allow
snowmobiling confined to the designated trails. The
Magalloway River Trail would continue to be the
only walking trail maintained on the refuge. We
would continue limited outreach, but would support
annual community events such as the “Umbagog
Wildlife Festival”. Map 6 depicts the public use
facilities under current management.

We would continue to seek acquisition from willing
sellers of the 7,482 acres that remain in non-Service ownership within our
current, approved acquisition boundary.

Alternative B is the alternative we recommend for implementation. It includes
an array of management actions that, in our professional judgment, work best
toward achieving the refuge purposes, its vision and goals, and contribute to
conserving federal trust resources of concern in the Northern Forest. This
alternative would most effectively address the significant issues identified

in chapter 1 of the final CCP/EIS. We believe it is reasonable, feasible, and
practicable within the 15-year period of the CCP.

We designed this alternative to emphasize the conservation of wetlands and a
mixed forest matrix landscape and its component habitat types: spruce-fir, mixed
woods, and northern hardwoods. Our analysis of site capability and natural
potential indicates that the refuge is in a unique position to make an important
contribution to the mixed forest matrix in the watershed, as well as in the larger
Northern Forest landscape, and within the Refuge System. The three habitat
types we describe support a wide variety of federal trust resources: in particular,
birds of conservation concern identified in the BCR 14 region and those that
depend on wetlands. We identify focal species for each habitat type objective
whose life requirements would guide management activities in that habitat type.
We selected those focal species because, in our opinion, they are federal trust
resources whose habitat needs broadly represent the habitat requirements for
most of the other federal trust species and native wildlife dependent on that
habitat type.

Appendix N in the final CCP/EIS describes in detail our process for selecting
focal species by habitat type. Our actions in alternative B for Goals 1-3 below
identify the habitat type, acres conserved, and the focal species that would be

a target of our management. The presentation in the final CCP/EIS includes a
rationale that identifies each focal species’ particular habitat needs. We identify
strategies as potential management actions for accomplishing the objectives and
meeting those habitat needs. Map 7 depicts the broad habitat types we predict
would result after approximately 100 years of implementing the management
objectives in alternative B for upland habitats.

Similar to alternative A, and in keeping with the original purposes for which we
established the refuge, the wetlands actions under goal 1 are our highest priority

Summary



Map 6 Alternative B — Service-preferred Alternative: Management for Particular Habitats and Focal Species
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Alternative B — Service-preferred Alternative: Management for Particular Habitats and Focal Species Map 7
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Alternative B — Service-preferred Alternative: Management for Particular Habitats and Focal Species

for implementation in the biological program. Protecting the biological integrity,
diversity, and environmental health of Umbagog Lake and its associated rivers is
paramount. As our second habitat management priority under alternative B, we
propose implementing the actions under goal 3, which would promote and sustain
a mixed forest matrix: that is, a mosaic of spruce-fir, mixed woods, and northern
hardwood habitat types, with emphasis on promoting the conifer component. As
our third habitat management priority, we propose to implement those actions
that would improve American woodcock habitat.

In support of those priorities and our other habitat goals and objectives,
alternative B proposes to expand the existing, approved refuge boundary

by 47,807 acres, through a combination of Service acquisition in fee-simple

(56 percent) and conservation easement (44 percent) (map 8). Most of the lands
we propose to acquire are undeveloped. They either are or have the potential

to be high quality wildlife habitat. Their amount and distribution provides us
management flexibility in achieving our habitat goals and objectives. Collectively,
they would form a land base that affords vital links to other conserved lands in
the Upper Androscoggin watershed and Northern Forest region. As we acquire
lands in fee, we would manage them by the goals, objectives, and strategies under
this alternative.

Fishing on
Leonard Pond

0
=
=
%)
=
2
=

D

3
=

£
=

Our land conservation objectives result from a very active regional partnership,
and fully complement the management on both public and private adjacent
conserved lands. Our proposal also complements the original purpose and intent
for which the refuge was established. It identifies the significance of the refuge
expansion in contributing to the current and planned network of conservation
lands and wildlife resources in the regional landscape. Working in partnership
with these surrounding landowners is crucial for its successful implementation.
We developed its strategies cooperatively with our state fish and wildlife agency
partners and other land conservation partners working in the Northern Forest
region who support it.

