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signed in. Organizations represented included Au
Sable Institute, the Friends of Ebey’s, Whidbey
Environmental Action Network, Coastal Defense
Study Group, and the Whidbey News-Times. In to-
tal, 141 verbal comments were recorded from the
three meetings.

Individual scoping meetings were held between
August 2000 and January 2001 to meet with orga-
nizations located within the Reserve to discuss is-
sues of mutual interest. Representatives from the
NPS planning team and the Reserve Manager met
with the following groups: The Nature Conser-
vancy, Au Sable Institute, Whidbey Audubon,
Whidbey Environmental Action Network, Island
County Planning Department, U.S. Navy (Outly-
ing Landing Field), Seattle Pacific University
(Bocker Environmental Reserve), Coupeville Plan-
ning Department, and Washington State Parks
(Fort Ebey and Fort Casey state parks). Other
meetings with additional organizations were
scheduled. Scoping letters and comments were re-
ceived until August 15, 2000.

Written Comments
The planning team received 36 letters during the
official public scoping comment period. Some of
these comments were returned to the NPS via the
“mail back form” in the scoping newsletter. Other
comments were sent as individual letters, some
several pages long. Fifteen were from the town of
Coupeville, 9 from Whidbey Island, 9 from West-
ern Washington, 1 from Eastern Washington, and 2
from other states (Pennsylvania and Arizona).

The official public scoping process began in June
2000 when NPS staff produced and mailed a
newsletter to approximately 650 people on the
Reserve’s mailing list. In addition, over 2800
newsletter copies were distributed at local public
places such as libraries, civic buildings, businesses,
and parks.

The purpose of the newsletter was to encourage
participation and comment on critical park issues
that would be addressed in a new management
plan. The newsletter described issues that the
GMP would need to address for the park to carry
out its mission of preservation and visitor use. It
also mentioned the function of a general manage-
ment plan and environmental impact statement,
and provided a schedule of the planning steps in-
cluding dates, time, and location for the public
meetings.

Public Scoping Meetings
In June 2000, the planning team held a series of
public scoping meetings. Included in the agenda
was an overview of the Reserve, a review of the
GMP planning process, and a discussion of issues
or concerns. The first meeting occurred in Seattle,
Washington on June 20, 2000 at the REI Building
in downtown Seattle. Twenty-four people at-
tended and signed in including a representative
from the Washington Native Plant Society.

On June 21, 2000, the planning team held two ad-
ditional meetings in Coupeville, Washington at the
Recreation Hall. Twenty people attended the after-
noon session. Representatives from Central
Whidbey Trails Council, the Town of Coupeville,
and members from Ebey’s Landing Trust Board at-
tended. Thirty-three people, primarily property
and business owners, neighbors, and farmers

In the spring of 1999, the National Park Service organized an interdisciplinary planning team to begin a
new general management plan for the Reserve. The team included both the Reserve’s Trust Board (which
included members from the NPS, Washington State, Island County and Town of Coupeville) and staff,
and staff from the NPS Pacific West Region-Seattle Office in Seattle, Washington. On May 22, 2000, a
Notice of Intent to prepare an environmental impact statement for Ebey’s Landing National Historical
Reserve was published in the Federal Register (Volume 65, Number 99, pages 32122-321232).
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• The Reserve needs a formal arrangement with
Seattle Pacific University to continue to operate
and maintain the tide gate at Crockett Lake. It
needs to be repaired so that it operates properly.

• Someone asked about the role and management
of fire.

Recreation
• Most of the recreational comments were

concerned about trail use. Trails need to be
carefully planned, implemented, and managed;
people need to be educated about appropriate
trail uses.

• Many would like to see the trail system en-
hanced with better signage.

• Trails could be developed across The Nature
Conservancy’s property, and the north side of
Crockett Lake (for bird watching).

• A continuous multi-use, non-motorized trail
could link with existing Reserve, state, and
county trails including Fort Ebey and Fort
Casey state parks, the Kettles, Ebey’s Landing
bluff, Crockett Blockhouse, Rhododendron
Park and Coupeville.

• Some trails need to be relocated and some uses
prohibited at certain locations (such as bicy-
cling on the bluffs).

• The Reserve should establish a trail for people
with disabilities.

• A few commentors were concerned about noisy
activities on Penn Cove, specifically the use of
personal watercrafts (jet skis) and floatplanes.

• Someone mentioned the need for better boat
access to Penn Cove.

Summary of Comments
Both verbal (from the public meetings) and writ-
ten comments are grouped together under the fol-
lowing headings and are summarized.

Resource Protection
Cultural Resources

• Several commentors mentioned the importance
of preserving historic buildings.

• Some suggested setting up an endowment fund
for historic preservation or donating time and
money and using volunteers.

• Others suggested using façade easements to
help preserve historic buildings along with land
easements.

• Someone asked how one finds the funding to
maintain historic buildings, such as barns, that
are no longer needed but contribute to the
cultural landscape.

• As an added preservation strategy for historic
properties, the Reserve should consider a tax
abatement program at the town or county level,
which would provide incentives to property
owners through tax credits or other incentives.
The Reserve should also explore the possibility
of federal tax credits.

• The Reserve should provide technical support
for owners who would like to upgrade their
historic houses for energy efficiency, but in
keeping with historic regulations.

Natural Resources
• The Reserve needs to develop a workable

technical assistance program for both natural
and cultural resources.

• Several commentors mentioned the importance
of hedgerows and the need to maintain them in
cooperation with the county. Landowners who
protect them could be offered financial incen-
tives.

• The Reserve should protect botanical resources
through easements and eliminate noxious
weeds such as poison hemlock.

• A commentor mentioned the need to preserve
or restore the existing prairie fragments. The
Reserve should first identify them and then
develop a plan to encourage landowners to
preserve them.

Hikers in the Reserve, Whidbey Island, ca. 1999. NPS Photo.
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Native American Activities
• Several commentors would like to establish a tie

to the Native American presence. Indian tribes
should participate because they are important
to the history of the area.

Staffing and Administration
• Most of the issues discussed involved the

current inadequacy of staffing, but many
commentors would not like to see the Reserve
get “too bureaucratic.” The Reserve should find
a way to share staff with other partnering
agencies.

• Many commentors mentioned the need for
additional staffing, volunteers, and funding.

• The Reserve needs a separate administrative
office with educational displays.

Boundary and Land Protection
• Several respondents suggested that the existing

Reserve boundary be expanded to include
Smith Prairie, the Navy Outlying Landing Field,
and the pheasant farm (former Washington
State Department of Fish and Game property),
and the proposed gravel mine. Another
commentor suggested no boundary expansion.

• Many respondents see land protection directly
connected with keeping agriculture viable.

• The Reserve should prioritize key areas for land
acquisition.

• Someone suggested purchasing the Jenne
farmstead for offices and a museum.

• One commentor suggested that the National
Park Service should be directly involved in land
negotiation, not the Reserve Trust Board or
staff.

• Several comments were made regarding conser-
vation easements—reducing the tax burden,
acquiring specific lands more quickly and better
managing the terms of the agreement.

• The Reserve needs a new land protection plan
to help determine what lands to buy in fee and
what lands to buy in easements.

• The Reserve should buy private property at
Keystone Spit as it becomes available since it
may be the last natural occurring spit on the
island.

• The Reserve could have groups such as
Whidbey Audubon lead nature field trips within
the Reserve.

• Many people recognized the importance of
bicycles in the Reserve, both to reduce traffic
and as the best way to see the Reserve. This
would involve having access to conveniently
located and well-designed bicycle racks.

• Someone suggested that the Reserve subsidize a
short-term bicycle rental program in Coupeville
until the idea becomes profitable for the private
sector.

• The Reserve needs to better understand the
sport requirements of certain recreational
activities, such as paragliding and horseback
riding and their impacts. Someone asked what
types of uses are appropriate within the Reserve
and how they affect private landowners.

Parking and Transportation Issues
• Several commentors mentioned the need for

more parking at Ebey’s Landing; others were
concerned about the impacts of additional
parking there. Many suggested not to expand
the lot but to consider off-site parking for
overflow at the Coupeville Park-n-Ride lot. The
Reserve should encourage visitors to use a bus,
shuttle system, or trail from town to the landing.

• Many respondents were concerned about
vehicular traffic and its impacts; one
commentor did not want to encourage large
tour buses through the area.

• Someone mentioned that some roads are poorly
maintained. The county should consider road
enhancement projects.

Penn Cove Water Festival, Coupeville Wharf, Whidbey
Island, ca. 2000. NPS Photo.
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• There were many questions asking about the
following: tax incentives, conservation ease-
ments, zoning restrictions, open space, tax debt,
and different agency regulations.

• Other questions centered on the GMP and
whether it would change types of uses, and
what baseline surveys had been done.

• The plan should make recommendations for
land protection that are outside the scope of
NPS planning that could be implemented by
others.

• Someone asked if preservation is reliant on
local government administration or regulation
then should not the Reserve have representa-
tion on local government boards and commis-
sions.

• One commentor recommended strengthening
land use laws within the Reserve.

Visitor Orientation and Experience
• Many of the commentors expressed the thought

that the beauty of the Reserve should be pro-
tected and the land kept less developed and
regulated. However, others stated that central
Whidbey is reliant upon tourism—change will
happen, visitor use will grow, and that growth
will need to be accommodated in an acceptable
and sensitive fashion.

• The Reserve could develop an information
station or kiosk for visitors arriving by car or
boat at the Reserve and display maps and
brochures containing basic information on
trails, lodging, and food.

• The Keystone Ferry dock restaurant could serve
as an interpretive center to interpret the impor-
tance of Crockett Lake to migratory birds.
Visitors could be encouraged to delay their ferry
connection and tour the Reserve.

• Someone suggested that the Reserve could
approach wealthy individuals or groups to set
up a land protection fund. Another suggested
that land be put in a private land trust.

• The Reserve could provide an emergency-
funding source for parcels in peril.

• The NPS budget needs to be increased to
provide for a greater administrative role to
maintain the historic setting. Money could be
allocated to specific programs supporting
agriculture, such as land lease subsidies and
more development easement purchases.

Planning
• The town and county need to have compatible

historic preservation regulations.

• One commentor stated that mobile homes
should not be in the Reserve.

• The plan should ensure coordination of man-
agement of land within the Reserve between
different owners.

• The Reserve should not overly restrict or
regulate land.

• Someone asked what types of easements are
available for land and buildings.

• One respondent suggested extending the
historic overlay district within town of
Coupeville.

• One commentor perceived a contradiction
between Reserve goals and the Washington
State Growth Management Act. The town of
Coupeville must absorb more growth within its
town limits, but historic lots are larger and more
appropriate than zoned smaller lots. If growth
occurs outside Urban Growth Boundary, then
there is loss of farmland.

• The plan should integrate the preservation
efforts of the newly acquired Nature Conser-
vancy property into the Reserve plan.
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• A few respondents were concerned about
people management issues, such as volume of
visitors and the potential for trespass on private
property. Someone suggested that better signage
would help.

• Many mentioned the need for the agencies
(partners) to work cooperatively together.

• Coupeville is part of the Reserve and a “living
landscape”. The town could be used as the
Reserve’s information center and a place to
leave cars and rent bikes to explore the area.
Commercial use should be focused in
Coupeville.

• One commentor stated that people need soli-
tude on the bluff trail.

• The Reserve needs to develop a constituency for
public support.

• To disperse visitors and avoid crowding, the
plan should locate any new facilities in outlying
areas.

• Someone mentioned the need for a visitor
survey and asked how many visitors visit the
Reserve.

• The plan needs to look at carrying capacity for
visitors and facilities; find a balance between
preservation and recreation.

• Someone asked what the plans are for using
concession businesses, promoting marketing,
developing visitor centers, and rehabilitating the
Ferry House in the Reserve.

• The Reserve could provide free bus tours
beginning on weekends only and staffed with
interpreters. The route could follow the route in
the “Driving and Bicycling Tour” brochure.

• The Reserve needs to balance visitor needs to
local populace needs.

• The visual impact of traffic is a concern to some
commentors.

• One commentor suggested limiting “invasive”
presence of docents, signs, fences, and paving,
and to continue the dogs-on-leash policy.

Interpretation and Education
• Many commentors wrote or spoke about the

new concept of a national “reserve”, how it
differs from a traditional national park (“it’s a
living landscape”), its complexity, and how it is
interpreted and perceived by the public. Some
mentioned the need to educate not only the
local community but also national constituents
as well about this new concept.

• There were many ideas about what to interpret
in the Reserve—the history, heritage of home-
steaders, Native American use of the area, and
native plants and animals—and many ideas of
how to interpret the Reserve—more waysides, a
museum, an amphitheater, discussion seminars,
workshops, guided tour buses, interpretive
beach walks, a farmer with horses tilling fields,
informational plaques at significant sites for
self-guided tourists, and interpretive signs for
agricultural fields, trails, and historic structures.

