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Th e Analysis of Boundary Adjustment is 
required by Congress and must be included 
in all GMPs.  Th e NPS planning guidance 
handbook states:

4.1.4 Potential Boundary Modifi cations 
“Indications of potential boundary 
modifi cations” is the last of the four 
elements that Congress directed the 
National Park Service to consider in the 
development of GMPs for parks. Park 
boundaries are often drawn to refl ect a 
wide range of practical considerations 
at one point in time, and they do not 
necessarily refl ect natural or cultural 
resource features, administrative 
considerations, or changing land uses. 
Park managers frequently respond to 
problems with adjacent lands as they 
arise, but Congress, state and local 
governments, and the general public 
often ask questions about what is really 
necessary to protect park resources. 
The impacts associated with current or 
potential changes in adjacent land uses 
are some of the most frequently cited 
reasons why parks seek funding for a new 
GMP. 

It is important for the GMP to take 
a comprehensive look at concerns 
about adjacent land uses, implications 
for management of lands within the 
authorized boundary, and potential for 
boundary adjustments. In some cases it 
will be appropriate for the GMP to identify 
areas of interest or concern in very general 
terms, perhaps following topography, 
watersheds, or roads. More detailed 
evaluation might follow the GMP in a 
separate boundary study. In other cases, 

where the lands and ownership patterns 
are not extensive or complex, the GMP 
might get more specifi c about identifying 
lands that meet criteria for inclusion in the 
park. In either situation, adding lands to 
the park and having them acquired by the 
National Park Service is only one of many 
ways to accomplish goals for resource 
protection and enhanced quality of 
visitor experiences. By identifying areas of 
concern in the GMP, the park can promote 
partnerships with local governments, 
neighboring land managers, and private 
owners. Having some information in the 
park’s GMP regarding possible boundary 
modifi cations can help support and 
facilitate legislation when needed to take 
advantage of arising opportunities due to 
a willing-seller situation.

As part of the general management planning 
process, the NPS identifi es and evaluates 
boundary adjustments that may be necessary or 
desirable to carry out the purposes of the park.  
Boundary adjustments may be recommended if 
they fulfi ll at least one of the following criteria:

To include significant resources or 
opportunities for public enjoyment 
related to the purposes of the park.
To address operational and 
management issues, such as access 
and boundary identification by 
topographic or other natural features 
or roads.
To protect park resources critical to 
fulfilling park purposes.

Federal law calls for the NPS to consult with 
aff ected agencies and others regarding a proposed 

1.

2.

3.

Appendix B: Analysis of Boundary Adjustment
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boundary change, and to provide a cost estimate 
of acquisition cost, if any, related to the boundary 
adjustment.  NPS Management Policies, 2006 
instruct that any recommendation to expand 
boundaries be preceded by determinations that 
the added lands will be:

feasible to administer considering size, 
configuration, ownership, cost, and 
other factors; and that
other alternatives for management 
and resource protection have been 
considered and are not adequate. (NPS 
Management Policies 2006, section 3.5, 
also Public Law 95–625, and Public 
Law 101–628)

Th e Antiquities Act of 1906 authorizes the 
President of the United States to establish 
National Monuments, as was done for Governors 
Island National Monument, and to reserve “the 
smallest area compatible with the proper care and 
management of the objects to be protected…
Th e two primary “objects to be protected” were 
Fort Jay and Castle Williams.  Other structures 
and grounds included in the boundary were 
considered important for the overall care and 
management of the park/national monument.  
Th e boundary determination was made prior 
to the start-up of park operations and prior to 
re-development of the rest of the island.  Th is 
GMP requires and provides an opportunity to 
evaluate the current boundary and recommend 
any changes.  Th e primary area of focus is where 
the boundary cuts across the glacis, dividing an 
important cultural landscape and defensive feature 
of Fort Jay nearly in half.  Th e following section 
records the evaluation of the need for a boundary 
change to address the glacis.

Evaluation

1. Significant Resources or 
Opportunities
Although the NPS boundary includes the 
about half of the glacis (13.5 of 23.3 acres), 
approximately 9.8 acres lies south of the 
National Monument boundary.  Th is area 
is the lower half of the gently sloping fi eld 
extending south from Fort Jay toward the 
South Battery (Building 298).  Historic maps 
and photographs show the area was used 
for a variety of activities including a garden 
(around 1812), temporary housing (soldiers’ 
tents), parade grounds, polo, and golf.  
Th is area includes important documented 
archeological resources, four tennis courts 
(date undetermined), remnants of the golf 
course, and the former Super 8 motel (293) 
constructed in 1986.  Th e former motel is a 
Category 4 structure in the Manual: non–
contributing, obscuring important views, 
able to be removed.

Th e additional acreage would include 
signifi cant resources (landscape, 
archeological, and recreational) and provide 
opportunities for public enjoyment related to 
the purposes of the National Monument by 
enhancing the ability of the NPS to provide 
interpretive and educational programs on the 
glacis.

2. Operational and Management 
Issue
Th ere is no visible or physical boundary 
marker traversing the glacis.  Approximately 
half is owned and maintained by GIPEC 
and half owned and maintained by NPS.  
Th e NPS anticipates that daily use and a 
high demand for recreational use and special 
events in the part of the glacis beyond the 
National Monument boundary may not 
always be coordinated with other National 
Monument activities.  Th ese uses or 
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confl icting policies as to what the public can 
do on the glacis would likely pose substantial 
confl icts with visitor use and enjoyment of 
the NPS portion of the glacis, be confusing 
to visitors, and policies could be diffi  cult or 
impossible to enforce.  Such incompatible 
uses could include historical reenactments 
involving fi rearms, while large festivals or 
other events are occurring elsewhere on 
the glacis.  Incompatible treatment of the 
glacis grounds and vegetation and pest 
management policies could result in confl icts 
between NPS and GIPEC management.  
Incorporating a boundary adjustment would 
enhance NPS operation and management 
by providing a logical and natural boundary 
that coincides with the adjacent roads.  Th is 
boundary would enable the NPS to provide 
consistent programming, landscape and 
archaeological preservation treatment and 
maintenance.

