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INTRODUCTION

The Department of the Interior, National Park Service (NPS), has prepared this Record of Decision (ROD) on the Final General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve.  This ROD includes a statement of the decision made, synopses of other alternatives considered, the basis for the decision, a description of the environmentally preferred alternative, a discussion of impairment of resources or values, a listing of measures to minimize environmental harm, and an overview of public involvement in the decision-making process. 

DECISION (SELECTED ACTION)

The National Park Service will implement the preferred alternative (Alternative B) as described in the Final General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement issued in September 2006.  
Based upon public comments and changes desired by the planning team, several modifications were made to the preferred alternative. One of these changes acknowledged county and some landowner opposition to the NPS recommendation that the county establish an overlay zone. In response, the planning team removed all language relating to on overlay zone. In addition, the GMP was updated to include historic preservation and land use measures adopted by Island County since the initiation of the GMP. 

In response to public comment to develop a marine science center, language was added to the preferred alternative to encourage those efforts by nonprofits. 

Three changes were made to staffing in the preferred alternative. First, a seasonal interpreter position was eliminated, reducing the total number of proposed staff additions over the next 20 years to five additional staff. For clarity, the GMP separated out the personnel costs from support costs, such as leased space, supplies, vehicles, and equipment. In addition, the roles and functions of the NPS and Trust Board positions were better defined to allow more flexibility in filling interim positions.

Since release of the draft GMP, Bell Farm was removed from the proposed boundary modification at the owner’s request. 

The original concept for an NPS maintenance facility was to partner with others within the Reserve. Since no partnering opportunities were found, or seem possible in the future, this concept was changed. The agreement with the NPS and the Trust Board will be to require the new owner of the NPS-owned farms, as part of the exchange, to construct a new maintenance building to NPS standards at the West Ridge Property. The West Ridge Property will remain in NPS ownership.

The Selected Action (Alternative B) would enhance existing programs and natural and cultural resource management, as well as administrative, maintenance and visitor services within the Reserve. 
The Trust Board would continue to be responsible for setting the policies and general actions for the Reserve according to the framework encompassing the Reserve’s legislation, GMP, and relevant NPS policies and guidelines.   This would include continuation of the annual NPS appraisal of the Reserve management and operations under the enabling legislation.   The Trust Board would continue to oversee management and protection of lands (including fee and easements) purchased with federal money, administer programs and technical support, participate in local land use review processes, and advocate for and support the Reserve.  The Reserve Manager would continue to be employed by and report directly to the Trust Board.  In turn, the Trust Board would hold annual operations and performance reviews for its staff and submit these to the Deputy Regional Director. 
Unlike current operations, the current NPS Cultural Resource Specialist / Trust Board appointee would be split into two positions, with the Trust Board member appointed by the NPS Deputy Regional Director, Pacific West Region.  Additional recommendations include appointing two of seven Trust Board appointments from Coupeville or Island County planning commissions or staff and that the Washington State Park representative be at the district or regional park staff level having communication with and reporting to the Director of the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission.

Under the Selected Action, the National Park Service and/or the Trust Board would implement the following Actions Common to All strategies:

· The recommended designation of a representative (by Island County and/or the Town of Coupeville) of the agricultural community (either an active or retired farmer from Central Whidbey Island) for at least one of the Trust Board positions.

· The recommended adoption (by all Reserve partners) of the Final General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement as part of their own comprehensive planning, including adoption of the GMP by the Town of Coupeville and Island County as companion measures to their respective comprehensive land use plans.

· The use of an integrated pest management plan in cooperation with Reserve landowners and other partners.

· Promotion of a viable farming economy in the Reserve by the National Park Service, the Trust Board and Reserve staff, Island County and the Natural Resources Conservation Service.

· Expanded interpretation by the Reserve staff, including information about the cultures that helped to shape the cultural landscape (Native Americans, early Euro-American settlers, Chinese immigrants and others).
In addition, the National Park Service and/or the Trust Board would also implement the following individual components of the Selected Action (Alternative B):


Key Actions and Strategies
· Seek additional budget appropriations to increase staffing of the Reserve (including new education and interpretation and expanded maintenance and resource management).
· Adopt a new Land Protection Plan to better articulate long-range land protection needs by prioritizing high value landscapes to be protected through conservation easements from willing sellers, through land use protection measures by Coupeville and Island County, and/or through non-profit land trusts.  Use available land protection strategies, including purchase and sellback with restrictions, leaseback, historic property leasing, land donation, and other techniques.
· Expand role in natural resource protection through additional partnerships with organizations and agencies.
· Add three new gateway information kiosks: (1) a southern gateway along State Route 20 in the Smith Prairie area, (2) the Washington State Ferry landing at Keystone and/or Port Townsend, and (3) a northern gateway along State Route 20.  

