National Park Service
U.S. Department of the Interior

Abbreviated Final General Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement

Assateague Island
National Seashore
2017

Cover Photo: Allen Sklar

Final Abbreviated General Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement

Assateague Island
National Seashore

2017

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
ABBREVIATED FINAL GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Assateague Island National Seashore, Maryland and Virginia
Assateague Island National Seashore (the seashore), established in 1965, preserves the outstanding Mid-Atlantic
coastal resources of Assateague Island and its adjacent waters and the natural processes upon which they depend.
The seashore also provides high quality resource-compatible recreation experiences. To support these purposes,
the National Park Service (NPS) has prepared a new general management plan (GMP) for the seashore, to replace
the seashore’s existing GMP completed in 1982.
The Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft GMP/EIS) was available for public
and agency review from January 29, 2016 through May 1, 2016. The document presents and evaluates four
alternatives for management of the seashore.
Alternative 1. The NPS would continue to manage resources and visitor uses as it does today. The seashore
enabling legislation and the existing General Management Plan (NPS 1982) would continue to guide seashore
management. The NPS would manage seashore resources and visitor use as it does today, with no major change in
direction.
Alternative 2. Most visitors would enjoy traditional beach recreation concentrated within a high density
developed area accessible by private vehicle. This alternative would likely require significant manipulation of the
natural environment to protect facilities and infrastructure in the island developed area. Outside the developed
area, natural processes and the effects of climate change/sea level rise would be the primary forces influencing the
condition and evolution of natural resources.
Alternative 3 (NPS Preferred Alternative). Over time, visitor use infrastructure would evolve to more sustainable
designs and likely shift to more stable locations both on and off the island. Most recreational uses and activities
would continue while new water-based points of access would provide access to additional low density visitor use
in the seashore’s backcountry. Natural processes and the effects of climate change/sea level rise would be the
primary forces influencing the condition and evolution of natural resources. Alternative 3 represents a long-term
shifting of seashore facilities and assets to adapt to climate change.
Alternative 4. Visitors would continue to use existing facilities and infrastructure until they are lost and/or
damaged by natural coastal processes and/or the effects of climate change/sea level rise. Lost or damaged
facilities would either not be replaced or would be minimally replaced with sustainable substitutes. Visitor use
would become almost entirely limited to day-use activities, although some primitive camping would remain
available. Natural coastal processes and the effects of climate change/sea level rise would be the primary forces
influencing the condition and evolution of natural resources. Alternative 4 represents a quicker adaptation of
seashore facilities and assets to the effects of climate change, as the seashore shifts from a more traditional
developed place to a more primitive place.
The Draft GMP/EIS addresses the environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the
alternatives. Impact topics include water resources, vegetation, wildlife, federally listed threatened or endangered
species, historic structures, cultural landscapes, seashore operations, access and circulation, visitor use and
experience, and the socio-economic environment.
This document is an Abbreviated Final General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the
seashore. It responds to and incorporates the public comments received on the Draft GMP/EIS. An abbreviated
final GMP/EIS is used because the comments received require only minor responses and editorial changes to the
Draft GMP/EIS. For clarification purposes, some minor changes have been made to the descriptions of alternatives
and the impact analysis findings presented in the Draft GMP/EIS. Therefore, alternative 3 remains as the NPS
preferred alternative. The public release of the Abbreviated Final GMP/EIS will be followed by a 30-day no action
period, after which the NPS will prepare a record of decision to document the selected alternative and set forth
any stipulations for implementation of the GMP.
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Assateague Island National Seashore
7206 National Seashore Drive
Berlin, MD 21811

Dear Reader:
I am pleased to share with you this Abbreviated Final General Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement (GMP/EIS) for Assateague Island National Seashore. The document includes an analysis of
comments received on the Draft GMP/EIS with NPS responses, errata sheets detailing editorial
corrections to the Draft GMP/EIS, and copies of agency and substantive public comments. The plan will
guide long-term decisions about the management of Assateague Island National Seashore.
Over the past few years, the public has participated in the planning process through public meetings,
formal and informal consultation, newsletters, and materials posted on the internet. In early 2016, the
Draft GMP/EIS was available for public review for 90 days. Approximately 27 interested individuals,
agencies, and organizations received either a digital copy or paper copy of the Draft GMP/EIS. An
additional 400 individuals, agencies, and organizations received newsletters announcing availability of
the Draft GMP/EIS and providing information on how to obtain copies (hard copy or digital) or to view
the document on-line. The NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website
(http://parkplanning.nps.gov//ASIS) offered interested parties an opportunity to review and comment on
the Draft GMP/EIS via the internet. On March 29, 30, and 31, 2016, the NPS hosted open houses in
Salisbury (MD), Berlin (MD), and Chincoteague (VA), respectively, where the public had opportunities
to review the Draft GMP/EIS and provide comments.
The National Park Service (NPS) received 268 pieces of correspondence on the draft plan. This
commentary was thoughtful, helpful, and sincere. I would like to thank the people who commented for
sharing their insights. I also would like to express our appreciation to the many people―partners,
advisors, and members of the public―who provided input throughout the planning process. Your input
has confirmed our belief that alternative 3 is the preferred alternative and that the management actions it
proposes will best guide long-term stewardship of Assateague Island National Seashore.
The enclosed document is in an abbreviated form because comments received during the public review
period required only minor responses and editorial changes to the Draft GMP/EIS. For clarification
purposes, some minor changes have been made to the description of alternatives and the impact analysis
findings presented in the Draft GMP/EIS. Alternative 3 remains the NPS preferred alternative. The
abbreviated format has allowed us to produce a simple brief document and to avoid costly reprinting of
the entire 650-page document.
The public release of the Abbreviated Final GMP/EIS will be followed by a 30-day no-action period,
after which the NPS will prepare a Record of Decision to document the selected alternative. The
Abbreviated Final GMP/EIS and the Draft GMP/EIS constitute the documentation upon which the
Record of Decision will be based.
Sincerely,

Deborah Darden
Superintendent
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Acronyms
CCP/EIS

Chincoteague and Wallops Island National Wildlife Refuges Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement

COLREGS

collision regulations (for preventing collisions at sea)

EIS

environmental impact statement

GMP

general management plan

MD DNR

Maryland Department of Natural Resources

NPS

National Park Service

NWS

National Weather Service

PEPC

Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (website)

USACE

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

VMRC

Virginia Marine Resources Commission

1.0 Introduction

1.

Introduction

This document is the Abbreviated Final General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft
GMP/EIS) for Assateague Island National Seashore (ASIS). It is composed of the NPS responses to public comments
on the Draft GMP/EIS, errata detailing editorial changes to the Draft GMP/EIS, copies of substantive comments
received from agencies and others, and copies of other agency comments that did not contain substantive
comments.
Public review of the Draft GMP/EIS occurred from January 29, 2016 through May 1, 2016. EPA published a notice
of availability in the Federal Register on January 29, 2016. Approximately 27 interested individuals, agencies, and
organizations received either a digital copy or paper copy of the Draft GMP/EIS. An additional 400 individuals,
agencies, and organizations received newsletters announcing availability of the Draft GMP/EIS and providing
information on how to obtain copies (hard copy or digital) or to view the document on-line. The NPS made the
Draft GMP/EIS available at seashore headquarters, the Assateague Island Visitor Center (MD), and the Toms Cove
Visitor Center (VA). The NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website
(http://parkplanning.nps.gov//ASIS) offered interested parties an opportunity to review and comment on the Draft
GMP/EIS via the internet. On March 29, 30, and 31, 2016, the NPS hosted open houses in Salisbury (MD), Berlin
(MD), and Chincoteague (VA), respectively, where the public had opportunities to review the Draft GMP/EIS and
provide comments. Press releases in local newspapers, the seashore’s website, and Facebook announced the
availability of the Draft GMP/EIS, as well as the public open house dates and times.
This Abbreviated Final GMP/EIS responds to and incorporates the public and agency comments received on the
Draft GMP/EIS. An abbreviated final GMP/EIS is used because the comments received on the Draft GMP/EIS
require only minor responses and editorial changes to the document (40 CFR 1503.4(c)). The NPS NEPA Handbook
(NPS 2015), section 4.6(B), defines minor as “changes involving only factual corrections or explanations of why
comments do not warrant further response.” As a result of public comment, for clarification purposes some minor
changes have been made to the description of the alternatives and to the impact analysis findings presented in the
Draft GMP/EIS.
Following the public release of this Abbreviated Final GMP/EIS, there will be a 30-day no action period, after which
the NPS will prepare a record of decision. The record of decision will document the selected alternative and set
forth any stipulations for implementing the GMP.

2.

Comments and Responses Summary

The seashore superintendent received 268 pieces of correspondence in the form of letters (32), comment sheets
from the open houses (5), electronic comments submitted through the NPS PEPC website (185), and emails (46).
While some comments had similar content, the NPS has treated each as a unique piece of correspondence
because they were “personalized.”
The GMP Planning Team carefully reviewed and considered each piece of correspondence received. From the
correspondence, the GMP Planning Team identified 46 “comments” or statements regarding a particular issue.
The team then categorized these comments as substantive or non-substantive, pursuant to guidelines of the
Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1503.4). NPS Director’s Order 12, section 4.6 defines substantive
comments as:
1
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Substantive comments are those that do one or more of the following:





question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the EIS
question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of environmental analysis
present reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the EIS
cause changes or revisions in the proposal

In other words, they raise, debate, or question a point of fact or analysis. Comments that merely
support or oppose a proposal or that merely agree or disagree with NPS policy are not considered
substantive and do not require a formal response.
Responses are required for all substantive comments. NPA may also respond to non-substantive comments that
warrant clarification of NPS policy or the content of the Draft GMP/EIS. In this Abbreviated Final GMP/EIS,
responses are provided for substantive comments as well as for non-substantive comments that warrant
clarification. Comments with questions or suggestions regarding implementation of management actions
described in the Draft GMP/EIS are also summarized and responses are provided, as needed.
All correspondence containing substantive comments is reprinted in full. All other agency correspondence not
containing substantive comments is also reprinted. A full set of the correspondence is available upon request.
Eighty-nine (89) commenters identified a preference among the alternatives presented in the Draft GMP. Of
these, approximately 83 percent selected alternative 3 as their preferred alternative. Many commenters stated
support for particular components of alternative 3. Ten (10) percent preferred alternative 1, one (1) percent
preferred alternative 2, and six (6) percent preferred alternative 4.
Topics on which more than three comments were received included:
•

Substantive Comments


Natural Resources, Horseshoe Crabs and Aquaculture, Economic Impacts



Natural Resources, Horseshoe Crabs/Aquaculture/Duck Blinds/Oyster Houses, Cultural Heritage
Impacts

•

Non-Substantive Comments Requiring Clarification


•
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Visitor Experience, Oversand Vehicle Use, Carsonite Markers



Visitor Experience, Oversand Vehicle Use, Continued Use in Alternative 3



Visitor Experience, Oversand Vehicle Use, Access Trail/Back Road



Visitor Facilities, Future Ferry in Alternative 3



Visitor Facilities, Seashore Access, MD Entry Station



Visitor Facilities, Seashore Access, Verrazano Bridge



Natural Resources, Coastal Processes, Protecting Chincoteague Beach



Natural Resources, Coastal Processes, Protecting Maryland and Virginia Communities



Natural Resources, Wilderness, Opposition/Support



Natural Resources, Horseshoe Crabs, NPS Jurisdiction



Natural Resources, Aquaculture, NPS Jurisdiction



Natural Resources, Watch Houses and Blinds, NPS Jurisdiction



Planning Process, Use of "Consider", "Would" and "If" in the Document

Non-Substantive Comments with Suggestions for Implementation


Visitor Facilities, Seashore Access, Future Ferry in Alternative 3



Natural Coastal Processes, Breach Management



Future GMP Implementation, Compliance

2.0 Comments and Responses Summary

2.1

Substantive Comments Requiring Responses

The following section summarizes the substantive comments received and presents the corresponding NPS
response. The correspondence for each of the substantive comments is reprinted in its entirety in appendix E.

Topic S3001:

Natural Resources, Floodplains, Database

Concern Statement. Worcester County suggested that the NPS revise the draft GMP to incorporate findings of
the updated and adopted floodplain study that the Federal Emergency Management Agency completed in 2015.
Representative Quote: Mayor, Town of Ocean City
Description is not current and should include a section for new Coastal RiskMAP analysis completed by
FEMA in 2015.
NPS Response. Section 3.4.5 (page 3-19) of the Draft GMP/EIS has been updated via errata (see section 3.1
below) to include findings of the updated and adopted Flood Risk Report: Worcester County, Maryland Coastal
Study (Worcester County 2015). Also, the references have been updated via errata (see section 3.2 below) to
include the 2015 update.

Topic S3002:

Natural Resources, Horseshoe Crabs, Justification for Ban

Concern Statement. The Commonwealth of Virginia questioned the management reasons for justifying a ban on
horseshoe crab harvest, and questioned the analysis of impacts on horseshoe crabs potentially associated with
implementing such a ban.
Representative Quote: Virginia Marine Resources Commission
There is no demonstrable fisheries management reason to institute a ban on the harvest of horseshoe
crabs within a half-mile of mean low water in the Assateague Island area. A ban on horseshoe crabs
within this area would have the negative impact of creating additional horseshoe crab harvest pressures
in other areas, specifically areas east of the COLREGS line.
Representative Quote: Virginia Marine Resources Commission
The GMP claims that "prohibiting harvest of horseshoe crabs (as proposed by FWS in the Final CCP/EIS)
would effectively eliminate illegal horseshoe crab harvesting in the Toms Cove area, resulting in a
beneficially [sic] impact on the horseshoe crab population by directly reducing the decline of spawning
horseshoe crabs in the Toms Cove area (US FWS 2015)". This horseshoe crab harvest prohibition, as
described, would not result in an overall increase in the number of spawning crabs. Harvest prohibitions
in this area could put additional pressure on the horseshoe crab stock in other areas, specifically areas
east of the COLREGS demarcation lines, an especially important region in the existing horseshoe crab
fisheries management plan for protecting the Delaware Bay horseshoe crab stock.
NPS Response. The Draft GMP/EIS proposes future management of horseshoe crabs in a manner compatible with
NPS regulations and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) management goals for the adjoining Chincoteague
Wildlife Refuge, as described in the recently completed Chincoteague and Wallops Island National Wildlife Refuges
Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (CCP/EIS) (US FWS 2015).” During
the CCP/EIS planning process, the FWS determined in a Justification for a Finding of Appropriateness of a Refuge
3
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Use, that horseshoe crab harvesting “is not a priority public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System” (see
CCP/EIS appendix Q). Specifically, FWS determined that:
•

“horseshoe crab harvesting could, based on available information, contribute to the decline of horseshoe
crabs on the refuge

•

a decline in horseshoe crabs could negatively impact shorebirds by reducing available food supplies during
critical migration periods” (see CCP/EIS page Q-15)

The Justification of a Finding of Appropriateness of a Refuge Use, summarized above, provided the basis for NPS
consideration of the potential impacts of horseshoe crab harvesting and supported its management decision
regarding horseshoe crab harvesting in seashore waters.
The NPS proposes to consult with the Commonwealth of Virginia and the State of Maryland to develop a process
to gradually reduce and eliminate horseshoe crab harvesting over a reasonable period of time. Consultation would
consider broader issues related to horseshoe crab fishery management in Delaware Bay, including the additional
pressure on the horseshoe crab stock in other areas, such as areas east of the COLREGS demarcation lines that
might result from the FWS and NPS management decisions at Toms Cove.
The GMP has been changed (pages xiv, xxxvi, xxxviii, xl, xliii, xlv, xlvii, 2-32, 2-35, 2-86, 2-89, 2-95, 2-103, 2-109, 463, 4-76, 4-82, and 4-183) via errata (see section 3.1 below) to clarify the proposed NPS management actions
regarding horseshoe crabs.

