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Summary
The National Park Service has developed an environmental assessment (EA) to consider alternatives for expanding the visitor center at the Island in the Sky district of Canyonlands National Park from the its current size of 2,800 square feet to 4,800 square feet (an additional 2000 sq. ft.). The expanded visitor center would allow for increased public interpretation of park resources, and adequate space to perform the numerous public and park functions associated with the Island in the Sky district. This project also would address human health and safety risks associated with current use. The existing structure, a double- wide trailer set on a concrete basement foundation, was installed in the 1980s as a temporary structure when annual visitation to the district was approximately 84,000 visitors per year. Today, more than 250,000 visitors, including bus tours and large groups, visit the Island in the Sky district visitor center, an increase of approximately 200 percent. The use as offices is restricted by the lack of appropriate electrical outlets, poor lighting and crowded conditions. This is the primary visitor contact point in the district and its primary functions are orientation and information, visitor services, interpretation, and issuing permits. The existing building is inadequate to provide these functions. The overall result is a substandard visitor experience and overloaded and unsafe condition.
The environmental assessment evaluated two alternatives; a no-action alternative and an action alternative. The no-action alternative describes the current condition if no expansion occurred, while the action alternative addresses the expansion and construction of an additional 2000 square feet to the existing structure as well as connected actions such as installation of restrooms.

The environmental Assessment has been prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to provide the decision-making framework that 1) analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives to meet the objectives of the proposal, 2) evaluates potential issues and impacts to Canyonlands National Park’s resources and values and 3) identifies mitigation measures to lessen the degree or extent of these impacts. Impact topics analyzed in this document include: Soils and Vegetation, Visitor Experience, and Park Operations.  All other topics have been dismissed because the project would result in negligible or minor effects to those resources. No major effects are anticipated as a result of this project. Public scoping was conducted to assist with the development of this document and only one comment was received.  The comment referred to operational uses of an expanded structure, as well as other ideas outside the scope of the project. 
Public Comment

If you wish to comment on the environmental assessment, you may post comments online at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/cany or mail comments to Superintendent, Canyonlands National Park, 2282 SW Resource Blvd. Moab, Utah 84532.  This environmental assessment will be on public review for 30 days. It is the practice of the NPS to make all comments, including names and addresses of respondents who provide that information, available for public review following the conclusion of the environmental assessment process.  Individuals may request that the NPS withhold their name and/or address from public disclosure.  If you wish to do this, you must state this prominently at the beginning of your comment.  Commentators using the website can make such a request by checking the box "keep my contact information private."  NPS will honor such requests to the extent allowable by law, but you should be aware that NPS may still be required to disclose your name and address pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act.  We will make all submissions from organizations, businesses, and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses available for public inspection in their entirety.
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PURPOSE AND NEED

INTRODUCTION

Canyonlands National Park was established by Congress “to preserve an area ... possessing

superlative scenic, scientific, and archeological features for the inspiration, benefit, and use of the public ...” (Public Law 88-590, 1964). 

The purpose of this environmental assessment is to examine the environmental impacts associated with the proposal to expand the Island in the Sky visitor center of Canyonlands National Park. The expansion would take place within a previously developed area, and would increase the building’s footprint from its current size of 2,800 square feet to 4,800 square feet (an additional 2000 sq. ft.)  This environmental assessment has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR 1508.9), and the National Park Service Director’s Order (DO)-12 (Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-making).
BACKGROUND

The Island in the Sky district of Canyonlands is a broad, nearly level mesa that descends about 1200 feet to a sandstone bench known as the White Rim, and from there the land surface drops another 1000 feet to the rivers below. From the Island visitors can look down on the rivers and upon much of the rest of the park. Every overlook offers a different perspective on Canyonlands’ spectacular landscape. The mesa top is accessible by automobile and foot, while the White Rim is traversed by four-wheel-drive road.  Utah Highway 313 leads to the Island district. The intersection with US Highway 191 is 10 miles (16 km) north of Moab, or 22 miles (35 km) south of Interstate Highway 70. The distance on highway 313 into the district is about 22 miles (35 km). Driving time to the visitor center from Moab is roughly 40 minutes.
The Island in the Sky visitor center is located just inside the park boundary (see figure 1). The visitor center is open year round from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. (except some winter holidays), with extended hours March through October.  The existing temporary structure, a double wide trailer set on a concrete basement foundation, was installed in the 1980s when annual visitation to the district was approximately 84,000 visitors per year. Today, more than 250,000 visitors, including bus tours and large groups, visit the Island in the Sky district visitor center, an increase of about 200 percent. This is the primary visitor contact point in the district and its primary functions are orientation and information, visitor services, interpretation, and issuing permits.  The existing building is inadequate to provide these functions, and the overall result is a substandard visitor experience.
The existing trailer was never intended to serve as a permanent facility, but has served as employee offices and public visitor center for more than 20 years. Time and wear on the structure has resulted in structural deficiencies including an overloaded electrical wiring system, non-compliance with accessibility requirements, an inadequate heating and cooling system, an occasionally leaking roof, and unacceptable levels of rodent infestations.
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PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposal is to provide a safe, healthy, functional and efficient working environment for park staff and to enhance the visitor experience through increased services, effective interpretation and park-wide orientation.
The project is needed to accomplish the following objectives:

1. Meet federal and state health and safety concerns for employee work areas.
2. To efficiently and economically address ongoing building maintenance and provide a public facility that meets current health and safety standards.

3. Provide for increased and enhanced visitor experiences to the Island in the Sky District of Canyonlands National Park in accordance with National Park Service and park policies. 
4. To effectively communicate to park visitor’s critical safety, orientation and resource information and help visitors understand and appreciate the park’s significance and stories.

5. To address visitor center expansion in such a way as to minimize impacts to park resources, avoid resource impairment, and minimize impacts to visitors during any construction.
RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER CANYONLANDS PLANS AND POLICIES
The Canyonlands Long-Range Interpretive Plan (December, 2003) lists the top recommendation as: "Expand and renovate the Island in the Sky Visitor Center.” 
The Island in the Sky visitor center and administrative area has been addressed in several previous planning documents.  These include:

· General Management Plan, Canyonlands National Park, 1978

· Environmental Assessment, Island in the Sky Visitor Contact Facility, 1987

· Environmental Assessment, New Housing, Island in the Sky District, 1988 

· Environmental Assessment, Trailer Replacement and New Housing, 1997  

SCOPING

Scoping is a process to identify the resources that may be affected by a project proposal, and to explore possible alternative ways of achieving the proposal while minimizing adverse impacts.  Canyonlands National Park conducted both internal scoping with appropriate National Park Service staff and external scoping with the public and interested/affected groups and agencies.

Internal scoping was conducted by an interdisciplinary team of professionals from Canyonlands National Park. Interdisciplinary team members discussed the purpose and need for the project, any alternatives, potential environmental impacts, other actions that may have cumulative effects, and possible mitigation measures.  Team members visited the site to view the visitor center and discuss possible repair methods and impacts.