· Identify a location for a visitor center in Coupeville or elsewhere in the historic district.  

· Seek exchange of, but retain protective easements on Farm I (Rockwell House) and Farm II (Reuble Farmstead) for additional protection of other property within the Reserve, including constructing a new maintenance building adjacent to the Sheep Barn on the West Ridge Property by a private entity as part of the exchange for Farm II.

· Stabilize NPS-owned historic buildings and rehabilitate Jacob Ebey House and Ferry House.

· Seek a modest boundary expansion to incorporate additional prairie and wetlands at Crockett Lake (147.2 acres) and portions of Smith Prairie not within the Reserve, including the remainder of Au Sable Institute lands (19 acres), as well as the portion of the Whidbey Island Naval Air Station Outlying Landing Field not currently included within the boundary (469.80 acres).
· Work with the public, Island County and other agencies to protect adjacent coastal waters and to encourage the development of a marine science center by an appropriate organization.

Management Zoning

· Overlay four management zones on the Reserve, including 1) a Cultural and Natural Preservation Zone, 2) Visitor Use and Development Zone, 3) Administrative Zone, and 4) Special Use Zone.  These zones are identified based on resource condition or character, visitor experience and appropriate types of activities or facilities criteria.

Land Protection Priorities

· Continue to focus on the eight intact areas within the Reserve identified by the 2003 Land Protection Strategy approved by the Trust Board: Blower’s Bluff and airpark, Zylstra and Arnold roads, Smith Prairie, East Crockett Lake wetlands, West coastal strip, Inter-prairie ridge between Ebey and Crockett prairies, Grasser’s Hill and lagoon, and North Fort Casey Road.

Cultural Resources (general)
· Develop a system for tracking, evaluating and monitoring changes to the Reserve’s cultural landscape.

· Fill a stronger advocacy role in historic preservation through partners.

· Expand technical library, archives and historical research related to the Reserve.

· Expand role of Reserve staff in interpretation, special events and outreach programs.

Historic Buildings and Structures

· Work with Coupeville and Island County to update and strengthen design guidelines, zoning and permitting to enhance historic preservation and to promote compatible new construction and infill development.

· Stabilize and potentially use NPS-owned historic structures. 

· Ferry House and outbuildings – stabilize and restore to historic appearance, add site security and offer limited tours.

· West Ridge Property: Jacob Ebey House – rehabilitate and operate as a seasonal visitor contact station. 

· West Ridge Property: Jacob Ebey Blockhouse – preserve and interpret as an exterior exhibit.

· West Ridge Property: Sheep Barn – rehabilitate for functional storage.

· West Ridge Property: retain cottage for administrative offices.

· Farm I (Rockwell House) and Farm II (Reuble Farmstead) – ongoing stabilization and preservation until exchanged, and rehabilitation work continued.

Collections Management

· Develop a museum management plan to allow for collections storage in the Island County Historical Museum.

Archaeological Resources

· Continue to acquire additional information through reconnaissance and subsurface testing and other resource protection measures for the identification and treatment of archaeological resources.

Air Quality

· Collaborate with existing federal and state air quality networks to gather baseline data and to establish a monitoring program for the Reserve, including key monitoring of meteorology and climate, air pollution (nitrate and sulfur deposition, ozone) and lightscape.
Soils

· Implement land protection measures to limit the loss of prime and regionally important agricultural soils.

· Seek technical support from the Natural Resources Conservation Service and funding for soils monitoring (fertility, shoreline bluff stability, and prairie soil erosion).
Water Resources

· Work with partners to protect and restore wetlands.

· Encourage area farmers, Island County and others to protect aquifers and surface waters within the Reserve and to minimize the application of pesticides and untreated runoff.

· Seek funding to conduct hydrological assessments of significant features (Crockett Prairie/Lake, Ebey’s Prairie and Smith Prairie).

· Work with others to assist in the protection of water recharge areas, including prairie and forests within the Reserve along with agricultural lands protected by conservation easements.