Topic S3003:

Natural Resources, Horseshoe Crabs, Clarification of Proposed Action

Concern Statement. Accomack County and others noted the importance of horseshoe crab harvest to medical
research. The county also requested clarification as to whether the proposed ban would apply to crabs taken for
bleeding (and returned to the water).
Representative Quote: Accomack County Government
It is unclear if your proposed ban would include the taking of animals for bleeding (and return to the
water). If so, the value of the fishery stated in the document appears to be very low, as one of blood [sic]
is said to be valued at $15,000. This use of the animal is very important to human life and safety. Blood
removed from the animals has unique properties in the testing of medical equipment and vaccines for
bacterial infections. See http://www.iflscience.com/plantsand-animals/how-horseshoe-crab-blood-savesmillions-lives for further information. According to this source, it saves millions of lives.
NPS Response.

As stated in our response to the previous concern statement, the NPS proposes to consult with

the Commonwealth of Virginia and the State of Maryland to develop a process to gradually reduce and eliminate
horseshoe crab harvesting over a reasonable period of time. Early in this consultation process, the agencies would
determine if the ban would apply to horseshoe crabs taken for bleeding (and returned to the water).
The GMP has been changed (pages xiv, xxxvi, xxxviii, xl, xliii, xlv, xlviii, 2-32, 2-35, 2-86, 2-89, 2-95, 2-103, 2-109, 463, 4-76, 4-82, and 4-183) via errata (see section 3.1 below) to clarify the proposed NPS management actions
regarding horseshoe crabs.
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Topic S3004:

Natural Resources, Horseshoe Crabs, Migratory Bird Impacts

Concern Statement. The Commonwealth of Virginia questioned findings of the impact analysis in the draft
GMP/EIS regarding the impacts of the proposed ban on harvesting horseshoe crabs. The state noted that the
current practice of harvesting horseshoe crabs does not have negative effects on migratory birds and that the
proposed ban would not improve food availability for migratory red knots.
Representative Quote: Virginia Marine Resources Commission
Furthermore, this ban would not improve food availability for the migratory red knots because these birds
do not primarily subsist on horseshoe crab eggs during stopover in Virginia (Cohen et al., 2011).
Representative Quote: Virginia Marine Resources Commission
The GMP claims that the harvest of horseshoe crabs has negative effects on migrating birds during
stopover in Delaware Bay due to the depletion of critical food supplies. Virginia and surrounding states
jointly manage the harvest of horseshoe crabs to limit the number and manner in which each state can
harvest horseshoe crabs that are from Delaware Bay origin. The ecosystem based Adaptive Resource
Management (ARM) model takes this harvest into account when determining ideal harvest packages to
ensure long-term sustainability for horseshoe crabs and red knots. Furthermore, recent studies by
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University show that red knots that stopover in Virginia during
migration do not use horseshoe crabs as their main food source, but rather forage on abundant mollusks
(Cohen et al. 2014). This same information is referenced by the GMP stating the "The diet of red knots in
Virginia includes coquina clams (Don [sic] (JX variabilis) and blue mussels (Mytilus edulis; Truitt et al.
2001), as was also the case historically (MacKay 1893), and lacks the horseshoe crab (Limulus
polyphemus) eggs that are a staple in the Delaware Bay."
NPS Response. The draft GMP/EIS proposes future management of horseshoe crabs in a manner compatible with
NPS regulations and the FWS management goals for the adjoining Chincoteague Wildlife Refuge, as described in
the recently completed Chincoteague and Wallops Island National Wildlife Refuges Final Comprehensive
Conservation Plan (CCP/EIS) and Environmental Impact Statement (US FWS 2015).”
The CCP/EIS notes the following in the analysis of impacts related to horseshoe crabs for all alternatives
considered:
“The horseshoe crab is an endemic species found on the east coast of the United States, with the center
of abundance between New Jersey and Virginia. This species spawns in the spring during new and full
moon periods starting the end of April and lasting into June. This period of time coincides with the spring
migration of shorebirds. Migration is an extremely energetic undertaking for these birds and their success
or failure is dependent upon finding sufficient energy (food) to complete migration and then to breed.
Studies have shown that horseshoe crab eggs that wash up on beaches after a spawning cycle are known
to supply some or the entire energy requirement to complete migration.” (US FWS 2015, page 4-17)
Furthermore, the Justification for a Finding of Appropriateness of a Refuge Use determined that horseshoe
harvesting “is not a priority public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System”, concluding that:
•

a decline in horseshoe crabs could negatively impact shorebirds by reducing available food supplies during
critical migration periods” (see US FWS 2015, appendix Q, page Q-15)

These findings provide the basis for NPS statements in the draft GMP/EIS saying that enforcement of existing
federal laws prohibiting harvest of horseshoe crabs would result in reduced decline of spawning crabs. This could
5
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result in a benefit to shorebirds for which horseshoe crab eggs are an important food source during critical
migration periods.
Note that the Virginia Marine Resources Commission (VMRC) commenter incorrectly states that, “This same
information is referenced by the GMP stating: “The diet of red knots in Virginia includes coquina clams (Don [sic]
(JX variabilis) and blue mussels (Mytilus edulis; Truitt et al. 2001), as was also the case historically (MacKay 1893),
and lacks the horseshoe crab (Limulus polyphemus) eggs that are a staple in the Delaware Bay." The GMP does
not reference the information as stated.

Topic S3005:

Natural Resources, Horseshoe Crabs/Aquaculture, Economic Impacts

Concern Statement. The Commonwealth of Virginia and several others noted that the proposed ban on
horseshoe crab harvest would have an adverse economic impact on local watermen.
The Commonwealth of Virginia noted that the prohibition of aquaculture in Virginia waters around Assateague
Island would adversely affect the livelihood of over 50 local watermen and remove millions of dollars from the
local economy.
Representative Quote: Unaffiliated Individual
Lastly banning horseshoe crab harvest will directly put people out of a job. Horseshoe crabs are quite [sic]
protected in many other coastal areas and the permit holder who fishes for these locally has built a
livelihood doing so. The public will not see any benefit to stopping a horseshoe crab harvest in the area.
Representative Quote: Unaffiliated Individual
Watermen have been harvesting horseshoe crabs in Toms Cove for 56 years and have not depleted the
supply. If you "phase out" harvesting you are just creating another problem for Assateague Island and will
put the watermen out of business.
Representative Quote: Virginia Marine Resources Commission
The Commonwealth believes that if Alternatives 2 through 4 are adopted in the final GMP, it would likely
result in a negative economic impact to local watermen permitted to harvest horseshoe crabs in Virginia.
Representative Quote: Virginia Marine Resources Commission
The prohibition of aquaculture around Assateague Island National Seashore would adversely affect the
livelihood of over 50 local watermen, remove millions of dollars from the local economy (Table 1), and
displace a significant historical community and way of life.
Table 1 Total reported harvest, and dockside value, of aquacultured oysters and clams from leases within NPS
boundaries from the years 2007 through 2015.

6

Year

Species

2007-2015

Private Oysters

Total Pounds
(meat weight)
71,282

2007-2015

Private Hard Clams

255,590

$1,702,079.44

2007-2015

Total Private Harvest

326,872

$2,220,242.82

Total Dockside Value
$518,163.37

2.0 Comments and Responses Summary

NPS Response. Regarding horseshoe crabs, section 4.11.3 (page 4-182) of the draft GMP/EIS acknowledges that
enforcement of existing federal laws prohibiting harvest of horseshoe crabs would effectively eliminate
unauthorized horseshoe crab harvesting in the Toms Cove area, likely resulting in a negative impact to some
commercial watermen (US FWS 2015). The annual value of horseshoe crab harvesting in the Toms Cove area is
estimated at approximately $55,261 (US FWS 2015). The NPS proposes to consult with the Commonwealth of
Virginia and the State of Maryland to develop a process to gradually reduce and eliminate horseshoe crab
harvesting over a reasonable period of time. This would enable commercial watermen to continue harvesting until
they are able to relocate their harvesting activities outside of seashore waters or until they no longer depend upon
the activity for their livelihood.
Regarding aquaculture, the NPS is not proposing to prohibit aquaculture in Virginia waters around Assateague
Island. As noted in GMP section 2.4.5 (page 2-32, paragraph 3), in recognition of the long history of aquaculture
within seashore waters predating establishment of the seashore, the NPS would issue a special use permit under
36 CFR§ 2.60(3)b to the VMRC within the Commonwealth of Virginia to allow for the continued practice of
commercial aquaculture and maintenance of the historic setting. VMRC would continue to issue commercial
aquaculture leases and have regulatory oversight over the activity and would continue to be responsible for
managing the leases and ensuring that commercial aquaculture within seashore waters is consistent with the
special use permit.
The GMP has been changed (pages xiv, xxxvi, xxxviii, xl, xliii, xlv, xlviii, 2-32, 2-35, 2-86, 2-89, 2-95, 2-103, 2-109, 463, 4-76, 4-82, and 4-183) via errata (see section 3.1 below) to clarify the proposed NPS management actions
regarding horseshoe crabs. No changes have been made to the GMP regarding aquaculture.

Topic S3006: Natural Resources, Horseshoe Crabs/Aquaculture/Duck Blinds/Oyster Houses, Cultural
Heritage Impacts
Concern Statement. The Commonwealth of Virginia, the Town of Chincoteague, the Chincoteague Chamber of
Commerce, and others expressed opposition to the proposed ban on horseshoe crab harvest and aquaculture
because it would destroy a historic and cultural way of life in Chincoteague that has been handed down from
generation to generation in Chincoteague Island families.
The Town of Chincoteague, the Chincoteague Chamber of Commerce, and others expressed opposition to the
proposed removal of unauthorized oyster watch houses and duck blinds located within the seashore's Virginia
waters. The town noted that almost all oyster watch houses and duck blinds have been handed down from
generation to generation to those family members that live on Chincoteague Island. One commenter noted that
the structures have provided a traditional and historic way of life for local residents to earn a living since long
before establishment of the seashore and should be allowed to continue without interference or restrictions.
Representative Quote: Virginia Marine Resources Commission
The harvest of horseshoe crabs in the Delmarva region is a historical fishery, where horseshoe crabs have
been harvested for fertilizer and livestock feed for over two centuries. Early reported annual harvests
range from 4 million pounds of horseshoe crabs in the 1870's to about 2 million pounds from the 1880's
through the 1920's (Finn. 1990, Shuster. 1985). Since that time management framework has been
developed. [sic] which has allowed this fishery to remain active in this region and supply a majority of the
region's bait for the eel and conch fisheries.
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Representative Quote: Virginia Marine Resources Commission
The Commonwealth believes that if Alternatives 2 through 4 are adopted in the final GMP, it would likely
displace a significant historical community and way of life.
Representative Quote: Joseph T. Thornton, Oyster Watch House Owners
All of the Watch Houses in the Virginia boundaries predate the National Sea Shore Act of 1965, and by
definition are historical. These properties have been handed down generations by owners to their
families and relatives for the preservation of cultural and livelihood as a way to protect the oyster grounds
they own. I can remember stories from many owners which predate the combustible outboard engine.
The owners would oar or scull their skiffs miles to get to their cabins to protect and harvest their clams
and oysters. In closing, we would like to reiterate the historical importance of the watch houses to our
local area and the proven ownership which goes back generations. Please remove them from the plan so
that the use of the structures may continue for generations to come.
Representative Quote: Chincoteague Chamber of Commerce
We ask that language in the GMP should state "no action will be taken relative to watch houses and duck
blinds" due to their historical and cultural significance. Virginia Department of Health regularly monitors
Chincoteague waters for contamination from wastewater discharge from such private structures,
therefore no intervening action should be taken by NPS.
Representative Quote: Mayor, Town of Chincoteague
The town objects to any reference of denying horseshoe crab harvesting in the GMP, which is a historical
and cultural way of life on Chincoteague. This harvesting has been handed down from generation to
generation in Chincoteague Island families and would be a disaster to see a family's way of life
discontinued.
Representative Quote: Virginia Marine Resources Commission
The Commission would like to thank the NPS for highlighting the historic, economic, and ecological
significance of shellfishing and shellfish aquaculture in the Commonwealth and on the Eastern Shore. The
prohibition of aquaculture around Assateague Island National Seashore would adversely affect the
livelihood of over 50 local watermen, remove millions of dollars from the local economy (Table 1), and
displace a significant historical community and way of life.
Representative Quote: Thomas Clark
I am opposed to the NPS setting any type of controls on harvesting and aquaculture activities that occur
within the water column you claim ownership of. What a shame it is that the Government has- or thinks it
has, the right to just take from the public. Oyster and Clamming have been done in Toms Cove for well
over 150 years.
NPS Response. The NPS recognizes that horseshoe crab harvesting, aquaculture, and uses associated with
privately owned structures (oyster houses and hunting blinds) are traditional uses of the seashore that are
important to community members living near the seashore. A recent ethnographic overview and assessment
report documented some of these traditional activities. It concluded that continued access to the seashore’s
resources is important in relation to the continuity and preservation of lifeways in the seashore’s nearby
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communities and in terms of the contribution of such resources to local or family socioeconomic systems
(Chambers and Sullivan 2012).
Regarding aquaculture, the NPS is not proposing to prohibit aquaculture in Virginia waters around Assateague
Island. As noted in GMP section 2.4.5 (page 2-32, paragraph 3), in recognition of the long history of aquaculture
within seashore waters predating establishment of the seashore, the NPS would issue a special use permit under
36 CFR§ 2.60(3)b to the VMRC within the Commonwealth of Virginia to allow for the continued practice of
commercial aquaculture and maintenance of the historic setting. VMRC would continue to hold commercial
aquaculture leases and have regulatory oversight over the activity and would continue to be responsible for
managing the leases and ensuring that commercial aquaculture within seashore waters is consistent with the
special use permit. Consequently, GMP management actions would not affect the livelihood of local waterman
and would not displace a significant historical community and way of life in Chincoteague.
Regarding horseshoe crab harvesting, the NPS recognizes that the prohibition on harvest of horseshoe crabs would
adversely impact the historic and cultural way of life in Chincoteague by eliminating access to horseshoe crab
harvest in Toms Cove. The NPS proposes to mitigate the impact on the historic community and way of life in
Chincoteague by:
•

Consulting with the Commonwealth of Virginia and the State of Maryland to develop a process to
gradually reduce and eliminate horseshoe crab harvesting within seashore waters over a reasonable
period of time. This would enable commercial watermen to continue harvesting horseshoe crabs at Toms
Cove until they are able to relocate their harvesting activities outside of seashore waters or until they no
longer depend upon the activity for their livelihood.