External scoping was initiated with the distribution of a scoping announcement to inform the public of the proposal to expand the Island in the Sky visitor center, and to generate input on the preparation of this environmental assessment.  The announcement was sent to the Canyonlands National Park mailing list and local and regional news organizations and posted on the park web site.  A scoping letter was also sent to park-affiliated Native American tribes and the Utah State Historic Preservation Office.   During the 30-day scoping period, one response was received.  The letter suggested that the park consider addition of an “Artist in Residence” program and provide art exhibit space within the visitor center display area. 
Impact Topics Retained for Further Analysis

Impact topics for this project have been identified on the basis of federal laws, regulations, and orders; National Park Service Management Policies; and National Park Service professional staff knowledge of resources at Canyonlands National Park.  Impact topics that are retained for further analysis in this environmental assessment are listed below along with the reasons why the impact topic is further analyzed. 
SOILS AND VEGETATION
The NPS Management Policies state that the National Park Service will strive to understand and preserve the soil resources of park units and to prevent, to the extent possible, the unnatural erosion, physical removal, or contamination of the soil, or its contamination of other resources.  Soil at the project site is underlain by windblown dune sand. Soils in the area are classified as Ignacio-Leanto fine sandy loams (dry) on two to six percent slopes (USDA Soil Conservation Service, 1991).  Soil permeability is moderately rapid, runoff is slow, and the hazard of water erosion is slight.  The hazard of soil blowing is high.

The National Park Service manages native vegetation to maintain natural conditions and minimize human impacts (NPS 2006).  Vegetation at the site includes various native grasses, shrubs, and trees, including Indian rice grass (Stipa hymenoides), needle-and-thread grass (Stipa comata), Mormon tea (Ephedra viridis), fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens), pricklypear cactus (Opuntia sp.), galleta grass (Hilaria jamesii), pinyon pine (Pinus edulis), Utah juniper (Juniperus osteosperma), and blackbrush (Coleogyne ramosissima) as well as the non-native cheat grass (Bromus tectorum).  Between the vascular plants are biological soil crust and bare soil.  Vegetation in the area has been affected by past livestock grazing and disturbance from previous construction.  
Because this project may have an effect on area vegetation and soils during the construction process, the topic of Vegetation and Soils has been carried forward for further analysis.
VISITOR EXPERIENCE AND USE
According to the NPS Management Policies, the enjoyment of park resources and values by people is part of the fundamental purpose of all park units (NPS 2006).  The National Park Service is committed to providing appropriate, high quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks, and will maintain within the parks an atmosphere that is open, inviting, and accessible to every segment of society.  Further, the NPS will provide opportunities for forms of enjoyment that are uniquely suited and appropriate to the superlative natural and cultural resources found in the parks.  The Management Policies also state that scenic views and visual resources are considered highly valued associated characteristics that the National Park Service should strive to protect (NPS 2006).  
From May 10 -16, 1990, the NPS Office of Social Science conducted a visitor survey of Canyonlands. Four hundred and fifty-five questionnaires were distributed and 399 returned, an 88 percent response rate. The survey covered a variety of topics, including: a comprehensive snapshot of the visitors themselves, e.g. nationality, group type, age, time spent in park; the nature and types of experiences desired; useful services; and useful educational services. According to visitors the most useful interpretive services were the park map/brochure, highway directional signs, and visitor centers.  More than 61 percent of those responding were first-time visitors and most visitors to the Island in the Sky District stopped by the visitor center. 
Annual visitation to Canyonlands National Park has increased from approximately 19,400 in 1965, to over 400,000 in the 1990s, and continues at over 350,000 per year since 2001. Visitation to the Island of the Sky District has followed a parallel trend, and was over 250,000 in 2006.  The visitor center is the primary contact point for visitors to the district.  Backcountry visitors require a permit and get them here, along with backcountry ethics and orientation. The center is the gathering point for overall public orientation to the districts’ geography, natural and cultural history.  Exhibits, films and personal contacts with park staff, volunteers or Canyonlands Natural History Association (CNHA) employees help visitors to understand and to safely experience the districts’ varied resources. The visitor center offers books, films and related educational material to park visitors along with a variety of other key services, including emergency assistance.
The Center serves as the administrative center and headquarters for the district and provides office and work space to permanent, temporary, and seasonal staff. 

Because this project will affect the visitors’ experience both during implementation and after the project is completed, the topic of visitor use and experience has been carried forward for further analysis.

PARK OPERATIONS

The visitor center building provides administrative offices and work space for interpretive and law enforcement rangers, along with visitor services.  Canyonlands Natural History Association employees also share office and storage space within the building.  The existing building is a 2400 square foot double wide modular structure on a concrete foundation with basement.  Each floor is approximately 1200 square feet.  The main floor (the modular building) is the visitor contact area; offices and storage are in the basement.
The alternatives under consideration would have continued routine maintenance needs and potentially higher costs of utilities which would affect park operations and the ability to provide visitor services.  Because this project would have an effect on how park staff conducts their work both during implementation and after the project is completed, the topic of Park Operations has been carried forward for further analysis.
Impact Topics Dismissed from Further Analysis

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, NPS Management Policies, and Director’s Order 77, Natural Resources Management Guideline, require the National Park Service to examine the impacts on federally-listed threatened, endangered, or candidate species, as well as state-listed threatened, endangered, candidate, rare, declining, and sensitive species (NPS 2006).  No state or federally listed species of wildlife or vegetation are known to occur in or near the site, hence this topic was dismissed from further analysis.  

Protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, kill, capture, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird, including the feathers or other parts, nests, eggs, or migratory bird products.  In addition, this act serves to protect environmental conditions for migratory birds from pollution or other ecosystem degradations.  Construction-related noise could potentially disturb transient bird species, but these adverse impacts would be 1) temporary, lasting only as long as construction, and 2) negligible, because only a small portion of the Island in the Sky District would be affected.  Disturbance to migratory birds from visitor use of the Island in the Sky District area would not be increased by any of the alternatives under consideration.  For these reasons, this topic was dismissed from detailed analysis.
WILDLIFE

The National Park Service manages native wildlife to maintain natural conditions and minimize human impacts (NPS 2006).   Wildlife that may inhabit or use the project area include various species of mammals, birds, reptiles common to the local pinyon-juniper, grassland and desert shrub plant communities.  Impact to existing habitat would be negligible.  Because the alternatives under consideration affect only a very small portion of the overall vegetation and wildlife habitat in the area, and the site already receives considerable recreational use, impacts would be negligible and will not be analyzed in detail. 