• Several people mentioned the role of the local
community in helping to establish the Reserve,
the “pride of roots” and local heritage.

• Someone mentioned that current history has a
role in future interpretation.

• There is a need to network with other Pacific
Northwest historical institutions and communi-
ties and to collect oral histories.

• A few commentors suggested de-emphasizing
signs and exhibits and voiced concern about
providing interpretive facilities, interpretive
rangers, visitor orientation space, and educa-
tional staff.

• The Reserve should have the Washington Native
Plant Society prepare a plant list for the Reserve
or at least the bluff area.

• One respondent suggested that the theme for
the Reserve be “A Quiet Presence”.
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• The Reserve should be involved in preserving
historic farmland.

• What can the Reserve learn from other coun-
tries such as England?

• The Reserve plan should explore the applicabil-
ity of the Midwest Soil Banking Program.

• If over time, there is a transition to all public
lands within the Reserve how will that affect the
agricultural community? The look of agricul-
tural land is an important part of Ebey’s Land-
ing.

• Someone asked how land would be managed in
the Reserve if agriculture were no longer viable.

• It is important that the plan should strive to
preserve the seamless quality between public
and private lands.

• The Reserve plan should explore ways for the
tax base to support agriculture. Taxes should
support “paying for the view”.

• There is always potential for conflict between
farming and other uses such as residential. The
Reserve could have a role in educating people
about farm practices.

• The Reserve should add more emphasis on
agriculture. It is part of the history, character,
economic viability, and draw of the landscape.
The Reserve partners should include a state-
ment on agriculture in the Reserve’s purpose
and significance statements, interpretive
themes, and desired future conditions.

• Someone asked if Island County has a “Right-
to-Farm” ordinance to protect farmers.

• The Reserve Trust Board should continue to
pursue acquisition of development rights and
viewshed protection where there is a threat to
the integrity of the Reserve.

• Someone in agricultural production should be
on the Reserve Trust Board, or at least serve in
an advisory capacity. Is there a role for the
Board in local agriculture?

• It is critical that the Reserve Trust Board and
staff communicate well with landowners.

• Communication is important between all
agencies and landowners involved within the
Reserve.

• The Reserve could promote one-day work-
shops, which incorporate the goals and purpose
of the Reserve with groups such as Whidbey
Tilth Society or Island County Agriculture
Extension Service, and work with organizations
such as Au Sable Institute for educational and
scientific purposes.

• The Reserve should promote its website.

Agricultural
• Most of the comments on agriculture stated the

desire and need to keep Whidbey agriculture
viable, the need to preserve farmland, and that
doing so will preserve the history, beauty, and
rural character of the area. Many spoke and
wrote of the difficulty of living off the land
because of the realities of economics, environ-
mental, and regulatory issues.

• The Reserve should assist and support farmers
and farming such as considering funding land
leases to augment farming operations.

• Someone asked if the economic model of the
Reserve needs to be evaluated. Can the Reserve
survive in the face of changing economic
conditions? Can it do this without NPS having a
significant ownership role? The pressures on
local farmers to sell out and local businesses to
expand are only going to increase.

• Another commentor asked what would happen
if there were an action affecting property that
has two conservation easements from two
different organizations on the same piece of
property.

• The Reserve should consider the importance of
farms located on other areas of the Reserve
(north cove) in addition to Ebey’s Landing area.

• The Reserve should allow flexibility in convert-
ing historical agricultural buildings to other
uses and in agricultural practices.

• Changing agricultural uses have occurred over
time, creating an evolving landscape.

• Someone asked what types of agriculture or
other land uses will be viable in the future to
retain the agricultural scene.

• The Reserve is unique. Landowners are the real
Reserve managers and farmers have an impor-
tant role to play. More coordination is needed.

• Through education programs, the Reserve
could help farmers establish a product mix
including organic farming, fruit stands, ponds,
and specialty items for restaurants.
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ume 70, Number 176, page 54104) extending the
public comment period until December 1, 2005.
All comments received through December 15, 2005
were included in the official record.

The NPS and Reserve staff placed advertisements
announcing locations, times, and dates for public
meetings in the Puget Consumer Cooperative
Sound Consumer, in Seattle, Washington, the
Whidbey News-Times in Oak Harbor, and the
Coupeville Examiner in Coupeville, Washington.
Press releases were sent to the following local and
regional newspapers announcing the release of the
draft GMP/EIS and dates, times, and locations of
public meetings: Coupeville Examiner, Whidbey
News-Times, Everett Herald, Anacortes American,
Skagit Valley Herald, Journal of the San Juan Is-
lands, Bellingham Herald, MarketPlace, South
Whidbey Record, Peninsula Daily News, and the
Sequim Gazette.

A total of 2,000 newsletters were printed contain-
ing a summary of the draft GMP, and also an-
nouncing the public meetings. Each newsletter in-
cluded a postage-paid return form for public
comments. Newsletters were available at the fol-
lowing locations: Island County Planning Office,
the Town of Coupeville Planning Office, the
Coupeville Public Library, Island County Histori-
cal Museum in Coupeville, and Fort Ebey and Fort
Casey state parks, the Coupeville Post Office,
Coupeville Wharf, Coupeville Arts Center, the
Oak Harbor and Coupeville Chamber of Com-
merce offices, local restaurants and other
Coupeville businesses. Additional copies were also
available at the Reserve’s Trust Board office.

News articles featuring the public meetings and
release of the draft plan were written and pub-
lished in the following newspapers: The Whidbey
New-Times and The Coupeville Examiner on
Whidbey Island, and in The Sound Consumer, in
Seattle, Washington.

• One commentor suggested that the National
Park Service should be directly involved in land
negotiation, not the Reserve Trust Board or
staff. The Trust Board should have a role in
agricultural issues, involvement in agricultural
education, promotion of new uses, and explor-
ing grant opportunities.

• The plan should reconsider and reevaluate the
role and function of the Trust Board. It may be
possible and advantageous that some board
members serve as representatives to other
boards, including local government.

• One commentor stated that the NPS and Trust
Board should advocate for the Reserve in other
forums and take a stand on controversial issues.
The Board should promote openness using e-
mail, advisory groups, and agendas. The Board
should be involved in the political process and
lobby the county to strengthen design review.

• When board vacancies open, someone asked
how this information is made public.

• The public needs to understand the function
and role of the Trust Board and have better
communication about Trust Board activities and
board position openings.

• The Trust Board needs knowledgeable staff and
an administrative site; the Board needs to get
involved in issues early and to seek advice from
others.

• The Trust Board should create an agricultural
baseline inventory of what is important within
the Reserve.

Though many new actions and ideas were sug-
gested by the public during the public comment
period, no new issues were identified.

Distribution  of Draft
GMP/EIS
On August 18, 2005, the NPS mailed 230 copies of
the draft GMP/EIS to agencies, governmental rep-
resentatives, organizations, and interested indi-
viduals. Copies of the draft GMP/EIS were placed
in the Coupeville Public Library for public review.

A Notice of Availability was published in the Fed-
eral Register on August 26, 2005 (Volume 70, Num-
ber 165, page 50347) noting the release of the draft
GMP/EIS for public review. A revised Notice of
Availability was published on September 13 (Vol-
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• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region
10, NEPA Review Unit

• Washington State Department of Transporta-
tion

• Washington State University Island County
Extension

• Island County Board of Commissioners

• Town of Coupeville, Washington (Town Plan-
ner)

• Central Whidbey Island Historical Review
Committee

• Whidbey Environmental Action Network

• Washington Sustainable Food and Farming

• Au Sable Institute of Environmental Studies

• Coupeville School District

As part of this planning process, consultation was
held with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Washington State
Historic Preservation Office, and the Advisory
Council for Historic Preservation. No written
comments were received from these four agencies.
In addition, no written responses were received
from area  tribal governments.

Summary of Public
Comments
The following is a summary of the topics receiving
the most focus from both written and oral com-
ments. All comments received were reviewed and
considered by the NPS staff in the preparation of
this final plan and environmental impact state-
ment. Comments were grouped into 13 broad cat-
egories, and of those categories, seven major areas
of emphasis emerged from the comments.

• Twenty-one comments expressed preference for
one of the alternatives presented.

• A majority of those who  commented supported
the preferred alternative proposed in the draft
plan.

• Comments expressed support for historic
preservation in the Reserve, though there was a
difference of opinion in the comments about
whether strengthened design guidelines, zoning
and other historic preservations measures in the
Reserve were adequate.

• Comments expressed opposition to a proposal

Public Meetings on Draft GMP/
EIS
The NPS and the Reserve’s Trust Board and staff
held three public open houses. The purpose of the
meetings was to provide an opportunity for the
public to meet with Reserve Trust Board members
and staff, and NPS staff to discuss the draft GMP/
EIS and provide comments.

An evening meeting was held in Seattle, Washing-
ton, at the Flagship REI building on September 12,
2005. Six people signed in and 19 comments were
recorded. In Coupeville, Washington, two meet-
ings were held on September 15 at the Coupeville
Recreation Hall.  Sixty-eight people attended and
160 comments were recorded.

Written Comments and
Responses
At the close of the public comment period a total
of 51 pieces of written correspondence had been
received by the planning team in response to the
draft GMP. Total correspondence received in-
cluded 21 letters from agencies, organizations, and
individuals, 11 “return forms” from the draft sum-
mary newsletter, and 19 electronically mailed re-
sponses through the Internet from the park’s
posted website and emails to the park.

The comments were all received from Washington
State, and a majority of comments were from
Whidbey Island. The following agencies and orga-
nizations commented on the draft plan:

Public Scoping Meeting in Coupeville, Whidbey Island, ca.
2000. NPS Photo.
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Substantive comments raise, debate, or question a
point of fact or policy. Comments in favor of or
against the Preferred Alternative or alternatives, or
those that only agree or disagree with NPS policy,
are not considered substantive.

NPS and Trust Board Responses
to Comments from
Correspondence
The section that follows contains comments
which contain substantive points regarding infor-
mation contained in the draft GMP/EIS or com-
ments that need clarifying. Comments and their
responses are organized by topic heading to help
guide the reader. In most cases, an individual sub-
stantive comment is followed by a direct response.
For subjects that received more than one substan-
tive comment, the issue has been summarized in a
concern statement. A representative quote, or
quote from a piece of correspondence that best
represents the issue, is provided to the reader. The
agency’s response then follows.

Agency letters have also been reproduced in the fi-
nal GMP and follow the “NPS Responses to Com-
ments from Correspondence.”

in the draft plan that  encouraged the county to
establish an overlay zone and to provide addi-
tional zoning and/or regulatory restrictions in
the Reserve.

• Comments expressed support for promoting
and protecting viable agriculture in the Reserve.
While there was broad support for continuing
to protect and promote agriculture in the
Reserve, comments did reflect an opposition to
the plan’s use of the term organic agriculture,
and preferred emphasizing sustainable agricul-
ture.

• Comments expressed support for broader
partnerships for interpretive and educational
opportunities in the Reserve.

• Comments expressed concern and questioned
the operating costs and staffing levels proposed
for the Reserve.

• Comments also expressed concern about
private property rights and land use in the
Reserve. These comments primarily focused
concern on potential conflicts between visitor
use, such as recreational trails and agricultural
operations, or Reserve residents’ private prop-
erty and privacy.

Analysis of Substantive
Comments on the Draft Plan
Consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 1503,
the NPS staff provided written responses to those
pieces of correspondence that have either sub-
stantive comments or comments that the NPS
planning team felt needed clarifying.

Substantive comments are defined by Director’s
Order 12, “Conservation Planning, Environmental
Impact Analysis, and Decision-Making” (NPS,
2001) as those comments that:

• Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of
information in the environmental impact
statement

• Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy
of environmental analysis

• Present reasonable alternatives other than those
presented in the environmental impact state-
ment

• Cause changes or revisions in the proposal
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Substantive Public Comment Concern and Response Report on the
Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Comments Oppose Strengthened Measures for Historic Structure Preservation

Concern Statement: Comments oppose GMP recommendations calling for strengthened design
guidelines, zoning, and permitting at the county level to assist with historic
structure preservation, and state the analysis fails to recognize that the
existing preservation measures in place are adequate.

Representative Quote(s): “The draft GMP/EIS fails to recognize the achievements of the Historic
Advisory Committee and the work that they have done. The HAC effectively
administers an overlay designation where landowners are subjected to a
different set of requirements than anyone else in the County. The HAC’s role
is limited to making recommendations to the County, but the vast majority of
those recommendations are incorporated into the permit approval making
their input vital, useful, and effective.”