•

Completing an evaluation of commercial fishing operations within and adjacent to the seashore that will
provide information needed to inform the collaboration with the states (as noted in the previous bullet).
This study will compile and analyze landings data and other information for the seashore’s ocean and bay
waters, identify and quantify annual commercial harvest of horseshoe crabs since the seashore’s
establishment in 1965, evaluate the impacts of horseshoe crab harvest on the seashore’s marine and
estuarine resources, identify the number of currently active commercial operators within the seashore’s
boundaries, and estimate the economic value of commercial horseshoe crab harvest within the seashore.

•

Working collaboratively with local communities, Accomack and Worcester Counties, local watermen, the
Commonwealth of Virginia, the State of Maryland, and Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge to
understand and document the history and tradition of watermen in the Chincoteague/Sinepuxent Bay
region. GMP section 2.4.5 notes that studies would include surveying the traditional knowledge within
eastern shore communities and evaluating the maritime cultural landscape. In addition, the NPS would
work collaboratively with these groups to understand the status of the seashore’s marine resources, and
the best ways to ensure their continued resilience and productivity.

Regarding privately-owned structures, NPS would initiate an assessment of the structures to determine their legal
status and the authority for their presence. Only those that are unauthorized would be removed. To document
the traditional use of these structures, NPS would conduct an ethnographic study. Based on findings of the study,
as noted in section 2.4.5 of the draft GMP/EIS), the NPS would collaborate with local and regional cultural and
academic institutions to develop interpretive programming and other visitor information that would further
illuminate the significance of activities associated with oyster watch houses and hunting blinds to the cultural
heritage of the eastern shore and Assateague Island.
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The GMP has been changed (pages xiv, xxxvi, xxxviii, xl, xliii, xlv, xlviii, 2-32, 2-35, 2-86, 2-89, 2-95, 2-103, 2-109, 463, 4-76, 4-82, and 4-183) via errata (see section 3.1 below) to clarify the proposed NPS management actions
regarding horseshoe crabs. The GMP has been changed (pages xiv, 2-32, and 2-35) via errata (see section 3.1
below) to clarify the proposed NPS management actions regarding oyster watch houses and duck blinds. No
changes have been made to the GMP regarding aquaculture.

Topic S3010:

Natural Resources, North End Restoration, Management Zoning

Concern Statement. Worcester County and the Town of Ocean City noted that a subzone is needed for the North
End Restoration Project. Desired future conditions within the subzone should ensure that future management
could include sand nourishment and other restoration actions associated with the North End Restoration Project.
Representative Quote: Worcester County Government
Management Zone for the North End Restoration Project - The Natural Resource Zone designation for the
North End Restoration project should permit and encourage the restoration tasks to continue. Sand
nourishment at the north end of Assateague Island helps to maintain a healthy beach and dune system,
provide materials to fill areas that may be subject to breaching, and support the supply of sand material
for the active recreational beach areas on this section of the island. We request that either by
amendment, overlay, or designation, the tasks needed to continue this important sand nourishment
project be specifically referenced as permitted actions within the Natural Resource Zone.
Representative Quote: Mayor, Town of Ocean City
Management Zones - The use of zones and subzones to identify management approaches that are unique
to a specific area is encouraged. Please consider the addition of a North End Restoration Project subzone
that includes the northern 6 miles of Assateague Island in Maryland (Fig. 2.3).
NPS Response. The North End Restoration Project includes management actions crucial to the natural functioning
of Assateague Island and to the protection of the threatened Piping Plover. The NPS intends to continue this
project as long as NPS and the USACE concur that the management actions meet the project objectives and
funding is available. As noted in section 2.4.5 of the draft GMP/EIS, the North End Restoration Project is common
to the action alternatives (alternatives 2, 3, and 4). Page 2-31, paragraph 3 reads, “In alternatives 2, 3, and 4, the
NPS would also continue to partner with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to implement the North End Restoration
Project that mitigates the continuing effects of the Ocean City Inlet and jetties by restoring/maintaining sand
supply to northern Assateague Island at the historic pre-Ocean City Inlet rate.”
The NPS believes that these statements are clear with respect to the intent to continue to implement the North
End Restoration Project and that a separate subzone is not needed. However, to provide additional clarity, the
GMP has been changed via errata (pages xii, xiv, 2-14, 2-20, 2-25, 2-26, and 2-34) to note that the impacts of the
Ocean City Inlet would continue to be mitigated by the North End Restoration Project as long as the NPS and the
USACE concur that the management actions meet the project objectives and funding is available.
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2.2

Non-Substantive Comments Requiring Clarification

Topic C1001:

Visitor Experience, North End, Access, Permit Fee

Concern Statement. Two commenters stated their opposition to implementing a docking/entrance fee on the
north end for visitors boating to the seashore.
Representative Quote: Worcester County Government
We are adamantly opposed to the proposed implementation of a docking/entrance fee and associated
facilities on the bayside of the island, specifically along the northern end of Assateague, as referenced on
page 2-50 and 2-56. The NPS must recognize that considerable water access is already conducted by
boating visitors to the area and perhaps a different management approach would better address the
strategies for that portion of the park.
NPS Response. The draft GMP/EIS section 2.6.2 (pages 2-48 and 2-29) addresses visitor use in the north end in
alternative 3 (preferred alternative). The NPS recognizes that considerable water access already occurs by boating
visitors to the area and is concerned that visitors are adversely impacting resources and that crowding is
diminishing the visitor experience. In alternative 3 visitor use of the north end via boating would continue. To
address chronic visitor use impacts on resources, the NPS would increase ranger presence and provide additional
visitor facilities, such as a vessel with a restroom. The docking/entrance fee is needed to help reduce crowding
and to minimally offset the increased cost of seashore operations for visitor services and resource protection.
Currently, users of the north end are the only seashore visitors who do not pay a fee for using the seashore.
Adding a permit or fee would ensure that all visitors pay a fair share towards the maintenance and upkeep of the
seashore.

Topic C1004:

Visitor Experience, Oversand Vehicle Use, Access Trail/Back Road

Concern Statement. Some commenters asked that the Back Road be reopened to provide an alternative route
around sensitive resource areas within the OSV zone that are subject to seasonal closures.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
I would support further investigation for opening the back road again, to bypass ORV closures due to
habitat or temporary over wash issues. Most times we (family and myself) head further south down the
ORV (past km 25) as we enjoy the less crowded areas and fishing. Over the last few years this area is
closed for the various reasons due to habitat closures and over wash areas, which may cover a small area,
and could be bypassed.
NPS Response. The “Back Trail” that once ran parallel to the ocean beach in the MD OSV zone was closed to
public use in 1999 due to changes in island geomorphology and habitat dynamics, as well as reassessment of the
laws, regulations and policies influencing off-road vehicle use at Assateague Island. The NPS determined that
closure of this alternative travel route along an overwash-dominated barrier island system was necessary to
ensure fiscal sustainability, to comply with policy directives regarding the protection of wilderness and threatened
and endangered species, and to prevent impairment of wetlands and other natural resources and processes
fundamental to ecosystem health. Now, the “Back Trail” is no longer discernible in many locations, experiences
overwash, and is used by piping plover as foraging and nesting habit. Therefore, even if portions of the “Back
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Trail” were to be reopened, they would be subject to seasonal closures similar to those occurring on the existing
OSV route.

Topic C2003:

Visitor Facilities, Seashore Access, Verrazano Bridge

Concern Statement. Many commenters opposed the federal government taking ownership of the Verrazano
Bridge. The perception is that the State of Maryland would be more likely to make available the funds needed for
bridge maintenance and repairs. This would better ensure long-term vehicular access to the island.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
The bridge going to AI needs to remain in control of the state. This will help mantain access to AI and limit
financial responsibility for NPS.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
The ownership, maintenance, and control of the Assateague Bridge will be kept as is. I oppose transfer of
ownership, maintenance of the bridge, or control of the bridge in any way to the Federal Government and
the NPS.
NPS Response. The NPS does not intend to take ownership of the Verrazano Bridge nor is there any mention in
the draft GMP/EIS of the NPS taking ownership of the bridge or responsibility for its management. If a new
consolidated, jointly operated entrance station to Assateague Island were to be located on the mainland, there
would be no change to the current ownership of the Verrazano Bridge by the State of Maryland and associated
state responsibility for bridge maintenance.

Topic C3002:

Natural Resources, Coastal Processes, Protecting Virginia and Maryland Communities

Concern Statement. Many commenters from the Town of Chincoteague, Accomack County, the Town of Ocean
City, and Worcester County expressed concerns that not fortifying the island would expose their communities to
increased risks from coastal storms and storm surge.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
As residents of Chincoteague Island, our biggest concern is that our island (Chincoteague) may be
threatened by direct hits from the ocean if the federal government agencies responsible for Assateague
abandon any maintenance of the beach at the southern end, where it has been for many years. It seems
likely that the ocean can break through Assateague and hit the south end of Chincoteague during storms
and storm surges. The rip-rap at both the north end of Assateague which protects Ocean City, and now at
the south end of Assateague to protect Wallops Island facilities, leave the residential community of
Chincoteague in an ever more vulnerable position. Please do not proceed with any plans that would
negatively affect our island's safety
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
By not preserving and building up the beach you risk the loss of Assateague as a barrier island for
Chincoteague. You are risking not only our livelihoods related to tourism but also out homes, businesses,
and heritage.
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Representative Quote: Worcester County Government
The management of the dune system provides protection to the mainland from coastal storms and storm
surges. We are specifically concerned that if the dune management strategy was to be diminished, such
actions would have a significantly negative impact on the ratings for our potentially vulnerable mainland
areas adjacent to the northern part of the island.
NPS Response. The NPS is concerned with the issues of community resiliency that face the Town of Chincoteague,
the Town of Ocean City, and other coastal communities. As noted in draft GMP/EIS, section 2.4.2 (page 2-21), the
NPS would work in cooperation with other federal agencies, the states, counties, and communities to explore how
best to model the impacts of sea level rise and storm surge. The efforts would evaluate potential effects of breach
management, modifications to infrastructure, and other related actions on local communities and infrastructure.
Together, stakeholders would explore ways to mitigate hazards and increase the resiliency of surrounding
communities and infrastructure. This effort would make use of new information regarding sea level rise available
from various sources. However, it is important to note that the NPS can only work within its mission and funding.
The NPS believes that supporting natural barrier island processes―including episodic overwash―will provide the
maximum long-term coastal storm protection benefits to adjacent communities.