FLOODPLAINS 

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, requires all federal agencies to avoid construction within the 100-year floodplain unless no other practicable alternative exists.  The National Park Service under its Management Policies and Director’s Order 77-2, Floodplain Management, will strive to preserve floodplain values and minimize hazardous floodplain conditions.  Since the project area is not within or near a designated floodplain this topic was dismissed from detailed analysis.
WETLANDS 

Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires federal agencies to avoid, where possible, adversely impacting wetlands.  Section 404 of the Clean Water Act authorizes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to prohibit or regulate, through a permitting process, discharge or dredged or fill material or excavation within waters of the United States, including wetlands.  National Park Service policies for wetlands, as stated in the Management Policies and Director’s Order 77-1, Wetlands Protection, strive to prevent the loss or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands.  No wetlands or riparian areas are impacted by this project on any of the alternatives under consideration.  For this reasons, this topic was dismissed from detailed analysis.  
HISTORIC RESOURCES

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended in 1992 (16 USC 470 et seq.), the National Park Service’s Director’s Order 28, Cultural Resource Management Guideline, and National Park Service Management Policies (NPS 2006) require the consideration of impacts on historic properties that are listed on or eligible to be listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  The National Register is the nation’s inventory of historic places and the national repository of documentation on property types and their significance.  The above-mentioned policies and regulations require federal agencies to coordinate consultation with State Historic Preservation Officers regarding the potential effects to properties listed on or eligible for the National Register. (The term “historic properties” refers to both historic and prehistoric, or archeological, resources.)  No historic resources are located in the project area or would be disturbed by the alternatives under consideration.  For this reasons this topic was dismissed from further analysis. 

ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
The National Historic Preservation Act, the National Park Service Management Policies, and the National Park Service’s Director’s Order 28B, Archeology, all affirm a long-term commitment to the appropriate investigation, documentation, preservation, interpretation, and protection of archeological resources inside units of the National Park System.  As one of the principal stewards of America's heritage, the National Park Service is charged with the preservation of the commemorative, educational, scientific, and traditional cultural values of archeological resources for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations.  Archeological resources are nonrenewable and irreplaceable, so it is important that all management decisions and activities throughout the National Park System reflect a commitment to the conservation of archeological resources as elements of our national heritage. The project area has been extensively surveyed during past road construction and expansion and in much more detail prior to the construction of the foundation and placement of the current temporary structure.  Additionally, an intensive archeological pedestrian inventory was conducted within the proposed footprint of the project construction zone in May 2007. This survey determined that no archeological resources exist within or near the project area.  For these reasons this topic was dismissed from detailed analysis.

ETHNOGRAPHIC RESOURCES

Per the National Park Service’s Director’s Order 28, Cultural Resource Management, ethnographic resources are defined as any site, structure, object, landscape, or natural resource feature assigned traditional legendary, religious, subsistence, or other significance in the cultural system of a group traditionally associated with it.  According to DO-28 and Executive Order 13007 on sacred sites, the National Park Service should try to preserve and protect ethnographic resources.  Ethnographic resources are not known to exist in the proposed project area, based on the lack of cultural materials present.  In addition, Native American tribes traditionally associated with the park were apprised of the proposed project by letter in July 2007.  No responses were received.  Therefore, this topic has been dismissed from further consideration.

CULTURAL LANDSCAPES

According to the National Park Service’s Director’s Order 28, Cultural Resource Management Guideline,a cultural landscape is a reflection of human adaptation and use of natural resources, and is often expressed in the way land is organized and divided, patterns of settlement, land use, systems of circulation, and the types of structures that are built.  A cultural landscape inventory has not been completed for the park, however, the project area is within an established developed area near the park’s border.  The proposed action would be a minor addition within that developed area and would not contribute to, or detract from, the integrity of a possible cultural landscape.  For this reason, this topic was dismissed from further analysis.

MUSEUM COLLECTIONS 

According to Director’s Order 24, Museum Collections, the National Park Service requires the consideration of impacts on museum collections (historic artifacts, natural specimens, and archival and manuscript material), and provides further policy guidance, standards, and requirements for preserving, protecting, documenting, and providing access to, and use of, National Park Service museum collections.  No museum objects would be collected nor would existing park museum collections be impacted by the proposed action; therefore, the topic of museum collections has been dismissed from further consideration.
AIR QUALITY 

The Clean Air Act of 1963 (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) was established to promote the public health and welfare by protecting and enhancing the nation’s air quality.  The act establishes specific programs that provide special protection for air resources and air quality related values associated with National Park Service units.  Section 118 of the Clean Air Act requires a park unit to meet all federal, state, and local air pollution standards.  The Act further provides that federal land managers have an affirmative responsibility to protect air quality related values (including visibility, plants, animals, soils, water quality, cultural resources, and visitor health) from adverse pollution impacts (EPA 2000).

Canyonlands National Park is designated as a Class I air quality area under the Clean Air Act.  The law requires for Class I areas that ambient air quality must essentially remain unchanged and cannot sustain increases in air pollution above baseline levels.  Construction activities such as hauling materials and operating heavy equipment could result in temporary increases of vehicle exhaust, emissions, and fugitive dust in the general project area.  Any exhaust, emissions, and fugitive dust generated from construction activities would be temporary and localized, and would likely dissipate quickly throughout the immediate area.  Overall, the project could result in a negligible degradation of local air quality, and such effects would be temporary, lasting only as long as construction.  The Class I air quality designation for the park would not be affected by the proposal.  Therefore, air quality has been dismissed from detailed analysis.

SOUNDSCAPE MANAGEMENT 

In accordance with its Management Policies and Director’s Order 47, Sound Preservation and Noise Management, an important component of the National Park Service’s mission is the preservation of natural soundscapes associated with national park units (NPS 2006).  Natural soundscapes exist in the absence of human-caused sound.  The natural ambient soundscape is the aggregate of all the natural sounds that occur in park units, together with the physical capacity for transmitting natural sounds.  Natural sounds occur within and beyond the range of sounds that humans can perceive and can be transmitted through air, water, or solid materials.  The frequencies, magnitudes, and durations of human-caused sound considered acceptable varies among National Park Service units as well as potentially throughout each park unit, being generally greater in developed areas and less in undeveloped areas.

The proposed action would occur in what can be considered a developed area of Canyonlands  National Park.  Existing sounds in this area are most often generated from vehicular traffic, visitors and employees accessing the parking lot, some wildlife such as birds, and wind.  During construction, human-caused sounds would likely increase due to construction activities, equipment, vehicular traffic, and construction crews.  Any sounds generated from construction would be temporary, lasting only as long as the construction activity is generating the sounds, and would have a negligible to minor adverse impact on visitors and employees.  In the long term, human-caused sound would not increase from the alternatives under consideration.  Therefore, the topic of soundscape management was dismissed as an impact topic.

LIGHTSCAPE MANAGEMENT 

In accordance with its Management Policies, the National Park Service strives to preserve natural ambient lightscapes, which are natural resources and values that exist in the absence of human caused light (NPS 2006).  Canyonlands National Park strives to limit the use of artificial outdoor lighting to that which is necessary for basic safety requirements.  The park also strives to ensure that all outdoor lighting is shielded to the maximum extent possible, to keep light on the intended subject and out of the night sky.  The visitor center and associated administration offices are the primary sources of light in the park.  Any additional outdoor lighting from the proposed would be shielded and directed downward, so that effects on the natural lightscape would be minor.  Consequently, this topic has been dismissed as an impact topic.  
SOCIOECONOMICS

The proposed action would neither change local and regional land use nor appreciably impact local businesses or other agencies.  Implementation of the proposed action could provide a negligible beneficial impact to the economy of the nearby community of Moab, due to revenues for local businesses generated from construction-related labor and materials.  Any increase in workforce and revenue, however, would be temporary and barely detectible, lasting only as long as construction.  Because the impacts to the socioeconomic environment would be negligible, this topic has been dismissed from detailed analysis.