Regarding our visitor services programs, alternative B would enhance existing,
priority, public use opportunities for hunting and fishing by providing better
outreach and information materials and improving access and parking (map 9).
Opportunities for viewing and photographing wildlife and interpretation would
expand, primarily providing new infrastructure such as trails and viewing areas.
In addition, we propose new roadside pullouts, informational kiosks, and viewing
platforms along the major travel corridors. Further, we would develop new visitor
infrastructure, including a series of interpretive trails, in conjunction with the
proposed new location for a refuge administrative headquarters and visitor
contact facility at the former Potter Farm site. We would also pursue a partner-
managed regional visitor contact facility in the Town of Errol.

As for other uses of the refuge, we would continue to allow snowmobiling on
existing designated trails and on similarly designated trails on lands proposed

Summary Sum-17



Alternative B — Service-preferred Alternative: Management for Particular Habitats and Focal Species Map 8
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Alternative B — Service-preferred Alternative: Management for Particular Habitats and Focal Species
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Map 10

Alternative B — Service-preferred Alternative: Management for Particular Habitats and Focal Species
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Alternative C — Management to Create Natural Landscape Composition, Patterns, and Processes

©Robert Quinn

Alternative C -
Management to Create
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for acquisition (map 10). We would not otherwise plan to expand that trail
system. We would also continue to work with the State of New Hampshire to
allow and manage remote camping on the 12 lake sites so designated, although
we would increase their monitoring, and rehabilitate or relocate those in need of
restoration. We would eliminate the two river camp sites and not replace them.
We do not plan to increase opportunities for camping. We also plan to open the
refuge to several new uses including collecting certain berries, fiddleheads,
mushrooms and antler sheds for personal use, and allowing bicycling, dog-
sledding, and horseback riding on designated trails.

Under alternative B, the lands we acquire in the proposed expansion area would
be open to long-term public access for compatible, priority public uses such as
hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, environmental education
and interpretation, and other allowed refuge uses. We would maintain open for
public access the major road corridors similar to how they were maintained under
previous landowners.

We would also enhance local community outreach and partnerships, continue

to support a Friends Group, and provide valuable volunteer experiences as

we implement alternative B. As described under goal 7, we would pursue the
establishment of a Land Management and Research Demonstration (LMRD) site
on the refuge to promote research and the development of applied management
practices to benefit the species and habitats identified in this alternative.

This alternative strives to establish and maintain the ecological integrity of
natural communities on the refuge and surrounding landscape in the Upper
Androscoggin River watershed. Ecological integrity is defined by having all
native species present, allowing ecological processes and natural disturbance
events to occur within their respective distribution, abundance or frequency,
and sustaining the natural range of variability characteristic of that community
type under natural conditions. A natural community with high integrity is

also defined as being resilient and able to recover from severe disturbance
events. Management under alternative C would range from passive, or “letting
nature take its course,” to actively manipulating vegetation to create, or hasten
the development of, mature forest structural conditions shaped by natural
disturbances. No particular wildlife species are a focus of management.

As a priority, we would implement studies, consult experts, and conduct literature
reviews, to further refine our knowledge of disturbance patterns and structural
conditions in both wetland and upland natural communities. Under alternative C,
we would continue to recognize the current FERC license agreement for Errol
Dam; however, we would also discuss with the licensee opportunities to manage
at water levels that mimic a more natural hydrologic flow throughout the year.
Our wetland management would also pursue restoration projects where past land
uses hinder natural hydrological flow and wetlands development.

