3.0
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3.1
Methodology and Intensity Definitions

Assumptions for Impact Analysis

Impact analysis and conclusions are based on the review of existing literature and park studies, information provided by park staff, professional judgment, insights of other agencies and officials and input from interested local tribes and the public.  Definitions discussed below were used to evaluate the context, intensity, duration, and cumulative nature of impacts associated with the project alternatives.  Environmental consequences are evaluated based on the adoption of best management practices outlined in Section 2.3 of this document.  Context is the setting within which impacts are analyzed such as the affected region, society as a whole, the affected interests, and/ or a locality.  In this EA, the intensity of impacts is evaluated with a local (i.e. project area) context, while the intensity of the contribution of effects to cumulative impacts is evaluated in a regional context.

Duration is the time period for which the impacts are evident.  Short-term impacts are those that are noticeable during the project up to 3 years thereafter.  Long-term impacts are those that are evident for periods longer than 3 years after the project is complete.

3.2
Cumulative Impacts

The CEQ regulations, which implement NEPA, require an assessment of cumulative impacts in the decision-making process for federal projects.  Cumulative impacts are defined as "the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions (40 CFR 1508.7)”.  

Cumulative impacts are considered for the alternatives discussed in this EA.  For the purposes of this analysis, the following activities and projects in the Quinault valley (including non-federal lands) are considered in the cumulative impacts discussion:

· 2001 replacement of the deteriorated Finley Creek Bridge;

· 2003 replacement of the deteriorated culvert along the North Shore Road;

· 2003 Graves Creek road repair; 

· Previous bank stabilization projects - There is a long history of channel modification in the Quinault Watershed, possibly dating prior to European settlement.  Early channel improvement activities were either attempts to facilitate navigation through channelization and removal of logjams, or to control bank erosion with bank protection or training dikes (Quinault Watershed Analysis, 1999, p.2.5-7).  From the upstream end of Quinault Lake to the Graves Creek campground, there is approximately 2,400 meters (7874 feet) of armored bank.  There is more bank armoring with rock on the Quinault River within the park than downstream outside the park boundary.  A greater portion of the Quinault River is armored inside (10%) than outside the park (1%).  The one-mile stretch of the South Shore Road from the park boundary to the Graves Creek Road has 30% of the left riverbank armored with rock riprap.
· Existing facilities and visitor use of the Quinault area;

· Road maintenance activities;

· Cyclic or regular bulldozing activities within the Finley Creek channel;

· Impacts from activities occurring outside the park as they relate to threatened and endangered species.

3.3
Impairment of Park Resources and Values

In addition to determining the environmental consequences of the proposed action and alternatives, NPS Management Policies and DO-12 require analysis of potential effects to determine if actions would impair park resources.  The fundamental purpose of the National Park System, established by the Organic Act and reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act, as amended, begins with a mandate to conserve park resources and values.  NPS managers must seek ways to avoid, or minimize to the greatest degree practicable, adversely impacting park resources and values.  Congress has given NPS managers discretion, however, to allow impacts to park resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of a park, so long as the impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and values.  

The prohibited impairment is an impact that would, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, harm the integrity of park resources or values, including opportunities that would otherwise be present for the enjoyment of those resources or values.  An impact would be more likely to constitute impairment to the extent that it has a major or severe adverse effect upon a resource or value whose conservation is: 

· Necessary to fulfill specific park purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the park;

· Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park; or, is

· Identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents. 

An impact would be less likely to constitute an impairment to the extent that it is an unavoidable result, which cannot be reasonably further mitigated, of an action necessary to preserve or restore the integrity of park resources or values.

A determination on impairment is made in the “Conclusion” section of all natural resource impact topics of this document.  Impairment statements are not required for recreational values/visitor experience or heath and safety topics.

3.4
Impact Intensity Definitions

This section provides a description of the thresholds used in the impact analysis.  These thresholds were developed by NPS and park staff subject matter experts.  The same methodology and general criteria were used for each impact topic.  Potential impacts were analyzed for their context, intensity, and duration.  Certain impacts, such as visitor experience, are more difficult to determine, but are based on best professional judgment. 

3.4.1
Soundscape

Negligible – The natural sound environment would not be affected or the effects would be at or below the level of detection, would be short-term, and the changes would be so slight that they would not be of any measurable or perceptible consequence to visitor experience or biological resources.

Minor – Effects to the natural sound environment would be detectable, although the effects would be short-term, localized, and would be small and of little consequence to the visitor experience or to biological resources.  Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse effects, would be simple and successful.

Moderate – Effects to the natural sound environment would be readily detectable, long-term and localized, with consequences at the regional or population level.  Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse effects, would be extensive and likely successful.  

Major – Effects to the natural sound environment would be obvious, long-term, and would have substantial consequences to the visitor experience or to biological resources in the region.  Extensive mitigation measures would be needed to offset any adverse effects and their success would not be guaranteed.

3.4.2
Vegetation and Soils 

Negligible – No native vegetation would be affected or some individual native plants could be affected as a result of the alternative, but there would be no measurable or perceptible changes in plant community size, integrity, or continuity.  The effects would be small in scale, and no species of special concern would be affected.  The action could cause a change in the soil structure, but the change would be so small that it would not be of any measurable or perceptible consequence.