PRIME AND UNIQUE FARMLANDS 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981, as amended, requires federal agencies to consider adverse effects to prime and unique farmlands that would result in the conversion of these lands to non-agricultural uses.  Prime or unique farmland is classified by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), formerly the Soil Conservation Service, and is defined as soil that particularly produces general crops such as common foods, forage, fiber, and oil seed; unique farmland produces specialty crops such as fruits, vegetables, and nuts.  According to the Soil Conservation Service (1991), the project area does not contain prime or unique farmlands.  Therefore, the topic of prime and unique farmlands has been dismissed from detailed analysis.

INDIAN TRUST RESOURCES 

Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any anticipated impacts to Indian trust resources from a proposed project or action by the Department of Interior agencies be explicitly addressed in environmental documents.  The federal Indian trust responsibility is a legally enforceable fiduciary obligation on the part of the United States to protect tribal lands, assets, resources, and treaty rights, and it represents a duty to carry out the mandates of federal law with respect to American Indian and Alaska Native tribes. There are no Indian trust resources within Canyonlands National Park.  The lands comprising the park are not held in trust by the Secretary of the Interior for the benefit of Indians due to their status as Indians.  Therefore, the project would have negligible effects on Indian trust resources, and this topic was dismissed from detailed analysis.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Executive Order 12898 General Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low‑Income Populations requires all federal agencies to incorporate environmental justice into their missions by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs and policies on minorities and low‑income populations and communities.  Access to the visitor center would be available for use by all visitors and staff regardless of race or income levels and the construction workforces would not be hired based on their race or income. The proposed action would not have disproportionate health or environmental effects on minorities or low‑income populations or communities.  Therefore, environmental justice has been dismissed from detailed analysis.

WILDERNESS CHARACTER

The Wilderness Act of 1964 was passed by Congress to set aside areas of undeveloped federal land to retain “primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation, which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural conditions and which (1) generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man's work substantially unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation; (3) has at least five thousand acres of land or is of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation and use in an unimpaired condition; and (4) may also contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value. 

The area immediately surrounding the project area is located within the park’s developed zone, and outside of the park’s recommended wilderness boundaries.  During construction, human-caused sounds would likely increase due to construction activities, equipment, vehicular traffic, and construction crews, and may be heard in recommended wilderness areas of the park.  Any sounds generated from construction would be temporary, lasting only as long as the construction activity is generating the sounds, and would have negligible impacts on wilderness character.  Therefore wilderness character has been dismissed from detailed analysis.
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
An interdisciplinary team of National Park Service staff defined project objectives, listed in the Purpose and Need chapter, and identified alternatives that could potentially meet these objectives.  Two alternatives were identified for this project. One action alternative and the no action alternative are analyzed in detail in this environmental assessment.  Summary table comparing alternatives components are presented at the end of this chapter. 
ALTERNATIVE A -- NO ACTION

Under this alternative, the visitor center would not be expanded nor any new construction undertaken. The existing double-wide trailer would continue to function as a public contact space and provide employee offices and other administrative functions. The park’s permanent interpretive staff, law enforcement staff and Canyonlands Natural History Association employees would remain in their present locations. Seasonal staff and volunteers would continue to share office and work space.  Staff would continue to share restrooms with the public in a temporary vault toilet.  Structural problems with the existing facilities would not be repaired, and rodent or pest controls would remain a constant challenge. Visitors would continue to use the facility as a primary point of contact and levels of customer service could continue at minimum standards.  National Park Service employees would continue to respond to future maintenance and safety needs as the structure continues to deteriorate.

ALTERNATIVE B -- Expand Existing Visitor Center 
This alternative consists of remodeling the existing facility on its current foundation and constructing a 2000 square foot addition immediately adjacent to it. This general area has been previously disturbed by the original construction of the existing facility, parking lot and road construction. The following text further describes the components of Alternative B.

· Building Features - The new addition would be one story, approximately fifteen feet high, and three feet higher than the existing structure. Rough dimensions are approximately 26 feet wide by 78 feet long. This more than doubles the existing first floor and existing visitor use space.  Features would include: enlarging the auditorium and public exhibit areas, increasing space for the Canyonlands Natural History Association bookstore, and providing larger and more efficient areas for furnishing visitor information and issuing backcountry permits. The interior of the building would include more effective employee office and work spaces, additional storage and toilets. It would also address standard accessibility and safety code issues, along with proper rodent controls. The building would be updated with modern climate control system which would include heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC).  A security system would be installed to protect from unauthorized entry, in addition to a fire protection system for the entire building. The fire protection system would consist of smoke and heat detection alarms and fire extinguishers.  In an effort to “green the parks”, new construction would approach the maximum attainable recycling resources to the extent possible.  Exterior lighting would be shielded and directed downward.
· Use/Operation of the Facility - The visitor center would continue to serve as the primary public contact point for the Island in the Sky district of Canyonlands National Park.  Employees and volunteers would continue to use the facility as office and work space for operational and administrative functions. The existing visitor center would continue to operate while construction is underway with no closures anticipated. The facility would maintain its current operational hours. The only anticipated public impact would be during the construction period with minor additional noise, dust and possible temporary inconveniences.

· Utilities – The building would be served by existing utilities located near the site, including water, and electric. The addition of a restroom facility would require the addition of a septic tank and leach fields. Connection of water and power would require upgrading existing electrical systems while the addition of the septic tank and leach field would require some excavating and placement of additional underground piping to connect with the added facility.

· Access – The access location to the visitor center would remain the same, with handicap accessibility fully incorporated into the modifications.  Visitors would still enter via a small path leading from the existing parking lot.
· Re-vegetation – Re-vegetation and contouring of disturbed areas would take place following construction, and would be designed to minimize the visual intrusion of the structure.  Re-vegetation efforts would strive to reconstruct the natural spacing, abundance, and diversity of native plant species using native species.  All disturbed areas would be restored as nearly as possible to pre-construction conditions shortly after construction activities are completed.  Weed control methods would be implemented to minimize the introduction of noxious weeds.  Disturbance to existing native vegetation at the site would be avoided to the extent possible.
· Pest Control – The new structure would be designed and built to deter entry by rodents and other pests.  However, if rodents or other pests do enter the modified building, they would be removed using an integrated pest management approach to select the safest and most effective biological, physical, or chemical controls.

· Construction Staging – To implement this alternative construction vehicles and equipment would access the site from the service road behind the building.  The area has already been previously disturbed and is away from visitor use areas.  Material stockpiling and equipment storage would be away from public areas.  Approximately a maximum of one-half acre of soil and vegetation would be disturbed by the new building, staging areas and access routes.
This alternative is based on preliminary designs and best information available at the time of the preparation of this document.  Specific distances, areas and layouts used to describe the alternative are estimates and could change during final design.  If changes during final site design are not consistent with the intent and forecasted effects of the selected alternative, then additional compliance would be completed as appropriate.