In refuge uplands, we would manage to restore the forest communities predicted
as the “potential natural vegetation,” using both Kuchler’s delineations of
potential types and ecological land units (ELUs), as the basis to determine
which types are best-suited and most capable of growing on these sites. Our
management would be designed to create similar mature stand structural
conditions that would be expected from the natural disturbances that shaped

the Northern Forest landscape. Those disturbances include hurricanes,
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Alternative C — Management to Create Natural Landscape Composition, Patterns, and Processes
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flooding, ice storms, and small blow-downs. We would manage the distribution
of forest age-class, species, and diameter, understory development, the amount
of dead and dying and cavity trees, large and old trees, coarse woody debris,
and canopy closure indicated by historic accounts or as described by experts.
Notwithstanding those actions, we would also ensure protection of current or
future threatened and endangered species, and control the establishment and
spread of any non-native, invasive species. Introduced pests and pathogens,
including beech-scale disease, gypsy moth, and hemlock and balsam

wooly adelgid, may present management issues in the future that require
intervention. Map 11 depicts the broad habitat types we predict would result
after approximately 150 years of implementing the management objectives in
alternative C.

The proposed refuge expansion of 74,414 acres is essential for the success

of alternative C (map 12). Experts have suggested that 25,000 contiguous
acres, hydrologically connected and in a relatively undisturbed condition, is a
reasonable approximation of the minimum size at which ecological processes,
structure and funection could occur naturally, including the disturbances we
identified above. We designed our expansion proposal in alternative C to
protect and conserve large, contiguous habitat blocks exceeding 25,000 acres
and connect them to other conserved lands. Unlike alternative B, our need for
adjacent conservation landowners to work cooperatively and complement our
management is less important, because the extent of the lands we propose to
acquire would allow us to meet our objectives independent of adjacent lands.
We would acquire all of the 74,414 acres we identified from willing sellers in fee
simple. Fee simple acquisition ensures full management control and flexibility.
As we acquire those lands, we would manage them by the goals, objectives, and
strategies under this alternative.

Compared to the proposals in alternative B for visitor services programs and
refuge uses, alternative C would similarly enhance the existing opportunities
for hunting and fishing, but limit new infrastructure for wildlife observation,
photography, and interpretation to those around
the Potter Farm facility, roadside pullouts along
Routes 16 and 26, and the Magalloway River trail
expansion (map 13). Like alternative B, remote
camping on the existing designated lake sites would
continue to be allowed, and we would increase
monitoring of individual sites, and rehabilitate,

or close permanently or seasonally those in need

of restoration. We would also continue to allow
snowmobiling on existing designated trails and on
lands proposed for acquisition (map 14). New uses
proposed under alternative B would also be allowed
under alternative C.

Also similar to alternative B, under alternative C
we would enhance local community outreach and
partnerships, continue to support a Friends Group,
and provide valuable volunteer experiences. We
would also pursue the establishment of a LMRD
site on the refuge to promote research, and the
development of applied management practices,
to sustain and enhance the natural composition,
‘, patterns and processes within their range of

b~ natural in the Northern Forest.
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Map 11 Alternative C — Management to Create Natural Landscape Composition, Patterns, and Processes
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Alternative C — Management to Create Natural Landscape Composition, Patterns, and Processes Map 12
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Map 13 Alternative C — Management to Create Natural Landscape Composition, Patterns, and Processes
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Alternative C — Management to Create Natural Landscape Composition, Patterns, and Processes

Map 14

LAKE UMBAGOG NATIOMAL WILDLIFE REFUGE
Comprehensive Consendation Plan and Final Envirenmental Impact Statemeant
Alternative C - Proposed Doesignated Snowmaoblle Tralls

Sum-26



Summary Comparison of Management Actions by Alternative

99} Ul S819B |Ep'S |euonippe ue 1983014

uonejuawsa|duwi

10 AlljIgisea} auIWIalap 01 83sUa||

9434 1U8.1In3 8y} yum anbojelp a1eniul
‘awibaJ |eanjeu e solwiw Aj8so|o alow
1By} Moj} 9160]01pAy |enuue ue sulwlala(g

paysI|qe1saal aq Ued IXa1U09 [BILI0ISIY JI
alen|eAa pue wep |0443 03 Joud spuejam
Jouawdojanap pue ‘uonisodwod
‘UoiNQLISIP [BILI0ISIY BUIWLIBIB(]