· Work with partners to protect the coastal waters adjacent to the Reserve and Penn Cove.
· Consider pursuit of Department of Natural Resources Aquatic Reserve designation alone or in partnership with Island County.

Vegetation 

· With Island County, encourage development and implementation of a Penn Cove water quality plan.

· With partners, encourage the expansion, protection and appropriate use of Reserve woodlands and prairie plant communities.

· In cooperation with landowners and partners, design and implement a prairie restoration plan.

· Encourage use of drought-tolerant native landscaping; an active noxious weed listing program; and control of invasive exotic plants.

· Seek funding to address monitoring of rare, exotic and native plant communities and trends and to research wetlands, hedgerows, golden paintbrush management and fire management strategies and other information that would benefit the Central Whidbey Island ecosystem.

Wildlife

· Increase baseline information and research to update existing Resources Management Plan.
· Produce and distribute interpretive information on resource issues and concerns.

· Identify status and trends of Reserve wildlife species.

· Inventory Reserve wildlife and wildlife issues, such as mammal and bird species assemblages and area bird nesting and migration.

Agricultural Resources

· Partner with government agencies to provide technical assistance to property owners to support the preservation of historic farm structures and agricultural landscapes.
· Encourage innovative niche agricultural development and other approaches to preserve large parcels within the Reserve, such as through joint ownership.

· Partner with agencies and organizations to research the area’s agricultural history, crop management, farm operations and other means to support private, sustained, viable agriculture within the Reserve.

· Retain approximately one acre of Farm I (Rockwell House) for use as a trailhead, including a kiosk and visitor parking, as well as a trail corridor through the property.
· Continue to lease agricultural fields at West Ridge and to retain a sufficient land area in public use to include trails and to protect the historic setting and historic structures (Jacob Ebey House and Blockhouse).
Recreation Resources (Trails, Appropriate Use, Sites and Programs, and Benefits)

· Work with partners to complete and expand the network of hiking, bicycle and horse trails throughout the Reserve to link existing and proposed activity areas and waysides as well as other area trails.

· Develop a trailhead and trail corridor at Farm I (Rockwell House) (see above).

· Develop a water trail along Reserve shoreline to link to existing Whidbey Island, Puget Sound and Washington State marine trails.

· Expand existing driving/bicycling tour route in northern part of Reserve.

· Work with partners to monitor recreational use, including mitigation measures for visitor experience, safety, environmental quality and community character.

· Provide or facilitate interpretive training about the Reserve.

· Update Reserve socioeconomic study to identify recreational use benefits.
Scenic Resources

· Influence location of new structures to minimize visual impact on historic character of the Reserve.

· Continue to purchase scenic or conservation easements from willing sellers, along with acquiring a modest number of fee title lands, donations and other easement interests.

· Cooperate with Coupeville and Island County and others to develop a handbook for Reserve property owners to emphasize harmonious design, selection of building materials and minimizing visual impacts.

· Cooperate with Coupeville, Island County and the Washington State Department of Transportation to maintain and enhance the scenic quality of roadsides within the Reserve.

· Encourage clustering of new development to maximize open space preservation.

· Continue to work with partners on National Scenic Byway designation.

· Encourage the development of additional scenic pullouts, overlooks and waysides.

· Work with Coupeville to define the Penn Cove viewshed.

Interpretation and Education

· Develop a Long-Range Interpretive Plan and revise Wayside Exhibit Plan for the Reserve.
· Maintain the Traveler’s Information Station and maintain and increase the number of wayside exhibits, and other interpretive operations (web, videos and brochures).
· Retain the Island County Historical Museum as a de facto Reserve visitor center.

· Continue to collaborate with non-governmental organizations to provide public education and interpretation.

· Facilitate “virtual” visits to the Reserve through information on the website.

· Identify and develop a Reserve visitor center (see above).

· Establish a docent/volunteer program and a friends group.  

· Conduct special programs, field schools and other educational and interpretive programs related to the history and ecology of the Reserve in partnership with others.

· Conduct guided interpretive tours and training in NPS interpretive standards for private operators and partners.

· Identify additional auto tour routes with directional and information signing.

· Develop a brochure on resource stewardship and living in the Reserve for new residents.