3. Protect Resources
A boundary adjustment would protect 
the entire remaining glacis—a resource 
critical to fulfi lling National Monument’s 
mission, and a character–defi ning feature 
of Fort Jay.  Some of GIPEC’s early plans 
proposed building a new structure on 
the site of the Super 8 motel.  Th is new 
construction could further obstruct historic 
views and connections to the island’s third 
fortifi cation, South Battery, would occur in 
an archaeologically sensitive area, and could 
introduce potentially incompatible uses.  
Centralizing management of the glacis with 
one entity would eliminate these potential 
confl icts.

4. Feasibility
Th e land that would be added to the 
National Monument is small (9.8 acres) and 
would not pose a substantial maintenance 
burden, since the maintenance costs are 
primarily grounds keeping.  However, to be 

feasible, the land would need to be cleared 
of non-historic, non-contributing Bldg. 293 
and donated by GIPEC.

5. Other Alternatives
Th e Governors Island Preservation and Design 
Manual directs GIPEC to protect the glacis; 
however, as of this writing, GIPEC has not 
yet completed its master plan for the island.  
Th e long-term ability of GIPEC to preserve 
the historic resources and coordinate the 
activities of other organizations to avoid 
impacts to the landscape, archaeological 
resources and visitors in the National 
Monument cannot be determined at this 
time.
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Findings

A boundary adjustment to include the remainder 
of the glacis, 9.8 acres, within the boundary of the 
Governors Island National Monument meets the 
established criteria.  Th e boundary adjustment 
would enable the NPS to better protect 
archaeological and historic resources, enhance 
interpretation of the cultural landscape, provide 
consistent landscape treatment, and coordinate 
public programming.

Currently, there is not suffi  cient information 
about GIPEC’s long-term plans for the glacis and 
surrounding areas to know if this could become 

a future issue.  At present, there is no evidence of 
inappropriate treatment of the glacis resources, 
and NPS and GIPEC are collaborating well to 
avoid confl icting use of the glacis.  Th erefore, the 
NPS will not pursue a boundary adjustment at 
this time, but will continue to work with GIPEC 
formally and informally to manage and program 
sensitive areas so that important resources are 
preserved and maintained.
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Established national parks develop carrying 
capacity guidelines based on many years of 
experience managing visitor use and its eff ect on 
park resources.  Th ese guidelines often benefi t 
from a solid baseline of information about visitor 
numbers, activities, circulation patterns, and a 
series of assessments of resource conditions.  Once 
these parameters are better known, a Visitor 
Experience and Resource Protection (VERP) 
plan can be prepared.  As a new park, without a 
history of year-round public visitation, with initial 
highly restricted public access, and with only 
preliminary assessments of resource conditions, 
the development of carrying capacities for the 
Governors Island National Monument will need 
to evolve over time.

Certain assumptions about the likely patterns 
of visitation and the eff ects on resources have 
been made to develop the provisional carrying 
capacities outlined below.  Th e indicators 
(measurable physical or social variables) may be 
predicted with relative confi dence; however, the 
standards (minimum acceptable condition) will 
need to be adjusted based on monitoring resources 
and visitors.

Th e largest unknown factors involve the nature 
of ferry transportation and the intensity of 
visitor uses in the historic district adjacent to the 
National Monument.  Capacity will be infl uenced 
by the frequency of ferry arrivals, the numbers of 
passengers they accommodate, and the seasonality 
of the service.  Likewise, capacity for the National 
Monument will be aff ected by the kinds of 
public programs off ered in the historic district by 
GIPEC and its tenants.  Th e unfenced boundary 
will likely be traversed by many visitors to the 
island who may not be intentional visitors of the 
National Monument.  Th ese issues are largely 
beyond the immediate control of NPS.  It is clear 
that NPS will need to work closely with ferry 
operators, GIPEC and its tenants to eff ectively 
monitor and manage visitor use.

Historic Zone

Resource: Glacis
Indicators  
Degradation of turf grass caused by 
pedestrian or other uses; proliferation of 
social trails causing localized erosion.  Turf 
grass does not recover from year to year.
Standard
90% of the glacis turf grass is in good 
condition—uniform in appearance, 
without large bare spots, weeds, or 
uneven areas.  Some social trails are 
acceptable.  Structures are not permitted 
to remain on the glacis for long periods of 
time.

Resource: Forts
Indicators 
Stairways are wearing down, paint and 
other surfaces are discolored around high-
traffi c and high use areas.
Standard 
Structures are maintained in good 
condition: stairway treads are not worn 
down by more than ½ inch, paint and 
fl oor surfaces are maintained in good 
condition.

Visitor Contact Zone

Resource: Ferries, ferry landings, 
docks, visitor contact stations
Indicators 
Availability of ferries, visitors reporting 
long waiting lines; contact stations are 
crowded and information is unavailable or 
limited.   
Standard
Ferries are regularly available to visitors 
and depart from convenient locations, 
providing safe and comfortable travel.  