Topic C3007:

Natural Resources, Wilderness, Opposition/Support

Concern Statement. Many comments were received regarding designation of wilderness on Assateague Island.
The vast majority of commenters stated that the island has never met requirements for wilderness over the past
35 years and that a wilderness designation is not appropriate on a barrier island that is continually moving
westward. Several noted that with climate change (global warming) and sea level rise, eventually there would be
no beach access for OSVs once the ocean level has reached the designated wilderness boundary. Many also noted
that public money should not be spent to complete a wilderness study. Only three commenters supported
designation of wilderness on the island.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
I personally question why any Wilderness area should be on a barrier island that is continually changing.
The longitudinal and latitude done originally in no way are in place today. Much of the original area is now
under water.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
Second, there is mention of a wilderness designation on Assateague Island a total of 252 times within the
GMP. I strongly oppose a wilderness designation on the island due to the instability of the island. I feel
very strongly that the island has never met the requirements desired for a wilderness designation over
the past 35 years, so therefore the idea should be abandoned and never be revisited.
Representative Quote: Worcester County
The County opposes the creation and/or expansion of any wilderness area designations on Assateague
which we understand provides the highest level of conservation protection for federal lands and often
restricts public use and enjoyment of these public lands. While we support managed use of the parklands
to preserve and protect the natural environment, we believe that public access should not be prohibited
in any areas of the park. If it is determined that wilderness designations must be considered, we urge that
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you complete an updated wilderness study, as mentioned in the GMP, to assess the true eligibility of the
proposed portions of the island that do not have the wilderness designation.
Representative Quote: The Nature Conservancy
We also support the proposed assessment and study to establish a Wilderness Area on the island. As
climate change and sea level rise limit human use and access, and as the island evolves over time, large
portions of the island will become more amenable to this designation.
NPS Response. In 1974, the NPS and the FWS jointly evaluated the suitability of portions of Assateague Island for
wilderness designation (NPS and FWS 1974). The study concluded that portions of the island retained “primeval
character and influence” and that about 6,500 acres of land qualified for wilderness designation, including 5,200
acres managed by the NPS and 1,300 managed by the FWS. In 1974, President Gerald Ford recommended to
Congress that 440 acres of the 5,200 acres managed by the NPS be formally designated wilderness. The balance of
the NPS managed lands―4,760 acres―were identified as potential wilderness, to become eligible for wilderness
designation when non-conforming features and uses were eliminated. Congress failed to act on the president’s
recommendation. The seashore’s subsequent 1982 General Management Plan (NPS 1982b) concluded that
wilderness designation should be reconsidered once the island’s natural zone (encompassing the potential
wilderness areas) is free of non-conforming features present due to the retained rights of use and occupancy by 11
former property owners.
The last of the retained rights of use and occupancy within the island’s natural zone (encompassing the potential
wilderness areas) expired in 2002. As a result, the NPS decided to make management recommendations in this
draft GMP/EIS regarding the continued management of potential wilderness at the seashore. NPS must complete
a new wilderness eligibility assessment, as summarized in the draft GMP/EIS section 1.7 (page 1-45) and section
2.4.5 (page 2-32). Until the wilderness eligibility assessment is completed and action taken by the Director of the
National Park Service regarding wilderness eligibility, the NPS will continue to manage land within the
recommended and potential wilderness at the seashore to preserve, restore, and enhance natural ecological
conditions and wilderness qualities while providing limited opportunities for low density, low impact primitive
recreational experiences.
The new wilderness eligibility assessment will determine if the seashore’s lands and waters possess the
characteristics and values of wilderness, as defined in the Wilderness Act. The Wilderness Act and NPS
Management Policies (NPS 2006c) define primary eligibility criteria and additional considerations in determining
eligibility, as well as the process to be used in completing the assessment. The NPS is required to involve the
public in the wilderness eligibility assessment process. During this process, the NPS would address the many
questions raised by the public regarding the suitability of seashore lands for wilderness designation.
If the new wilderness eligibility assessment determines that seashore lands are eligible for wilderness designation,
then the NPS would complete a wilderness study/EIS. The purpose of the wilderness study will be to provide the
detailed review necessary to develop official proposals and recommendations for wilderness designation to the
Director, the Department, the President, and Congress.

Topic C3008:

Natural Resources, Horseshoe Crabs, NPS Jurisdiction

Concern Statement. The Commonwealth of Virginia and others indicated that the state has jurisdiction over the
harvest of horseshoe crabs within a half-mile of mean low water in the Assateague Island area. Some commenters
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also said that the argument that horseshoe crabs are not subject to regulation by the NPS because that are
arachnids is specious.
Representative Quote: Senate of Virginia
A similar observation could be made regarding the horseshoe crab harvest. I understand that the
distinction made with the horseshoe crab harvest and fin fishing and aquaculture activities is the
somewhat unusual designation of the horseshoe crab as an "animal". That technical distinction should not
overcome the reality of the situation which places the horseshoe crab in the same context and category,
on a practical basis, as fin fishing and aquaculture.
NPS Response. A 1985 Federal Register notice provided a new seashore map (Map 622-30-003), replacing the
boundary map included in the seashore authorizing legislation (Map NS-AL-7100A). Map 622-30-003 represents
the official depiction of the seashore's boundary, showing the general shape and location of that line. NPS
jurisdiction over these waters included in the park boundary is established through 36 CFR 1.2(a)(3), which states
that waters are “subject to the jurisdiction of the United States within. . . park units. . .without regard to ownership
of the submerged lands.”
th

As noted in the draft GMP/EIS, section 3.6.2 (page 3-20, 4 paragraph), horseshoe crabs are arachnids
(arthropods), not crustaceans. Therefore, horseshoe crabs are wildlife and their harvest is prohibited in national
parks (36 CFR§2.2).

Topic C3009:

Natural Resources, Aquaculture, NPS Jurisdiction

Concern Statement. The Commonwealth of Virginia, Accomack County, the Town of Chincoteague and others
disagree with the NPS contention that it has jurisdiction over aquaculture in Virginia and that the NPS has authority
to issue a special use permit regarding aquaculture in Virginia.
Representative Quote: Accomack County Government
§ 2.60 Livestock use and agriculture.
(a) The running-at-large, herding, driving across, allowing on, pasturing or grazing of livestock of any kind
in a park area or the use of a park area for agricultural purposes is prohibited, except:
(1) As specifically authorized by Federal statutory law; or
(2) As required under a reservation of use rights arising from acquisition of a tract of land; or
(3) As designated, when conducted as a necessary and integral part of a recreational activity or required
in order to maintain a historic scene.
(b) Activities authorized pursuant to any of the exceptions provided for in paragraph (a) of this section
shall be allowed only pursuant to the terms and conditions of a license, permit or lease. Violation of the
terms and conditions of a license, permit or lease issued in accordance with this paragraph is prohibited
and may result in the suspension or revocation of the license, permit, or lease .
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This commenter reads this language very differently than the Service. Clearly, if you were using this
section to claim jurisdiction over agricultural activities on the land, you'd have a straight, clear argument.
However, your effort to extend jurisdiction over activities not envisioned or stated in the regulation in
such a manner is a significant overreach. Regulations should mean what they say, not what interpreters
wish them to say. For these reasons, the statement on page 1-35 that aquaculture is considered
agriculture is likewise unsupported and to our view, an improper overreach and assertion of authority.
While we understand and appreciate that the Service has found a way, for now, to "issue" a special use
permit to VMRC, we question your right by law to do that. We strongly believe that the state should take
a more firm view on this matter and wish very sincerely that you not mistake their seeming acquiescence
to your position as acceptable to us. It is not
Representative Quote: Mayor, Town of Chincoteague
The executive summary and alternative one of the GMP states leasing of submerged lands by the
Commonwealth of Virginia, within the seashore boundary, for commercial aquaculture, would continue.
The other three alternatives, including the preferred alternative, states "in recognition of this long history
of use, NPS would issue a special use permit under 36 CFR 2.60(3)b to the Virginia Marine Resource
Commission (VMRC) within the Commonwealth of Virginia to allow for the continued practice of
commercial aquaculture and maintenance of the historic setting."
The town's position and as stated in Public Law 89-195, Sec 5, "That nothing in this Act shall limit or
interfere with the authority of the State to permit or to regulate shell fishing in any waters included in the
National Seashore." This is the same public law that sets up the boundaries of the national seashore on
Assateague Island. 36 CFR 2.60(3)b would obstruct Virginia's authority in this matter.
The town insists the GMP preferred alternative language be changed throughout the GMP to match the
executive summary and alternative one, where it states "leasing of submerged lands by the
Commonwealth of Virginia within the seashore boundary for commercial aquaculture would continue."
NPS Response. NPS continues to assert that, in accordance with 36 C.F.R. §2.60, commercial aquaculture for
consumption is agriculture, which is prohibited in parks except when specifically authorized by federal statute,
required under a reservation of use rights, or needed for a recreational activity or historic scene. The draft
GMP/EIS acknowledges the history and importance of this use to the region, and would permit it by working with
the VMRC to issue such a permit.

Topic C3011:

Natural Resources, Fishing Impacts

Concern Statement. Some commenters believe that the NPS should show harm associated with fishing activities
as the basis for management decisions related to aquaculture, horseshoe crab harvest, and fishing, and not rely
mainly upon NPS law and regulation.
Representative Quote: Senate of Virginia
From a public policy standpoint, if an activity has been ongoing for generations and poses no threat or
impediment to the mission of the Park Service, I see no reason why it should not be allowed to continue
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to the extent the Park Service even has any authority to disallow it. It would further seem to be in the best
interest of the Park Service from a community relations standpoint as well.
Representative Quote: Senate of Virginia
"What negative impact do any of these activities [fin fishing, aquaculture and horseshoe crab fishery]
have on the Park Services' mission?" Thus far, I have not received any indication that any of these
activities, which have gone on for generations, pose any threat to the Park Services' mission and, in fact,
an important part of the economy and of the cultural heritage of the area.
NPS Response. Regarding management decisions related to fishing, the draft GMP/EIS does not propose any new
management decisions related to fishing, in general. However, as noted on pages xiv, 2-31, 2-35 (table 2.5), and 2110 (table 2.15) of the draft GMP/EIS, the NPS has committed to completing an evaluation of commercial fishing
operations within and adjacent to the seashore that will provide information needed to inform future
management of the seashore’s marine resources. This study will compile and analyze landings data and other
information for the seashore’s ocean and bay waters, identify and quantify annual commercial harvest by species
and type of gear within and/or adjacent to the seashore’s boundary since its establishment in 1965, evaluate the
impacts of commercial fishing on the seashore’s marine and estuarine resources, identify the number of currently
active commercial operators within the seashore’s boundaries, and estimate the economic value of commercial
harvest by species within the seashore.
Regarding management decisions related to horseshoe crab harvesting, the draft GMP/EIS proposes future
management of horseshoe crabs in a manner compatible with NPS regulations and FWS management goals for the
adjoining Chincoteague Wildlife Refuge, as described in the recently completed Chincoteague and Wallops Island
National Wildlife Refuges Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP/EIS) and Environmental Impact Statement
(US FWS 2015).” During the CCP/EIS planning process, FWS determined in a Justification for a Finding of
Appropriateness of a Refuge Use, that horseshoe harvesting “is not a priority public use of the National Wildlife
Refuge System” (see CCP/EIS appendix Q). Specifically, FWS determined that:
•

“horseshoe crab harvesting could, based on available information, contribute to the decline of horseshoe
crabs on the refuge

•

a decline in horseshoe crabs could negatively impact shorebirds by reducing available food supplies during
critical migration periods” (see CCP/EIS page Q-15)

The Justification of a Finding of Appropriateness of a Refuge Use, summarized above, was used to inform NPS’s
decision to prohibit horseshoe crab harvesting in seashore waters.
Regarding management decisions related to aquaculture, the NPS is not proposing to prohibit aquaculture in
Virginia waters around Assateague Island. As noted in GMP section 2.4.5 (page 2-32, paragraph 3), in recognition
of the long history of aquaculture within seashore waters predating establishment of the seashore, the NPS would
issue a special use permit under 36 CFR§ 2.60(3)b to the VMRC within the Commonwealth of Virginia to allow for
the continued practice of commercial aquaculture and maintenance of the historic setting. VMRC would continue
to hold commercial aquaculture leases and have regulatory oversight over the activity and would continue to be
responsible for managing the leases and ensuring that commercial aquaculture within seashore waters is
consistent with the special use permit. Consequently, GMP management actions would not affect the livelihood of
local waterman and would not displace a significant historical community and way of life in Chincoteague.

17

ASSATEAGUE ISLAND NATIONAL SEASHORE Abbreviated Final GMP/EIS

Topic C5001:

Socio-economic, Local Economy, Impacts

Concern Statement. One commenter stated that the draft GMP/EIS does not address the economic impact of
proposed management actions.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
Missing in the GMP is the economic impact that the various options would have on the local economy. As
recently reported:
"The report conducted by the U.S. Geological Survey and National Park Service economists showed the
two million plus visitors to Assateague Island National Seashore in 2013 spent $84.3 million in
communities near the park. The direct and indirect spending supported 1,052 jobs in areas around the
barrier island."
NPS Response. Section 3.14.4 (page 3-95) of the draft GMP/EIS provides an overview of the economic benefits of
the seashore to the local economy in terms of visitor spending, employment impacts, and value added, as
summarized in 2014 National Park Visitor Spending Effects―Economic Contributions to Local Communities, States,
and the Nation (NPS 2015a). As noted in section 3.14.4, this study found that in 2014 visitors to the seashore
spent approximately $90,417,200 in the local economy, creating approximately 1,241 jobs (NPS 2015a). Section
4.11 (pages 4-178 to 4-196) of the draft GMP/EIS analyzes the economic impacts of the proposed management
actions.

Topic C6001:

Partnerships, Army Corps of Engineers

Concern Statement. The Town of Ocean City requested that the Draft GMP/EIS identify the US Army Corps of
Engineers as a federal agency partner, particularly with respect to its involvement in the North End Restoration
Project.
Representative Quote: Mayor, Town of Ocean City
Please identify the USACE as a federal agency partner (Sec. 2.6.7)
NPS Response. Section 2.4 of the draft GMP/EIS summarizes the management guidance and actions common to
the action alternatives (alternatives 2, 3, and 4). Section 2.4.5 (page 2-31, paragraph 3) notes, “In alternatives 2, 3,
and 4, the NPS would also continue to partner with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to implement the North End
Restoration Project that mitigates the continuing effects of the Ocean City Inlet and jetties by restoring/
maintaining sand supply to northern Assateague Island at the historic, pre-Ocean City Inlet rate.” Section 2.4.8
(page 2034, paragraph 1) further notes, “As in alternative 1, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would continue to
partner with the NPS to address the chronic sand supply impacts to the north end of Assateague Island from the
jetty-stabilized Ocean City Inlet.” Table 2.5 (page 2-35) includes an action to achieve desired conditions in the
Chincoteague Bay, Sinepuxent Bay and Atlantic Ocean Zone to “continue to implement the North End Restoration
Project to mitigate environmental impacts of the Ocean City Inlet jetties and the Ocean City Inlet (with the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers).” The NPS intends to continue this project as long as the NPS and the USACE concur that
the management actions meet the project objectives and funding is available.
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Topic C9002:

Planning Process, Public Review, Public Comment Period

Concern Statement. One commenter noted that the time available for public review and comment was not
reasonable.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
The month of April does not seem a reasonable time (30 days) to absorb all the information from the
Newsletter No. 3 dated Winter 2016 together with the meeting discussion in order to submit input which
will have an effect on Chincoteague Island people for the next 15 years.
NPS Response. The draft GMP/EIS was available for public review and comment for a total of 90 days, beginning
January 29, 2016, and ending May 1, 2016.
The start of the public review period was formally announced through publication of a notice of availability (NOA)
in the Federal Register on February 4, 2016. NPS widely announced availability of the draft GMP/EIS. NPS mailed
approximately 400 copies of a newsletter to individuals and organizations on the seashore’s mailing list; sent 27
personal letters to political entities and stakeholders, along with a copy of the GMP in hard copy, on a thumb drive,
or both, as requested; sent 13 consultation letters to federal, state, and local agencies; sent press releases to the
seashore’s press release list; published a notice on Facebook; sent a hard copy of the GMP to three local libraries;
added a GMP link and GMP public meeting notices on the NPS PEPC site; and sent email notices to all 96 seashore
employees and to 74 other contacts. NPS posted to PEPC and to the park’s website a summary newsletter along
with the draft GMP/EIS to assist the public in their review but was not intended to substitute for the full draft
GMP/EIS.
On March 29, 30, and 31, 2016, approximately eight weeks after the draft GMP/EIS was made publicly available,
the NPS held public information sessions at locations in Maryland and Virginia to provide general information and
to answer questions. The public information sessions were purposely scheduled to allow the public adequate time
to review the draft GMP/EIS before the sessions were held, and leave approximately 30 days after the information
sessions and before the end of the public comment period on May 1 to submit comments, if reviewers chose to do
so. The 90-day public review period was double the 45-day period mandated by the Council on Environmental
Quality’s regulations that implement the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) and 30 days longer
than the 60-day public review period for an EIS that is recommended in the NPS NEPA Handbook (NPS 2015)
(section 4.6B, page 66). We understand that the draft GMP/EIS is, by its nature, a lengthy and complex document
because of the many issues that must be carefully and thoroughly examined. It was for that reason that we
extended the public review period beyond what was required or recommended. We believe that the time allowed
for public review and comment on the draft GMP/EIS was adequate and reasonable.