   
   
MITIGATION
The following mitigation measures would be used to minimize the extent and/or severity of adverse effects and would be implemented during construction of the action alternative.   
· To minimize the amount of ground disturbance, staging and stockpiling areas would be located on previously disturbed sites, away from visitor use areas to the extent possible.  Construction equipment would access the site via previously disturbed routes. All staging and stockpiling areas and access routes would be returned to pre-construction conditions following construction.

· Construction zones would be marked with construction fencing or similar material prior to any construction activity.  The fencing would define the construction zone and confine activity to the minimum area required for construction.  All protection measures would be clearly stated in the construction specifications and workers would be instructed to avoid conducting activities beyond the construction zone as defined by the fencing.

· Re-vegetation and re-contouring of disturbed areas would take place following construction, and would be designed to minimize the visual intrusion of the structure.  Re-vegetation efforts would strive to reconstruct the natural spacing, abundance, and diversity of native plant species using native species.  All disturbed areas would be restored as nearly as possible to pre-construction conditions shortly after construction activities are completed.  Weed control methods would be implemented to minimize the introduction of noxious weeds.  Disturbance to existing native vegetation at the site would be avoided to the extent possible.

· Because disturbed soils are susceptible to erosion until re-vegetation takes place, standard erosion control measures such as silt fences and/or sand bags would be used to minimize any potential soil erosion.  

· Fugitive dust generated by construction would be controlled by spraying water on the construction site, if necessary.

· To reduce noise and emissions, construction equipment would not be permitted to idle for long periods of time.  

· To minimize possible petrochemical leaks from construction equipment, project staff or contractor would regularly monitor and check construction equipment to identify and repair any leaks.

· Construction workers and supervisors would be informed about the special sensitivity of the park’s values, regulations, and appropriate housekeeping.

· In accordance with the National Park Service Management Policies, the NPS would strive to construct facilities with sustainable designs and systems to minimize potential environmental impacts.  Development would not compete with or dominate the park’s features, or interfere with natural processes.  To the extent possible, the design and management of facilities would emphasize environmental sensitivity in construction, use of nontoxic materials, resource conservation, recycling, and integration of visitors with natural and cultural settings.  

· Fill material used on projects authorized under this general permit must be clean and free of contaminants in other than trace amounts.
· The use of unsuitable fill material such as vehicle bodies, farm machinery, appliances and other metal objects, asphalt, biodegradable construction debris and tires is prohibited.
· The visitor center would remain open during the construction process with services shifting from one area to the other as phases are completed.  The center would maintain the current hours and levels of operation throughout the process of construction.
· Should construction unearth previously undiscovered cultural resources, work would be stopped in the area of any discovery and the park would consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, as necessary, according to §36 CFR 800.13, Post Review Discoveries.  In the unlikely event that human remains are discovered during construction, provisions outlined in the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (1990) would be followed.

· The National Park Service would ensure that all contractors and subcontractors are informed of the penalties for illegally collecting artifacts or intentionally damaging archeological sites, historic properties, or paleontological materials.  Contractors and subcontractors would also be instructed on procedures to follow in case previously unknown archeological or paleontological are uncovered during construction. 
ALTERNATIVE SUMMARIES
Table 1 summarizes the major components of Alternatives A and B, and compares the ability of these alternatives to meet the project objectives (the objectives for this project are identified in the Purpose and Need chapter). As shown in the following table, Alternative B meets each of the objectives.
Table 1. Alternative Summary and Extent to Which Each Alternative Meets                                 Project Objectives. 
	Alternative A – No Action
	Alternative B – Visitor Center Expansion

	The Island in the Sky District visitor center would not be expanded or any new construction started. The existing double-wide trailer would continue to function as a public contact space and employee offices with no new improvements to structural deficiencies or pest control. Visitors would continue to be in crowded conditions and visitor orientation, information and interpretation about park resources would continue to deteriorate.  
	The current Island in the Sky District visitor center would be remodeled and expanded by 2000 square feet. Visitor use space would double in size and new utilities and services including restrooms would be installed. Connected actions include the excavation and installation of septic and leach fields along with construction staging areas. The visitor center will remain open throughout the construction process and visitor impacts will be minimal.

	Meets Project Objectives
	Meets Project Objectives

	No. Continuing the existing conditions would not provide for a work area that meets current federal or state health concerns in terms of the existing structural deficiencies and pest problems. It would not provide for increased or enhanced visitor services or communicate to visitors regarding resource issues. This alternative does meet the objective for minimizing impacts to park resources because no construction would be required. 
	Yes. Remodeling and expansion of the current visitor center space would provide for an employee work area that meets current health and safety standards, particularly in regard to heating and cooling, structural deficiencies and pest problems.
The expanded size of the visitor areas including the auditorium, bookstore and exhibit space will enhance visitor experiences along with the ability to effectively communicate park stories and resource messages. This alternative minimizes environmental impacts to the extent possible and would not result in impairment to any park resources.




Table 2 summarizes the anticipated environmental impacts for Alternatives A and B.  Only those impact topics that have been carried forward for further analysis are included in this table. The Environmental Consequences chapter provides a more detailed explanation of these impacts.
Table 2.  Environmental Impact Summary by Alternatives 

	Impact Topic        
	Alternative A –No Action         
	Alternative B—Preferred Alternative

	Vegetation

Soils
	No disturbance of local vegetation or soils. Possible negligible adverse impact because of increasing visitation.
	Minor adverse impacts to vegetation and soils resulting from expansion of the building footprint by 2000 square feet and excavation of leach field for installation of restroom. Though the area has been previously disturbed it is estimated that approximately 0.5 acre could be impacted by project staging and construction. 

	Visitor 

Experience
	No change in existing condition minor adverse impact due to visitor overcrowding and lack of orientation or interpretive services.
	Minor, short term adverse effect resulting from occasional disruption due to construction. Minor to moderate beneficial effect due to increased ability to provide expanded educational and orientation services and conditions conducive to recreational learning and enjoyment.

	Park 

Operations
	Minor to moderate adverse impact resulting from employees working in an unsafe environment and continued additional maintenance required on structurally deficient building.
	Minor to moderate beneficial effects from an improved work environment that meets health and safety standards. Minor adverse impacts from additional time required to shift operations from one side to the other to maintain an open visitor center throughout the duration of project construction.


ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), in guidance on implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations, defines the environmentally preferred alternative as: 

the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA’s Section 101.  Ordinarily, this means the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment; it also means the alternative which best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources (46 Federal Register 55:18026-18038, March 23,1981).