Appendix C: Analysis of Carrying Capacity
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Contact stations are well-staffed, with 
information available in varied forms of 
media. 

Resource: Public programs
Indicators
Perceived or actual crowding on tours and 
in other public programs; inability to hear 
ranger/guide, see exhibits or participate 
in programs due to overcrowding; 
and visitors reporting programs are 
oversubscribed and unavailable to them.
Standard
Tour sizes and programs are appropriate 
to the audience, route and subject matter; 
programs are available to most visitors, 
with certain seasonal variations.

Resource: Informal visitation or 
self–guided tours
Indicators
Visitors report diffi culty accessing certain 
National Monument buildings or areas 
due to confl icts with other visitors or 
programs.  Confl icts include incompatible 
uses, extraneous sounds, or other factors 
that affect the ability of a visitor to enjoy 
the historic character of the National 
Monument.
Standard
Buildings and surrounding areas are 
generally available to visitors for a range 
of informal recreation, within certain 
seasonal variations.

Establishing a Visitor 
Experience and Resource 
Protection Plan (VERP)

Th e NPS will collect information about the 
conditions of historic resources and the visitor 
experience and prepare a Visitor Experience 
and Resource Protection (VERP) plan.  Data 
collection will involve recording conditions 
from the same position, at the same time, on 
a weekly, monthly, or annual basis, as the NPS 
determines necessary.  Th e following are examples 
of information that could be collected:

Daily counts of visitors arriving at 
Governors Island docks;
Daily visitor counts at the entrance to 
Castle Williams;
Daily visitor counts at the east gate of 
Fort Jay;
Monthly photographs of the glacis taken 
from Fort Jay south ramparts;
Quarterly photographs of those 
National Monument interiors used for 
public programs.
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.NPS involved the public at key stages during the 

development of the Draft GMP:

initial public scoping meetings; 
development of preliminary conceptual 
alternatives; and
development of refined alternatives,

through public meetings; public presentations 
hosted by NPS, GIPEC, NY City Council, 
Governors Island Alliance, and others; briefi ngs 
and discussions with the NY Congressional 
delegation, agency offi  cials and civic leaders; 
written information provided to tribal leaders and 
agency offi  cials; newsletters; and through public 
tours during the Summers of 2003–2007.

Th e comments below refl ect a sampling of the 
public feedback the NPS has received and is not 
meant to be all-inclusive.  Much of the feedback 
was verbal.  

From Newsletter #1—
November, 2003

An introduction to what was then New York’s 
newest National Park.  

Five questions were posed in 
the newsletter and in other 
meetings:

How should the National Park Service 
treat Castle Williams, Fort Jay, and the 
parade grounds?
What activities or experiences would 
you like the National Park Service to 
provide for visitors to the National 
Monument and island?

How should the National Monument’s 
activities relate to the rest of Governors 
Island, and to other attractions in the 
area?
Do you have any comments or 
questions about the National Park 
Service’s planning process?
Other comments or questions?

Comments
A large number of people wanted assurance 
that the island becomes a place for historic 
interpretation and commemoration, including 
tours, performances, and exhibits that make 
history come alive.  People also suggested creating 
a downtown green space for sports, biking, and 
running, as well as for picnicking and enjoying 
the fabulous views.  Another use suggested for the 
National Monument was education, especially 
with an environmental or scientifi c research 
component.  All of these ideas are consistent 
with the mandates for the island, and NPS will 
explore ways to incorporate some aspect of these 
suggestions in the fi nal plan.  Other suggestions 
included banning helicopter fl y–overs, being 
careful not to exclude residents of any of the fi ve 
boroughs or New Jersey in the planning process, 
and taking into consideration the role of veterans, 
civilian and military personnel formerly stationed 
on the island, as well as their families who use to 
call Governors Island their home.

Concerns
People also voiced some concerns.  High on 
the list was the need to provide aff ordable 
ferry and small–boat access, particularly from 
Brooklyn.  NPS also heard about the need for 
environmentally sound “green” design and the 
necessity of preserving the historic structures on 

Appendix D: Summary of Public Involvement and Civic 
Engagement
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the island.  Another concern was that of funding, 
realizing that it will take money to make a great 
National Monument.  Suggestions included 
exploring private funding options as well as 
possible revenue–raising activities on the island.
 

From Newsletter #2—
Preliminary Alternatives 
and Other Consultations 
in 2005

Newsletter #2 described NPS’s initial broad ideas 
for the ultimate treatment and use of the National 
Monument resources.  Th ese were presented as 
“Conceptual Alternatives” and included:

A—Monument Emphasis
B—Whole Island Experience
C—Harbor and Beyond

Note to reader:  The purpose of the 
second newsletter was to get feedback 
on 3 potential future directions for the 
National Monument.  They were labeled 
conceptual Alternatives A, B and C.  
Public comments from 2005 responded 
to those concepts.  This Draft GMP/EIS 
refl ects refi nements to those preliminary 
alternatives and includes the no-action 
alternative. 

A—Monument Emphasis

NPS would offer visitors a complete 
story of the island’s history and 
significance through public programs 
within the National Monument 
boundary.
Interpretation and education would 
focus on harbor defense themes.
Historic preservation treatments for the 

forts and related landscapes would be 
done for uses that are compatible with 
harbor defense themes.
NPS would partner with military/
defense-related organizations to 
develop public programs and uses for 
Monument resources.