Facilities

· As noted above, a suitable location for a Reserve visitor center would be sought in Coupeville or elsewhere in the historic district.  Administrative facilities would be co-located with this facility if possible as well as at the Cottage near the edge of Ebey’s Prairie.  Also as noted above, maintenance facilities would be located, if possible, in a new structure adjacent to the Sheep Barn at the West Ridge property.
Development Concept Plans

· Alternative B development concept plans for the South Gateway, Ferry House and West Ridge Property would be implemented following additional site specific planning and environmental impact analysis, if needed.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Three other alternatives were described in the Final General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.  Alternative A, the No Action Alternative, would have continued the current management or status quo of existing policies and programs.  Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative emphasizes both the preservation of resources and the enhancement of visitor use opportunities, while providing for administrative and maintenance facilities.  Alternative C built upon the elements included in Alternative B, but provided additional actions to address the Reserve’s management structure.   The implementation of all alternatives included several common management strategies (as noted above under selected action).
Alternative A
Alternative A would emphasize protecting the values of the Reserve largely through partnerships with others, without substantially increasing staffing, programs, funding support or facilities.  Land protection would continue to rely on available federal funding (Land and Water Conservation Fund) to acquire conservation easements from willing sellers of high priority lands within the Reserve.  (This funding could also be augmented by non-profit trusts and individuals.)  Management would continue to be by the Trust Board, with day-to-day operations overseen by the Reserve Manager employed by the Board, and annual oversight of the Board by the NPS.  The small Reserve staff would continue to be supplemented through assistance from the NPS Pacific West Regional Office, North Cascades National Park and other NPS  units and programs pending funding and staffing.  
Zoning would continue to follow the non-conforming format of the Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve Comprehensive Plan (NPS 1980), with outdated public use and development, historic and natural preservation, and private use areas designated.

Land protection would continue to rely on existing Coupeville and Island County zoning and land use regulations, as well as the historic Coupeville overlay zone.  The Trust Board would continue to provide specific recommendations to decision-makers regarding proposed land uses to better protect the Reserve‘s cultural landscape and to inform decision-makers regarding the potential effect of proposals on the significant historical, agricultural, scenic and natural resources of the Reserve.
In addition to the Common to All Alternatives actions listed above for the Selected Action, Alternative A includes:

· Delineation of NPS reporting requirements for the Trust Board and NPS employees.
· Continued participation of Trust Board in Coupeville and Island County design review boards.

· Documentation and preservation of natural and cultural resources, including revising historic preservation guidelines, conducting historic preservation/cultural landscape seminars and workshops, consulting with traditionally associated people, investigating archaeological resources, advocating the preservation of natural processes, preserving prime/unique farmland soils, protecting wetlands and other water resources,  supporting water quality programs, advocating retention and establishment of hedgerows, initiating prairie restoration, and protecting and managing rare, threatened and endangered species.

· Nomination of additional structures to the National Register of Historic Places, as appropriate.

· Stabilization and potential utilization of NPS-owned historic structures.

· Conservation and preservation of Reserve artifacts and structures with assistance from North Cascades National Park.

· Additional archeological reconnaissance and subsurface testing and ongoing resource protection measures for the identification and treatment of archeological resources on NPS lands or other lands where authorized.

· Ongoing promotion of natural processes; efforts to preserve prime and unique farmland soils; adding night sky preservation to easement language; promoting the preservation of wetlands and for water quality protection measures associated with littoral and aquifer recharge; retention of hedgerows; baseline inventory and assessment of wildlife and vegetation resources; facilitation of research; and monitoring of vital signs.
· Protecting agricultural lands and historical patterns of agricultural use through various land protection strategies.

· Exchanging Farm I (Rockwell House) and Farm II (Reuble Farmstead) (long-term goal), while providing for short-term use of the properties through a cooperative agreement or special use permit to encourage appropriate use of the farms.  Interim actions would result in continued rehabilitation of historic structures at the farms, continued use of an office at the farms for resource management, and continued use of space at Farm II for a maintenance facility.
· Identification of appropriate uses for the West Ridge property, including outdoor exhibit use of the Jacob Ebey House and Blockhouse, leasing of agricultural fields and administrative use of the cottage.
· Defining appropriate water- and non-water-based recreational uses.

· Maintaining existing scenic and historic views, including influencing placement of new structures to minimize visual impacts.

· Amending the existing land protection plan to focus fee and easement acquisition of integral properties.

· Developing a Long Range Interpretive Plan.

· Distributing and reissuing interpretive brochures as needed.

· Offering limited (due to staffing) interpretive programs.