Response: Thank you for your comment.  Island County recently prepared new guidelines and
standards under which the Historical Review Committee (HRC), formerly the
Historical Advisory Committee, operates.  While the HRC does have, in many
cases, stronger language to employ, the recommendations from the committee
remain advisory.  There remain opportunities for strengthening the County’s
role in preserving the cultural landscape, and the NPS and Trust Board would
continue to support the County in implementing these measures. The GMP
will be revised to reflect the revised Historic Preservation District Ordinance
and the reaffirmation of design review through the newly named Historical
Review Committee.

Comments Support Strengthened Measures for Historic Structure Preservation
Concern Statement: Comments support stronger measures for historic structure preservation and state the

document has understated the urgent need for action for preserving historic
structures.

Representative Quote: “My comment is that I can observe the dramatic urgency for protecting and
conserving one of the primary and significant elements of the cultural
landscape – the historic structures. I read words in the GMP such as stabilize,
protect, rehabilitation,, work with …., … guidelines, outreach programs and
the like for all three alternatives. But to me they do not reflect the seriousness
form immediate and comprehensive action for the overall preservation of the
structures. What I kept looking for were actions that include the substance
and background for subsequent urgent preservation decisions and
implementation such as:

• Comprehensive inventory of heritage resources; ranking by levels of
significance

• Analysis of structure conditions – by structure, clusters, and overall
• Emergency and immediate stabilization needs
• Prioritized short and long term preservation actions and plans
• Comprehensive documentation
• Preventive maintenance program
• Building specific guidelines and technical assistance for caring for the

building fabric
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• Preservation plans with rationale for each of the structures – NPS and
private

• Strong program for public understanding, education, support and
involvement

Perhaps these have already been carried out or are implied. But to me the
draft document statements (and ultimate management of the resources)
needs to contain specific and direct actions rather than fuzzy words.”

Response: Thank you for your comment in support of stronger measures for historic structure
preservation. Historic buildings and structures are a key and integral element
of the cultural landscape of the Reserve. The NPS and Trust Board have no
authority over privately-owned property within the Reserve, including
buildings and structures.  In an effort to promote the protection and
preservation of the historic properties in the Reserve, the NPS has completed
a historic building inventory and amended the National Register nomination
form for the Central Whidbey Preservation Historic District/Ebey’s Landing
National Historical Reserve to identify contributing properties within the
Reserve.  The NPS has spent funds stabilizing and preserving historic
properties under its ownership, and will continue to do so as long as the
properties are under federal ownership.  The NPS has recently funded a
Historic Structures Preservation Guide, which will provide technical
assistance to owners of historic properties in the long-term care and
maintenance of their properties.  The NPS has funded a Historic Preservation
Plan for the town of Coupeville which is being implemented, and a Historic
Barn Inventory is underway which will document, evaluate and assess the
condition of these important agricultural complexes. Alternative B calls for
the NPS and Trust Board to develop a land use tracking system that will
monitor changes in the Reserve; this data will assist the partners in
understanding impacts to the Reserve, if any, and how to address those
impacts at the local level.   The NPS and Trust Board will continue to provide
technical assistance in the area of historic preservation and will work closely
with its partners to research, prepare and distribute widely studies, reports,
and other publications that are deemed necessary to further the protection
and preservation of this nationally significant landscape. The GMP will be
revised to include information that clarifies the NPS’s role in the preservation
of private property and the role of private property owners in the
preservation and protection of the Reserve’s historic buildings, structures,
and landscape.

NATURAL RESOURCES
Comments Provide New or Corrected Information for Natural Resource Management

Comment 1: “We strongly support the proposed expansion of the Reserve boundaries but believe they do
not go far enough on Smith Prairie.”

Response: Thank you for your comment regarding Reserve boundary expansion in the Smith Prairie
vicinity. The planning team for the general management plan reviewed the
proposed land additions and ownership for Smith Prairie. Though it would
be ideal to protect the entire prairie ecosystem there, it is not possible due to
the large number of private holdings. The most intact portion of the prairie
has been included within the proposed boundary.

Comment 2: “Including the eastern Crockett Lake wetlands is essential to achieving ecologically rational
management. This area is currently undergoing serious and rapid invasion of
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the high salt marsh by the non-native plant species Epilobium hirsutum
(HairyWillow-herb). This invasion is occurring both in- and outside of the
current Reserve boundaries. The geographic spread of these plants appears to
be at an exponential rate. Left unchecked, I believe this species will colonize
at least the entire zone now occupied by Potentilla anserina (Pacific
silverweed). This past summer, I located a small patch of this species on the
northwest margin of the lake near the Ferry landing, the first time it has been
detected on that side. This is an ecological catastrophe in the making,
especially considering the high volumes of vehicular traffic through this area
which can act as vectors for spread of seed throughout western Washington
and southern B.C. This invasion is of such magnitude and rapidity that it
needs to disclosed and discussed within the DEIS.”

Response: Thank you for your comment regarding the noxious weed threat to the Crockett Lake
wetlands.  Language has been added to the final GMP in the “Affected
Environment” chapter under the heading “Exotic Plants and Noxious
Weeds” to clarify this information.

Comment 3: “In discussions of special status species the DEIS inexplicably omits Aster curtus ( Seriocarpos
rigidus) (White-topped aster). This species is considered by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service as a “Species of Concern,” it was former1y’ classified as a
“Candidate” species for listing pursuant to the federal Endangered Species
Act: It is listed by the Washington Natural Heritage Program as “Sensitive.”
The small occurrence at Schoolhouse Prairie is the only known location on
Whidbey Island and within the Reserve. Discussions of special status species,
including explicit statements favoring and supporting conservation and
restoration should include this species as well as Castilleja levisecta (Golden
paintbrush).”

Response: Thank you for your comments and updated information regarding Aster curtus.  Language has
been added to the final GMP in “Affected Environment” chapter under the
heading “Sensitive Species” to clarify this information.

Comment 4: “The EIS incorrectly refers to this species as having been designated for control by Island
County (3-44). While designated as a “Class C” weed by Washington State,
the Island County Noxious Weed Board has to date not designated this
species for control in Island County. Under Washington’s noxious weed
statutes, this local designation is necessary or there is no requirement for
control. As a practical matter, without designation, state and local resources
for control are considerably harder to obtain.”

Response: Thank you for your comment.  The GMP/EIS has been revised to include support for an
active listing  effort with the ICNWB, in the “Preferred Alternative”, under
“Vegetation.”

Comment 5: “Phalaris arundinacea (Reed canarygrass) is reported as present within the Reserve. 3-44. I
am curious as to the source for this report and the location. Ammophilia
arenaria (European beachgrass) is also listed as present within the reserve. 3-
48. I am not aware of the presence of this species on Whidbey Island other
than at West Beach at Deception Pass State Park. I am curious as to the
source for this report and the location. Since presence of either of these
species is highly problematic, I recommend that if they occur within the
Reserve and the occurrence is still small that they be promptly targeted for
control.”
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Response: Thank you for your comment.  One small stand of Phalaris arundinacea has been identified at
on the eastern end of Crockett Lake near the road (Leigh Smith, pers. comm.,
2005).  Source information for Phalaris and Ammophila was provided by the
Island County Noxious Weed Board Coordinator, Susan Horton.  These
populations will be targeted for control in 2006.

Comment 6: “Inexplicably, this species [Epilobium hirsutum] is not mentioned in the discussion of
noxious weeds at 4-176. Considering that this invasive now likely occupies a
larger contiguous area than any other single invasive within the Reserve and
the species was unreported within the Reserve before 1999, this omission
should be corrected.”

Response: Thank you for your comment regarding Epilobium hirsutum.  This species will be added to the
GMP/EIS, in the”Environmental Consequences” chapter, under the
“Vegetation” heading, under “Cumulative Impacts”.  Please also note the
response to Comment #2, above.

Comment 7: “The EIS states that “There are only two remaining glacial outwash prairies in the northern
Puget Sound region and one is Smith Prairie.” 1-4-5, also, at 3-40. 4-174 This is
arguable depending on how prairie is defined (i.e. size and dominance of
native species). However, the practical result is the same:
Native Puget Lowland grasslands are one of the most endangered types of
ecosystems in Washington State. There are very few remaining glacial
outwash prairies in the northern Puget Sound region and one is Smith Prairie.
This site (on land owned by Au Sable Institute) contains a rare, five-acre
intact prairie plant community which is likely the largest and highest quality
remaining in the northern Puget lowlands.”

Response: Thank you for your comment.  Language will be added to the GMP/EIS to accentuate the
rarity of the AuSable prairie remnant.

Comment 8: “Carex tumulicola is reported as being abundant on the Au Sable land on Smith Prairie. 3-41 It
is not. Both C. tumulicola and C. inops are present. I would term neither
abundant at that site, certainly not in the sense that C. tumulicola is abundant
at Schoolhouse prairie or C. inops is locally abundant on Ebey’s Bluff.”

Response: Thank you for your comment regarding the abundance of C. tumulicola at the AuSable prairie
remnant.  The information regarding its abundance at the site was provided in
2003 by Steve Byler, who at the time was conducting a vascular plant survey
of the site.

Comment 9: “On 3-41 the EIS states in reference to the prairie remnant on the Au Sable land:
The area qualifies as an “element occurrence” ... listed in Washington Natural
Heritage Plan as a “priority 3” for protection. It has also been proposed for
addition to the Natural Vegetation Classification as an Idaho fescue—
common camas—field chickweed association by Frosty Hollow Ecological
Restoration, a Whidbey Island consulting firm. A total of four plant
associations representing Puget lowland dry grasslands have been identified,
and are included or proposed for addition to the National Vegetation
Classification All four of these associations are considered globally, critically
impaired. This is confusing The National (not natural) Vegetation
Classification system already includes the Idaho fescue—common camas—
field chickweed association. Frosty Hollow has not proposed creating such a
classification, rather, based on field data, Frosty Hollow concluded that the
occurrence fits within this association. Citation should be made to the
Washington Natural Heritage Plan Finally. I suggest that the reference to
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Frosty Hollow be done in standard format. i.e.:
The area qualifies as an ‘element occurrence” . . . listed in Washington natural
Heritage Plan as a “priority 3” for protection. It has also been proposed for
addition to the Natural Vegetation Classification identified as an Idaho
fescue—common camas—field chickweed plant association by Frosty Hollow
Ecological Restoration, a Whidbey Island consulting firm. (Frosty Hollow
Ecological Restoration, 1999.) The area This association is qualifies as an
“element occurrence” . . . listed in Washington Natural Heritage Plan as a
“priority 3” for protection. (Washington Natural Heritage Plan. Wash. St.
Dept of Natural Resources. 2003.)”

Response: Thank you for the clarification of this paragraph.  The GMP/EIS will be revised to reflect your
comments, in the “Affected Environment” chapter under “Vegetation”.

Comment 10: “The EIS incorrectly states that there are only two remaining “old growth or original forests
on the Reserve.” 3-40. Actually there are three. The forest patch at
Rhododendron Park has two cohorts of trees, respectively —l50 and 350
years old. Because the soils on the site are so poor, these trees are relatively
small; however, they are still of great age. More information can be obtained
from Chris Chappell, Vegetation Ecologist for the Washington Natural
Heritage Program. This site qualifies for inclusion in the Washington natural
heritage system.”

Response: Thank you for your comments regarding old-growth forest remnants within the Reserve. The
GMP/EIS will be revised to include your information.

Comment 11: “The portion owned by the Dept of Natural Resources has been transferred to Island County.
Within 2 years of the final transfer, the County proposed extensive logging of
the ancient and ecologically rare forest, including complete deforestation of a
portion for new sports play fields. This effort as turned back by prompt and
overwhelming public opposition - for now. The DEIS should disclose that
this ecological important forest has no protection and is threatened by
recreational conflicts. Assuring conservation of this forest (and the forest at
Camp Casey) should be an explicitly stated goal of the GMP.”

Response: Thank you for your comment regarding preservation of ancient trees.  As you know, the NPS
has no jurisdiction over the management of privately or publicly held lands
and resources within the Reserve, other than those owned in fee by the NPS.
However, throughout this GMP/EIS there are references to advocating sound
stewardship practices and management of sensitive resources such as
remnant old-growth trees, and working with public and private partners to
that end.  Additional language to this effect will be added to the GMP/EIS in
the Alternative B-Preferred Alternative, under the heading “General
Description”.

Comment 12: “Also, at several places, the EIS refers to the Heritage Forest at Camp Casey as a “Natural
Heritage Forest Area” 3-40. While this forest patch has been adjudged by the
Washington Natural Heritage Program as qualifying for listing on the
Washington Register of Natural Areas, this action is voluntary on the part of
the landowner. To date, Seattle Pacific University has not applied for the site
to be registered or made any commitment to its conservation. I suggest
rewording these references as:
forest qualifying for listing on the Washington State Register of Natural
Areas.”
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Response: Thank you for this information.  The GMP/EIS will be revised to reflect this change, wherever
the SPU forest is mentioned.