B—Whole Island Experience:

NPS would collaborate with cultural 
and arts organizations to preserve and 
interpret the National Monument.
Fort Jay, Castle Williams and the 
glacis would form the nucleus of NPS 
activities and serve as a springboard for 
involvement in the larger island.
Rehabilitated Monument structures and 
landscapes would serve as venues for 
cultural events, such as art expositions, 
performances, and educational 
symposia.
Programs in NPS facilities would be 
coordinated with other island owners, 
operators and tenants.
NPS would interpret the island’s history 
from locations throughout the island.

C—Harbor & Beyond:

NPS would offer visitors opportunities 
to explore topics that extend beyond the 
Monument and island, and extend out 
to the greater harbor and region.
Rehabilitated Monument structures 
would become a “Harbor Center” with 
temporary and permanent installations, 
complemented by other facilities on 
the island, that explore the natural 
environment and conservation of the 
island and NY Harbor.
NPS would partner with educational, 
environmental, maritime and other 
harbor-related organizations to develop 
and manage public programs.



2
5
9

a
p
p
e
n
d
i
c
e
s
.
.
.

Five questions were posed in 
the newsletter and in other 
meetings.  Responses are 
described below.

Public feedback—via the newsletter, opinions 
expressed by tour takers, and other personal 
interactions—about these Conceptual Alternatives 
informed NPS and its consultants during the 
refi nement of the alternatives for the Draft GMP.  
Important to note:  at the time the Conceptual 
Alternatives were developed, other critical data 
was not yet available.  Several studies were 
in progress—such as the Cultural Landscape 
Inventory, the Historic Resources Study and the 
Historic Structures Reports for Castle Williams 
and Fort Jay.  Th ese reports, once fi nalized, were 
invaluable for the GMP team and provided a 
much clearer understanding about the historic 
meaning and signifi cance of the resources.  Th is 
information led to revised and more feasible 
Alternatives as described in this Draft GMP.

Responses: 604 (579 from web site, 15 e-mailed, 
10 mailed or faxed).  Most were from individuals, 
with several advocacy groups, such as: Governors 
Island Alliance, Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance, 
New Yorkers for Parks.  

1.  Do you think the themes 
[described in the newsletter] 
are interesting? Are there 
other stories we should tell? 

Generally found the themes thorough 
and appropriate; some believed the 
military themes to be most important.
Some suggestions for other stories to 
tell included: the story of the Palatines, 
of POWs housed on the Island during 
WWII, the stories of individual officers 
stationed on the island, about Soviet 
ships boarded and forced to dock on 
Governors Island during the Cold War, 
about an organized–crime informant 

who was kept in safe housing on the 
island for 30 years.

2.  Have we identified all the 
actions or improvements that 
should be common to any 
management alternative?

Strong support for ensuring convenient, 
affordable transportation to the island.  
Some stressed that having multiple 
transportation links throughout the 
harbor is critical to the success of island 
reuse.  New Yorkers for Parks also 
emphasized the importance of good 
transportation.
Strong support for preservation of 
historic resources and for removing 
non–historic, non–contributing 
structures and features.
Others suggested the development of 
park space, and for more recreational 
use of the waterfront.
Governors Island Alliance suggested 
that the most important early and 
common steps include: removal of non–
contributing buildings; development 
of a visitor contact station; removal 
of hazardous materials, making basic 
repairs, and building administrative 
capacity.

3.  Who are potential partners 
for these alternatives?

Arts: New Globe Theater, American 
National Theatre, Dia Foundation, 
Lincoln Center
Museums: Museum of the City of 
New York, Natural History Museum, 
Metropolitan Museum, National 
Museum of the American Indian, 
American Craft Museum
Educational organizations: Local 
colleges and universities (City University 
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of NY, Fordham University, New York 
University, Columbia University), 
University Institutes of Marine and 
Coastal Sciences, N.Y./N.J. Harbor 
Estuary Program, Harbor School, South 
Street Seaport Museum, Interstate 
Environmental Commission
Civic organizations: New Yorkers for 
Parks, Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance 
, Waterfront Coalition
Transportation: N.Y. Water Taxi, Circle 
Line, NY Waterways, and SeaStreak 
Public: GIPEC, NPNH, Statute of 
Liberty, Ellis Island, and other harbor 
sites
Other: Corporate donors, History 
Channel (“Save Our History” program 
in particular)

4.  Do you have any preferences 
among the conceptual 
alternatives or among the 
uses suggested for the 
buildings?

About 65% of the all the respondents 
wrote to support the New Globe 
Theater; many of these were also 
generally supportive of a performance 
and visual arts emphasis for the island 
in Alternative B.  Those who supported 
the New Globe Theater felt it to be a 
unique and imaginative use well–suited 
to Castle Williams architecture.
Although most people did not explicitly 
choose a preferred alternative, the 
majority of respondents supported a 
performance and visual arts emphasis 
(many of these also supported the New 
Globe in particular).  Of those who 
selected a preferred alternative, B was 
the most popular.
Supporters of an arts and culture 
emphasis stated that arts programming 
would bring repeat and year–round 