Section 101 of NEPA has three subsections.  Section 101(a) recognizes the importance of environmental quality to the overall welfare of man, and declares a continuing policy to promote conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony.  Section 101(b) establishes a continuing responsibility for the federal government to improve and coordinate federal plans, functions, programs, and resources to the end that the Nation may:

1. fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations;

2. assure for all generations safe, healthful, productive, and esthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings;

3. attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk of health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences;

4. preserve important historic, cultural and natural aspects of our national heritage and maintain, wherever possible, an environment that supports diversity and variety of individual choice;

5. achieve a balance between population and resource use that will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities; and
6. enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of resources. 
Section 101 (c) recognizes that each person should enjoy a healthful environment and has a responsibility to contribute to the preservation and enhancement of the environment.

According to NPS policy (Director’s Order 12, 2001), the environmentally preferred alternative is the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy expressed in NEPA Section 101(b), which includes alternatives that accomplish the goals from this section (listed above).

CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.2(d)) require that NEPA documents include a section stating how each alternative analyzed in detail would or would not achieve the requirements of NEPA sections 101 and 102(1), and other environmental laws and policies.  In the park service, this requirement is met by 1) disclosing how each alternative, one of which is identified as the environmentally preferred, meets the goals of section 101(b) of NEPA (above); and 2) any inconsistencies between the alternatives analyzed in detail and other environmental laws and policies. 

In general, both alternatives considered affect an extremely small portion of the park in a previously impacted developed zone and have very limited to no environmental impact.  Alternative A (no action) only minimally meets the above six evaluation factors because it retains an existing structure that does not meet health and safety standards in terms of heating and cooling, structural deficiencies and rodent problems.  While it minimizes potential impacts to park resources such as soils and vegetation, it does not achieve a balance between these resources and the health and safety of park staff.  This structure was originally intended as an interim visitor center and work space and has exceeded its usable lifespan.  This alternative also does not meet the criteria for improving renewable resources because the existing facility is inefficient with regards to energy and water use.
Alternative B is the environmentally preferred alternative because it best addresses these six evaluation factors. Alternative B, expansion of the visitor center, would provide a working and public environment that meets health and safety recommendations while minimizing environmental impacts. The expanded facility would be more energy efficient and more environmentally-friendly than the existing visitor center.

No new information came forward from public scoping or consultation with other agencies to necessitate the development of any new alternatives, other than those described and evaluated in this document.  Because it meets the Purpose and Need for the project, the project objectives, and is the environmentally preferred alternative, Alternative B is also recommended as the National Park Service Preferred Alternative.  For the remainder of the document, Alternative B will be referred to as the Preferred Alternative.   
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter discusses the environmental consequences of implementing the alternatives described in Chapter 2.  The analysis describes the impacts to resources identified as impact topics in chapter 1 and provides the analytical basis for the comparison of the alternatives.  The following types of effects, or impacts, are analyzed, as defined by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1508.7-1508.8) implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 42 USC 4322 et seq.): 

· Direct Effects: Effects caused by the action and occurring at the same time and place.

· Indirect Effects:  Effects caused by the action but occurring later in time or further removed in distance.

· Cumulative Effects:  The impact on the environment that results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such actions.  

Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects analyses include discussions on adverse and beneficial effects, and short and long-term effects, on resources.  If impacts or effects are not specifically characterized as “beneficial” or “positive,” they are meant to be understood as “adverse” or “negative.”   

Following the discussion of the impacts of each alternative on each impact topic, a brief “conclusions” section summarizes major findings, including whether or not an impairment of park resources or values, as defined in the NPS Management Policies, is likely to occur.

Following the discussion of the impacts of each alternative on each impact topic, a brief  “conclusions” section summarizes major findings, including whether or not an impairment of resources or values, as defined in the NPS Management Policies, is likely to occur.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) implementing NEPA require assessment of cumulative impacts in the decision-making process for federal projects.  Cumulative impacts were determined by combining the incremental impacts of each of the two alternatives with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  

In this environmental assessment cumulative impacts include those of past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions and activities in the Island in the Sky
District headquarters and nearby areas. These are then combined with the impacts from each individual alternative (“project-specific impacts”).  Included are both adverse and beneficial effects.  The following actions and activities were identified for the cumulative effects analyses, which will be covered separately in the section for each impact topic.

· Livestock grazed the Island in the Sky mesa top area, now within Canyonlands National Park, from the late 1800s until the 1970s, and likely affected vegetation. 

· The National Park Service has managed the Island in the Sky area as a national park since 1964.  The NPS has built or improved various facilities in the area for recreation use, including a paved road and parking lots, and the existing visitor center, maintenance facility, and employee housing.  The area has seen a steady increase of public visitation, from approximately 35,000 in 1980 to over 200,000 today.    

· Other recreational facilities have been developed nearby, including Dead Horse Point State Park and a BLM campground.  These sites as well as backcountry roads and areas receive considerable recreational use.
· Mineral exploration and production occurred on the past on some park lands prior to establishment of Canyonlands N.P., and continues on nearby BLM and state land
· Cheatgrass, an exotic plant, has invaded parts of the surrounding areas.  It can alter natural wildland fire regimes by increasing the load and continuity of fine fuels.

No additional major developments in the Island in the Sky district of Canyonlands National Park  are planned at this time.  There is the possibility for continued oil and gas exploration and development on nearby state and BLM lands. 
IMPAIRMENT

The National Park Service’s Management Policies require analysis of potential effects to determine whether or not actions would impair park resources (NPS 2006):  

The fundamental purpose of the national park system, established by the Organic Act and reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act, as amended, begins with a mandate to conserve park resources and values… National Park Service managers must always seek ways to avoid, or to minimize to the greatest degree practicable, adversely impacting park resources and values.  However, the laws do give the National Park Service the management discretion to allow impacts to park resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of a park, as long as the impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and values.  

While Congress has given the National Park Service the management discretion to allow certain impacts within parks, that discretion is limited by the statutory requirement… that the Park Service must leave park resources and values unimpaired, unless a particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise…  The impairment prohibited by the Organic Act and the General Authorities Act is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible National Park Service manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values…  An impact to any park resource or value may constitute an impairment.  An impact would be more likely to constitute an impairment to the extent that it affects a resource or value whose conservation is:

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

· Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park; or

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

Impairment may occur from visitor activities, NPS activities in the course of managing a park, or activities undertaken by concessionaires, contractors, and others operating in the park. A determination of impairment is made in the Conclusion section for each of the resource topics analyzed in this chapter. 