Mo[} 9160]0JpAy |eIN1BU YUIM B18LIBIUI
1o uawdojanap spuelam |einjeu 10aye
1ey1 sweuboud Ayoud Jo uonessiuiwpe

10} |BO13110 10U SUOI}INIISYO
1830 10 ‘SHBAIND ‘SpeOJ 8AOWaY

'y 8AIIRUISY|E 01 UOHIPPE U]

1UBWasea pue a3} Ul Saloe /(8’7 |eUOIIIppe Ue 198101

[M0}I81BM 10} S82IN0Sal
pooy ABiaua ybiy Jayjo pue 8l pjim jo uoironpold puedxy

$aJ0e |81z 01 098 WOJ} INNI4 puedx3

uonejuawa|duw

Jo Aujiqiseay suiwalap 03 (3744 Apualin) 1asloid |0443 8y} 104
asuadl| 9434 8y Jo Japjoy a1 yum anbojelp a1eniul pue “INNI4
Buipnjoul ‘saioads |eao} pue sielqey Aliond Buiniasuod 1oy
awibaJ |ans| 181eM punol JeaA ajqelone) 8iow e aulwlala(

seaJe Janu abpuquen peaq pue Aemojebely ay1 ul buiieal
p00.Q pJiIq J81EA PUB [MO4I8}eM UO S}oedW| [BUOIIBAIDAI 81EN|BAT

spJiq Buipem ysiew pue pligaloys ‘|mopaiem Bunesbiw
pue Buleal-poouq ‘Bunsau apnjoul 01 SAaains paiq puedx3

asuadl| 9434 Bunsixa ayy

Japun a|qissod jualxa ayj 03 ‘(sp.iq Buipem pue ysiew ‘|mopiazem
snolieA “6'8) 7' pue || 8Andalqo S[3/dJJ [eul ul payiuapl
saloads |20y Joj 1enqey Ayjenb ybiy ajowold 01 abeuew Ajaanay

'y 8AIRUIB)IE 0} UCIIPPE U]

panoidde ‘Juaiind ulyum
s13]|8s Buifjim wolj saide gyg
03 dn aiinbae 03 anuiuo)

YoJeasal pue salpnis auljaseq
Jay3o pue ‘shanins piiq ysiew
Buipaalq ‘sAanins paigaioys
pue jmopiaiem Alojesbiw

[le} pue Buuds anunuog

ay} Jo abpajmouy| Jno anoldwi
01 S8LI0JUBAUI BUI|3SE(
Bunonpuod pue ‘saainosal
A&y Buuoyuow ‘Bunasioid se
juawabeuew anissed aulap
am ‘sadAy1euqey asayi Jo
saJoe gg/'| uo Juawabeuew

Atepunoq

smojle Buipuny se

wolsAsooa

fiog pue uaq
|eaiog :Mmopeajpl

Lanissed, anunuoq papooj4 pue uaj

s suoypindod Losmoqinf abvuvut om un

MO ¢ o0nfo. oY) U0 oy 404 a0DUDUL 20 12N MOFT ; Figri0wd Juamabvunus v 9q PInoys sarvads Juopuadop pun SIRGDY SPUDIIIN YIYM SONSST 07 Spuodsoy

UJ29U03 UONBAI3SUOI Jo Salaads Jaljo pue saloads Jsni) [eIapa4 Jijauaqg o) spuepam pue uonejahian anenbe pabiawgns pue 1a)em uado abeueyy ‘| [eon

9 aAneuId)Y

anneusa)je paliajaid-aainiag
g aAnewa)|y

u—_OEQmm:ms_ juasning
V aAneuIa)Y

weiboid
10 321no0say abnjay

S9NSSI JURIJIUSIS pue s[e0S 0] dIYSUOI)R[aI I3} PUB dAIJRUId)[R AQ SUOI}OR JudwRSeueul Jo uosrredurod Arewrwuns 1 a[qe,