visitors, appeal to a wide range of people 
from all over the city and world, help 
to revitalize downtown Manhattan, and 
enhance the city’s standing as a cultural 
and arts center by bringing a classical 
theater use currently in demand in New 
York.  Many said that emphasizing arts 
and culture would be more forward–
looking and positive than an emphasis 
on the island’s past.
Of the rest of the comments, responses 
were more or less evenly divided on 
whether to emphasize military and 
historic, or harbor and nature–related 
activities and programming.
Several people voiced support for 
elements of Alternative C (without 
explicitly choosing this alternative as 
preferred), including: a Harbor Center 
somewhere on the island, protection of 
natural resources, and recreational use of 
the waterfront.  Many of the people who 
said they supported Alternative C felt 
that this alternative could be combined 
with elements of A and B.
Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance and 
Governors Island Alliance supported 
a combination of Alternatives B and 
C.  Both stated that the National 
Monument and the island should be 
central to interpretation of harbor 
and of the island, although both felt 
arts uses should be considered for the 
forts.  MWA stated that NPS presence 
throughout would lend a uniform 
feeling to the island, and GIA said 
Alternative C should be developed 
further, particularly its relationship with 
other NPS harbor sites.
There was also wide support for historic 
preservation, and for interpretation of 
the island’s military history.  Those who 
explicitly preferred Alternative A felt 
that its emphasis on military history 
was most appropriate given the island’s 
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history, or that the NPS should adopt a 
phased approach beginning with a focus 
on the National Monument boundaries 
itself and expand throughout the island 
and harbor as feasible.
Suggested uses for Fort Jay included use 
as a military museum, an art museum, a 
school, or a youth hostel.  

5.  Did the alternatives cover 
the range of options and uses 
that should be considered?  
What else might be explored?

Parks and recreation: barbecue pits, 
jogging path, summer camp for 
underprivileged children, “Tolerance 
Park”.
Waterfront access: recreational boat 
access, fishing piers.
Museums and public education: 
aquarium, national education museum, 
Museum of the City of New York, 
Audubon Center, CUNY campus.
Temporary housing: dorms, youth 
hostel, housing for Vista/Americorp 
volunteers.

Release of Draft GMP/EIS 
for Public Comment, 2008

Th e Draft General Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement was available 
for public review for 60 days from January 16 to 
March 18, 2008.  A public open house was held 
on February 27, 2008 and a public hearing was 
held on March 10, 2008.   

During the review period, the NPS accepted 
written and oral comments on the document.  
Th e NPS carefully reviewed all comments and 
prepared a Comment Response Report (Appendix 
I).  Th is Final GMP and EIS, will be made public 

for a 30-day ‘no-action’ period before the NPS 
Northeast Regional Director considers whether 
or not to sign a Record of Decision (ROD).  
Signature of a ROD by the Northeast Regional 
Director will authorize National Monument 
managers to implement the plan over the next 20 
years as funding and other contingencies allow.

New Globe Theater Proposal

NPS acknowledged the interest and support for 
the New Globe Th eater proposal in several ways 
and times throughout the GMP planning process 
by:

Responding to individual letters and 
emails sent between 2003 and the 2007 
public comment period.  
Printing newsletter feedback from the 
public in the Draft GMP.
Meeting with proponents, individuals, 
organizations, agencies, public officials 
and Congressional offices to discuss the 
New Globe Theater proposal.
Printing proposal support 
correspondence received during the 
public comment period in the Final 
GMP.
Identifying the number of theater 
proposal support comments in the Final 
GMP.
Providing and printing responses to 
public comments in the Final GMP.   
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Appendix E: Consultation & Coordination
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Consulted Parties (a partial list)

Governments
Delaware Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma 
(subsequent to the consultation for this 
GMP, this tribe is no longer a federally-
recognized tribal government)
Delaware Tribe of Western Oklahoma 
(subsequent to the consultation for this 
GMP, the name of this tribe has been 
changed to Delaware Nation)
Stockbridge–Munsee Band of Mohican 
Indians (subsequent to the consultation 
for this GMP, the name of this tribe has 
been changed to Stockbridge-Munsee 
Community)

Historic Preservation
Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation
American Institute of Architects, New 
York Chapter
American Society of Landscape 
Architects, New York Chapter
National Trust for Historic Preservation
New York Historical Society
New York City Landmarks Preservation 
Commission
New York State Office of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation
Professional Archeologists of New York 
City

Parks and Cultural Organizations
Battery Conservancy
Brooklyn Bridge Park Coalition
Governors Island Alliance
Harbor Defense Museum at Fort 
Hancock
Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance
Municipal Art Society 
National Park Foundation
National Parks Conservation 
Association
New Yorkers for Parks

New York/New Jersey Harbor Bay 
Keeper
Trust for Public Land

Community & Civic Organizations
Alliance for Downtown New York
Brooklyn Chamber of Commerce
Brooklyn Community Board #2
Brooklyn Community Board #6
Manhattan Community Board #1

Government Agencies
Assembly Speaker Sheldon Silver, New 
York State
Senator Joseph L. Bruno, New York 
State
Fire Department of the City of New 
York
General Services Administration
Governors Island Preservation and 
Education Corporation (GIPEC)
Governor’s Office, New York State
Mayor’s Office, New York City
New York City Department of Parks 
and Recreation
New York City Department of 
Transportation
U.S. Coast Guard
U.S. Congressional delegation, State of 
New York

Senator Charles Schumer
Senator Hillary Clinton
Representative Anthony Weiner
Representative Jerrold Nadler 
Representative Carolyn Maloney

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Army, History Division

Other Organizations
New Globe Theater
NYC & Company
Van Alen Institute
United War Veterans

–
–
–
–
–



2
8
5

a
p
p
e
n
d
i
c
e
s
.
.
.

Appendix F: Glossary

Accessibility—the provision of NPS programs, 
facilities, and services in ways that include 
individuals with disabilities, or makes available 
to those individuals the same benefi ts available 
to persons without disabilities.  See also 
“Universal design.”

Accession—a transaction whereby a museum 
object or specimen is acquired for a museum 
collection.  Accessions include gifts, exchanges, 
purchases, fi eld collections, loans, and 
transfers.

Adaptive use, also adaptive reuse—a 
process that adapts buildings for new uses 
while retaining their historic features.