Topic C9003:

Planning Process, Public Comments, Availability for Public Review

Concern Statement. A few commenters asked that the public be able to see all of the comments received by the
NPS on the Draft GMP/EIS.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
I also think the public commenting should be able to see all of the comments from the public instead of
your keeping them sedcret [sic] for your own uses and perversions of what the public tells you. when you
keep them secret you can get away with a lot of sneakiness. and that goes on in this courrupt govt [sic] we
have right now.
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NPS Response. Following close of the public comment period on May 1, 2016, the NPS made available for public
viewing all correspondences received on the draft GMP/EIS. All correspondences received by the NPS via email,
the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) system, or letter (postmarked by May 1, 2016) were
posted to the seashore’s website at www.parkplanning.nps.gov/ASIS on June 14, 2016.

Topic C9004:

Planning Process, Timeframe for the Plan

Concern Statement. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency asked that the timeframe for the GMP be more
clearly stated.
Representative Quote: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
We suggest that the timeframe for this plan be clearly stated.
NPS Response. In the past, it was common for the NPS to assign a specific timeframe to a general management
plan. However, the NPS has changed its strategic planning framework to acknowledge that a general management
plan (GMP) is intended to be a long-term plan―that is a broad umbrella document that sets the long-term goals
for a unit of the national park system, based upon the unit’s foundation statement. NPS has found that during the
life of a GMP, specific items may need updating and further NEPA planning, but the entirety of the GMP generally
does not need to be updated. Therefore, NPS refers to GMPs as long-term plans, without a set timeframe.
Consistent with the agency’s strategic planning framework, the new seashore GMP defines the seashore’s basic
approaches to natural and cultural resource management, interpretation, the visitor experience, and partnerships
over the long-term. This statement appears in the draft GMP/EIS in the executive summary (page ii, paragraph 2)
and in chapter 1 (section 1.1, end paragraph 2).

Topic C9005:

Planning Process, Use of “Consider”, “Would” and “If” in the document.

Concern Statement. Many commenters noted the NPS frequently used the terms "consider", "could", and "if"
with respect to future management actions at the seashore. They generally felt that this type of wording would
leave too much up to the discretion of future seashore managers. This was of particular concern to those
commenting on the location of the carsonite markers that delineate the oversand vehicle use area. These
commenters expressed the desire to change the management action wording related to the oversand vehicle use
area in alternative 3 to say that the carsonite markers "will be moved each year as the island moves westward."
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
The GMP states "the NPS will consider repositioning the markers each year." NPS uses the word
"consider" far too often. That word is too vague and leaves too much open to interpretation. NPS needs
to learn how to use the words "shall" or "will."
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
The four alternatives that were offered to the public in the GMP seemed to be one sided with a lot of
"could be's" , "maybe's" and "if the appropriate funds are available".
NPS Response. The purpose of the new GMP is to provide a decision-making framework that ensures that
management decisions effectively and efficiently carry out the NPS mission at the seashore. It will provide
guidance needed by managers over the long term to make decisions in a manner that is consistent with the
purposes for which the seashore was established by Congress as a unit of the national park system and that
protects the seashore’s fundamental and other important resources and values.
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NPS Park Planning Program Standards (NPS 2008b) direct that GMPs should not include further details or
commitments to more specific management actions to achieve desired conditions; these are to be deferred to
implementation planning which focuses on how to implement an activity or project needed to achieve a long-term
goal that typically requires a level of detail and analysis that goes well beyond that which is appropriate at the
general management planning level. As a result, the terms “consider”, “would” and “if” are suitable for use in a
draft GMP/EIS document and are intentionally used to provide guidance for seashore managers without requiring
specific actions to be taken during the life of the plan, in the event that conditions change.
Accordingly, in the GMP the planning team has described the preferred alternative (alternative 3) for future
management of the seashore as a set of desired future conditions for subareas (zones and subzones) within the
seashore, along with a summary of management actions that respond to the seashore management issues and
concerns raised during the GMP planning process. If implemented, these actions would help the seashore move
from existing conditions to desired conditions within each seashore management zone. The actions are examples
of the kinds of actions that future managers could consider.
NPS response to the use of the word “consider” regarding the location of the carsonite markers that delineate the
oversand vehicle use area is provided above under the topic Visitor Experience, Oversand Vehicle Use, Carsonite
Markers.

2.3

Non-Substantive Comments Requiring Clarification and Text Change

Topic C1002:

Visitor Experience, Oversand Vehicle Use, Carsonite Markers

Concern Statement. Many commenters requested that specific language be added to the GMP ensuring that the
carsonite markers delineating the oversand vehicle zone be repositioned annually to allow for the maximum beach
driving area as the island rolls over on itself in the future.
Representative Quote: Assateague Mobile Sportfishing Association
First off the word "consider" is found 206 times within the GMP and one is where the white marker is to
be relocated each year. The GMP worded the NPS will consider repositioning the marker each year. Please
include in your comments that the carsonite markers in the OSV Zone are to be moved each year to allow
maximum beach driving area in the future. If this doesn't happen as the island rolls over itself eventually
the ocean will touch the carsonite markers and there will be no room for vehicles to drive east of the
carsonite markers.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
The GMP states the NPS will "consider" repositioning the (carsonite) markers each year. I believe that this
is a must as the island is "moved" by mother nature every year and the marks should move as well to
maintain our access in a safe manner.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
The GMP states "the NPS will consider repositioning the marker each year". I feel the carsonite markers in
the OSV Zone are to be moved each year to allow maximum beach driving area in the future. If this
doesn't happen, as the island rolls over itself, eventually the ocean will touch the carsonite markers and
there will be no room for vehicles to drive east of the carsonite markers. The right and pleasure to drive
upon the beach should not be infringed or slowly taken away.
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NPS Response. NPS reviews the location of the carsonite markers annually and would continue to review them
annually under all alternatives presented in the draft GMP/EIS. The primary travel corridor in the public OSV route
is the seaward portion of the ocean beach. The western limit of the route is located at or near the average winter
high tide line. This definable feature provides a point of demarcation that limits vehicular travel to that portion of
the ocean beach receiving significant natural disturbance from tidal action on an annual basis. It intentionally
segregates vehicles from sensitive biological communities that occur on the upper beach face and adjacent dune
fields. Route markers delineate the boundaries of the public OSV route and are placed at or near the average
winter high tide line. Generally, the NPS adjusts this boundary on an annual basis in late winter and following any
significant coastal storm event.
The draft GMP/EIS (pages xv and 2-28) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1 below) to state that NPS would
continue to review the location of the carsonite markers annually under all alternatives.

Topic C1003:

Visitor Experience, Oversand Vehicle Use, Continued Use in Alternative 3

Concern Statement. Many commenters expressed concern regarding the statement found on page 2-50 of the
draft GMP/EIS stating, "Opportunities for driving on the beach (and associated recreation activities) in Maryland
would continue within the seashore's existing OSV use area until conditions change." Commenters were
concerned that future managers might misinterpret the statement. They desired clarification as to what
"conditions" would have to be present for OSV use to be restricted or prohibited. Many suggested changing "until
conditions change" to "until irreversible natural causes prohibit the safe use of the OSV zone on the island."
Representative Quote: Assateague Mobile Sportfishing Association
Fourthly the wording OSV will continue "until conditions change" need to be reworded to say "until
irreversible natural causes prohibits the safe use of the OSV Zone" on the island.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
"OSV will continue until conditions change" needs to be reworded/rewritten to say "OSV will continue
until irreversible natural causes prohibits safe use of OSV zone on island".
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
OSV Use. Item 3 leads me to wording that is vague with regard to OSV usage. I am speaking of the phrase
"OSV use will continue until conditions change." I really think a more definite wording about what
"conditions" would have to be present for OSV use to be restricted or prohibited would enhance the Plan.
The wording needs to clearly state that conditions that would prohibit OSV use would be such that cause
danger to the public or their safety. Such conditions also need to be defined as to duration. OSV use
should not be curtailed unless the conditions for such restriction are permanent and caused by natural
conditions on the Seashore.
NPS Response. The draft GMP/EIS section 2.6.2 (page 2-50) addresses oversand vehicle use in the active beach
subzone in alternative 3 (preferred alternative).
The GMP (pages xii, xxii, and 2-50) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1 below) to replace the first sentence
under the subheading “Oversand Vehicle Use Area” with the following sentence: “Opportunities for driving on the
beach (and associated recreation activities) in Maryland would continue within the seashore’s existing OSV use
area. However, if a persistent breach occurs and the breach management plan recommends the breach remain
open, or land is lost due to beach erosion, access to the OSV use area could be reduced or lost.”
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Topic C2001:

Visitor Facilities, Future Ferry in Alternative 3

Concern Statement. Many commenters requested clarification regarding future ferry access to the island if
vehicular access is lost. The language in the plan is confusing as to whether the ferry would be for passengers only
or would accommodate vehicles as well as passengers. Those commenting requested that ferry service provide
access for both vehicles and passengers.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
The Draft GMP mentions the use of a "passenger ferry" system if vehicular access would be lost. I
generally support this system of access, if ever needed, but I'd like to see the use of a vehicular ferry
system as well, not just passenger. In the event that "passenger" does already mean both people and
vehicles, then it should be more clearly defined in the GMP that the passenger ferry system includes
private vehicular access to the island.
NPS Response. In alternative 3, one component of the water based system would be a ferry. The draft GMP/EIS
section 2.6.3 (page 2-51 for alternative 3) (under the subheading Maryland Access and Transportation) addresses
the potential shift to water-based access to the island if vehicular access by road to the island is no longer feasible.
One component of the water-based system would be a ferry for passengers and vehicles.
The GMP (pages xxi, xxii, xxiii, xxv, 2-47, 2-51, 2-55, 2-56, 2-57, 2-60, 2-85, 4-22, 4-47, 4-74, 4-127, 4-132, 4-136, 4149, 4-152, 4-153, 4-154, 4-155, 4-173, 4-188, and 4-190) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1 below) to
replace all references to a “passenger ferry” with the words “passenger/vehicle ferry”.

Topic C2002:

Visitor Facilities, Seashore Access, Maryland Entry Station

Concern Statement. Many commenters opposed construction of a new joint entry station on the mainland in lieu
of maintaining separate fee areas for the state park and the national park.
Representative Quote: Snug Harbor Civic Association
The current situation with the separate fee areas should remain, the toll booth should not be on the west
side of the bridge.
Representative Quote: Worcester County Government
Alternative Transportation Strategies for Access from MD 611 - The County opposes redesigning the
entrance to the park and establishing a fee/toll station for the Verrazano Bridge. The GMP recognizes that
a joint entrance station could not be operated without amendments to the State legislation that
authorized the bridge and which prohibits tolls. We respectfully request that the NPS abandon any
planning or programming measures for such a facility.
NPS Response. The Draft GMP/EIS section 2.4.4 (page 2-30, paragraph 5) (under the subheading Maryland
Access and Transportation) notes that, for all the action alternatives, the NPS and MD DNR would explore the
potential for a consolidated, jointly operated entrance station to Assateague Island located on the mainland in
order to gain efficiencies, better manage the number of vehicles accessing the island, achieve shared resource and
visitor use management objectives, and facilitate operation of a shuttle system. In addition to the operational and
visitor experience concerns supporting the need to relocate the entrance station (noted on page 2-30), the NPS
recognizes that given the likely impacts of climate change/sea level rise on the island, relocation of the entrance
station may at some time become unavoidable. In the event that happens, the NPS would like to be prepared to
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respond quickly with consideration of alternatives. Consequently, NPS would prefer to retain future relocation of
the entrance station to the mainland as a possible future management action.
If in the future conditions on the island change such that relocation of the entrance station appears necessary, the
NPS would initiate a separate planning study to consider relocation alternatives both on and off the island. The
study would be completed in accordance with NPS planning program standards and applicable compliance
requirements. This process would involve significant public involvement and consultation with local, state, and
federal agencies and partners. At that time, the planning team would address the issue of fee collection on a state
highway property (the Verrazano Bridge) for non-transportation purposes, which is currently prohibited by state
law.
The draft GMP/EIS (pages xvi, xxxviii, xlii, xlvii, 2-30, 2-35, 2-72, 2-85, 2-110) has been edited via errata (see section
3.1 below) to note that if in the future, conditions on the island change such that relocation of the Maryland
entrance station appears necessary, the NPS and MD DNR would initiate a separate planning study to consider
alternatives for a consolidated, jointly operated entrance station to Assateague Island located either on or off the
island.

Topic C2004:

Visitor Facilities, Seashore Access, Bike/Hike Connections

Concern Statement. Worcester County asked that the GMP recognize the county's ongoing efforts to establish a
trails system for the Berlin to Assateague corridor and include a commitment on the part of the NPS to assist the
county with implementing its trails plan.
Representative Quote: Worcester County Government
Our Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation Plan notes that Assateague National Seashore is part of
Maryland's Greenways and Water Trails Program. This Plan references a trails system for the Berlin to
Assateague corridor. We request that the NPS recognize ongoing planning efforts underway to make that
network a reality and include a reference in the GMP to assist us in providing any linkages necessary to
connect with these trail systems on the mainland.
NPS Response. The draft GMP/EIS (pages 2-30, 2-35, and 3-67) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1 below)
to include reference to the proposed trail system along the Berlin to Assateague corridor and to note that the NPS
would collaborate with Worcester County to implement the proposed trail system.