· Cooperating with non-governmental organizations and non-profit groups to augment public education, conservation, historic preservation and resource stewardship.

Alternative B  

See Selected Action above.

Alternative C
In addition to the Common to All Action Alternatives actions listed above for the Selected Action and numerous features of  the selected action itself, Alternative C focuses on management of the Reserve by a new  nine-member commission (including stipends) instead of the Trust Board and by increasing existing staff from four positions in Alternative A (No Action) to ten positions.  As in Alternative B, additional appropriations would be required to fully implement Alternative C.
Key Components of Alternative C include:

· Land protection strategies similar to Alternative B, however, augmented by encouraging additional local land use controls.

· Retention of a five-acre portion of Farm II (Reuble Farmstead), including historic farm buildings for adaptive reuse as joint administrative offices and to provide space for maintenance operations and storage.  Non-historic structures could be removed.
· As in Alternative B, retention of one acre of Farm I (Rockwell House) for development of a trailhead, including parking.

· Restore the Ferry House to its historic appearance and construct a barn-like structure to serve as a visitor information and interpretive center.

· Jacob Ebey House and Blockhouse and the Rockwell House actions would be the same as in the Selected Action (Alternative B).
· The proposed visitor center would be the same as Alternative B, but would explore partnering opportunities. The Reserve would partner for the development of a visitor contact facility at a proposed marine science center.

·  The Reserve would explore the potential to use an historic building to serve as the northern gateway contact facility.

· In addition to the boundary study proposed in the Selected Action, there would be a recommendation to study the western coastal area of Whidbey Island for National Marine Sanctuary designation.

· Use NPS properties as demonstration and training sites for historic preservation. 

· Establish a friends group that would assist owners by providing low-interest loans for historic preservation work. 

· As in Alternative B, continue to lease agricultural lands on the West Ridge property but, unlike Alternative B, evaluate opportunities to sell the fields and retain a conservation easement to ensure protection of the property.

· Actions associated with museum collections and archeology would be the same as in Alternative B except that some collections could be located in the Ferry House property visitor information and interpretive center.
· Actions associated with scenic resources and interpretation would also be the same as in Alternative B, however, there would be an expanded outreach program and additional exhibition of museum collections in a Reserve Visitor Center as well as increased local, regional and national partnership programs.  The Reserve would sponsor an administrative house for researchers, writers, artists in residence or other similar activities.
· Transportation, Access and Circulation would be similar to Alternative B, however, the Commission would request Island Transit to establish weekend shuttles to and from Coupeville to Ebey’s Landing, Fort Casey and Fort Ebey State Park, as well as other areas within the Reserve.

· Carrying capacity, Reserve boundary, and Land Protection actions would be the same as Alternative B except for the National Marine Sanctuary study area recommendation and Island County would be recommended to consider adopting a Transfer of Development Credits Program to further promote protection of critical cultural landscapes, viewsheds and habitats.

BASIS FOR DECISION

The Organic Act established the National Park Service to “promote and regulate the use of parks”…. “to conserve the scenery and natural and historic objects and wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.”   The Organic Act provides overall guidance for the management of Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve. 

In reaching its decision to select the preferred alternative, the National Park Service considered the purposes for which Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve was established, and other laws and policies that apply to lands in the Reserve, including the NPS Organic Act, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006).  The National Park Service also sought and carefully considered public comments received during several phases of the planning process.

All of the alternatives were evaluated with a variety of criteria and considerations to determine which management alternative could provide the greatest advantages to the public and to the NPS.  Alternatives were evaluated to determine how well they: 
· Fulfill the purpose of the Reserve;
· Address public concerns;
· Protect Reserve resources; and 
· Achieve viable long-term protection of Reserve resources with reasonable costs. 
Compared to all of the alternatives considered for management of the Reserve, the preferred alternative (selected action) would best enhance existing programs and natural and cultural resource management, as well as administrative, maintenance and visitor services within the Reserve.  This would be accomplished through the cooperative efforts of the Reserve’s Trust Board, the NPS and other partners.  To maintain and protect the rural landscape, the NPS would exchange two NPS-owned farms back to private farm owners for additional protection of other properties within the Reserve.  The 40-acre West Ridge Property would remain in NPS ownership.  NPS-owned historic buildings would be rehabilitated to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  The Reserve would encourage the development of a marine science center by partners other than the NPS, as endorsed in public comments.  In addition, a minor boundary adjustment would be recommended.  To orient and inform visitors about the Reserve, three gateway kiosks would be developed along State Route 20 and a visitor center/contact station sited in an historic building in Coupeville or elsewhere within the historic district.  
ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Records of decision are required under the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations to identify the environmentally preferred alternative.  Environmentally preferred is defined as “the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in §101 of the National Environmental Policy Act. Section 101 states that “…it is the continuing responsibility of the Federal Government to…

(1)  Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations; 

(2)  Assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings; 

(3)  Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences; 

(4)  Preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, an environment which supports diversity and variety of individual choice; 

(5)  Achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities; and 

(6)  Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources.” 