Administrative record—the “paper trail” 
that documents an agency’s decision–making 
process and the basis for the agency’s decision.  
It includes all materials directly or indirectly 
considered by persons involved in the decision–
making process.  These are the documents that 
a judge will review to determine whether the 
process and the resulting agency decision were 
proper.

Archeological resource—any material 
remains or physical evidence of past human life 
or activities which are of archeological interest, 
including the record of the effects of human 
activities on the environment.  An archeological 
resource is capable of revealing scientifi c or 
humanistic information through archeological 
research.

Best management practices (BMPs)—
practices that apply the most current means 
and technologies available to not only comply 
with mandatory environmental regulations, but 
also maintain a superior level of environmental 

performance.  See also “Sustainable practices/
principles.”

Carrying capacity (visitor)—the type and 
level of visitor use that can be accommodated 
while sustaining the desired resource and visitor 
experience conditions in a park.

Civic engagement—a continuous, dynamic 
conversation with the public on many levels 
that reinforces the commitment of both NPS 
and the public to the preservation of heritage 
resources, both cultural and natural, and 
strengthens public understanding of the full 
meaning and contemporary relevance of these 
resources.

Commemorative work—any statue, National 
Monument, sculpture, plaque, memorial, or 
other structure or landscape feature, including 
a garden or memorial grove, designed to 
perpetuate the memory of a person, group, 
event, or other signifi cant element of history.

Consultation—a discussion, conference, 
or forum in which advice or information is 
sought or given, or information or ideas are 
exchanged.  Consultation generally takes 
place on an informal basis; formal consultation 
requirements for compliance with Section 106 
of NHPA are published in 36 CFR Part 800.

Contributing property—those buildings, 
structures, landscapes, archeological, and 
cultural resources that together, or individually, 
assist in defi ning the historic, architectural, or 
cultural character of a district.

Cooperating associations—private, nonprofi t 
corporations established under state law which 
support the educational, scientifi c, historical, 
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and interpretive activities of the NPS in a variety 
of ways, pursuant to formal agreements with 
the NPS.

Critical habitat—specifi c areas within a 
geographical area occupied by a threatened 
or endangered species which contain those 
physical or biological features essential to the 
conservation of the species, and which may 
require special management considerations 
or protection; and specifi c areas outside the 
geographical area occupied by the species at 
the time of its listing, upon a determination by 
the Secretary of the Interior that such areas are 
essential for the conservation of the species.

Cultural landscape—a geographic area, 
including both cultural and natural resources 
and the wildlife or domestic animals therein, 
associated with a historic event, activity, or 
person, or exhibiting other cultural or esthetic 
values.  There are four non–mutually exclusive 
types of cultural landscapes: historic sites, 
historic designed landscapes, historic vernacular 
landscapes, and ethnographic landscapes.

Cultural landscape treatments, four 
approaches:

Preservation—maintains the existing 
integrity and character of a cultural 
landscape by arresting or retarding 
deterioration caused by natural forces and 
normal use.  It includes both maintenance 
and stabilization.  Maintenance is a 
systematic activity mitigating wear and 
deterioration of a cultural landscape 
by protecting its condition.  In light of 
the dynamic qualities of a landscape, 
maintenance is essential for the long–term 
preservation of individual features and 
the integrity of the entire landscape.  
Stabilization involves reestablishing 
the stability of an unsafe, damaged, or 
deteriorated cultural landscape while 
maintaining its existing character.

Rehabilitation—improves the utility or 
function of a cultural landscape, through 
repair or alteration, to make possible an 
effi cient compatible use while preserving 
those portions or features that are 
important in defi ning its signifi cance.

Restoration—accurately depicts the 
form, features, and character of a cultural 
landscape as it appeared at a specifi c 
period or as intended by its original 
constructed design.  It may involve the 
reconstruction of missing historic features 
and selective removal of later features, 
some having cultural value in themselves.

Reconstruction—entails depicting the 
form, features, and details of a non–
surviving cultural landscape, or any part 
thereof, as it appeared at a specifi c period 
or as intended by its original constructed 
design.  Reconstruction of an entire 
landscape is always a last–resort measure 
for addressing a management objective 
and will be undertaken only upon specifi c 
written approval of the director after 
policy review in the Washington offi ce.

Cultural resource—an aspect of a cultural 
system that is valued by or signifi cantly 
representative of a culture, or that contains 
signifi cant information about a culture.  A 
cultural resource may be a tangible entity or a 
cultural practice.  Tangible cultural resources 
are categorized as districts, sites, buildings, 
structures, and objects for the National 
Register of Historic Places, and as archeological 
resources, cultural landscapes, structures, 
museum objects, and ethnographic resources 
for NPS management purposes.

Decision point—a fundamental question the 
plan needs to answer; a planning issue.  For 
example, should the park achieve one set of 
resource conditions and experiences, or some 
other? 
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Derogation—see “Impairment.”

Developed area—an area managed to 
provide and maintain facilities (e.g., roads, 
campgrounds, housing) serving park managers 
and visitors.  Includes areas where park 
development or intensive use may have 
substantially altered the natural environment or 
the setting for culturally signifi cant resources.

EA—environmental assessment.

Ecosystem—a system formed by the 
interaction of a community of organisms with 
their physical environment, considered as a 
unit.

EIS—environmental impact statement.