Soils and Vegetation
IMPACT DEFINITIONS
Implementation of a project can affect the soils and biotic communities within a park. The National Park Service manages soils and native vegetation to maintain natural conditions and minimize human impacts (NPS 2006). The methodology used for assessing impacts is based on how the alternatives will affect soils and vegetation, including the amount of area to be disturbed, erosion and invasion of exotic plants.  The thresholds for this impact assessment are as follows:

Duration

· Short-term: effect of each impact lasting up to several months

· Intermediate: lasting from several months to a few years

· Long term: lasting from several years to permanently

Intensity

· Negligible: impact to soils and vegetation is zero or at the lowest levels of detection 

· Minor: impact to soils and vegetation is slight, but detectable

· Moderate: impact to soils and vegetation is readily apparent

· Major: impact to soils and vegetation is severely adverse or exceptionally beneficial

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE A (NO ACTION)
Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Alternative A would cause no change to current conditions.  Consequently, this alternative would have negligible impact, short or long term, to either vegetation or soils in the existing Island in the Sky headquarters developed area, or within the broader context of the 20,000 acre Island in the Sky mesa top and the 337,000 acre Canyonlands National Park.  
Cumulative Impacts 

Soils and vegetation at the site and in the surrounding area have been affected by past and present actions.  Within Canyonlands National Park, grazing and mineral exploration and development have ceased and impacts have diminished; on adjacent BLM and state lands these impacts continue.  On the Island in the Sky mesa top within the park, past park development and roads have affected approximately 220 acres of the 20,000 acre mesa top (about one percent), some portions of which have been revegetated or have recovered naturally.  Within the ISKY headquarters area, past park development has affected approximately 15 acres.  Both Canyonlands and adjacent lands are affected by recreational use and to some extent, the invasion of cheatgrass.  The no action alternative would not add to the cumulative effects of other actions, which would be considered minor to moderate.
Conclusion  

No changes would occur, thus the No Action Alternative would result in negligible effects, short or long term, to vegetation and soils at the project site or within the contexts of the existing 15-acre Island in the Sky headquarters developed area, the 20,000-acre Island in the Sky mesa top, or the 337,000- acre Canyonlands National Park.  Cumulative impacts would be minor to moderate.  This alternative would not cause impairment of park resources or values.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction of the expanded visitor center and leach field would permanently alter or eliminate soil and vegetation on approximately 3000 square feet.  An additional 19,000 square feet (0.44 acre) would be disturbed in the short term by construction staging and installation of utility lines, but would be restored in the long term.  The project location is within an existing developed area, and portions of the expansion site and staging area have been previously disturbed by the original construction of the existing facility, parking lot, road construction and past grazing.  Plants generally typical within the desert shrub, grassland, and pinyon-juniper communities would be affected.  This may include some blackbrush, a slow-growing, long-lived (200+ years) shrub which appears to germinate and reestablish infrequently and only under a narrow range of conditions.  There is the potential for establishment of exotic species (e.g. cheatgrass or Russian thistle) on newly disturbed areas.  To mitigate the immediate adverse impact, re-contouring and re-vegetation of disturbed areas would take place following construction, and would be designed to minimize the visual intrusion of the structure.  Other methods are described in the Mitigation section in the Alternatives Considered chapter.  Impacts on soils and vegetation from alternative B are considered moderate in the short term, and limited to the immediate project area.  In the long term, and within the broader context of the 20,000 acre Island in the Sky mesa top and the 337,000 acre Canyonlands National Park, the alternative would result in minor adverse impacts to vegetation and soils. 
Cumulative Impacts 

Past, present and reasonably foreseeable future effects to soils and vegetation, outside the project-specific effects of alternative B, would be as described under alternative A.  Alternative B would add about 0.5 acres to the 15 acres affected by development in the ISKY headquarters area, within the 220 developed acres in the 20,000 acre, predominantly natural, Island in the Sky mesa top.  Combined with the project-specific impact of alternative B, the cumulative impacts to soils and vegetation are considered minor to moderate and long term.

Conclusion

Under the Preferred Alternative, construction and staging would eliminate or disturb soils and vegetation on approximately 0.5 acre, some of which has been previously disturbed, within the existing Island in the Sky headquarters developed area.  There would be moderate adverse impact to the immediate 0.5 acre context of the actual construction and staging site in the short term.  In the long term portions of this area not actually within the building footprint would be restored.  The alternative would result in minor adverse impacts to vegetation and soils long term and within the broader context of the 20,000 acre Island in the Sky mesa top and the 337,000 acre Canyonlands National Park.  Mitigation efforts following construction would offset most of the initial disturbance. This alternative would not cause impairment of park resources or values.

Visitor Experience and Use

IMPACT DEFINITIONS
Canyonlands National Park was established by Congress “to preserve an area ... possessing

superlative scenic, scientific, and archeological features for the inspiration, benefit, and use of the public.”  The methodology used for assessing impacts to visitor use and experience is based on how an expanded visitor center would affect the visitor, particularly with regards to visitors’ enjoyment of the park’s primary resource. The thresholds for this impact assessment are as follows:

Duration 
· Short-term:  effect of each impact lasting up to several months

· Intermediate: lasting from several months to a few years

· Long term: lasting from several years to permanently

Intensity

· Negligible: impact to visitor experience and use is zero or at the lowest levels of detection 

· Minor: impact to visitor experience and use is slight, but detectable

· Moderate: impact to visitor experience and use is readily apparent

· Major: impact to visitor experience and use is severely adverse or exceptionally beneficial

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE A (NO ACTION)
Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No Action Alternative would not alter visitor use and experience in the short term because the existing visitor center and the area around it would remain unchanged.  No construction would mean no potential inconvenience, no construction noise or dust, and no immediate closures.  In the intermediate to long term, there may be minor to moderate adverse impacts to visitors due to consistent visitor overcrowding, inadequate visitor orientation and resource interpretation, or uncomfortable building temperatures.  Periodic building repairs may result in reduced visitor services or temporary building closures.
Cumulative Impacts 

The Island in the Sky visitor center is an existing building within a currently developed area available and managed for recreational use, surrounded by a predominantly natural landscape and other recreational sites.  Under this alternative, visitor functions in the project area are not expected to change; therefore, cumulatively, visitor use and experience would not change appreciably when considered with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions. The cumulative effects on visitor experience, without the project-specific effects of alternative A, are minor to moderate and beneficial.  The project-specific effects of alternative A (minor to moderate, adverse) would reduce the cumulative visitor experience somewhat, to minor and beneficial.

Conclusion  

The No Action Alternative would result in negligible effects to visitor use and experience in the short term, because no impact of construction or change would occur.  In the intermediate to long term, this alternative may have a minor to moderate adverse effect on visitor experience due to continued overcrowding and lack of personal services.  Cumulative impacts would be minor and beneficial. 
IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Implementation of the preferred alternative would create additional space in the visitor center and would increase the level of education exhibits, expand the auditorium to allow more seating and ease the crowded effects currently experienced. These improvements would lessen confusion and provide better unification of park-wide stories, resulting in a minor to moderate beneficial effect on visitor use and experience. 

Minor, temporary, adverse impacts to visitor use and experience would result from construction activities for a relatively short time and, since part of the construction would be done in the off-season, to a relatively small number of visitors.  The visitor center would not be closed or inaccessible during the construction process.  The expansion would be phased in two parts, with the addition being completed first, then facilities and visitor use shifted to the addition while the existing section is rebuilt.  Visitors would be aware of the work (with attendant noise, dust, and activity) in progress.  In the intermediate to long term, this alternative would have moderate positive impact on visitor experiences.  Benefits to visitors would include reduced crowding, updated facilities, enhanced ability of staff to provide interpretive services, and improved facility safety. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Project-specific construction activities under this alternative would have a minor adverse effect on visitor experience in the short term, but a moderate beneficial effect in the long term. Combined with the effects of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, the cumulative effects on visitor use and experience would be moderate.