"OAIIBULIDYR o8O U0 9Anoads.aod 93o[dwod B 103 £)oa13uo S UL g 103deyo praI 03 PASRIN0dU ST JoPBaL

Y, /UMDY J0J PIAN pue Jo asodand,, T 101deyd STH/JD)) [BU 9Y) UT PRIJIIUSPT SANSST JURIIITUSTS dY) SSDIPPE A9} M0y
pue ‘s[roS Jano 03 93e[a.L A9} MO ‘DAIJRUISI[R RS YSINSUIISIP 18]} SUOI}OR 9SO} SIYSI[YSIY MO[9( T 9[qR] ‘uosLredurod

uJ [ 9AIIBWIS)Y Po.LIgfaId-001AeS oY) SUIPN[OU] ‘PoIoPISU0)) SOAIJRUIDIY,, ‘G 101dRyD STH/JDD [BUL} 93 UI [IBI\P 810U
UL POQLIOSOP JB SUOIIR UOWWIOD J9YJ0 PUR 9SAY,], "SOAIRUIS} R [[B 0} UOWWIOD .18 JBYJ SUOI}OR SWOS DAOQR S(LIOSIP A\

annewd)|y Aq suonay
yuawabeuep jo
uosuiedwo? Arewuing

Sum-27

Summary



Summary Comparison of Management Actions by Alternative
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Summary

This section summarizes the environmental consequences we predict on

selected resources because of implementing the three management alternatives.
Chapter 4 in the final CCP/EIS provides our detailed analysis of impacts on
these and other important resources. We evaluate direct, indirect, short-term,
beneficial and adverse effects likely over the 15-year life span of the plan. Beyond
that planning horizon, we give a more speculative description of those effects.

We do not predict any irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources

or significant adverse cumulative effects, nor do we expect any action would
adversely affect short-term uses of the environment or its long-term productivity.

We enlisted the U.S. Geological Survey Fort Collins Science Center to help
analyze the potential impacts our actions could have on the local and regional
socioeconomic environment. The economic impacts were assessed using the
Impacts Analysis for Planning (IMPLAN) regional input-output modeling
system developed by the U.S. Forest Service. The model uses information such as
refuge revenue sharing payments, anticipated refuge visitor expenditures in the
local community, refuge local purchases, and potential refuge economic activities,
such as timber harvesting. IMPLAN reports effects for the following categories:
local output (e.g. the change in local sales or revenue), personal income (e.g. the
change in employee income in the region generated from a change in regional
output, and employment (e.g. the changes in number of jobs generated from a
change in regional output).

Alternative A — We predict the direct effects of refuge activities to result in an
annual estimated $1.45 million in local output, 17.7 jobs, and $425,000 in personal
income. Based on data from the U.S. Department of Commerce (2000), that
represents well under 1 percent of total income and employment for Coos County,
New Hampshire and Oxford County, Maine.

Alternative B — We predict the direct effects of refuge activities to result in an
annual, estimated $2.73 million in local output, 35 jobs, and $837,800 in personal
income. Based on 2000 data from the U.S. Department of Commerce, that
represents less than 1 percent of total income and employment for Coos County,
New Hampshire and Oxford County, Maine.

Alternative C — We predict the direct effects of refuge activities to result in an
annual estimated $2.84 million in local output, 37 jobs, and $905,800 in personal
income. Based on data from the U.S. Department of Commerce (2000), that
represents less than 1 percent of total income and employment for Coos County,
New Hampshire and Oxford County, Maine.