Topic C3001:

Natural Resources, Coastal Processes, Protecting Chincoteague Beach

Concern Statement. Several commenters noted that the recreational beach should remain in its current location
with better protection from storm damage through a variety of measures, such as beach renourishment, dunes
reestablishment, berm construction, installation of sand fencing, and/or planting seagrass.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
NPS should maintain the existing beach and parking lots. The millions of dollars currently slated for
establishing a new parking lot and beach should be used to put the dunes back on the existing beach and
down the OVP section to the point. If NPS had maintained the dunes on the existing beaches and parking
lots we would not being having this debate; the beach would not be in the shape it is today.
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Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
Our request to The Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife and the Interior Department is to please leave
the recreational beach at Assateague Island, Virginia at the current location. We really need some sand
dunes pushed up and some sand for beach replenishment. Sand fencing would also be great. Anything to
hold the sand and preserve the current location.
NPS Response. The FWS manages federally-owned land within the Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge and is
responsible for the decision as to where the recreational beach is located at the refuge. FWS recently completed
the Chincoteague and Wallops Island National Wildlife Refuges Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (CCP/EIS) (US FWS 2015) which provides the proposed framework for future
refuge management. The Final CCP/EIS preferred alternative finds that, “In recognition of the vulnerability of the
current parking, the refuge would develop and implement a site design plan for parking and access to a new beach
location, approximately 1.5 miles north of the existing beach”. (US FWS 2015, 2-51) The Final CCP/EIS’s preferred
alternative proposes that the transition to the new recreational beach location would occur within eight years, or
sooner, if funding were available (US FWS 2015, page 2-69). In the meantime, NPS would maintain beach
recreation and parking at the current location, so long as the land base is available to support the use with 961
automobile parking spaces, in accordance with its memorandum of agreement with the FWS (GMP appendix B).
Since establishment of the seashore, the NPS has employed numerous strategies to protect the recreational beach
including planting dune grass, repairing dunes, relocating dunes, rebuilding dunes, and installing sand fencing.
Through the 1980s and 1990s, as the dunes were built, overwhelmed by storms and knocked down, and then
rebuilt, it became obvious to seashore and refuge managers that the artificial dune system failed to prevent
significant facility and infrastructure damage. In addition, it was evident that the recreational beach had begun to
narrow, restricting the area available for beach use, especially during high tide.
In the late 1990s, NPS’s accumulated knowledge—gleaned from significant new research and NPS’ experience at
Chincoteague and several national seashores up and down the east coast—showed that building and maintaining
artificial dunes actually accelerates ongoing erosion rather than protects against it, and actually could narrow the
existing beach. Evidence suggests that artificial dunes could threaten the island’s stability and resistance to
narrowing and breaching, a threat to Toms Cove, its fishery, and ultimately to Chincoteague Island. Artificially
maintained dunes prevent overwash, which brings sand to the bayside (thereby supporting the creating and
maintenance of salt marsh) and to the island’s interior (thereby elevating the island and increasing its resilience
and sand supply).
Today, NPS remains concerned that artificial, higher dunes increase the risk of island narrowing and potential
breaching that could unintentionally threaten Toms Cove and Chincoteague Island. For this reason, we do not
believe planting dune grass or placing sand fencing that might create a permanent barrier would increase the
stability of the island. NPS hopes that new research underway would provide better and more specific guidance
on the best way to manage and preserve the recreational beach at Toms Cove until it the new beach 1.5 miles
north replaces it.
The draft GMP/EIS (page 3-13) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1 below) to include information on the
history of dune management at the seashore.
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Topic C3005:

Natural Resources, North End Restoration, Impact Analysis

Concern Statement. Worcester County and the Town of Ocean City requested clarification as to whether
proposed management actions in alternative 3 (as analyzed in chapter 4) are consistent with the North End
Restoration Project.
Representative Quote: Mayor, Town of Ocean City
Coastal Response Management Actions (4-17, 4-43, 4-70, 4-95, 4-169) Alternate 3 directs seashore
management actions that would allow the island to evolve naturally... (and) would no longer work with
the USACE to provide additional sand to mitigate the erosional forces associated with storms and/or sea
level rise. No new investment would be made in dune fortification through planting and fencing
installation.
Please clarify whether the proposed management actions in Alternative 3 are consistent with the North
End Restoration Project, and whether this policy would apply to the north end of Assateague Island in 12
years.
NPS Response. Management actions associated with all three action alternatives (alternatives 2, 3, and 4) in the
draft GMP/EIS are consistent with the North End Restoration Project. The draft GMP/EIS, page 231, paragraph 3
states, “In alternatives 2, 3, and 4, the NPS would also continue to partner with the USACE to implement the North
End Restoration Project that mitigates the continuing effects of the Ocean City Inlet and jetties by
restoring/maintaining sand supply to northern Assateague Island at the historic pre-Ocean City Inlet rate.” The
NPS intends to continue this project as long as the USACE believes that the management actions meet the project
objectives and funding is available.
The draft GMP/EIS (pages 4-37, 4-43, 4-50, 4-63, 4-70, 4-77, 4-89, 4-95, 4-102) has been edited via errata (see
section 3.1 below) to clarify that the NPS intends to continue the North End Restoration project as long as the NPS
and the USACE concur that the management actions meet the project objectives and funding is available.

Topic C3006:

Natural Resources, North End Restoration, Continuation

Concern Statement. Worcester County and the Town of Ocean City asked that more specific language be added
to the description of management actions needed to achieve desired conditions in alternative 3 related to
continuation and expansion of the North End Restoration Project
Representative Quote: Worcester County Government
We request that the future budget for sand replenishment reflect continued funding beyond 2028. We
further suggest that Table 2.7 be amended to include a working group that includes the Corps and local
partners to review the future of sand replenishment activities and actions.
Representative Quote: Worcester County Government
We request that that actions necessary to continue and expand the North End Restoration Project should
be included in Table 2.7.
NPS Response. Actions necessary to continue the North End Restoration Project are included in alternative 3
(preferred alternative). As noted in the opening paragraph to section 2.4 of the draft GMP/EIS, “A number of
management actions are common to all action alternatives (alternatives 2, 3, and 4) and therefore are described

26

2.0 Comments and Responses Summary

here rather than repeated under each action alternative description.” Because continuation of the North End
Restoration Project is common to the action alternatives, it is addressed only once in the draft GMP/EIS in section
2.4.
Specifically, subsection 2.4.5 addresses common natural resource management actions, including continuation of
the North End Restoration Project. Page 2-31, paragraph 3 reads, “In alternatives 2, 3, and 4, the NPS would also
continue to partner with the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers to implement the North End Restoration Project that
mitigates the continuing effects of the Ocean City Inlet and jetties by restoring/maintaining sand supply to
northern Assateague Island at the historic pre-Ocean City Inlet rate.” This action is also included in table 2.5 (not
table 2.7 as requested by commenters) as an example of actions needed to achieve desired future conditions in
the Chincoteague Bay, Sinepuxent Bay and Atlantic Ocean management zone that is common to the action
alternatives (alternatives 2, 3 and 3). The NPS intends to continue this project as long as the NPS and the USACE
concur that the management actions meet the project objectives and funding is available. The NPS notes that the
project currently relies upon a robust working group (of which the Town of Ocean City is a member) to determine
the annual plan for this project.
The draft GMP/EIS (pages xii, xiv, 2-8, 2-12, 2-18, 2-31, 2-35, 4-37, 4-43, 4-50, 4-63, 4-70, 4-77, 4-89, 4-95, 4-102)
has been edited via errata (see section 3.1 below) to clarify its stated intention in the draft GMP/EIS to continue
the North End Restoration project. The edit clarifies the commitment, noting that the project would continue “as
long as the NPS and the USACE concur that the management actions meet the project objectives and funding is
available.”

Topic C3010:

Natural Resources, Watch Houses and Blinds, NPS Jurisdiction

Concern Statement. Accomack County, the Town of Chincoteague and others disagree with the NPS contention
that it has jurisdiction over oyster watch houses and duck blinds located with the seashore's waters.
Representative Quote: Accomack County Government
These structures are not and should not be the subject of Federal regulation. They are allowed under
local and state oversight and the Service has stated no legitimate basis for its assertion of authority over
them. Any effort to remove or regulate them as opposed to local and state control should and ought to be
resisted.
Representative Quote: Mayor, Town of Chincoteague
In the executive summary, and alternative of the GMP it states "continue to take no action related to
privately owned structures (oyster watch houses and duck blinds) associated with submerged land
leases." However, in the other three alternatives (including the preferred alternative in the GMP) it states
"to initiate an assessment of privately owned structures (e.g. oyster watch houses and duck blinds)
located within Virginias seashore and work with Virginia to ensure appropriate wastewater treatment and
disposal at authorized structures (e.g. oyster watch houses)." The town's understanding is the Virginia
health department takes adequate samples per year of the waters around Chincoteague, to determine if
it has contaminated discharge of nutrients, pathogens, etc. resulting from wastewater discharge.
Wastewater treatment and disposal is and has been a function of the Commonwealth of Virginia, nothing
in the Seashore Act gives joint or sole authority to the NPS.
Also, the GMP states "Working with Virginia, NPS would assess the legal status of privately owned
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structures (oyster watch houses and hunting blinds) located within the seashore's Virginia waters, and
pursue removal of those found to be unauthorized." The town is taking a very strong position on the
historical and cultural decisions set on oyster watch houses and duck blinds. Almost all oyster watch
houses and duck blinds have been handed down from generation to generation, to those family members
that live on Chincoteague Island. All of which precede the state code of 1975 allowing oyster watch
houses, most of which also proceede [sic] the Seashore Act of 1965 without requiring any kind of permits.
Also, since annexation of the town's corporate limits in 1989, to the low water mark of Assateague Island
the town currently allows oyster watch houses and hunting blinds within our town limits. Duck blinds and
hunting are controlled by the Commonwealth of Virginia, they issue the License to hunt and enforce
Virginia's laws as such. Hunting and duck blinds proceeded [sic] the Seashore Act of 1965 and [sic] before
the creation of the National Wildlife Refuge.
The town insists the GMP preferred alternative language be changed throughout the GMP to match that
which is stated in the executive summary and alternative one, where no action will be taken relative to
oyster watch houses and duck blinds.
NPS Response. The NPS understands the concerns of Accomack County and the Town of Chincoteague regarding
NPS jurisdiction over privately owned structures (oyster watch houses and hunting blinds) within the seashore’s
Virginia waters. The NPS believes that additional study is needed to assess the historic and cultural significance of
oyster watch houses and duck blinds, as well as federal authority over these privately-owned structures. The NPS
remains committed to completing an assessment of privately owned structures located within the seashore’s
waters to determine their legal status, including a review of the law and policy surrounding NPS, commonwealth,
county, and town jurisdiction over them. To document the traditional use of these structures, NPS would conduct
an ethnographic study. Based on findings of the study (as noted in section 2.4.5 of the draft GMP/EIS), the NPS
would collaborate with local and regional cultural and academic institutions to develop interpretive programming
and other visitor information that would further illuminate the significance of activities associated with oyster
watch houses and hunting blinds to the cultural heritage of the eastern shore and Assateague Island.
The draft GMP/EIS (pages xiv, xxiii, xxviii, 2-32, 2-35, 2-62, 2-75, and 2-109) has been edited via errata (see section
3.1 below) to clarify management actions related to privately-owned structures.

Topic C4001:

Cultural Resources, Archaeological Resources, Protection

Concern Statement. The Commonwealth of Virginia asked the NPS to include in the draft GMP/EIS management
actions to develop baseline data about the seashore's archaeological resources and periodic monitoring of
identified resources. The state also requested that the NPS include analysis of impacts to archaeological resources
in chapter 4 of the draft GMP/EIS.
Representative Quote: Division of Resource Services and Review, Virginia Department of Historic
Resources
The section, Assessing Impacts, on page 4.1.3, states: "The NPS is an agency with a "conservation"
mandate and identifies fundamental resources and values in its GMPs". In section 1.4.3 of the Draft
GMP/EIS, Cultural Resources are included under Other Important Resources, ranging from historic
structures to archaeological objects and sites. We strongly encourage NPS not to drop archaeological
resources from consideration in the GMP but to include archaeological resources together with other
Cultural Resources (Historic Structures and Cultural Landscapes).
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Representative Quote: Division of Resource Services and Review, Virginia Department of Historic
Resources
We recommend that Section 2.6.5 Cultural Resource Management (NPS Preferred Alternative) includes a
management strategy of conducting baseline archaeological survey and monitoring. Failure to do is in our
opinion may be considered an adverse impact, and inconsistent with the directives of Section 110 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, as well as Bulletin 28.
Representative Quote: Division of Resource Services and Review, Virginia Department of Historic
Resources
Stating that occasional discoveries of aboriginal projectile points in the ocean surf zone constitute the
only physical evidence of Native American use of Assateague Island (or presumably on other barrier
islands within the jurisdiction of the NPS) ignores the critical need to collect baseline data about these
sites spatial, historical and cultural contexts, followed by periodic monitoring of identified resources in
order to more effectively manage them.
NPS Response. Archeological resources were dismissed from detailed analysis because the GMP planning team
determined that there were no significant issues (meaning pivotal issues or issues of critical importance), as
defined in section 4.2 D and E of the NPS NEPA Handbook (NPS 2015), related to management of the seashore’s
archeological resources among the alternatives considered. Section 1.6.2 (pages 1-40 and 1-41) of the draft
GMP/EIS provides a summary of the reasons for dismissal.
However, while the NPS determined that there were no significant issues associated with archeological resources
that required detailed analysis in the draft GMP/EIS, all alternatives considered include actions for managing
archeological resources. Section 1.6.2 (page 1-41, paragraph 4) notes that completion of an island wide
archeological overview and assessment is included as part of alternative 1 (continuation of current management)
and is also common to the three action alternatives (alternatives 2, 3, and 4). Section 2.3.5 (page 2-13) and table
2.2 (page 2-17) reiterate this commitment in the description of alternative 1 (continuation of current
management), stating that NPS would “seek funding to conduct an archeological resource overview and
assessment as a first step in identifying currently unknown archeological resources.” Accordingly, table 2.15 (page
2-110) identifies an archeological overview and assessment as a medium priority future implementation planning
need at the seashore.
The draft GMP/EIS section 1.6.2 (page 1-41, paragraph 4), also notes that future completion of the archeological
resource overview and assessment “would result in a beneficial impact on archeological resources by informing
seashore managers regarding where previously unknown resources may be present on the island and by providing
general guidance as to management actions needed to protect those resources from adverse impacts due to
ground disturbance associated with seashore operations, development of seashore facilities, and visitor use.”
The draft GMP/EIS section 2.4.6 (page 2-33) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1 below) to explicitly state
and better clarify that completion of the archeological resource overview and assessment is an action that is
included in alternative 1 and is also common to the three action alternatives (alternatives 2, 3, and 4).