Environmental assessment (EA)—a 
NEPA document that is prepared (a) to help 
determine whether the impact of a proposed 
action or its alternatives could be signifi cant; 
(b) to aid the NPS in compliance with NEPA 
by evaluating a proposal that will have no 
signifi cant impacts, but may have measurable 
adverse impacts; or (c) as an evaluation of a 
proposal that is either not described on the list 
of categorically excluded actions, or is on the 
list, but exceptional circumstances apply.

Environmental impact statement 
(EIS)—a detailed NEPA analysis document 
that is prepared when a proposed action or 
alternatives has the potential for signifi cant 
impact on the human environment.

Environmental leadership—advocating 
on a personal and organizational level best 
management practices and the principles 
of sustainability, and making decisions that 
demonstrate a commitment to those practices 
and principles.

Ethnographic landscape—an area containing 
a variety of natural and cultural resources 

that traditionally associated people defi ne 
as heritage resources.  The area may include 
plant and animal communities, structures, 
and geographic features, each with their own 
special local names.

Ethnographic resources—objects and places, 
including sites, structures, landscapes, and 
natural resources, with traditional cultural 
meaning and value to associated peoples.  
Research and consultation with associated 
people identifi es and explains the places 
and things they fi nd culturally meaningful.  
Ethnographic resources eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places are called traditional 
cultural properties.

Exotic species, also non–native species—
those species that occupy or could occupy 
park lands directly or indirectly as the result 
of deliberate or accidental human activities.  
Exotic species are also commonly referred to as 
non–native, alien, or invasive species.  Because 
an exotic species did not evolve in concert 
with the species native to the place, the exotic 
species is not a natural component of the 
natural ecosystem at that place.

General Management Plan (GMP)—a plan 
which clearly defi nes direction for resource 
preservation and visitor use in a park, and 
serves as the basic foundation for decision 
making.  GMPs are developed with broad 
public involvement.

GIPEC—Governors Island Preservation and 
Education Corporation.

GMP—General Management Plan.

GSA—General Services Administration.

Historic preservation—see “Treatment of 
historic properties” and “Cultural landscape 
treatments.”
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Historic property—a district, site, building, 
structure, or object signifi cant in the history 
of American archeology, architecture, culture, 
engineering, or politics at the national, state, or 
local level.

Impact—the likely effects of an action or 
proposed action upon specifi c natural, cultural, 
or socioeconomic resources.  Impacts may 
be direct, indirect, cumulative, benefi cial, or 
adverse.  Severe impacts that harm the integrity 
of park resources or values are known as 
“impairments.”

Impairment—an impact so severe that, in the 
professional judgment of a responsible NPS 
manager, it would harm the integrity of park 
resources or values and violate the 1916 NPS 
Organic Act.

Implementation plan—a plan that focuses 
on how to implement an activity or project 
needed to achieve a long–term goal.  An 
implementation plan may direct a specifi c 
project or an ongoing activity.

Indicators—are defi ned as specifi c, measurable 
physical, ecological, or social variables that 
refl ect the overall condition of a zone. Resource 
indicators measure visitor impacts on the 
biological, physical, and/or cultural resources of 
a park; social indicators measure visitor impacts 
on the visitor experience. 

Interpretation—a communication process that 
forges emotional and intellectual connections 
between the interests of the audience and the 
inherent meanings in the resource.

Integrated pest management—a decision–
making process that coordinates knowledge 
of pest biology, the environment, and available 
technology to prevent unacceptable levels of 
pest damage, by cost–effective means, while 
posing the least possible hazard to people, 
resources, and the environment.

Landscape treatments—see “Cultural 
landscape treatments.”

Lightscape (natural ambient)—the state of 
natural resources and values as they exist in the 
absence of human–caused light.

List of Classifi ed Structures (LCS)—an 
evaluated inventory of all prehistoric and 
historic structures in the parks of the 
national park system having historical and/
or architectural/engineering signifi cance in 
which the Service has or plans to acquire any 
enforceable legal interest.

Management prescriptions—a planning term 
referring to statements about desired resource 
conditions and visitor experiences, along with 
appropriate kinds and levels of management, 
use, and development for each park area.

Mission–critical—something that is essential 
to the accomplishment of an organization’s 
core responsibilities.

Mitigation—modifi cation of a proposal to 
lessen the intensity of its impact on a particular 
resource.

National park system—the sum total of the 
land and water now or hereafter administered 
by the Secretary of the Interior through 
the National Park Service for park, National 
Monument, historic, parkway, recreational, or 
other purposes.

National Monument—a unit of the national 
park system intended to preserve at least one 
nationally signifi cant resource.  It is usually 
smaller than a national park.

National Historic Landmark (NHL)—districts, 
sites, buildings, structures, or objects that 
have been determined by the Secretary of the 
Interior to be nationally signifi cant in American 
history.  Such properties are also included on 
the National Register of Historic Places.
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Native Americans, also American Indian 
Tribes—includes American Indians, Alaska 
natives, native peoples of the Caribbean, native 
Hawaiians, and other native Pacifi c islanders.

Native species—all species that have occurred 
or now occur as a result of natural processes.  
Native species in a place are evolving in concert 
with each other.

NEPA process—the objective analysis of a 
proposed action to determine the degree 
of its environmental impact on the natural 
and physical environment; alternatives and 
mitigation that reduce that impact; and the 
full and candid presentation of the analysis to, 
and involvement of, the interested and affected 
public.  Required of federal agencies by the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA).

NHL—National Historic Landmark.

NPS—National Park Service.

OPRHP—Offi ce of Parks, Recreation, and 
Historic Preservation, New York State.  
Also referred to as “SHPO – State Historic 
Preservation Offi cer.”

Organic Act—the 1916 law (and subsequent 
amendments) that created the National Park 
Service and assigned it responsibility to manage 
the national parks.