We predict that refuge activities under all alternatives would have primarily
beneficial effects on air quality because of conserving more land and maintaining
natural habitats, contributing to a reduction in greenhouse gases, and adopting
energy efficient practices to help reduce emissions. However, we also expect some
minor adverse effects on air quality from refuge activities, though limited in size,
duration, and intensity. Limited burning of debris would contribute particulates.
The use of Service vehicles, other motorized equipment, and maintaining
facilities could contribute emissions. None of the alternatives would cause effects
that would exceed Federal or State Clean Air Act standards, or impact Class I
areas; nor would any alternative result in a significant cumulative effect on
regional ozone or particulate matter pollutant levels.
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Effects on Soils

Alternative A — Undeveloped refuge lands and waters provide air quality benefits
by filtering out many air pollutants; approximately 29,132 total acres would be
conserved under alternative A. Alternative A includes few ground disturbing
activities requiring large equipment, thus minimizing additional emission
sources. A 10 percent increase to approximately 55,150 annual refuge visits,
primarily by motor vehicles, would cause minor increase in air emissions in the
long term, but contribute minimally to potential cumulative effects.

Alternative B — Similar to alternative A, refuge land and waters would filter
out air pollutants; however, under alternative B, this would be expanded to
include a total of 76,939 refuge acres. The new headquarters and visitor contact
station at the Potter Farm would be a small facility according to regional
Service standards. Construction activities would cause short-term, localized
effects from construction vehicle and emission exhausts. Operation of the facility
would slightly increase stationary source emissions over current contributions.
Additional facilities for our visitor services programs would be constructed
(e.g. trails, pullouts, etc) and would cause short-term, localized effects from
construction vehicle and equipment exhausts. A 15 percent projected increase
in the number of annual refuge visits to 90,950 would increase emissions on and
near the refuge over the long term. However, the contribution to the cumulative
local and regional air quality effects would likely be compensated for, to a large
degree, by precluding development in the proposed expansion area.

Alternative C — Impacts are similar as those described for alternative B, except
with the larger expansion proposed, a total of 103,546 refuge acres would

be providing the air pollution filtering benefits. Other impacts described for
alternative B are similar under alternative C, although their contribution may be
slightly higher due to plans for a medium-sized headquarters and visitor contact
facility, and an expected 20 percent increase to 93,700 annual visits.

Refuge activities under all alternatives are predicted to have primarily beneficial
effects on soils due to increased land conservation affecting land development and
other major land use changes, and the restoration of developed or disturbed areas
not needed for refuge administration. However, we also expect some adverse
effects on soils from refuge activities. The construction of buildings, parking
areas, and trails, forest management, and a predicted increase in visitor use will
each impact the soils resource.

Alternative A — Refuge lands (29,132 total acres) described under the air quality
discussion also provide long-term protection to soil quality and productivity.

We plan few ground-disturbing activities that would affect soils. We do not
expect the increase in visitation to impact soils, because that increase is tied
more to activities on the lake than on land. Camp restoration would increase soil
productivity.

Alternative B — Similar to alternative A, refuge lands would provide long-term
protection to soil quality and productivity; however under this alternative, a total
of 76,939 refuge acres would provide this benefit. Local soil compaction and loss
of soil productivity would occur where new visitor facilities are planned, including
the new refuge headquarters and visitor facility, kiosks, parking areas, trails,
and boat launches. These would constitute an unavoidable adverse impact, but in
total, would not amount to more than 50 acres. The increased land-based visits
predicted would primarily be confined to these developed areas, thus limiting

in area and scope the expected impacts on soils from more refuge visitors.
Offsetting these impacts would be the planned reclamation of natural soil
productivity on restored cabin sites, campsites, trails, and roads. Other localized,
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short-term soil impacts could occur from planned forest management activities
on approximately 4,000 acres. These impacts would be minimized by adhering to
state forest best management practices.

Alternative C — This alternative would provide more benefits to the soils resource
because of the increased expansion proposal described under air quality above
(103,546 refuge acres total), and the fewer trail projects planned. The acres
impacted by forest management would be similar to alternative B.

Refuge activities under all alternatives are predicted to have primarily beneficial
effects on hydrology and water quality due to increased land conservation and
watershed protection, maintaining natural habitats, the restoration of areas
noted above under soils, water quality monitoring, and improved cooperation
with other landowners and managers in the lake area. However, some minor
adverse effects on hydrology and water quality are also expected primarily from
a predicted increase in visitor use.