29

ASSATEAGUE ISLAND NATIONAL SEASHORE Abbreviated Final GMP/EIS

Topic C6002:

Partnerships, Town of Ocean City

Concern Statement. The Town of Ocean City requested that the NPS consider identifying the town as a local
government partner and as a cooperating agency for future studies.
Representative Quote: Mayor, Town of Ocean City
Partnerships―Please consider the Town of Ocean City, MD as a local government partner (Sec. 2.6.7), and
as a cooperating agency for future studies such as the proposed Breach Management Plan (Sec. 2.4.2)
NPS Response. The draft GMP/EIS (pages xiii, xvii, 2-34, 2-56, and 2-71) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1
below) to note that the NPS would continue to collaborate with the Town of Ocean City, the Town of
Chincoteague, Worcester County, Accomack County, the states, and other partners, as cooperating agencies when
completing future studies and plans, as appropriate.

Topic C7001: Seashore Boundary, Enabling Legislation, Map and NPS Jurisdiction over Lands within
½ Mile of the Shoreline
Concern Statement. Accomack County challenges NPS dominion over lands and waters within 1/2 mile of the
shoreline in part because the Boundary Map, NS, AL-7100A, as referenced in the seashore's enabling legislation, is
not available to document the claim.
Accomack County further states that the Commonwealth of Virginia has never ceded lands and waters within 1/2
mile of the seashore to the NPS. As such, the Commonwealth of Virginia retains dominion over those lands and
waters and the NPS claim of right to permit or allow use of such lands and waters is unfounded and wrong.
Representative Quote: Accomack County Government
Moreover, the commenter understands that Boundary Map, NS,Al-7100A seems to not be available, as
the law requires. Certainly, the only map found in the document that relates to this area is within the
signed MOU dated 2012 and is clearly not a replica of the original and for this reason, has no authenticity
for legal purposes, it being, at best, a simple graphical depiction the claimed area.
Representative Quote: Accomack County Government
16 U.S.C. Title 16 Section 459f of the Federal Code indicates that:
"The seashore shall comprise the area within Assateague Island and the small marsh islands adjacent
thereto, together with the adjacent water areas not more than one-half mile beyond the mean high
waterline of the land portions as generally depicted on a map identified as "Proposed Assateague Island
National Seashore, Boundary Map, NSAl-7100A, November, 1964", which map shall be on file and
available for public inspection in the offices of the Department of Interior."
If we were limited to only one comment, it would probably relate to this claim, as we believe the Service's
interpretation of it is an overreach, in that it does not give the Service the authority claimed in this
document. As a matter of State and Federal conflicting jurisdictions, it is our view that the state have
never ceded this area to Federal control and, by the State Constitution, has responsibility over it.
For all of these reasons, we object to the Services claims of dominion over State lands and waters within
Yi [sic] mile of the shoreline. And while we understand that all of the options under consideration will
either the State VMRC to continue to "permit" or allow use of its bottom, we remain of the view that the
claim of right is unfounded and wrong.
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NPS Response. The boundary map included in the seashore's authorizing legislation is Map NS-AL-7100A.
However, a 1985 notice published in the Federal Register (Federal Register, Vol. 50, No.159, August 16, 1985)
replaced Map NS-AL-7100A with a new seashore map (Map 622-30-003).
Map 622-30-003 represents the official depiction of the seashore's boundary, showing the general shape and
location of that line. From this map, it is clear which islands in Chincoteague Bay are included in the seashore and
which are not included. For example, the Pirate Islands are included in the seashore, while Chincoteague Island is
not. Map 622-30-003 also makes it clear that the boundary of the seashore includes the waters between the
islands of Chincoteague Bay. NPS claims jurisdiction over these waters included in the park boundary as described
in 36 CFR 1.2(a)(3), which states that waters are "subject to the jurisdiction of the United States within. . . park
units. . .without regard to ownership of the submerged lands."
The draft GMP/EIS (page 1-7) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1 below) to clarify the discussion of the
seashore boundary. Appendix A of the draft GMP/EIS has been edited via errata (see section 3.3 below) to include
Map NS-AL-7100A and Map 622-30-003.

Topic C7003:

Land Acquisition, Route 611 Corridor

Concern Statement. Worcester County requested that the NPS include the county as a cooperating agency in
planning for new NPS facilities on the mainland, including potential relocation of park headquarters and visitor
facilities proposed in the Route 611 corridor, as well as development of additional water-based points of
departure.
Representative Quote: Worcester County Government
Land Acquisition (2.6.8) - We urge you to consider Worcester County as a local government partner and as
a cooperating agency with regard to any discussions on land acquisitions to expand NPS properties in the
general vicinity of the Maryland Headquarters. If NPS wishes to collaborate with the Maryland
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) for points of departure on the mainland for mid-island access, we
would appreciate if they would also include the County in these discussions. We have worked to preserve
a scenic gateway to Assateague and have accordingly managed density and zoning along the corridor to
avoid any negative impacts. The County Comprehensive Plan mentions the southern Rt 611 corridor's
value as a gateway to the park and states that the southern half "should not be further developed other
than its West Ocean City (northern) portion." We suggest that the NPS recognize that options for both the
potential relocation of facilities off the island and the establishment of additional water-based departure
points are extremely limited in the southern Rt 611 corridor.
NPS Response. NPS will continue to collaborate with Worcester County on NPS studies and plans, as appropriate.
Sections 2.6.8 (page 2-57) and 2.7.8 (page 2-71) of the draft GMP/EIS, for alternatives 3 and 4 respectively, identify
potential land acquisition needs for new NPS administrative and visitor facilities on the mainland. The draft
GMP/EIS has been edited via errata to note that the NPS would specifically collaborate with and/or include
Worcester County as a cooperating agency, as appropriate, in planning for new facilities on the mainland. This
commitment recognizes that options for relocation of facilities off the island and for establishment of additional
water-based departure points are extremely limited in the southern Route 611 corridor.
The draft GMP/EIS (pages xvii and 2-34) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1 below) to note that the NPS
would continue to collaborate with the Town of Ocean City, the Town of Chincoteague, Worcester County,
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Accomack County, the states, and other partners, as cooperating agencies when completing future studies and
plans, as appropriate.
The draft GMP/EIS (pages 2-56 and 2-71) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1 below) to note that the NPS
would collaborate with MD DNR and Worcester County as cooperating agencies, as appropriate, when planning
new facilities on the Maryland mainland.

Topic C7004:

Land Acquisition, Worcester County, Rural Legacy Area

Concern Statement. Worcester County requested that the NPS acknowledge the county's Coastal Bays Rural
Legacy Area as an existing model for successful land protection on the mainland.
Representative Quote: Worcester County Government
As a secondary point concerning land acquisitions, the GMP mentions support for mainland protection
strategies and expanded land conservation in the local watersheds. We suggest that the NPS note that
there is a highly successful Coastal Bays Rural Legacy Area in place in the Coastal Bays watershed that has
a considerable portfolio of protected lands under easement.
NPS Response. Sections 2.6.8 (page 2-57) and 2.7.8 (page 2-71) of the draft GMP/EIS, for alternatives 3 and 4,
respectively, state that “NPS would support partner groups who seek to acquire various types of legal interests in
lands within the Chincoteague Bay watershed for conservation and climate change purposes (3,000 to 5,000
acres).”
The draft GMP/EIS section 2.6.8 (page 2-57) and GMP section 2.7.8 (page 2-71) have been edited via errata to note
that this NPS support would seek to build on existing successful natural resource land conservation in Worcester
County within the Coastal Bays Rural Legacy Area and the Coastal Bays Conservation Target Area (Worcester
County 2012b and 2010), as well as in Accomack County within areas of conservation interest to the county and
land trusts operating on the Chincoteague Bay mainland of Virginia’s Eastern Shore.

Topic C8001:

Costs, One-Time Costs, Alternative 4

Concern Statement. One commenter questioned the one-time cost estimates for alternative 4, contending that
the alternative which focuses on natural island evolution and a primitive island experience should have the lowest
one-time costs.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
I attended the public session at Wor-Wic Community College. I asked [sic] the estimated costs associated
with each alternative. It makes absolutely zero sense that Alternative 4, the full retreat option, so should
costed [sic] so much. Letting the beach go natural should have been the cheapest option.
NPS Response. Section 2.10.2 (pages 2-82 and 2-83) of the draft GMP/EIS provides a comparison of costs (table
2.11) for the alternatives for both NPS annual operating costs and total one-time NPS and partner costs. As noted
in the footnotes to table 2.11, details regarding what is included in each cost estimate are provided in the text of
the alternatives descriptions, referring the reader to sections 2.3, 2.5, 2.6, and 2.7.
Table 2.11 indicates that NPS annual operating costs are similar and slightly higher for alternatives 3 and 4 when
compared to alternatives 1 and 2. This is because of the need for additional staff to support water-based seashore
operations.
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Table 2.11 indicates that alternative 4 is, in fact, the cheapest option for total one-time NPS costs and total onetime partner costs. Section 2.7.11 (pages 2-72 and 2-73) provides a summary of the one-time costs associated
with alternative 4. Major facilities costs include those for replacing existing administrative offices, replacing
existing maintenance facilities, rehabilitating the environmental education center, entrance station relocation,
development of a land-based alternative transportation system, and boat dock repairs at the former Assateague
Beach U.S. Coast Guard Station. Major non-facilities costs include those for enhancing seashore recreation
opportunities by restoring island habitats and processes altered by past non-NPS development activities, relic
mosquito ditch restoration, phragmites control, and saltmarsh restoration. Total one-time partner costs include
numerous road and parking area pavement management projects.
The draft GMP/EIS (page 2-83) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1) to note why operating costs for
alternatives 3 and 4 are higher than those for alternatives 1 and 2.

2.4

Suggestions for Implementation

Topic I1001:

Visitor Experience, Oversand Vehicle Use, Southern Bull Pen

Concern Statement. Two commenters asked that the NPS consider reestablishing the southern bullpen in the
oversand vehicle use area.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
I would like to see the southern bullpen replaced in the OSV as it was historically and the number of
vehicles raised on the OSV to better accommodate the to the visitors that are currently having to sit in
line adding to the already dangerous parking problem and congestion near the air pumps.
NPS Response. As described in section 2.6.2 (page 2-50) of the draft GMP/EIS, opportunities for driving on the
beach (and associated recreation activities) in Maryland would continue within the seashore’s OSV use area until
conditions change. This could include future consideration of establishment of a southern bullpen in the OSV use
area if it is needed for visitor use and visitor experience.

Topic I2001:

Visitor Facilities, Seashore Access, Future Ferry in Alternative 3

Concern Statement. Several commenters expressed concerns regarding the future ferry in alternative 3 in the
event that vehicle access to the island is lost. These related to the locations of the mainland point of departure
and the island landing, the ferry's impacts on marine resources, the ferry's capacity to handle horse trailers, and
the ferry design (fuel modes).
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
I would encourage consideration of ferry access from points in Maryland further south, such as Public
Landing. This would have the beneficial effect of providing access to parts of the island that are relatively
inaccessible now and also 'spreading out' the tourist impact in Worcester County by attracting tourists to
the lower part of the county.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
A major part of Alt 3 commentary centers on developing visitor access from the mainland. I must confess
that I believe 'ferry' access would not be needed for a generation or more. But, if necessary, I would
strongly object to any part of South Point being used as a staging area as was initially the case decades
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ago. The intersection of South Point road with the Rte 611 curve is becoming more congested with each
season making exiting more difficult. The peninsula is residential in nature with a single access road (not
State maintained) that simply could not handle the traffic that 'ferry' access would generate through the
community.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
There should NEVER be a ferry to Green Run or ANY of the other lodges! To walk out there and see them
is part of appreciating the land and the people that came prior, as is. I believe the shore line of the bay
side is too fragile and the money that it would take to build them up could be better spent on marketing
to the like-minded people that are not looking for a resort vacation.
Representative Quote: Backcountry Horsemen of Virginia
None of the DGMP alternatives indicate any provisions for maintaining long term bridge access to the
island. Transitioning to an all water ferry service is the only option when bridges are no longer
maintained. Please ensure that there would be ferry services willing to transport large horse trailers to
provide continued access to the island for horseback riders if an all water service ever occurs.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
If ferries are utilized I would like to see them be electric solar powered like the Duffy boats, or if that is
not possible gas or low impact diesel like the Lewes Ferry is going to, as the fumes are very obnoxious and
hazardous to our lungs, prove to cause lung cancer.
Representative Quote: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Air emissions and alternative fuel modes of transportation should be considered if and when ferry and
shuttle services are developed. Also, the cost of these services to users should be included.
NPS Response. Section 2.6.3 (page 2-51 for alternative 3) and section 2.7.3 (page 2-66 for alternative 4) (under
the subheading Maryland Access and Transportation) of the draft GMP/EIS address the potential shift to waterbased access to the island if vehicular access by road to the island is no longer feasible. One component of the
water-based system could be a ferry for passengers and vehicles. As noted in tables 2.7 (page 2-60) and 2.8 (page
2-74) (under seashore wide topics), the NPS would prepare for such an event by developing a plan to expand the
seashore’s alternative transportation system, including the potential use of a ferry system with shelters and
methods to distribute visitors within the developed area. Table 2.15 (page 2-109) provides additional information
regarding the scope of the plan in the list of future planning needs for the seashore. It notes a need for a waterbased visitor access and seashore operations plan that “would describe in detail operational considerations and
capital investments needed to provide water-based visitor access and to support seashore operations, including
which types and levels of activities, services, and facilities would be provided by commercial service providers and
how they would be managed by NPS in the most effect and efficient manner.” NPS has categorized this plan as a
medium priority need and anticipates completing it when funding is available. NPS would collaborate with federal,
state, and local government entities in developing this plan. It would address the concerns that commenters have
expressed.
The draft GMP/EIS (page 2-109) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1) to note that completion of a waterbased visitor access and seashore operations plan is of medium priority.
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Topic I2002:

Visitor Facilities, Seashore Access, Alternative Transportation

Concern Statement. One commenter expressed concern that shuttles might lead to more crowding. He/she
supported the use of shuttles only if vehicle spaces are lost and asked that shuttles, if implemented, be all electric
and green.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
The greater number of access points, the more people are greater the crowding may be. I would only like
to see shuttles if vehicle spaces were lost as I would not like to see busloads of people descending across
the dunes further crowding the beaches. I would hope that any shuttles would be all electric and green
and not diesel as there is no such thing as clean diesel and the fuel spills and diesel exhaust would be very
polluting to people and the island.
NPS Response. Section 2.4.4 (page 2-30) of the draft GMP/EIS notes that in the future once parking capacity is
reached visitors still wanting to go to the beach and other attractions on the island would ride a shuttle to the
island. The GMP furthers states that “over time as parking capacity on the island is reduced as a result of natural
coastal processes and/or the effects of climate change/sea level rise, shuttle facilities on the mainland would be
expanded to support a larger shuttle operation providing additional parking to meet growing demand and offering
more frequent service with more shuttle vehicles.”
NPS anticipates that future planning for the shuttle facilities and vehicles would explore all options for design and
technology, including consideration of shuttle vehicles powered by alternative fuels.