Comment 13: “At several places, the EIS refers to “unique” plants. 3-40 (“…along the bluffs where unique
flat-leafed cacti (Opuntia fragilis) occur.”)AIso, 3-44, 4-181. “unique” means
one-of-a-kind and is not a term that is generally used by botanists or
ecologists except for the most, er, “unique” circumstances and situations.
These plants and their communities are regionally rare and in some cases
disjunct (i.e. Opunllafragifli.s}, but not “unique.”

Response: Thank you for providing this valuable distinction of terms.  The GMP/EIS will be revised to
reflect this change.

Comment 14: “Castilleja levisecta (Golden paintbrush) is listed by the state as endangered, not threatened.”

Response: Thank you for the information regarding the state classification of Castilleja levisecta as
endangered.  The GMP/EIS will be revised to reflect this fact.

Comment 15: “The discussion of Iris missouriensis (3-4 1) should disclose that this is the only known
occurrence remaining west of the Cascade Mountain Range crest in Oregon.
Washington, and Oregon.”

Response: Thank you for your comment regarding the rarity of the Iris missouriensis population on
Grasser’s Hill.  The GMP/EIS will be revised to reflect this information.

Comment 16: “There are eight reported occurrences [of Carex tumulicola on] central Whidbev. including
Grassers Hill Schoolhouse Prairie. (Erickson 2004).” 3-41. One of these
occurrences (at the West Beach Rd. Castilleja levisecta site) is outside of the
Reserve. This site is also referred to at 3-44.”

Response: Thank you for the information regarding the location of the 8 occurrences of C. tumulicola on
central Whidbey Island.  This information will be added to the Natural
Resource files at the Reserve.

Comment 17: “One occurrence of Grass Widow (Sisyrhinchium bellum,) is known on central Whidbey. It
occupies an area of several hundred square feet on upper portion of Grasser’s
Hill Also located here are over 1.000 plants of the Chocolate Lily (Fritillaria
lanceolata = F. affinis).” 3- 42. The Sisvrhinchium spp.. is clearly within the S.
idahoense complex, but which species needs additional clarification.
This occurrence of F. affinis is one of only a handful known within the range
of the species where it achieves this extremely high abundance (1000’s of
plants). This density and high abundance are truly exceptional. F. affinis was
regularly used as food by the aboriginal inhabitants, and the high abundance
and density at this site may indicate long aboriginal use of the site for that
purpose. (Personal communication, Linda Marsh. 2003.) Various other native
herbaceous prairie species are also present at this site which include two five-
acre parcels west of Skyline Drive, outside of the NPS scenic easement.”

Response: Thank you for this valuable additional information regarding native flora on Grasser’s Hill.
This information will be added to the GMP/EIS in the “Affected
Environment” section referring to vegetation on Grasser’s Hill.

Comment 18: “The EIS states that “The Whidbey Environmental Action Network (WEAN) has identified 33
rare local plants unique to Whidbey Island. Only one was recently given
protection by the county. the blue flag iris (Douthitt, December 23, 2000).”
See our previous comment regarding use of the word “unique.” This contains
several inaccurate statements. The report ranking these species was by Frosty
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Hollow Ecological Restoration, not WEAN 22 of the species were ranked as
locally endangered, threatened, or sensitive, the remainder were proposed for
monitoring, not designation (as species of local importance) and protecton.
Iris missourien.sis (Blue flag iris) has still not been designated by the County
and receives no formal protection from the County. Some of the landowners
on whose land this species occurs have agreed to temporarily forgo, for the
time being, damaging activities in exchange for a tax reduction. Not all land
owners of land on which the species occurs ha\e done this. Long-term
protection is still not assured, as it would he if the NPS’ scenic easement was
enlarged and amended to explicitly protect this species. Also, note that the
other native prairie species (i.e. the plant community) is only incidentally
protected.”

Response: Thank you for this information.  This passage will be edited to correct the inaccuracies.  The
National Park Service is working with Grasser’s Hill landowners to protect
the Iris missouriensis plants and to monitor their status.

Comment 19: “The list of species on 3-40 (“common species of salt marsh and beach vegetation”) is so
mixed as to become a meaningless hodge-podge. It mixes three relatively well
defined vegetation zones: salt marsh, littoral, and bluff face. It is also difficult
to determine in all cases which species are referred to, since common names
are used without any reference to botanical names.8 I suggest redoing this as
several lists that include both botanical and common names 1 also suggest
denoting which are non-native. A photo from Ebey’s Bluff looking down at
the lagoon and beach could be used to show the relative location of the three
different zones (littoral, salt marsh, bluff face). Because this information is
both intended for a non-technical audience and as a basis for technical
description of existing conditions, changing the format in this way would
increase its utility for both audiences. Though these species lists are not
complete, anyone interested in more information can contact the Reserve.”

Response: Thank you for your comment regarding the species list. Please note that while it is incomplete
and uses common names, and mixes vegetation zones, it is only a
representative list for the layman’s use.  Complete and detailed information
for the advanced user is available from the NPS Resource Management office,
and NPS staff.

Comment 20: “The list of “common hedgerow species” omits Mahonia aquifolium (Tall Oregon grape). 3-42
The three most common species by far are Rosa nutkana (Nootka rose),
Svmphoricarpos albus (snowberry), and Mahonia aquifolium (Tall Oregon
grape).”

Response: Thank you for this comment.  The GMP/EIS will be revised to include these valuable details,
in the “Affected Environment”, under the heading of “Hedgerows”.

Comment 21: “The discussion of hunting within the Reserve (3-58) should be updated to include the island
County Commissioners ongoing effort to open up the “Kettles” area to
hunting and discuss the obvious user conflict.”

Response: Thank you for your comment regarding hunting in the Kettles area.  According to Island
County officials, deer hunting has been allowed in the Kettles area since the
early 19990’s, for archers, black powder hunters, and rifle hunters.  The
season generally runs from late September through December.
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The main Kettles non-motorized trail, approximately one and one-half miles
long, is exempt from hunting for a distance of 150 feet on either side of the
centerline, creating a 300-foot wide no hunting zone along this trail corridor.
Island County officials are aware of potential conflicts, and during hunting
season, expend great effort to warn trail users that this is a hunting area, to
wear hunter orange and exercise caution.

To date, there have been no documented hunter/recreationists conflicts
(personal communication, Terri Arnold, Island County Parks, June 13, 2006).

Comment 22: “Reference is made to potential impacts of climate change on the Reserve (3-30). For more
up-to-date information, particularly modeling regarding expected rise in
Puget Sound, contact the Climate Impacts Group at the University of
Washington. http://www.cses.washington.edu/cig/contact/contact. shtml”

Response: Thank you for this comment.  The GMP/EIS will be revised to include this information, in the
“Affected Environment” chapter, under “Climate”.

Comment 23: “Frosty Hollow Ecological Restoration is referred to as a “conservation group.” 3-44. While
Frosty Hollow’s work is in furtherance of conservation, it is a private for-
profit (at least theoretically) business.”

Response: Thank you for this clarification.  The GMP/EIS has been corrected.

Comment 24: “The reference to a “bio-blitz” in 2005 should be updated, since this did not happen. 3-102.”

Response: Thank you for noting this error. The GMP/EIS has been updated.

Comment 25: “The town of Coupeville has issued a moratorium on new water hookups within the town
limits. Coupeville obtains its water from an infiltration gallery on the
former Fort Case Military Reservation northeast of Crockett Lake. – The
highlighted portion is not correct”

Response: Thank you for your comment. The GMP has been updated to reflect this information.

Comment 26: “Prime and Unique Soils – Page 103 – Island County already restricts the ability to erect
structures in areas where prime and unique soils are present.”

Response: Thank you for your comment regarding prime and unique soils.  Conversations with Island
County staff in the Planning Department indicate that the County Zoning
Ordinance and Land Development Standards contain provisions which
discourage and sometimes prohibit incompatible development on prime soils.
Applicable portions of the code are: ICC 16.17.060, ICC 16.15, ICC 17.03.180.

Comment 27: “Page 46 – Additional Reptiles and Amphibians recorded from Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve include:

1. The Common Garter Snake Thamnophis sirtalis (Linnaeus) recorded from
multiple sightings at Seattle Pacific’s Casey Conference Center and Au Sable
Institute. A road-kill specimen is at Au Sable.

2. Northern Alligator Lizard Elgaria coerulea (Wiegmann) recorded from the
bluff west of the Pratt Preserve a N48 11’48.8", W122 43’10.7" (one specimen
seen under a piece of plywood); a breeding population is also present at Au
Sable Institute on Smith Prairie.

3. Rough-skinned Newt Traicha granulose (Skilton) recorded as a sizable
breeding population in a small freshwater pond on the west end of Crockett
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lake near Seattle Pacific’s Casey Conference Center at N 48 10’06.9’, W 122
40’36.0".”

Response: Thank you for your comment regarding the presence of additional reptile and amphibians
sighted within the Reserve.  Please forward source and contact information to
Ron Holmes at North Cascades National Park for confirmation.  Ron is a
data manager responsible for keeping records of sightings and voucher
specimens for the Reserve.  Ron can be reached at 360 856 5700 x370.; email
Ronald_holmes@nps.gov.  The above information will be filed at the Ebey’s
Landing National Historical Reserve, National Park Service resource
management office at 144 Ft. Casey Road while corroborative information is
sought.

Comment 28: “I am particularly excited about the discussion on page 180 regarding the guided management
of the woodlots toward old-growth conditions. This area of discussion
should be expanded to clearly identify in a map the areas involved and the
total number of acres involved. Would it include the Pratt preserve (400
acres?), the county lands in forest (how large?) and all of the Fort Ebey State
Park forest land (645 acres)? Would private lands be included? I also suggest
that the significance of this be discussed in light of the very few remaining
old-growth stands at low elevation. South Whidbey State Park and Deception
Pass State Park are included in the rare remaining stands. What is the size of
Deception Pass old growth for comparison?”

Response: Thank you for your comment regarding woodlot management.  Information such as that
requested in your comment will be included in detail in the revisions to the
Reserve Resources Management Plan, where projects are identified prioritized
for funding.  This Plan will be revised in the near future, and copies will be
available in the Trust Board and NPS offices at the Reserve.

Comment 29: “With only 684 acres of NPS-owned land and 2,023 acres of NPS conservations easements,
the ability for the NPS to direct stewardship of the natural resources within
the entire Reserve is limited. Alternatives B and C do, however, include
elements to expand the role of the NPS in natural resource protection (p.iii).
EPA supports this commitment to increased stewardship of natural resources
via additional funding, collaboration, and monitoring activities. EPA believes
that the GMP merits further clarification regarding these activities and
contingencies for future monitoring of environmental indicators within the
Reserve.

First, we recommend that the EIS include a better summary of those actions
(e.g., via table or bulleted list) that will be pursued over the course of the 20-
year life of the management plan related to stewardship of the natural
resources.”

Response: Thank you for your comment.  Upon completion of the GMP/EIS, The Reserve Resources
Management Plan will be undergoing revisions to reflect the action items
identified in the Preferred Alternative.  This Plan is a comprehensive, detailed
document including project lists, prioritizing criteria, funding proposals, and
identifying strategies such as those you have identified in your comment. The
Reserve is also a cooperator in the North Coast and Cascades Inventory and
Monitoring Network, comprised of 8 NPS units in western Washington and
northern Oregon.  Network partners are currently designing long term
monitoring protocols for a wide variety of ecosystem elements, some of
which will be implemented in the Reserve.



246          Ebey’s Landing Final General Management Plan

Comment 30: “Second, we recommend that the EIS clarify whether periodic reporting on natural resources
is planned. It is not clear whether any natural resource monitoring reporting
is part of the annual appraisal of management and operation of the Reserve
per PL 95-625(e) (EIS, p.99) or other reporting. EPA recommends that an
action items (similar to p. 110) be added to the EIS Alternatives B and C for
preparation of a natural resource monitoring plan summarizing the various
efforts that will be pursued over the life of the GMP.”

Response: Thank you for your comment.  Please keep in mind that this is a  General Management Plan;
the current Resources Management Plan (ca. 1995) will include strategies
addressing your concerns when it is revised, following the completion of the
GMP/EIS for the Reserve.