Alternative A — Refuge lands (29,132 total acres) described under the air

quality discussion also provide long-term protection to hydrology and water
quality because we would prohibit potentially damaging development and other
incompatible uses. Camp restoration activities would reduce erosion, restore
hydrology, and eliminate the potential for household contamination at these sites.
Increased boating activities predicted would have the potential to introduce an
increase in petroleum products into lakes and rivers. However, the planned public
outreach on this and other issues related to invasive aquatic weeds, invasive fish,
and lead contamination from sinkers would help mitigate that risk.

Alternative B — Similar to alternative A, refuge lands would provide long-

term protection to hydrology and water quality; however, in this alternative, a
total of 76,939 refuge acres would provide that benefit. In addition to the camp
restoration planned in alternative A, this alternative would restore roads and
trails not needed for administrative use or visitor programs, thus improving
the natural hydrology on those sites. We would also restore the hydrology of
certain sites, such as the Day Flats area, by plugging ditches and re-contouring
the disturbed areas. Increases in boating activity and associated impacts would
be approximately 25 percent greater than in alternative A, but we would also
implement the outreach program mentioned to help mitigate that risk.

Alternative C — This alternative would provide more benefits to the hydrology
resources and water quality because of the increased expansion proposal
described under air quality above (103,546 total refuge acres). Other impacts are
similar to alternative B.

The purpose of the refuge is to conserve wildlife habitat and native species.
Refuge activities often promote or enhance certain habitats or species to the
disadvantage of others, but none of the alternatives proposes actions that

would jeopardize the existence or viability of any native wildlife population

or habitat. None of the alternatives would significantly modify the amount or
distribution of wetlands and uplands habitats, but rather, are more likely to
change their respective composition. Beneficial actions include the acquisition and
conservation of native habitats, the control of invasive species, the restoration of
areas noted above under soils, improved cooperation among lake landowners and
land managers, active habitat enhancement, and management of visitor use to
minimize impacts. Adverse effects may result from increased visitor use and its
potential to disturb wildlife, despite management to minimize those impacts, and
the construction of permanent facilities such as buildings and trails.
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Effects on Public Use and
Access

Alternative A — Refuge lands (29,132 total acres) provide long-term protection
to wildlife and habitats. Continued passive management under this alternative
would allow natural vegetative succession to progress, resulting in most forest
types progressing to older age classes, including old fields and shrub lands
changing to forest. That progression will benefit forest-dependent wildlife,

but reduce habitat quality over the long term for those species that favor early
successional habitats. Protecting wetlands and wetland dependent species would
continue to be a priority. The current management focus on protecting nesting
territories for bald eagles, osprey, and common loons would also continue. The
increased visitation predicted has the potential to create additional human
disturbance impacts to these nesting sites; however, planned public outreach and
increased law enforcement would help mitigate that risk.

Alternative B — Similar to alternative A, refuge lands would provide long-term
protection to wildlife and habitats, but would increase that protection to a

total of 76,939 refuge acres. This alternative is designed to actively manage all
habitat types to benefit federal trust resources and other species of conservation
concern. Focal species are selected for each habitat type. The habitat attributes
favored by selected focal species would guide management prescriptions. Age
and structural class amounts and distribution would change from what is on the
landscape today. Wetlands conservation, and sustaining a mature upland mixed
forest with a high conifer component, would be the priorities for management.
Species that favor extensive, pure hardwood stands would be adversely impacted
the most over the long term. Also impacted would be species that prefer extensive
(>50 acres) early successional single-aged forested openings, such as clear-cuts
of this size. Forested areas undergoing treatment would directly impact wildlife
sensitive to human disturbance. For some species this would be a temporary
disturbance, but for others it may be long-term or permanent. Since birds and
large mammals are more mobile, they would not be as impacted as much as a
small mammal or reptile which may be permanently displaced. We would map
rare plant communities and the Floating Islands National Natural Landmark in
detail, and develop monitoring strategies to insure their permanent protection.
As in alternative A, the increased visitation predicted has the potential to create
additional human disturbance impacts on wildlife; however, planned public
outreach and increased law enforcement would help mitigate that risk.