The “environmentally preferred” alternative is the NPS Alternative C in the Final General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.   
Alternative A, while accurately describing the current management directions and best efforts of the Trust Board and park staff, fails to satisfy the requirements outlined above.  Shortage of funding for staff, programs, facilities and services limits the Trust Board and staff to minimal operational effectiveness.  

(1) and (2) above are barely met and would be threatened at any time by further development of key land parcels.  (3) and (4) above are unlikely to be attained without new direction, additional funding and increased public support.  (5) remains a goal that seems unattainable due to population, development, visitor use and economic pressures.  (6) is best met by Alternatives B and C.
The primary difference between Alternatives B and C is the management structure, with Alternative B continuing the Trust Board structure and a Commission replacing that structure in Alternative C.  Both alternatives describe an enhanced visitor experience, with a stronger preservation and educational outreach mission.  Both would result in a wide range of benefits for agriculture, natural resources, scenic and historic viewsheds, aquifer recharge areas, and wildlife habitat.  Staff adequate to fulfill these is requested.

Depending on the site selected for NPS maintenance operations in Alternative B, including the ground disturbance an/or construction required, Alternative C calling for rehabilitation and administrative use of the Reuble Farmstead for these operations may have significantly reduced impacts.

Unlike Alternatives A and B, the lack of clear federal ownership, protection, stabilization and rehabilitation of the historic Rockwell House as described in Alternative C could detract from (3) and (4), although the property exchange would protect the buildings through an easement.  Easements, however, require management.

Under Alternatives B and C, the use of the Jacob Ebey House as a seasonal contact station could have strong public educational impacts and would address the full range of NEPA provisions.

Unlike Alternative B, under Alternative C, the Reserve’s involvement in marine science interpretation is addressed in a meaningful and creative way that addresses several of the criteria above.

After careful review of potential resource and visitor impacts and assessment of mitigation for cultural and natural resources impacts, the environmentally preferred alternative is Alternative C.  Alternative C clearly surpasses Alternative A in best realizing the six goals; and while Alternative B is very similar in most respects, Alternative C overall provides a high level of protection of natural and cultural resources while attaining the widest range of neutral and beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, while integrating a wider and appropriate range of visitor uses into resource protection.

FINDINGS ON IMPAIRMENT OF PARK RESOURCES AND VALUES

“The National Park Service cannot allow the impairment of park resources and values unless directly and specifically provided for by legislation or proclamation establishing the park.   The relevant legislation or proclamation must provide explicitly (not by implication or inference) for the activity, in terms that keep the Service from having the authority to manage the activity so as to avoid the impairment (NPS 2006:1.4.4).”
“The impairment that is prohibited by the Organic Act and the General Authorities Act is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values, including the opportunities that otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of those resources or values. Whether an impact meets this definition depends on the particular resources and values that would be affected; the severity, duration, and timing of the impact; the direct and indirect effects of the impact; and the cumulative effects of the impact in question and other impacts.  (Note bene: impairment only applies to NPS-owned property, not to other property located within the boundaries of the Reserve.)
An impact to any park resource or value may, but does not necessarily, constitute an impairment. An impact would be more likely to constitute impairment to the extent that it affects a resource or value whose conservation is 

· necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the park, or 

· key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or

· identified in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents as being of significance.