Minor – The alternative would affect some individual native plants and would also affect a relatively minor portion of that species’ population.  Mitigation to offset adverse effects, including special measures to avoid affecting species of special concern, could be required and would be effective.  The alternative could change the soil structure, but the change would be slight and localized in a relatively small area, with few measurable consequences.

Moderate – The alternative would affect some individual native plants and would also affect a sizeable segment of the species’ population in the long-term and over a relatively large area.  Mitigation to offset adverse effects could be extensive, but would likely be successful.  Some species of special concern could also be affected.  The alternative would result in readily apparent changes to the soil structure with measurable consequences.  

Major – The alternative would have a considerable long-term effect on native plant populations, including species of special concern, and affect a relatively large area in and out of the park.  Mitigation measures to offset the adverse effects would be required, extensive, and success of the mitigation measures would not be guaranteed.  Impacts to the soil structure would be substantial, highly noticeable, and permanent.

3.4.3
Water Resources (Water Quality, Quantity, and Hydrology)

Negligible – Impacts (chemical, physical or biological effects) would not be detectable, would be well below water quality standards or criteria, and/or would be within historical or desired water quality conditions.

Minor – Impacts (chemical, physical, or biological effects) would be detectable but would be well within or below water quality standards or criteria and/or within historical or desired water quality conditions.

Moderate – Impacts (chemical, physical, or biological effects) would be detectable but would be well within or below water quality standards or criteria, however, historical baseline or desired water quality conditions would be altered on a short-term, temporary basis.

Major – Impacts (chemical, physical, or biological effects) would be detectable and would be frequently altered from the historical baseline or desired water quality conditions or criteria would be slightly and singularly exceeded on a short-term, temporary basis.

3.4.4
Wildlife and Habitat

Negligible – No species of concern is present.  There would be no observable or measurable impacts or impacts with only temporary effects to native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them.  

Minor – Nonbreeding species of concern are present, but only in low numbers.  Habitat is not critical to survival; other habitat is available nearby.  Occasional flight responses by wildlife are expected, but without interference with feeding, reproduction, or other activities necessary for survival.  Impacts would be detectable, but they would not be expected to be outside the natural range of variability and would not be expected to have any long-term effects on native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them.  Mitigation measures, if needed to offset potential adverse effects, would be simple and successful.

Moderate – Breeding animals of concern are present; animals are present during particularly vulnerable lifestates, such as migration of juvenile stages.  Mortality or interference with activities necessary for survival can be expected on an occasional basis, but is not expected to threaten the continued existence of the species in the park.  Impacts on native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them would be detectable, and they could be outside the natural range of variability for short periods of time.  Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse effects, would be extensive and likely successful.

Major – Breeding animals are present in relatively high numbers and/or wildlife is present during particularly vulnerable life stages.  Impacts on native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them would be detectable, and they would be expected to be outside the natural range of variability for long periods of time or may be permanent.  Loss of habitat might affect the viability of at least some native individuals, but the continued survival of the species is not at risk.  Extensive mitigation measures would be needed to offset any adverse effects and their success would not be guaranteed.

Fish and their habitat would be evaluated with the same criteria listed above.

3.4.5
Sensitive, Threatened and Endangered Species

No effect – The alternative would not affect a listed species or designated critical habitat.

May affect, but not likely to adversely affect – The effects of the alternative would be discountable, insignificant, or completely beneficial.  Beneficial effects are contemporaneous positive effects without any adverse effects to the species.  Insignificant effects relate to the size of the impact and should never reach the scale where take occurs.  Discountable effects are those extremely unlikely to occur. 

May affect, likely to adversely affect – Any adverse affect to the species that may occur as a direct or indirect result of the alternative and the effect is not discountable, insignificant, or completely beneficial.  Incidental take is anticipated to occur as a result of the action.

Is likely to jeopardize species/adversely modify critical habitat: When the action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or adversely modify critical habitat.

The impact types, levels, and definitions presented for threatened and endangered species are those defined by the FWS under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  Further information concerning the ESA and procedures relating to section 7 may be obtained at http://endangered.fws.gov/consultations/s7hndbk/s7hndbk.htm.

Fish, whether sensitive, threatened, or endangered, and their habitat would be evaluated with the same criteria listed above.

3.4.6
All Other Topics

Impacts to floodplains, park operations, visitor use and experience, local residents and adjacent landowners, and socioeconomics were analyzed using the best available information and best professional judgment of ONP staff.

Terms referring to impact intensity, context, and duration are used in the effects analysis.  Unless otherwise stated, the standard definitions for these terms are as follows:

Negligible impacts: The impact is at the lower level of detection; there would be no measurable change.

Minor impacts: The impact is slight but detectable; there would be a small change.

Moderate impacts: The impact is readily apparent; there would be a measurable change that could result in a small but permanent change.

Major impacts: The impact is severe; there would be a highly noticeable, permanent, measurable change.

Localized impact: The impact occurs in a specific site or area.  When comparing changes to existing conditions, the impacts are detectable only in the localized area.
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