Comment 31: “EPA recommends that preparation of a Natural Resources Monitoring and Implementation
Plan be included in this list of action items that would catalogue all of the
opportunities identified in the GMP, which will be pursued over the life of
the plan. Since many activities are subject to obtaining funding, reliant on
other entities for implementation, or are otherwise uncertain, a natural
resources implementation plan would be a useful tool to identify and track
the many stewardship opportunities that will contribute to the health of the
Reserve. The Trust Board or NPS may choose to provide periodic reports to
the public on its efforts that could help focus uniquely on the Ebey’s Landing
Reserve.
By way of illustration, EPA lists many of the actions and opportunities that
are mentioned in various places in the GMP, which EPA believes would be
well-suited for including in the recommended Natural Resources Monitoring
Plan.”

Response: Thank you for your comment. As described above, upon finalizing the GMP/EIS, the detailed
Resources Management Plan will be revised to include the numerous action
items identified in the Preferred Alternative.  The “Preferred Alternative” has
been revised to identify tracking, evaluating, and monitoring natural
resources as an “Action Item.”

AGRICULTURE
Comments Provide New or Corrected Information on Agriculture

Comment: “Quote from Island Co. dairy agent is out of date – From 2000. Not currently accurate –
suggests that dairies in the reserve do not comply with waste management
rules.”

Response: Indeed, agriculture has been seriously impacted and is endangered within the Reserve, due to
the result of low prices, loss of local crop processing plants, closure of
support businesses, and impacts from urban sprawl (such as nuisance
lawsuits, and vandalism). There are few alternatives for farmers to offset the
increased liability issues. Newer installations or higher leveraged operations
have a much higher cost of production and have been losing money heavily
the last ten to fifteen years. According to the Island County dairy agent, the
“last straw” was the mandated waste management facilities upgrades that
were common in the 1980’s and 1990’s.  They were very expensive and not
financially possible for many smaller farmers, even with matching grant
funds. The milk support program only becomes effective if the price gets
below $10.60 per hundred-pound weight (cwt) which is about $1/cwt under
the average cost of production. A disturbing trend is the increasing number of
farms with net losses. Both in 1992 and 1997, there were more farms with net
losses than farms with net gains, and the gap is widening.
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Comments Express Support for Protection of Sustainable Agriculture but Oppose Emphasis on
Organic Agriculture

Concern Statement: Comments question the justification for emphasis on organic agriculture as opposed
to sustainable agriculture in the Reserve, and state that sustainable agriculture
is more consistent with the purpose of the Reserve.

Representative Quote: “Why ‘advocate for organic and sustainable agriculture’? Organic agriculture is and
will continue to be a small part of the agricultural economy of the U.S. If it
becomes economically advantageous to be an organic producer in the
Reserve, that will happen. Such a move should be driven by economics not
someone’s ‘good idea’. As far as sustainable, most of the land on Ebey and
Crockett Prairies is farmed by fourth and sixth generation farmers. If multi-
generations of successive farmers is not sustainability, I do not know what
sustainable means.”

Response: Thank you for your comment. References pertaining to “organic farming” have been changed
to “sustainable farming” in the final GMP.

Comments Support the Return of all NPS-Owned Farms to a Private Farmer
Concern Statement: Comments support the return of all NPS-Owned farms to private farmer.

Representative Quote: “Of the three alternatives proposed in this plan I support Alternative A with the hope
the NPS will get out of the property ownership business completely. Using
available funding to purchase scenic easements leaves the management of
these protected properties in the private sector minimizing the need for direct
property management by reserve staff.”

Response: The NPS purchased Farm I and II from the Trust for Public Land with Land and Water
Conservation Fund money, a fund source used for purchases to further
resource protection. It is not the intent of the NPS or the Trust Board to be in
the farm management business. The purchase is a temporary measure until a
new owner (farmer) can be located. Both the Preferred Alternative and
Alternative C propose exchanging both Farm I and Farm II to a farmer(s)
protected with appropriate conservation easements, for similar easements on
currently unprotected land elsewhere within the Reserve.

The West Ridge property was purchased from The Nature Conservancy and
includes historic properties on the National Register and well as agricultural
fields, and some forest. The Proposed Action (clarified by the NPS and the
Trust Board since publication of the draft GMP/EIS) calls for NPS to retain
ownership of this 60 acre property for public use and interpretation, to
continue to lease the fields to a local farmer, and to eventually to relocate the
Reserve’s maintenance facility adjacent to the Sheep Barn. This action would
allow for greater flexibility in interpretation around the Jacob Ebey House,
more efficient siting and management, and other opportunities for the
Reserve.

Comments Support the NPS Retaining 5 Acres at Reuble Farmstead for Reserve Use
Concern Statement: Comments support the NPS retaining Reuble farmstead for Reserve use.

Representative Quote: “NPS owned buildings at the former Reuble Farmstead (farm 2) should be used as a
possible preservation center to assist in providng training opportunities in
building repair/preservation techniques but the farm land should go back into
the private sector. If necessary or appropriate, lease the barn or other
buildings out if it would assist the new property owner in his/her operations.”
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Response: The option to retain approximately five acres of the Reuble Farmstead for the Reserve’s
maintenance facility was included in Alternative C. The Reserve’s
maintenance facility is presently located at the Reuble Farmstead and the
NPS has been maintaining, utilizing, and caring for the historic barn and
other historic structures within the farmstead over the last four years.
However, it was not included as the Preferred Alternative since it has been the
intent of the NPS and Trust Board to place the two intact farms (Farm I and
Farm II) back into the private sector for agricultural use.

Comments Introduce the Concept of Using Farms as Models for Economic Development of
Agricultural Lands

Concern Statement: Comments introduced a new concept of using farms as model for economic
development initiatives that could be researched as a case study and applied
to other agricultural lands.

Representative Quote: “The Farm 1 and Farm 2 properties could be a big help to local agriculture if they play
a role in future economic development initiatives to provide value added
opportunities to local growers. I encourage the Reserve to carefully consider
the possibilities of the Farm properties during discussions about their
ultimate disposition. Ata minimum, I encourage you to place the Farms back
into private hands to carry on their long farming tradition.” (Letter #35)

Response: Farms 1 and 2 are currently operating under a Special Use Permit which will expire in March
of 2008.  Prior to that time, a decision will be made regarding the future of
the Farms.  As part of the decision making process to determine the
disposition of both of the Farms, a clear and objective process will be
developed for judging various proposals for the Farms’ eventual ownership
and use.  It is anticipated that the potential role of the farms in future
economic development activities will be one consideration in the decision
making process.

Comments Question the Analysis on Causes of Agriculture Decline
Concern Statement: Comments question the plan’s analysis of the causes of the decline in agriculture in

the Reserve and state the plan has over-emphasized development pressures
and not give adequate weight to the economic difficulty of continuing family
farms.

Representative Quote: “Agricultural Resources – Page 49 – Paragraph 2 states that the loss of farm land “is
due in large part to strong residential development pressure.” The County
questions the certainty in which this conclusion is made. As stated in the last
sentence it is increasingly difficult for farmers to make a profit on agricultural
land. The County has received testimony from the agricultural community
who consistently states that they opt to sell their land because agriculture is
no longer profitable. Testimonial accounts have not revealed that residential
development is a pressure that forces farmers in to abandoning their lifestyle
and selling their land for residential development. The County feels that it is
irresponsible and inaccurate to make this statement for two primary reasons.
First, agricultural operators are not being taxed off of their land which is the
traditional reason behind development pressures being a cause for the loss of
agricultural land. Second, the County adopted a right to farm ordinance in
1998 which requires that all land that is within 500 feet of an agricultural
activity be subject to disclosure statements that are placed on property title
which inform prospective buyers that there are nuisances associated with
farming and that the County will not recognize complaints pertaining to
normal agricultural activities. Farmers have consistently stated they have not
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desired being squeezed out of the farming industry and that it is due to the
lack of profitability, and costs/loss of land due to ever increasing land use
regulations. If farming were more economically viable it would not matter
what the underlying zoning designation is. This is demonstrated by the fact
that the residential zoning designation existed within the Reserve for 32 years
and which allowed between 6 and 3.5 dwelling units per acre. Despite this
fact, there is still a substantial amount of that land that continued in
agricultural use.”

Response: Several factors are leading to a decline in agriculture in the Reserve.  In addition to broader
trends such as changing market and labor conditions, the conversion of
productive soils to non-agriculture uses is a factor.  Farming operations in the
Reserve have relied heavily on leased land to provide a flexible inventory of
agricultural acreage available for agricultural production.  As non-farming
owners of this land convert its use to non-agricultural activities such as rural
density housing, the options for active farmers are reduced.  This occurs
whether homes are built on newly created lots or on  existing undeveloped
parcels in the Reserve.

As blocks of farmland become isolated and disjointed, the efficiency with
which they can be managed declines, adding additional costs and complexity
to operating a farm in the Reserve.

Recent issuance of building permit applications have indicated a trend
toward infill of existing parcels, often in older subdivisions, or smaller
developments of lots, such as short plats and boundary line adjustments.

The statement that residential development pressures is a factor in the decline
of farming should not be interpreted as a criticism of Island County land use
policy, rather it is an acknowledgement of a social and market trend that is
impacting farming.

INTERPRETATION AND EDUCATION
Comments Provide New or Corrected Information for Gateway Facilities

Comment: “Highway 20, north entrance to the Reserve – I could not find any maps or mention in the
text concerning the North portal.”

Response: Unlike the two other gateway contact facilities (the southern gateway along state Route 20 in
the Smith Prairie area, and the Washington State Ferry landing at Keystone or
Port Townsend), a suitable location for the northern gateway has not been
determined; however, many of the park visitors will arrive at the Reserve from
the north so it is important to have a kiosk at this entry. The south gateway
has been developed to greater detail (see Figure 15, South Gateway) because
the potential to partner with AuSable Institute and the Island County already
exists.

Language has been added to the final GMP in Alternative B under the
heading “Gateway Contact Facilities” to clarify this information.

TRANSPORTATION, ACCESS, AND CIRCULATION
Comments Provide New and Corrected Information for Transportation

Comment 1: “p. 5, WSDOT Improvements – This section only speaks of WSF projects, yet other areas of
the document discuss future highway projects as having potentially
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substantial effects upon the Reserve. Broaden the description scope of
WSDOT improvements.”

Response: Thank you for your comment. Additional summary language has been added to the
“Background of the Reserve” chapter under the heading “Washington State
Department of Transportation Improvements” to include highway projects.
Detailed information on this topic can be found in the “Affected
Environment” chapter under “Roads and Highways”, “Safety Improvement
Projects.”

Comment 2: “p.5, Washington State GMA – The GMA also provides means for local comprehensive plans
through the transportation element to coordinate with WSDOT on
transportation planning and improvement projects. Emphasize more ways
the GMA can facilitate the purpose and significance of the Reserve.”

Response: The Trust Board and the NPS would be aware of, and participate, as able, in the
comprehensive planning processes of both Island County and the Town of
Coupeville. This would enable the Reserve to be proactive in providing input
to the Transportation Elements of both city and county comprehensive plans
on proposed improvements within the Reserve. Since the Growth
Management Act requires a public process through the State Environmental
Policy Act, these planning processes would provide a forum for the Reserve
to provide input as well as receive information regarding future
transportation projects.

Comment 3: “p.70, Highway Level of Service Standards – The transportation projects described are safety
improvement projects in response to a substantial number of accidents,
which defines those sections of SR 20 as High Accident Corridors. The
projects are not related to LOS improvement. Remove the project
descriptions from the discussion of LOS.”

Response: Thank you for the clarification. The 2nd paragraph on page 70, (1st column) describing the
safety transportation projects have been placed under a new heading called
“Safety Improvement Projects” and the mention in the 2nd  paragraph that
these improvements are needed  “to maintain LOS” on State Route 20 has
been deleted.

Comment 4: “While I have no knowledge of whether WSDOT was invited to be a cooperating entity to the
GMP EIS, only our Heritage Corridors office is listed on page 231.
Additionally, WSDOT is not listed on the circulation list for this document.”

Response: Washington State Department of Transportation is not a cooperating entity to the GMP.
However, WSDOT at the Dayton Avenue North address in Seattle has been
added to our mailing list. In addition, Washington State Department of
Transportation has been added to the “Summary of Pubic Involvement”
chapter on page 232, “List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons to Whom
Copies of the GMP/EIS Were Sent,” under “State and Local Agencies and
Officials.”

Comment 5: “p. 157, WSDOT SR 20 Realignment – WSDOT affirms the benefits of mutual understanding
of agency mission and project impetus by establishing a better work
relationship with NPS. The subject project is a response to high accidents in
that corridor of SR 20 based upon existing traffic data and roadway design
standards. Traffic science shows the arbitrary low speeds on a road designed
for higher speeds, creates more stop conditions, which are unsafe and cause
more severe injury type accidents than when operation speed is set within a
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5-mph range of the road’s design speed. In brief, higher speed conditions
influence safer traffic. Realignment can improve sight distance and driver
comfort through easier to maneuver curves, without increasing road speed.
We can work with the NPS towards safer road conditions that “are in
harmony with the purpose of the Reserve.”