An impact would be less likely to constitute an impairment if it is an unavoidable result of an action necessary to preserve or restore the integrity of park resources or values and it cannot be further mitigated. An impact that may, but would not necessarily, lead to impairment may result from visitor activities; NPS administrative activities; or activities undertaken by concessioners, contractors, and others operating in the park (NPS 2006:1.4.5).”
After analyzing the environmental impacts described in the Final General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement and public comments received, the NPS has determined that implementation of the selected action will not constitute impairment to Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve resources and values.  Provisions in the selected action are intended to protect and enhance the Reserve’s cultural and natural resources, and provide for high-quality visitor experiences. Overall, the selected action will have beneficial effects on Reserve resources, including historic buildings and structures, archaeological resources, cultural landscapes, vegetation, wildlife habitat and visitor experience.
No major adverse impacts to the Reserve’s resources or the range of visitor experiences and no irreversible commitments of resources are expected.  While the selected action will have some adverse effects on Reserve resources, most of these impacts will be site-specific, minor to moderate or short-term impacts. None of the impacts of the selected action will adversely affect resources or values to a degree that will prevent the National Park Service from fulfilling the purposes of the Reserve, threaten the natural integrity of the Reserve, or eliminate current or future opportunities for people to enjoy the Reserve. 

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE ENVIRONMENTAL HARM

The National Park Service has investigated all practical measures to avoid or minimize environmental impacts that could result from the selected action.  Measures to avoid or minimize environmental harm have been identified and incorporated into the selected action as described in the Final General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.  Key measures to minimize environmental harm include: 

· Following NPS construction guidelines for new construction, including minimizing air pollution, and following key principles regarding lightscape, energy conservation, green building techniques, sustainability, protection of important resources, and replanting with native species.

· Coordinating with EPA regarding potential impacts to the sole source aquifer for domestic water and irrigation when projects may have impacts.

· Performing regular trail maintenance to prevent erosion, eliminate and prevent social trails, and to reduce hardening of trail surfaces.

· Managing manure lagoons to reduce potential for groundwater contamination.

· Sensitively locating interpretive waysides and exhibits, signage, and monitoring and research equipment to minimize visual impacts to cultural landscape and other resources.

· Offsetting the potential increase in motor vehicle transportation with increases in pedestrian, bicycle and ridesharing options.
· Continuing to protect cultural resources to the greatest extent possible with available funding and staff, through direct action on lands owned in fee and by encouraging other landowners to practice good stewardship.

· Where avoidance of cultural resources cannot occur, following the guidance of the State Historic Preservation Officer and Advisory Council for Historic Preservation on lands owned in fee and encouraging the same on other lands in the Reserve.

· Conducting surveys for archaeological resources prior to land-modification activities.  Should newly discovered or previously unrecorded cultural remains be located, additional investigations would ensue to document the significance of the find in accordance with law and policy.

· Conducting preservation, rehabilitation and restoration work on historic structures in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

· Following Native American Graves Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) procedures for tribal consultation should remains be discovered within the Reserve on NPS-owned lands.
· Continuing to coordinate with the Washington State Department of Transportation on transportation planning issues to understand the implications of regional development on the Reserve and to ensure that improvements harmonize with the character of the Reserve.

· Applying temporal and spatial restrictions on construction and maintenance activities and monitoring implementation of these activities.

· Employing best management practices to minimize impacts to soils and vegetation.

· Restoring habitats using native plant materials, where appropriate and weed control measures to minimize the introduction and spread of undesirable invasive species.

· Continuing to inventory and monitor natural and cultural resources and visitor use impacts.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Throughout the planning process the NPS has diligently engaged the public in the development of the general management plan.  The official public scoping process began in June 2000, with the publication and mailing of a newsletter to approximately 650 people on the Reserve’s mailing list.  Over 2,500 copies were also distributed at local public places such as libraries, civic buildings, businesses, and parks.

In June 2000, a series of public scoping meetings were held, including one meeting in Seattle, Washington (with 24 attendees) and two in Coupeville, Washington (with 20 and 33 attendees respectively).  Attendees at meetings included representatives from government organizations (Town of Coupeville, Ebey’s Landing Trust Board); organizations (Central Whidbey Trails Council, Washington Native Plant Society, Friends of Ebey’s, Whidbey Environmental Action Network, Coastal Defense Study Group, Au Sable Institute); the media (Whidbey News-Times); as well as individual property owners, farmers, neighbors and business owners.

Additional scoping meetings were held between August 2000 and January 2001 to meet with organizations located within the Reserve.  Accordingly, meetings were held with The Nature Conservancy, Au Sable Institute, Whidbey Audubon, Whidbey Environmental Action Network, Island County Planning Department, U.S. Navy (Outlying Landing Field), Seattle Pacific University (Bocker Environmental Reserve), Coupeville Planning Department, and Washington State Parks (Fort Ebey and Fort Casey state parks).  