Conclusion

Under the Preferred Alternative the expansion of the existing visitor center may result in minor adverse effects to visitor use and experience in the short term due to construction noise, and occasional overcrowding and inconvenience.  In the intermediate to long term, this alternative would have a moderate beneficial effect on visitor experience due to improvements in health, safety and increased interpretive opportunities. The overall visitor experience would see a moderate overall cumulative benefit.
Park Operations

IMPACT DEFINITIONS
Analysis of impacts to park operations considered the various National Park Service functions that are conducted in or affected by the Island in the Sky visitor center, and the performance of the building itself.  Human health and safety of park employees was also evaluated. The impact categories used to assess potential changes to park operations are defined as follows.
Duration

· Short-term:  effect of each impact lasting up to several months

· Intermediate: lasting from several months to a few years

· Long term: lasting from several years to permanently

Intensity

· Negligible: impact to park operations is zero or at the lowest levels of detection 

· Minor: impact to park operations is slight, but detectable

· Moderate: impact to park operations is readily apparent

· Major: impact to park operations is severely adverse or exceptionally beneficial

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE A (NO ACTION)
Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No Action Alternative would not change current park operations at Canyonlands National Park.  The existing building would continue to function as such and the employee offices would remain.  Visitors would continue to come seeking information and backcountry permits. The existing building is aging, has current and future maintenance needs, and is deficient in various other aspects.  Windows, insulation, heating and cooling systems, and air leaks are not energy-efficient, reducing the effectiveness and increasing the cost of heating and cooling.  Rodents have been able to get in, presenting risks of hantavirus for maintenance workers and staff.  Electrical fixtures are outdated.  Some replacement parts are difficult to obtain because of their age.  The building does not meet accessibility standards for staff and visitors.  The number of staff working in the visitor center has increased by 50 percent since it was built in the 1980s, and office space is inadequate for current staff.  Over time, these deficiencies would require considerable expertise and time for maintenance crews to repair.

In the intermediate to long term, there would be the potential for moderate impacts created by ongoing degradation of the facility and rising maintenance costs as problems continue to escalate.  Deterioration and repair or replacement needs could result in restrictions in the operation of the visitor center or temporary closures. These would affect the park’s ability to administer backcountry permits, law enforcement, emergency medical care and related safety concerns in a remote area.  

Cumulative Impacts 

As the administrative headquarters for the Island in the Sky district, the visitor center is a key site for overall park operations in the district.  In the short term, park operations would continue as at present.  In the intermediate to long term, the project-specific effects of alternative A (building deficiencies and increasing maintenance needs) would have some negative impacts on overall park operations in the Island in the Sky district.  Cumulatively park operations would be somewhat less efficient and effective than at present.

Conclusion  

The No Action Alternative would result in minor adverse effects to Park Operations in the short term, because existing conditions would continue.  In the intermediate to long term, this alternative may have a moderate adverse effect on park operations due to continued overcrowding, inadequate personal services and maintenance issues.  Cumulatively park operations would be somewhat less efficient and effective than at present.
IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The expansion of the Island in the Sky visitor center as described in the Preferred Alternative would provide a working environment that meets current health and safety standards. It would provide improved work areas for employees including handicapped-accessible office space, general work areas, and restrooms.  Improved interior lighting, ventilation, and heating and cooling would improve air quality. These impacts would have a moderate beneficial effect on employee communication, cohesion and efficiency.

Structural deficiencies associated with the existing visitor center, would not be present in the expanded building. Improved building integrity would allow maintenance crews to focus on needs other than repair of the current building. A remodeled and expanded facility would alleviate the rodent problem, thereby improving the working conditions for all employees. These impacts would have a moderate beneficial effect of the health and safety of employees and efficiency of park operations

During construction, employees and visitor center operations would move from one section to the next as construction progressed. These moves would temporarily disrupt employee efficiency to a minor degree.  Construction noise and dust may also adversely affect employees, but these inconveniences would be temporary, lasting only during construction.

Cumulative Effects 

As the administrative headquarters for the Island in the Sky district, the visitor center is a key site for overall park operations in the district.  In the short term, park operations would continue as at present.  In the intermediate to long term, the project-specific effects of the preferred alternative would have positive impacts on overall park operations.  Cumulatively park operations would be more efficient and effective than at present.

Conclusion

The Preferred Alternative would result in minor adverse effects to Park Operations in the short term, due to construction-related disruptions.  In the intermediate to long term, this alternative would have a moderate beneficial effects on park operations due to improved work space, building functions, and accessibility, and reduced maintenance and rodent problems. Cumulatively park operations would be more efficient and effective than at present.

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The National Park Service initiated the environmental assessment process and the opportunity to comment with a scoping announcement sent to the park’s mailing list and local and regional news organizations.    An article was published in the Moab Times-Independent and a notice posted on the park web site.  One comment letter was received during the 30-day public comment period, and was considered in the planning process.  The letter suggested that the park consider addition of an “Artist in Residence” program and provide art exhibit space within the visitor center display area. 

This environmental assessment will be available for public review and comment for at least 30 days.  Publication will also be announced with a press release and notice on the park web site.

AGENCY AND TRIBAL CONSULTATION

The NPS sent a letter to the Utah State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to initiate the National Historic Preservation Act consultation process.  The EA will be provided to the SHPO for review and concurrence with the finding of “no adverse effect” on historic properties.

The NPS will provide the EA to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for review and concurrence with the finding of “not likely to adversely affect” federally-listed threatened or endangered species.

The NPS sent letters to the following affiliated Native American tribes and organizations to announce the process and the opportunity for comment.  No responses were received. 

Southern Pueblos:

· Zuni

· Acoma

· Isleta

· Laguna

· Santa Ana Pueblo

· Santo Domingo

· Cochiti

· Jemez

· Sandia Pueblo

· San Felipe

· Zia Pueblo

Northern Pueblos:

· Nambe Pueblo

· Pojoaque Pueblo

· San Juan Pueblo

· Tesuque Pueblo

· Picuris Pueblo

· San Ildefonso Pueblo

· Santa Clara

· Taos Pueblo

Navajo Nation

Hopi 

Paiute Tribe Of Utah

Southern Ute

Ute Mountain Ute

Northern Ute

Jicarilla Apache

PREPARERS (developed EA text)

Stuart Meehan, Senior Interpretive Specialist, Canyonlands National Park

David Wood, Resource Management Planner, Southeast Utah Group
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Paul Henderson, Chief of Interpretation, Canyonlands National Park

Kate Cannon, Superintendent, Southeast Utah Group

Chris Goetze, Cultural Resources Program Manager, Southeast Utah Group

Bill Key, Buildings and Facilities Specialist, Southeast Utah Group

Charlie Schelz, Ecologist, Southeast Utah Group

Jeff Troutman, Chief of Resource Management, Southeast Utah Group

Wayne Nielsen, Facility Manager, Southeast Utah Group

John Lewis, General Engineer, Southeast Utah Group
Gery Wakefield, GIS Specialist, Southeast Utah Group
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