Response: Thank you for your comments and information. The NPS understands the mission of
WSDOT to improve safety conditions on roads including the SR 20 corridor.
The NPS embraces working with WSDOT to improve road conditions that
meets safety needs while maintaining a road that is consistent with the
purpose of the Reserve.

Comment 6: “p. 159, Mitigation Measures – Add a proactive measure to work with WSDOT to understand
transportation planning implications of regional development to the
Reserve.”

Response: Thank you for your comment. A mitigation measure has been added that addresses
coordinating and working with WSDOT to improve understanding of
regional transportation planning and ensure transportation improvements
provide safe thoroughfares while being compatible with the character of the
Reserve.

Comment 7: “p. 172, Cumulative Impacts – WSDOT does not regulate traffic. State transportation standards
are based upon USDOT and AASHTO regulations. Please correct and
contact the Mt. Baker Planning Office for an informed understanding of how
WSDOT works with regional transportation.”

Response: Thank you for your comment. The document has been corrected and the erroneous statement
that WSDOT regulates traffic has been removed.

Comment 8: “p. 203, Effects on Transportation Access, and Circulation, Methodology and Assumptions –
The planned improvement projects for SR 20 at the Reserve would not
increase traffic because they are not capacity or mobility projects. These
safety improvement projects, are unfortunately, reactive to an existing traffic
issue. WSDOT seeks to be proactive with transportation planning, however,
in reality our projects are often a response to an existing need.”

Response: Thank you for your comment and corrected information. The document has been updated to
show that safety improvement projects are being designed in response to
existing need and no longer implies that these projects will increase traffic
flow.

MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS
Comments Question Staffing and Funding Justification

Concern Statement: Comments question the justification for expanding staffing and funding for the
Reserve.

Representative Quote: “I question the extensive expansion of staffing for the Reserve that is listed in the
Draft Management Plan. For example, since selling the NPS-owned farmland
is a goal, is there truly a need for a full-time Maintenance Manager plus a
Seasonal Maintenance Worker? What are the responsibilities of the
Community Planner and would that person overlap with staff in the Island
County Planning Department? Does a 17,000-acre Historical Reserve that is
almost entirely privately owned really require a full-time Cultural Resources
Specialist, Natural Resource Manager and Interpretation/Education
Specialist?”
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Response Thank you for your comment. The staffing section has been revised to provide added
clarification regarding staffing numbers and functions and an additional
breakdown of funding requirements for the Reserve. The total number of
new staff positions for the Reserve has been reduced by one position.

RESERVE BOUNDARY
Comment Question Expanding Boundary without a Willing Seller

Comment: “Prior to amending the Reserve Boundary, Island County recommends that the owners of the
described lands provide consent to their inclusion. It is likely that if the
Reserve boundary is expanded that there will be a subsequent request to
amend the Historic Advisory Committee (HAC) boundary so that the two are
consistent. Landowners who are part of this expansion should be aware of
not only the implications of being included in the Reserve, but also those
associated with being located within the HAC boundary. Until there is
universal agreement by all affected landowners the County opposes the
expansion.”

Response: Prior to a final recommendation to expand the boundaries of the Reserve, all private property
owners within proposed boundary expansion areas were contacted regarding
the implications of owning land within the Reserve. The proposed boundary
expansion area has been modified to reflect the final concurrence of land
owners willing to be included in the proposed revision to the Reserve
boundary.

LAND PROTECTION
Comments Provide New or Corrected Information for Land Protection

Comment 1: “The current maps in the GMP indicate Au Sable Institute’s property as being public land –
make sure to specify what the map is saying (don’t want to mislead the
public.)”

Response: Thank you for your comment. Changes have been made to Figure 15 on page
130 to clarify ownership.

Comment 2: “Town of Coupeville Comprehensive Plan… Comment – Last updated in 2003”

Response: Thank you for your comment. The change has been made regarding the
update.

Comment 3: “The Town adopted a Cottage Housing Overlay District which is subject to Design Review.”
[Not “Cottage Housing District”]

Response: Thank you for your comment.  The GMP has been updated to reflect the newly adopted
Cottage Overlay District.

Comment 4: “Land Protection Methods — Page 108 — In the third paragraph it is stated that the Rural
Zone constitutes 30% of Island County. This figure is incorrect. There are
approximately 80,000 out of 134,000 acres zoned Rural in Island County or
60% of the entire county, including cities. It is then stated that 47% of the
Reserve is zoned Rural. This statement fails to recognize what protections are
afforded within that 47%. How much of that 47% is already owned by NPS?
How much is protected under some form of conservation easement? How
much is owned by Au Sable, The Nature Conservancy, Seattle Pacific
University, Rhodendron Park and other owners that will not develop their
land into 5 acre residential development? How much of that land has already
been subdivided into plats, such as Sierra or San de Fuca? How much of that
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land is already smaller than 10 acres, thereby making any downzoning action
irrelevant? Or conversely, how much protection is truly offered by
downzoning land in the Rural zone of the Reserve? How much of that land is
encumbered by significant critical areas such as Crockett Lake and Peregos
Lake. These questions are very relevant in addressing the next statement
which concludes that 5 acre development would significantly alter the
existing visual character. The alarming tone of this statement fails to
recognize existing conditions, protections and parcelization.”

Response: Thank your for your comment. The statement that the Rural Zone constituted 30% of Island
County was taken from David Nemen’s report, “An Analysis of Island County
Zoning And Development Regulations in the Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve”. Thank you for the correction. The statement that 47 % of
the land is designated Rural Zone within the Reserve was calculated by the
NPS Pacific West Region-GIS. The questions and analysis you recommend to
calculate all protected lands within the Reserve would be a time-consuming,
but useful calculation.  The General Management Plan is a general guide for
the future management of the Reserve.  Several implementing plans will build
off of the GMP and provide the opportunities for more specific analysis as
you suggest.  The Land Protection Plan (LPP) for Ebey’s Landing NHR will
be updated to reflect the current land protection needs of the Reserve.  The
level of detailed investigation suggested in your comments is appropriate for
an LPP.  Reserve staff will consult with county staff during the early stages of
the LPP update, to assure that current trends and protective measures, such
as critical areas designations, are adequately considered.

However, for the purposes of the GMP, the planning team based its
conclusion that five acre lots are not sufficient to protect the scenic rural
character of the Reserve on the planning information available at the time
and by viewing existing, developed five acre zoning within and around the
Reserve.

The planning team acknowledges that in recent years, additional measures
have been taken by Island County to address some of these issues. Some of
these changes have occurred since the initiation of the Reserve’s GMP
planning process. These changes are summarized in the “Background of the
Reserve” chapter under “Island County Zoning and Ordinances.”

Comments Question Land Protection Priorities in the Reserve
Comment 1: “When looking at Figure 9 one can see that there is only one existing 5 acre parcel within this

view for a distance of just shy of 1 mile. Using this property as an example,
one that is situated in a very visible location along the highway, appears to be
sensationalizing this issue. A simple analysis of the zoning designations along
the highway would show that there is very little ability to subdivide any
significant amount of land into smaller parcels than already exist. The County
is uncertain as to why none of the maps or figures depict existing
parcelization. A more useful analysis would be to identify all of the Rural
zoned parcels within the Reserve, that are in private ownership, that are not
fully encumbered by critical areas, that are not currently protected by
easements or ownership, and that can be further subdivided. Identification of
these parcels that are “likely” or susceptible to subdivision would provide a
realistic look at the actual threat of residential development on the Reserve.
This information should then be used in the prioritizing process for land
acquisition and purchase of conservation easements. The County also
believes that it would be useful for groups such as The Nature Conservancy,
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Whidbey-Camano Land Trust and other conservation minded organizations
that seek to preserve land.”

Response: Figure 9 is a zoning map and does not show all of the several thousand parcels within the
Reserve.  In fact there are four 5-acre parcels on the 65 acre site chosen for
this simulation and several 5-acre parcels in the vicinity of the site.  The site
was chosen as a hypothetical example of the effects of 5 acre development
because it is owned by the National Park Service and not by a private owner.
Existing examples of very similar 5-acre development, such as at the corner of
Engle Road and Ft. Casey Road, were not used in order to not offend existing
residents or property owners within the Reserve.

Comment 2: “The County also believes that if the Park Service desires to curtail future subdivision and
residential development that it should identify lands that are most threatened
and prioritize these properties for acquisition or purchase of conservation
easements.”

Response: The Land Protection Plan for the Reserve will identify key lands that need protection through
purchase of conservation easements.  The National Park Service will
continue to work to acquire needed interests in high priority lands on a
willing buyer / willing seller basis.

Land Use Measures: Support County Regulatory Overlay Zone
Comment: “WEAN strongly supports inclusion of the proposal for Island County to adopt a regulatory

overlay zone for the unincorporated portion of the Reserve. 3-128. Given
recent and ongoing impacts to the Reserve from development this is clearly
warranted.”

Response: Please see response to the  comment below regarding opposition to the
County Regulatory Overlay Zone.

Land Use Measures: Oppose County Regulatory Overlay Zone
Concern Statement: Comments oppose the overlay zone, expressing concern about the regulatory nature

of adopting another overlay zone and question the compatibility of this land
use measure with the purpose of the Reserve.

Representative Quote: “The County opposes development of a zoning overlay designation that includes
downzoning, or any other regulatory burdens. The premise of the Historic
Reserve was to create a public/private partnership with landowners. The
Historic Reserve was not established as a regulatory agency. If the Park
Service believes additional regulation is necessary then the federal
government should pursue a different designation and authority of control.
The County believes that a zoning overlay is contrary to the purpose of the
Reserve in that it is a regulatory approach for protection. The County believes
that its previous GMA actions along with the establishment of a Historic
Advisory Committee that evaluates all new structures, subdivisions and other
land use actions within the Reserve demonstrates a commitment to
preserving the character of the Reserve. The Historic Advisory Committee
operates within a defined geographic boundary that already represents an
overlay with rules and regulations that apply to development. The County
will not incorporate the GMP into the Comprehensive Plan if it includes this
type of recommendation because it would create an inconsistency within our
own policy framework.”

Response: All mention of an overlay zone has been removed from the Final GMP/EIS, with the hope that
the county will continue to improve the existing Historic Preservation
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District and use other planning tools, as it deems appropriate that will result
in reasonable protection of the rural character of the Reserve.

The NPS has no land use regulatory authority related to private land within
the Reserve. No zoning or land use controls will be enacted by the Town of
Coupeville or Island County without the approval of the appropriate elected
officials, either County Commissioners or Town Council, and after
appropriate public review processes have been followed.  Adoption of this
General Management Plan by the Town or County does not change that fact.

Congress established the Reserve in 1978, as a unit of the National Park
System, because of its outstanding historic and scenic value.  Public Law 95-
625 envisioned that the Reserve would be appreciated, visited, and enjoyed by
a national constituency, and cared for by a partnership of local state and
national government.

While the Reserve was created to be managed by a unit of local government
(i.e. Trust Board), management still includes the responsibility for
stewardship of this special place for the entire nation. Protecting the special
character of Ebey’s Landing NHR will require a balancing of interests and
the cooperative efforts of all involved.

SOCIOECONOMICS
Comments Provide New or Corrected Information for Socioeconomics

Comment 1: “The EIS states that 30% of Island County is in the 5-acre Rural zone. 3-198. This is incorrect.
Of the area within Island County’s land use jurisdiction, the Rural zone is
over 65% of this area.”

Response: Thank you for your comments.  The Island County-wide acreages for the Rural zoning
designation will be corrected.  The questions you pose in order to have a
more detailed understanding of the potential for development at the 5 acre
density will be helpful during further analysis.  The General Management
Plan is a general guide for the future of the Reserve.  Several implementing
plans will build off of the GMP and provide the opportunities for more
specific analysis.  The Land Protection Plan for Ebey’s Landing NHR will be
updated to reflect the current land protection needs of the Reserve.  The level
of detailed investigation suggested in your comments is appropriate for an
LPP.  Reserve staff will consult with county staff during the early stages of the
LPP update, to assure that current trends and protective measures, such as
critical areas designations, are adequately considered.

Comment 2: “Comment – Population [of Coupeville] is now estimated at 1785.”

Response: Thank you for your response.  The estimated population has been updated.

RECREATION
New or Corrected Information for Recreation

Comment 1: “Note that the current description of NPS owned trails in Volume 1, page 90 includes the
Ridge Trail connecting the Prairie Wayside with the Bluff Trail. Assuming that
the report is referring to the trail connecting the Prairie Overlook with the
Bluff Trail (as pictured on page 98), this trail is on private land rather than
NPS land.”