Scoping letters and comments were received until August 15, 2001. During this time 36 letters were received.  Some were returned to NPS via the “mail back form” in the scoping newsletter, others were sent as individual letters.  Fifteen were received from Coupeville residents, nine from Whidbey Island, nine from western Washington, one from eastern Washington, and two from other states (Pennsylvania and Arizona).

On August 18, 2005, the NPS mailed 230 copies of the Draft GMP/EIS to agencies, governmental representatives, organizations, and interested individuals.  Copes were also placed in the Coupeville Public Library.  The EPA’s notice of filing for the Draft GMP/EIS was published in the Federal Register on August 26, 2005, officially initiating the public review period and establishing December 1, 2005 as the end of the comment period (the Reserve’s notice of availability was published on September 2, 2005).  All comments received through December 15, 2005 were included in the official record.

Advertisements for locations, times and dates of public meetings were placed in the following publications: Puget Consumer Cooperative Sound Consumer, in Seattle Washington; Whidbey News-Times in Oak Harbor, Washington; and the Coupeville Examiner in Coupeville, Washington.  Press releases with the same information were sent to these and the following additional publications:  Everett Herald, Anacortes American, Skagit Valley Herald, Journal of the San Juan Islands, Bellingham Herald, MarketPlace, South Whidbey Record, Peninsula Daily News, and the Sequim Gazette.

Two-thousand newsletters with a summary of the Draft GMP/EIS and announcing the public meetings with a postage-paid return form for public comments were mailed and made available at the following locations:  Island County Planning Office, Town of Coupeville Planning Office, Island County Historical Museum (Coupeville), Fort Ebey and Fort Casey state parks, Coupeville Post Office, Coupeville Wharf, Coupeville Arts Center, Oak Harbor and Coupeville Chamber of Commerce offices, local restaurants, and other Coupeville businesses.  Additional copies were also available at the Reserve’s Trust Board office.
News articles features the public meetings and release of the draft plan were written and published in the following newspapers: Whidbey News-Times and Coupeville Examiner (Whidbey Island), and in The Sound Consumer (Seattle).

Three open house public meetings (on September 12 and September 15, 2005) were held on the Draft GMP/EIS at the same locations as in public scoping.  Altogether, 74 people attended and 179 comments were recorded.  By the close of the comment period (December 2005), another 51 comment letters were received, including 21 letters of agencies organizations and individuals, 11 returned comment forms from the newsletter and 19 emails.  All came from Washington, with most from Whidbey Island.

All written correspondence and notes from public meetings are maintained in the administrative record, for both the scoping phase and in response to the Draft EIS.  After carefully considering the public comments received on the Draft General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, the NPS made modifications to the Preferred Alternative, including 1) removing all language associated with the recommendation that Island County adopt a regulatory overlay zone; 2) encouraging efforts by others to establish a marine science center within the Reserve; 3) making changes in staffing – with one seasonal interpreter position eliminated, separating personnel costs from support costs, and better defining the roles and functions of the NPS and Trust Board positions, and allowing some flexibility in interim positions; and 4) minor editorial changes and corrections.  These changes, as well as substantive comments and responses on the Draft GMP/EIS, were published in the Final GMP/EIS (September 2006).   The Reserve’s notice of availability for the Final General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement was published in the October 12, 2006 Federal Register (the EPA’s notice of filing officially initiating the no-action period was published October 13).  The 30-day no-action period ended on November 16, 2006.
During the planning process, the NPS consulted with various tribal, federal, state, and local government agencies, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, Washington State Historic Preservation Office, and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation.  No written comments were received from any of these agencies.  Additional consultation was held with area tribal governments, which also did not provide written comments.
Throughout the planning process, the public’s comments and recommendations have provided the foundation for the new GMP, represented in the Reserve’s purpose, significance, interpretive themes, alternatives, and particularly as incorporated in the selected action.
CONCLUSION
Among the alternatives considered, the selected action best protects Reserve resources while also providing highly effective educational and interpretive visitor experiences focused on the Reserve’s cultural significance.  It meets NPS goals for managing the Reserve and national environmental policy goals.   The selected action will not result in the impairment of the Reserve’s resources and values.   The officials primarily responsible for implementing the new GMP are the Reserve Manager, Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve, and the Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve Board (Chairperson). 
Approved:
_________________________________________    Date: ______________________
Jonathan B. Jarvis
Regional Director, Pacific West Region 
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