Alternative C — This alternative would provide more benefits for wildlife and
habitat conservation because of the increased expansion proposal described
under air quality above (103,546 total refuge acres). We designed this alternative
to promote forest and wetland conditions similar to those that would occur

under natural processes. Active habitat management would mimic the amount,
distribution and timing of natural disturbances. No particular species would

be a target of management. Over the next 15 years, active forest management
would focus on creating small openings resembling small wind throws, promoting
older age and structural classes through creating snags, and other wildlife trees
and downed woody debris. Other areas would not be managed at all, allowing
vegetative succession to occur unimpeded. Impacts to forested wildlife in areas
planned for management, and impacts predicted from increased visitation, would
be similar to alternative B.

All of the alternatives predict an increase in annual refuge visitation. The
level of increase varies among the alternatives due to the differences in their
proposed expansions of the refuge boundary. Refuge ownership is beneficial
to the public because it guarantees permanent access for compatible, priority,
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wildlife-dependent public uses, unless it would affect federal trust resources,

or the activity would otherwise detract from refuge purposes, or because
administrative resources are not available. The alternatives included visitor
services infrastructure improvements, a better distribution of information about
the refuge and its resources, and increased partnerships with local, regional, and
state recreational interests to promote a diversity of experiences. We also expect
refuge ownership and activities to have adverse impacts on public use and access.
It may result in the elimination of non-priority, non-wildlife public uses on lands
to be acquired, create increased conflicts and encounters among user groups, or
create additional confusion over ownership boundaries and which rules, laws, and
regulations apply.

Alternative A—We would continue to allow five of the six priority public uses

at their present levels: hunting, wildlife observation and photography, and
environmental education and interpretation. The sixth activity, fishing, is not
formally allowed. Although we would meet the demand for hunting, wildlife
observation and photography, we would not be able to meet all of the requests
for environmental education and interpretation programs. We would continue

to allow popular non-priority public uses, such as snowmobiling and camping,

in designated areas, and maintain their current capacities. Conflicts among
motorized and non-motorized boaters would continue to be the biggest challenge.
Service acquisition of an additional 7,482 acres may affect users of those lands
engaged in non-priority, non-wildlife dependent activities (e.g., ATV riding, and
off-trail and off-road travel, ete.) because we would not allow those activities once
the land becomes part of the refuge. Unfortunately, we do not have estimates on
how many people that would affect.

Alternative B—We would officially open the refuge to fishing under this
alternative and increase opportunities for the other five priority public uses
with the proposed refuge expansion. Visitor opportunities on current refuge

Beaver activity
on the refuge

Steve Wayne Rotsch, Painet, Inc.
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lands would be enhanced with planned trails, viewing areas, information kiosks,
and boat launches. Snowmobiling and camping would not change from current
management, except two popular Magalloway river camping sites would be
eliminated and restored to natural conditions due to resource degradation

that has occurred from heavy use. Several new refuge public uses, which are
popular in the area, would be allowed to the benefit of those who engage in
berry, fiddlehead, mushroom, and antler shed harvest for personal use, and

dog sledding, bicycling and horseback riding on designated trails. Conflicts
among motorized and non-motorized boaters would increase more than
alternative A, but increased outreach, law enforcement, and the creation of an
inter-jurisdictional Umbagog Lake Working Group would help resolve conflicts
and evaluate capacity limits. Service acquisition of an additional 47,807 acres
would impact users of those lands engaged in non-priority, non-wildlife dependent
activities, such as ATV riding and off-trail and off-road travel.

Alternative C—Same as alternative B, except the Service acquisition planned
under this alternative would result in a total of 103,546 refuge acres, yielding a
greater potential to affect users engaged in non-priority, non-wildlife dependent
activities on those lands proposed for acquisition.
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