Response: Thank you for your comment.  The GMP has been revised to clarify the proper names and
ownership of the trails noted in the text.
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Comment 2: “Rhododendron Park is referred to as a “developed park.” 3-58. There are several service roads
in the forest, the campground is without electrical power, and there are only
vault privies. Campgrounds and parks in this condition are not usually
classified as “developed.” This classification only makes sense if the Island
County developed baseball play field is included as within Rhododendron
Park. The local perception is that Rhododendron Park is the forested area
where the understorv is dominated by Rhododenron macrophyllum. not the
much smaller area deforested by Island County. The EIS also incorrectly
states the size of this forest parch as only 10 acres. It is considerably larger
than the total of 44 acres reported.”

Response: Thank you for your comment. The reference to Rhododendron Park on page 56 of the GMP
has been updated.

Comment 3: “The Coupeville Town Council has recently passed a new comprehensive plan, which
supports regulating personal watercrafts. The means of regulating this
use will not be decided until April 2001. The compromise could possible be
a speed limit within the Cove. Comment – the highlighted portion is not
correct.”

Response: Thank you for your comment.  The text on page 35 of the GMP has been corrected to note
that there are currently no Town of Coupeville regulations pertaining to
personal watercraft use in Penn Cove.

Comment 4: “The discussion of visitor use has contradictory information as to age of youngest visitor and
appears to reverse percentages:
According to the report, the average age of the sampled visitors, which
included no one younger than 16, was approximately 47 years. Ages ranged
from 16 to 85 years.
The largest group of visitors was comprised of two people (36 percent) xith
the second largest group comprised of four people (21 percent). Almost half
of the visitor groups came with children 15 years or younger.”

Response: Thank you for your comment. The GMP has been revised to clarify the visitor survey
information.
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Section 7 Consultation
Consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended,
authorizes federal agencies to enter into early con-
sultation with the USFWS to ensure that any fed-
eral action would not jeopardize the existence of
any listed species or destroy or adversely modify
its habitat. Consultation with the USFWS for spe-
cies information relating to the Reserve was initi-
ated in January 2000 and updated in April 2004.
(See Appendix G: Letters for Section 7 Consulta-
tion-ESA.)

Consultation with Washington State Natural
Resource Agencies

In addition to the USFWS, the NPS contacted the
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife
and the Washington Natural Heritage Program
(within the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources) in December 2000 for species
information for the Reserve. This information was
used in conjunction with the USFWS species in-
formation.

Consultation with Washington State Coastal
Zone Management Program

Since the Reserve is located within the jurisdiction
of the Washington State Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Program, the NPS has been in contact with
the Federal Consistency Coordinator to ensure
that the GMP/EIS meets the federal requirements
under the Coastal Zone Management Act
(CZMA). This program is coordinated by the
Washington State Department of Ecology. (See
Appendix H: Federal Consistency–Washington
State Coastal Zone Management Program.)

Agency Consultation and
Coordination
The following discussion documents the consulta-
tion and coordination efforts undertaken by the
NPS during the preparation of the draft GMP/EIS.
Consultation is considered an on-going effort for
development of a GMP/EIS. All local govern-
ments, tribal governments, and federal and state
agencies with resource management responsibili-
ties or interests in the Reserve were informed of
the planning effort and encouraged to participate.
Throughout the planning process, these agencies
were updated with newsletter mailings to keep
them informed of the status of the planning effort.
The planning team also made several presenta-
tions at special interest group meetings, as well as
provided information through newsletter mailings
and personal calls. Congressional officials were
kept updated by newsletter mailings. Appendices
F, G, and H contain copies of letters exchanged
during the agency consultation process.

Section 106 Compliance
Consultation with Native American Tribes

In keeping with the provisions of NEPA and
NHPA, Native American tribes within the vicinity
of the Reserve were contacted. In October 2001,
the Chairman for the Swinomish Tribal Commu-
nity was contacted and informed about the initia-
tion of the GMP. Subsequently, tribal staff have
met with Reserve staff on several occasions to get
further information and to provide comments and
recommendations.

Consultation with the Washington State
Historic Preservation Officer and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
must be consulted concerning any resource man-
agement proposals that might affect a cultural
property listed on or eligible for the National Reg-
ister of Historic Places. Consultation with the
Washington State SHPO and the Advisory Council
for Section 106 of the National Historic Preserva-
tion Act, as amended, has been ongoing through-
out the planning process. (See Appendix F: Letters
for 106 Compliance-NHPA.)
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Following release of the draft GMP/EIS, there was
90-day public review period including public
meetings, after which time the comments received
were gathered, analyzed, and used to complete
and produce this final GMP/EIS. This Final GMP/
EIS will be released for a 30-day no-action period.
After this period, a Record of Decision will be
signed by the NPS Regional Director. The plan can
then be implemented, subject to funding and ad-
ditional environmental analysis for site-specific
actions.

Coordination with Other
Organizations and Groups
The planning team also made several presenta-
tions during the scoping period to special interest
groups. These groups included the following:

• The Nature Conservancy

• Au Sable Institute

• Washington State Parks

• Town of Coupeville, Planning Department

• Island County, Planning and Community
Development

• Island County Engineering

• Pacific Northwest Trail Association

• Washington Environmental Action Network

• Whidbey Audubon

• Washington State Department of Transporta-
tion

• Whidbey Camano Land Trust

• Naval Air Station—Whidbey (Ecologist)

• Seattle Pacific University, Planning, Facilities,
and Guest Services divisions

• Island County Chamber of Commerce

• Island Transit

• Island County Economic Development Council

• American Farmland Trust, Washington Field
Office

• Central Whidbey Trails
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cal Reserve. The first workshop was held on Feb-
ruary 18, 2003 and focused on the entire Reserve.
The second workshop, held on February 26, 2003,
specifically addressed the town of Coupeville.
Both workshops were held at the Recreation Hall
in Coupeville. Thirty-three attended the first
workshop and 42 people attended the second.
Workshops were hosted by the Reserve Trust
Board and staff. The public was asked to write
comments on numbered sheets corresponding to
Character Area maps. These Character Area maps,
with corresponding public comment numbers, are
part of the GMP administrative record and are
available for review at the Reserve Trust Board of-
fice.

Public Notification
Written comments were also accepted by surface
and electronic mail. Press releases were sent to lo-
cal newspapers announcing the public meetings.
In addition, letters were sent to the following
groups:

• Agricultural Forestry Council

• American Farmland Trust

• Au Sable Institute

• Central Whidbey Fire District

• Civilian Conservation Corps

• Coupeville School District Board

• Crockett Lake Diking District

• Farm Service Agency

• Governor’s Office of Indian Affairs

Land Protection Strategy
Plan
The purpose of the Plan is to assist Reserve staff
in identifying methods, funding, and priorities for
protecting significant properties within the Re-
serve. This will enable Reserve and NPS staff to
act quickly when funding opportunities or devel-
opment threats arise. The land protection strategy
plan identifies the specific lands that are most
valuable and most vulnerable; those lands contain-
ing the highest scenic, historic, agricultural, and
natural resource integrity, that are also least pro-
tected by current controls. This plan was com-
pleted by contractors working for the Trust Board.
It was approved by the Trust Board in 2004 and
will give guidance to the subsequent NPS land
protection plan for the Reserve. The NPS expects
that this plan will be released to the public follow-
ing publication of the Ebey’s Landing National His-
torical Reserve General Management Plan/Environ-
mental Impact Statement.

Public Meetings
The public meetings provided a forum for the
public to respond to draft criteria for determining
land protection priorities. It also allowed the op-
portunity for the public to give written comment
on what Reserve lands they thought were most im-
portant to protect.

Two public workshops were conducted by Reserve
staff on the development of the land protection
strategy plan for Ebey’s Landing National Histori-
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Written Comments
Public comments were gathered over a public
comment period from February 2003 through
March 2003. A total of 264 comments were re-
ceived. Comments were compiled for the purpose
of incorporating public feedback into the land
protection strategy plan for the Reserve.

Areas Outside the Reserve
• Several commentors recommended expanding

the Reserve to include areas north and east of
the current Reserve boundaries.

Coupeville Character Area
• Several commenters recommended protecting

specific structures in the town as important
historical features.

• Many commentors recommended protecting
specific property areas as being of importance
to the Reserve.

• Several people recommended expanding the
town’s historic district.

• Several commentors recommended that cell
phone towers not be permitted near the el-
ementary school.

Crockett Prairie Character Area
• Many commentors stressed the importance of

Crockett Lake and marshes as valued wildlife
habitat and scenic views.

• Several commentors recommended greater
protection for several areas in Crockett Prairie.

• One person recommended acquisition of the
restaurant adjacent to the Keystone Ferry for
use as a Reserve interpretive center.

Island County Commissioners

• Island County Conservation Futures Fund
Board

• Island County Economic Council

• Island County Marine Resources Committee

• Island County Parks

• Island County Salmon Recovery Lead Entity

• Island County Trails Council

• Port of Coupeville District

• Seattle Pacific University

• Sunnyside Cemetery District

• The Nature Conservancy

• Town of Coupeville

• Trust for Public Land

• U.S. Navy Recreation Department, Environ-
mental Affairs Office

• Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

• Washington Department of Natural Resources

• Washington Department of Transportation

• Washington Native Plant Society

• Washington State Parks

• Washington State University Beach Watchers

• Whidbey Audubon Society

• Whidbey Environmental Action Network

• Whidbey Camano Land Trust

• Whidbey General Hospital Board

• Whidbey Island Conservation District

• Whidbey Island Realtor Boards
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Ebey’s Prairie Character Area
• Many commentors stressed the importance of

protecting farmland in the prairie and the rural
character of the entrances into Coupeville.

• Several people recommended increased protec-
tion for a number of specific natural features
and areas.

• Several commentors stressed the need to
protect types of flora.

• Several participants recommended specific
projects within the area.

Fort Casey Uplands Character Area
• Many commentors stressed the importance of

protecting natural features.

Kettle and Pratt Woodland Character
Area
• Several commentors addressed the need to

protect various forested areas within this
Character Area.

• Several participants addressed protecting
shorelines along the coast and in Penn Cove
from development pressures.

• Several commentors recommended developing
trail networks in the woodlands and one recom-
mended extending the boundaries of Fort Ebey
State Park as much as possible.

Parker and Patmore Woodland
Character Area
• Several people recommended protecting Native

American population sites and archaeological
areas and placing more emphasis on Native
American human history in the Reserve.

Penn Cove Character Area
• A number of commentors recommended more

protection for the sea life of the cove and the
banning of jet skis.

San de Fuca Uplands Character Area
• Several commentors recommended protecting

various areas and historic structures.

• Several people stressed the need to protect
various areas of the shoreline of Penn Cove to
preserve them from development.

Smith Prairie Character Area
• Several commentors recommended specific

areas for protection.

West Coastal Strip Character Area
• Many participants stressed the importance of

these areas for public access and enjoyment and
the need to protect the scenic views, natural
features and plants along the bluffs.

Trails and Public Access
• There were numerous recommendations ad-

dressing the importance of protecting public
access to trails throughout the Reserve and
developing a comprehensive trail network for
hikers, cyclists and equestrians.
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Mr. Keith Dunbar

Chief of Planning and Compliance for the NPS
Pacific West Region, Former Project Manager,
Seattle, Washington

Mr. Bob Fisher

Former Trust Board Member, Washington State
Parks and Recreation Commission
Representative, Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve, Coupeville, Washington;
Direct Park Management and Policy Issues

Mr. Michael Hankinson

Historical Landscape Architect, NPS Pacific
West Region—Seattle Office, Seattle,
Washington; Development Concept Plans.

Mr. Rob Harbour

Reserve Manager, Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve, Coupeville, Washington;
Park Management and Operations,
Coordination with Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve Trust Board

Mr. Craig Holmquist

Trails Maintenance Supervisor, North
Cascades National Park Service Complex,
Sedro-Woolley, Washington; Historic Buildings
and Trails Inventory Assistance

Ms. Barbara Holyoke

Realty Specialist, NPS Pacific West Region—
Seattle Office, Seattle, Washington; Lands
Issues

List of Preparers and
Cooperating Entities
Planning Team Composition and
Functions

Ms. Deanne Adams

Chief of Interpretation, NPS Pacific West
Region, San Francisco, California;
Interpretation Issues

Mr. Brett Bayne

Former Trust Board Member, Washington State
Parks and Recreation Commission
Representative, Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve, Coupeville, Washington;

Direct Park Management and Policy Issues

Capt. Marshall Bronson (U.S. Navy, retired)

Trust Board Member, Town of Coupeville
Representative, Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve, Coupeville, Washington;
Direct Park Management and Policy Issues

Mr. Kermit Chamberlin

Former Trust Board Member, Island County
Representative, Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve, Coupeville, Washington;
Direct Park Management and Policy Issues

Mr. Theo K. Chargualaf

Landscape Architect, formerly with NPS
Pacific West Region—Seattle Office, Seattle,
Washington; Draft GMP/EIS Design and
Production, Layout, and Review; Analysis of
Related Plans; Newsletter Editing, Design, and
Production
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Ms. Gretchen Luxenberg

Historian and NPS Cultural Resource
Specialist, NPS Pacific West Region—Seattle
Office, Seattle, Washington and Trust Board
Member, Ebey’s Landing National Historical
Reserve; Cultural Resources 106 Compliance
Coordinator for National Historic Preservation
Act, Cultural and Recreational Resource Issues

Ms. Emily McLuen

GIS Specialist, NPS Pacific West Region—
Seattle Office, Seattle, Washington; Spatial
Analysis and Cartography

Jack McPherson

Trust Board Member, Town of Coupeville
Representative, Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve, Coupeville, Washington

Mr. Bob Merrick

Trust Board Member, Town of Coupeville
Representative, Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve, Coupeville, Washington;
Direct Park Management and Policy Issues

Ms. Amanda Schramm

Planning Intern, NPS Pacific West Region—
Seattle Office, Seattle, Washington; Production
of Final GMP.