Park—any one of the hundreds of areas 
of land and water administered as part of 
the national park system.  The term is used 
interchangeably in this document with 
“National Monument.” 

Public involvement (also called public 
participation)—the active involvement of the 
public in NPS planning and decision–making 
processes.

ROD—Record of Decision.

Record of decision (ROD)—the document 
which is prepared by a Federal Agency to 
substantiate a decision based on an analysis 
(e.g., an EIS).  When applicable, it includes a 
detailed discussion of rationale and reasons for 
not adopting all mitigation measures analyzed.

Sacred sites—certain natural and cultural 
resources treated by American Indian tribes 
and Alaska natives as sacred places having 
established religious meaning, and as locales of 
private ceremonial activities.

Soundscape (natural)—the aggregate of 
all the natural, non–human–caused sounds 
that occur in parks, together with the physical 
capacity for transmitting natural sounds.

Stakeholder—an individual, group, or other 
entity that has a strong interest in decisions 
concerning park resources and values.  
Stakeholders may include, for example, 
recreational user groups, permittees, and 
concessionaires.  In the broadest sense, all 
Americans are stakeholders in the national 
parks.

Standards—are defi ned as the minimum 
acceptable condition for each indicator (see 
defi nition for indicator) variable. A standard 
does not defi ne an intolerable condition. It is 
not a condition that managers should strive to 
achieve, unless intolerable conditions already 
exist.
Stewardship—the cultural and natural 
resource protection ethic of employing 
the most effective concepts, techniques, 
equipment, and technology to prevent, avoid, 
or mitigate impacts that would compromise the 
integrity of park resources.

Strategic plan—an NPS–wide, fi ve–year plan 
required by GPRA (5 USC 306) in which the 
NPS states (1) how it plans to accomplish its 
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mission during that time, and (2) the value 
it expects to produce for the tax dollars 
expended.  Similarly, each park, program, 
or central offi ce has its own strategic plan, 
which considers the NPS mission plus its own 
particular mission.  Strategic plans serve as 
“performance agreements” with the American 
people.

Superintendent—the senior on–site NPS 
offi cial in a park.  Used interchangeably with 
“park superintendent” or “unit manager.”

Sustainable design—design that applies 
the principles of ecology, economics, and 
ethics to the business of creating necessary 
and appropriate places for people to visit, 
live, and work.  Development that has been 
sustainably designed sits lightly upon the land, 
demonstrates resource effi ciency, and promotes 
ecological restoration and integrity, thus 
improving the environment, the economy, and 
society.

Sustainable practices/principles—those 
choices, decisions, actions, and ethics that 
will best achieve ecological/ biological 
integrity; protect qualities and functions of air, 
water, soil, and other aspects of the natural 
environment; and preserve human cultures.  
Sustainable practices allow for use and 
enjoyment by the current generation, while 
ensuring that future generations will have the 
same opportunities.  See also “Environmental 
leadership” and “Best management practices.”

Traditional—pertains to recognizable, but 
not necessarily identical, cultural patterns 
transmitted by a group across at least 
two generations.  Also applies to sites, 
structures, objects, landscapes, and natural 
resources associated with those patterns.  
Popular synonyms include “ancestral” and 
“customary.”

Traditional cultural property—a property 
associated with cultural practices, beliefs, 
the sense of purpose, or existence of a living 
community that is rooted in that community’s 
history or is important in maintaining its 
cultural identity and development as an 
ethnically distinctive people.  Traditional cultural 
properties are ethnographic resources eligible 
for listing on the National Register.

Treatment of Historic Properties, four 
approaches:

Preservation—the act or process of 
applying measures necessary to sustain 
the existing form, integrity, and materials 
of an historic property.  Work, including 
preliminary measures to protect and 
stabilize the property, generally focuses 
upon the ongoing maintenance and 
repair of historic materials and features 
rather than extensive replacement 
and new construction.  New exterior 
additions are not within the scope of 
this treatment; however, the limited 
and sensitive upgrading of mechanical, 
electrical, and plumbing systems and 
other code–required work to make 
properties functional is appropriate within 
a preservation project.

Rehabilitation—the act or process of 
making possible a compatible use for a 
property through repair, alterations, and 
additions while preserving those portions 
or features which convey its historical, 
cultural, or architectural values.

Restoration—the act or process of 
accurately depicting the form, features, 
and character of a property as it appeared 
at a particular period of time by means of 
the removal of features from other periods 
in its history and reconstruction of missing 
features from the restoration period.  
The limited and sensitive upgrading of 
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing 
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systems and other code–required work to 
make properties functional is appropriate 
within a restoration project.

Reconstruction—the act or process of 
depicting, by means of new construction, 
the form, features, and detailing of a 
non–surviving site, landscape, building, 
structure, or object for the purpose of 
replicating its appearance at a specifi c 
period of time and in its historic location

Universal design—the design of products and 
environments to be usable by all people to the 
greatest extent possible, without the need for 
adaptation or specialized design.

Visitor—anyone who uses a park’s interpretive 
and educational services, regardless of where 
such use occurs (e.g., on–site, via Internet 
access, library, etc.).

Visitor experience—the activities, 
perceptions, feelings, and reactions a person 
has while visiting a park.

Visitor Experience and Resource Protection 
(VERP)—a visitor carrying capacity planning 
process applied to determine the desired 
resource and visitor experience conditions, and 
used as an aid to decision making.

Wayside—an outdoor interpretive exhibit, 
usually displaying text and visual information 
and mounted on a pedestal.
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