Mr. Richard Smedley

Prescribed Fire Specialist, NPS CCSO,
Portland, Washington; Fire Issues

Mr. Leigh Smith

Resources Management Specialist, Ebey’s
Landing National Historical Reserve,

Ms. June Jones

Regional Web Coordinator, NPS Pacific West
Region—Seattle Office, Seattle, Washington;
Web Support for Public Information

Ms. Amanda Kaplan

Fire Program Analyst, NEPA Compliance
Program Leader, NPS Pacific West Region—
Seattle Office, Seattle, Washington;
Environmental Impact Statement and Fire
Issues

Mr. Jim Konopik

Former Trust Board Member, Island County
Representative, Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve, Coupeville, Washington;
Direct Park Management and Policy Issues

Mr. Bob Lappin

Former Trust Board Member, Town of
Coupeville Representative, Ebey’s Landing
National Historical Reserve, Coupeville,
Washington; Direct Park Management and
Policy Issues

Mr. Michael Larrabee

Physical Science Technician, North Cascades
National Park Service Complex, Marblemount,
Washington; Natural Resources Data

Mr. George Lloyd

Trust Board Member, Island County
Representative, Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve, Coupeville, Washington;
Direct Park Management and Policy Issues
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Ms. Benye Weber

Former Trust Board Member, Island County
Representative, Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve, Coupeville, Washington;
Direct Park Management and Policy Issues

Ms. Arlene Yamada

Administrative Support Assistant, NPS Pacific
West Region—Seattle Office, Seattle,
Washington; Document Production Support

Dr. Frederick F. York

Regional Anthropologist, NPS Pacific West
Region—Seattle Office, Seattle, Washington;
Consultation and Background Information on
Tribal Issues

Consultants

Mr. Tom Belcher

Facilities Manager, North Cascades National
Park Service Complex, Sedro-Woolley,
Washington; Facilities Maintenance Issues

Ms. Amy Cragg

Landscape Architecture graduate student at the
University of Washington, Seattle, Washington;
Five-acre Zoning Build-out Scenarios (photo
simulation) in Chapter 4.

Mr. Nathaniel Cormier

Landscape Architect, Jones & Jones Architects
and Landscape Architects, Seattle, Washington;
Agricultural Preservation Study

Mr. Craig Dalby

GIS Specialist, NPS Pacific West Region—
Seattle Office, Seattle, Washington; Spatial
Analysis and Cartography

Coupeville, Washington; Natural Resource
Issues

Ms. Sara Street

Trails Laborer, North Cascades National Park
Service Complex, Marblemount, WA; Natural
Resources Data

Ms. Cheryl Teague

Landscape Architect, NPS Pacific West
Region—Seattle Office, Seattle, Washington;
Project Manager, Visual Analysis Issues, Scenic
Resources, and Public Involvement; Newsletter
and GMP Editor and Coordinator

Mr. Jim Thomson

Archaeologist, NPS Pacific West Region—
Seattle Office, Seattle, Washington;
Archaeology Issues

Dr. Stephanie Toothman

Chief of Cultural Resources, NPS Pacific West
Region—Seattle Office, Seattle, Washington;
Cultural Resource Issues

Mr. Ron Van Dyk

Trust Board Member, Town of Coupeville
Representative, Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve, Coupeville, Washington;
Direct Park Management and Policy Issues

Mr. Rick Wagner

Chief, Land Resources Program Center, NPS
Pacific West Region—Seattle Office, Seattle,
Washington; Analysis of Lands Issues and
Boundary Modification Issues
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Mr. Steve Gibbons

Natural Resources Section 7 Consultation
under the Endangered Species Act, NPS Pacific
West Region—Seattle Office, Seattle,
Washington; Natural Resource Compliance

Mr. Mark MacKay

Production Director, Northwest Interpretive
Association, Seattle; Washington, Scoping
Newsletter Design and Production

Ms. April Mills

Landscape Architect Intern, Jones & Jones
Architects and Landscape Architects, Seattle,
Washington; Cultural Landscape Project, GIS
Specialist

Ms. Nancy Rottle

Former Landscape Architect with Jones &
Jones Architects and Landscape Architects,
Seattle, Washington; Cultural Landscape and
Agricultural Preservation Project Lead

Other Cooperating Entities

Ms. Harriet Allen

Endangered Species Section Manager,
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife,
Olympia, WA; Section 7 Consultation under the
Endangered Species Act

Dr. Allyson Brooks

Washington State Historic Preservation Officer,
Olympia, Washington; 106 Compliance under
the National Historic Preservation Act

Ms. Jane Crisler

Historic Preservation Specialist, Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, Lakewood,

Colorado; 106 Compliance under the National
Historic Preservation Act

Mr. John Engbrink

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Lacey,
Washington; Section 7 Consultation under the
Endangered Species Act

Mr. Chris Gebhardt

NEPA Reviewer, Geographic Implementation
Unit, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 10, Seattle, WA

Ms. Sandy Swope Moody

Environmental Coordinator, Washington
Natural Heritage Program, Olympia, WA;
Section 7 Consultation under the Endangered
Species Act.

Ms. Linda Rankin

Federal Consistency Coordinator, Department
of Ecology, SEA Program, Olympia,
Washington: Federal Consistency Compliance
under the Coastal Zone Management Act.
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List of Agencies,
Organizations, and Persons
to Whom Copies of the
GMP/EIS Were Sent
Federal Agencies and Officials

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
Western Office of Project Review, Lakewood,
CO

Coast Defense Study Group Coupeville, WA

Craters of the Moon National Monument,
Arco, ID

Department of Interior, Office of Regional
Solicitor, Portland, OR

Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve,
Trust Board Members, Coupeville, WA

Fort Clatsop National Memorial, Astoria, OR

Fort Vancouver National Historic Site,
Vancouver, WA

John Day Fossil Beds National Monument,
Kimberly, OR

Klondike Gold Rush National Historical Park,
Seattle, WA

Mount Rainier National Park, Longmire, WA

National Park Service, Pacific West Region,
Seattle, WA

Naval Air Station Whidbey, Environmental
Affairs, Oak Harbor, WA

Naval Air Station Whidbey, Morale, Recreation
and Welfare, Oak Harbor, WA

Naval Air Station Whidbey, Public Affairs, Oak
Harbor, WA

North Cascades National Park Service
Complex, Sedro-Woolley, WA

North Cascades National Park Service
Complex, Marblemount Field Office,
Marblemount, WA

Oregon Caves National Monument, Cave
Junction, OR

San Juan Island National Historical Park, Friday
Harbor, WA

Whitman Mission National Historic Site, Walla
Walla, WA

U.S. House of Representatives, Washington,
D.C., 6th District, Honorable Norm Dicks,
Tacoma, WA

U.S. House of Representatives, Washington,
D.C., 2nd District, Honorable Rick Larsen,
Everett, WA

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region
10, Seattle, WA

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C., Honorable
Maria Cantwell, Seattle, WA

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C., Honorable Patty
Murray, Seattle, WA

State and Local Agencies and Officials

Coupeville Port District, Coupeville, WA

Department of Natural Resources Public
Affairs, Olympia, WA

Fort Casey State Park, Coupeville, WA

Fort Ebey State Park, Coupeville, WA

Island County Board of Commissioners,
Coupeville, WA

Island County Historical Review Committee,
Coupeville, WA

Island County Parks Department, Coupeville,
WA

Island County Planning and Community
Development Department, Coupeville, WA

Island County Public Works Department,
Coupeville, WA

Island Transit, Coupeville, WA

Office of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation, Olympia, WA
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Town of Coupeville Design Review Board,
Coupeville, WA

Town of Coupeville, Mayor, Coupeville, WA

Town of Coupeville Planning Commission,
Coupeville, WA

Town of Coupeville, Town Council, Coupeville,
WA

Town of Coupeville, Town Planner, Coupeville,
WA

Washington State Office of Archaeology,
Olympia, WA

Washington State Parks and Recreation,
Northwest Headquarters, Burlington, WA

Washington State Representative, 10th District,
Honorable Kelly Barlean, Langley, WA

Washington State Representative, 10th District,
Honorable Barry Sehlin, Olympia, WA

Washington State Senate, 10th District,
Honorable Mary Haugen, Camano Island, WA

Whidbey Island Conservation District,
Coupeville, WA

Tribes

Swinomish Indian Tribal Community, La
Conner, WA

Organizations

American Farmland Trust, Puyallup, WA

Au Sable Institute of Environmental Studies,
University of Wisconsin, Madison, WI

Central Whidbey Chamber of Commerce,
Coupeville, WA

Central Whidbey Trails Council, Langley, WA

Clinton Chamber of Commerce, Clinton, WA

Continuum History & Research, Sedro-
Woolley, WA

Coupeville Arts Center, Coupeville, WA

Coupeville Festival Association, Coupeville, WA

Freeland Chamber of Commerce, Freeland, WA

Greenbank Farm Management Group,
Greenbank, WA

Island County Historical Society, Coupeville,
WA

Island District Economic Development
Council, Coupeville, WA

National Parks and Conservation Association,
Seattle, WA

National Trust for Historic Preservation,
Washington, D.C.

National Trust for Historic Preservation, San
Francisco, CA

Northwest Interpretive Association, Seattle, WA

Oak Harbor Chamber of Commerce, Oak
Harbor, WA

Pacific Forest Trust, Seattle, WA

San Juan Preservation Trust, Lopez, WA

Seattle Audubon Society, Seattle, WA

Skagit Island Builders Association, Burlington,
WA

South Whidbey Historical Society, Langley, WA

The Conservation Fund, Southwest
Representative, Green Valley, AZ

The Nature Conservancy, Washington Field
Office, Seattle, WA

The Wilderness Society, Pacific Northwest
Region, Seattle, WA

Trust for Public Land, Seattle, WA

Washington Native Plant Society, Seattle, WA

Washington Trails Association, Seattle, WA

Washington Trust for Historic Preservation,
Seattle, WA

Whidbey Audubon Society, Langley, WA

Whidbey Camano Land Trust

Whidbey Environmental Action Network,
Langley, WA
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Whidbey Island Association of Realtors, Oak
Harbor, WA

Whidbey Island South Association of Realtors,
Langley, WA

Whidbey Tours, Coupeville, WA

Business and Industry

Clifton View Homes, Coupeville, WA

Coupeville Inn, Coupeville, WA

Eastman Company, Agoura Hills, CA

Fantastic Foods, Coupeville, WA

Oles, Morrison & Rinker LLP, Seattle, WA

Schaefer & Bratton, Coupeville, WA

VARGAS, Sedro-Woolley, WA

Wessen & Associates, Seattle, WA

Whidbey Island B & B Association, Langley,
WA

Windermere/Center Isle Realty, Coupeville, WA

Yonkman Construction, Oak Harbor, WA

Schools, Libraries, and Institutions

Coupeville School District, Coupeville, WA

Coupeville Town Library, Coupeville, WA

Freeland Public Library, Freeland, WA

Langley Public Library, Langley, WA

Seattle Pacific University, Camp Casey,
Coupeville, WA

Seattle Pacific University, Seattle, WA

Skagit Valley College, Whidbey Island Campus,
Oak Harbor, WA

University of Wisconsin, Madison, WA

Media

Anacortes American, Anacortes, WA

South Whidbey Record, Langley, WA

Stanwood Camano News, Stanwood, WA

The Coupeville Examiner, Coupeville, WA

The Seattle Times, Seattle, WA

The Seattle Post-Intelligencer, Seattle, WA

Whidbey News Times, Oak Harbor, WA

Individuals

533 private individuals on the mailing list