Topic I2003:

Visitor Facilities, Parking, Visitors with Disabilities

Concern Statement. One commenter noted that there is a need for more parking for visitors with disabilities.
Representative Quote: unaffiliated individual
The current parking is excellent except for lack of 'disabled parking'. That needs to be increased in the
current parking lots.
NPS Response. NPS is committed to creating a built environment that is welcoming for every visitor. To do this,
NPS would prepare and seek to implement an accessibility plan for the seashore. The plan would include an
analysis of seashore sites, facilities, buildings and elements to determine how best to build and/or alter them so
that they are accessible for visitors with disabilities. The draft GMP has been edited via errata to include a
seashore accessibility plan, subject to availability of funding
The draft GMP/EIS (pages xv, 2-30, 2-35, and 2-110) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1) to include actions
related to seashore accessibility.

Topic I2004:

Visitor Facilities, Future Development Design, Low-Impact

Concern Statement. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency asked that the NPS consider low impact
development for future development at the seashore.
Representative Quote: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Low impact development should be considered for future development.

35

ASSATEAGUE ISLAND NATIONAL SEASHORE Abbreviated Final GMP/EIS

NPS Response. Low impact development (LID) refers to systems and practices that use or mimic natural processes
that result in the infiltration, evapotranspiration or use of stormwater in order to protect water quality and
associated aquatic habitat. The NPS Green Parks Plan (NPS 2012d) establishes a servicewide mandate to adopt
sustainable best practices in all facility operations. One specific plan objective is “to reduce stormwater runoff
from existing facilities and employ stormwater best management practices in the design and construction of new
facilities and major renovations.” Future design, construction, and maintenance of all future development at the
seashore would comply with this mandate. This would ensure that the planning team employs low impact design
(LID) principles to protect water quality and associated aquatic habitat at the seashore.

Topic I3001:

Natural Coastal Processes, Breach Management

Concern Statement. Worcester County, the Town of Ocean City, and others noted concerns related to future
management of breaches. Commenters made several suggestions for consideration when the NPS prepares the
breach management plan for the seashore in the future.
Representative Quote: Worcester County Government
A Breach Management Plan is referenced in the GMP, but specifics are lacking. We request that this
section of the GMP recognize that the cumulative effects since the formation of the Ocean City Inlet,
coupled with the impact from inlet jetties and other human operations, have altered the barrier beach
and sediment transport processes. These impacts should be recognized for what they are and what they
will continue to be in the future. The northern portion of Assateague Island currently serves to protect life
and property on the coast and the mainland. We therefore request that the Breach Management Plan
take into consideration the physical and ecological properties of the shoreline and strive to protect and
preserve human welfare and developed properties on the mainland. We therefore request that the NPS
makes such an accommodation to allow artificial closure of these breaches within the natural resource
zone of the northern island and/or provides an overlay of this district to allow and encourage special
activities within this natural resources zone to protect residents and properties on the mainland.
NPS Response. NPS will continue to collaborate with Worcester County, the Town of Ocean City, and others on
NPS studies and plans, as appropriate. Section 2.4.2 (pages 2-21 and 2-22) of the Draft GMP/EIS states that the
NPS would develop a breach management plan to guide NPS’s response to future breaches on the island. The plan
would specify the conditions under which NPS would allow breaches to remain open or would allow breach
closures. It would be based on the best science available and conform to the mission of the NPS and laws
governing the seashore. It would also consider other important elements such as human safety and protection of
property. NPS would invite participation of and consider concerns expressed by Worcester County, the Town of
Ocean City, and others during development of the plan.
The draft GMP/EIS (pages xiii and 2-34) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1) to note that the NPS would
specifically collaborate with and/or include Worcester County, the Town of Ocean City, and others, as cooperating
agencies, as appropriate, in completing the breach management plan.

Topic I3002:

Natural Coastal Processes, North End Restoration

Concern Statement. Worcester County stressed the importance of the North End Restoration Project which is
authorized through 2028 and noted that in future years there may be a need for additional activities to support
restoration activities rather than a reduction or cessation of restoration activities. The county also noted that more
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aggressive dredging in the future could generate additional material that could potentially be used on the north
end to further protect the island from overwash and breaching, thereby better protecting developed properties on
the mainland.
Representative Quote: Worcester County Government
The North End Restoration Project (1.9.5) - This is a very important project for the local area and we
request recognition and support for continued restoration activities on the north end of Assateague Island
in perpetuity. If anything, additional activities to support restoration are in order rather than any future
reduction of cessation of these operations. We understand that the North End Restoration project is a sixmile area south of the inlet where dredged sand is placed near shore to mimic the north-south flow of
sand disrupted by the inlet jetties. It is a project funded through 2028 between NPS and the US Army
Corps of Engineers (COE).
Representative Quote: Worcester County Government
We wish to make the NPS aware of the long-term planning and dredging efforts for the shoaling in the
Ocean City Inlet (between the Town of Ocean City and Assateague Island) and the additional materials
that may be generated if funding for more aggressive dredging actions are secured. This would provide
additional materials for placement on the north end of Assateague Island, where overwash and breaching
pose significant concerns for developed properties on the mainland adjacent to this area. These
developed properties include housing developments on the northern portion of the Rt 611 corridor and
the Ocean City Municipal Airport, among other significant investments on the mainland.
NPS Response. In 2001, the NPS began a partnership with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to implement the
Assateague Island Restoration Project. The long-term restoration phase of this project calls for up to 185,000 cubic
yards of sand to be dredged annually from multiple sources and placed into the surf zone along Assateague’s
shoreline to mitigate the impacts of the Ocean City inlet jetty. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is currently
reviewing the sediment budget associated with this project in order to update the target volume of sand necessary
to continue to mitigate the effects of the jetty and to prevent the north end of the island from moving westward at
an unnaturally high rate. NPS appreciates the offer of assistance with additional materials for this project. NPS will
consider the seashore’s need with the project advisory committee once the sediment budget study is completed
and if it indicates that more material is required.

Topic I4001: Cultural Resources, Wreck Monitoring
Concern Statement. The Commonwealth of Virginia encourages the NPS to include a cultural resource
management action in the GMP stating that the NPS would partner with the Chincoteague and Wallops Island
National Wildlife Refuges in the Fish and Wildlife Service's wreck monitoring program.
Representative Quote: Division of Resource Services and Review, Virginia Department of Historic
Resources
We also encourage the NPS to include as a management strategy partnering with the Chincoteague and
Wallops Island National Wildlife Refuges in the Service's wreck monitoring program, which will serve both
as a useful monitoring tool for cultural resources as well as assessing the movement of the barrier islands.
NPS Response. The draft GMP/EIS (pages 2-33 and 2-35) has been edited via errata (see section 3.1) to include a
commitment on the part of the NPS to participate, as staffing allows, in the Chincoteague Wreck Tagging Program.
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This program is a collaborative effort of the FWS, the Maryland Historical Trust, the Virginia Department of Natural
Resources, the University of West Florida, and the Chincoteague Natural History Association.

Topic I8001:

Future GMP Implementation, Compliance

Concern Statement. The Commonwealth of Virginia and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency noted that
future implementation of proposed management actions in the GMP would require additional compliance actions
as required by state and federal regulations beyond what is provided in the Draft GMP/EIS.
Representative Quote: Division of Resource Services and Review, Virginia Department of Historic
Resources
Tribal consultation will need to be considered in the Section 106 process. As you know, the Virginia
Council on Indians no longer exists. Virginia now has its first resident federally recognized Indian Tribe, the
Pamunkey Tribe. If NPS has not already done so, we encourage initiating consultation with the Pamunkey
Tribe on the Draft GMP/EIS.
Representative Quote: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
1.

Wetlands and Water Quality. Virginia Water Protection Permit authorization is required for proposed

project impacts to wetlands and surface waters pursuant to Virginia Code §62.1-44.15:20 et seq.
Coordinate with DEQ TRO (757-518-2000) to obtain VWP authorization if there will be impacts to surface
waters or wetlands. Coordinate with VMRC (757-247-8027) regarding the submittal of a JPA if necessary.
2.

Wastewater Treatment.

•

Coordinate with DEQ TRO (757-518-2000) to apply for and obtain a VPDES permit if a WWTP at the

FWS Maintenance Facility in Virginia is installed and proposes to discharge to surface water.
•

Submit a CTC to DEQ TRO if construction of a wastewater treatment plant is planned. A CTO will be

required prior to operation of the plant.
•

If an alternate system is used that will not discharge, coordinate with the Department of Health

(Eastern Shore Health District, 757-787-5880).
•

Potential impacts to public water distribution systems or sanitary sewage collection systems must be

verified by the local utility.
3.

Air Pollution Control. Contact DEQ TRO (Troy Breathwaite at Troy.Breathwaite@deq.virginia.gov or

757-518-2006) for additional information on air quality regulations or if the project proposes the use of
fuel-burning equipment that may be subject to registration or permitting requirements.
4.

Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act. The GMP must be consistent the applicable requirements of the

Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act (Virginia Code §62.1-44.15:67 - 62.1-44.15:78) and Chesapeake Bay
Preservation Area Designation and Management Regulations (Regulations) as locally implemented.
Contact DEQ (Daniel Moore at Daniel.Moore@deq.virginia.gov) for additional information as necessary.
5.

Erosion and Sediment Control and Stormwater Management. The draft GMP and EIS must be

consistent with Virginia's Erosion and Sediment Control Law (Virginia Code § 62.1-44.15:61) and
Regulations (9 VAC 25-840-30 et seq.) and Stormwater Management Law (Virginia Code§ 62.1-44.15:31)
and Regulations (9 VAC 25-870-210 et seq.) as administered by DEQ. Erosion and sediment control, and
stormwater management requirements should be coordinated with the DEQ TRO (Noah Hill at
Noah.Hill@deq.virginia.gov or 757-518-2024).
6.

General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activities (VAR10). The operator or

owner of a construction activity involving land disturbance of equal to or greater than 1 acre is required to
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register for coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater from Construction Activities
and develop a project specific stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). Specific questions
regarding the Stormwater Management Program requirements should be directed to DEQ (Holly Sepety
at 804-698-4039) (Reference: VSWML §62.1-44.15 et seq.).
7.

Solid and Hazardous Waste Management. Contact DEQ TRO (757-518-2000) for additional

information on waste management, tank installation requirements, or if evidence of petroleum
contamination is found.
8.

Natural Heritage Resources. Contact DCR-DNH, Rene Hypes at (804) 371-2708, to secure updated

information on natural heritage resources if the scope of the project changes and/or six months passes
before the project is implemented, since new and updated information is continually added to the Biotics
Data System. Coordinate with DHR (Christopher Ludwig, 804-371-6209) regarding their recommendation
to conduct a new inventory of the natural heritage resources located in the Chincoteague National
Wildlife Refuge/ Assateague Island National Seashore.
9.

Protected Species Coordination. Coordinate with the FWS (Troy Anderson, troy_anderson@fws.gov)

regarding potential impacts to the following protected species: the Loggerhead sea turtle, Piping plover,
the Delmarva fox squirrel, and the Seabeach amaranth.
10. Wildlife Resources. Coordinate with DGIF (Amy Ewing, 804-367-2211) with questions related to
DGIF's recommendations to protect wildlife and comply with the CNWRCCP.
11. Historic Resources. Coordinate with DHR (Ethel Eaton, 804-482-6088) regarding its recommendations
to protect cultural resources and conduct archaeological surveys and monitoring.
12. VMRC Coordination. VMRC has indicated that they have comments on the draft EIS related to
fisheries and habitat issues. These comments will be submitted directly to NPS. Coordinate with VMRC
(Rachael Maulorico, 757-247-8027) with questions.
13. Federal Consistency. The NPS must submit a FCD pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act
(CZMA) of 1972, as amended (16 USCA, CZMA § 307, § 1456(c)(3)(A)) and its implementing federal
consistency regulations (15 CFR Part 930, subpart C). Coordinate directly with OEIR for the submittal of
FCDs. Information on document submission is available at
http://www.degvirginia.gov/Proqrams/EnvironmentallmpactReview/DocumentSubmissions.aspx.
Representative Quote: Virginia Marine Resources Commission
The Commission, pursuant to Chapter 12 of Title 28.2 of the Code of Virginia, has jurisdiction over any
encroachments in, on, or over the beds of the bays, ocean, rivers, streams, or creeks which are the
property of the Commonwealth. Accordingly, if any portion of any project proposed in the future will
involve any encroachments channel ward of mean low water, a permit may be required from our agency.
Any jurisdictional impacts will be reviewed by VMRC during the Joint Permit Application process.
Representative Quote: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
It is suggested that additional information be provided in the Final EIS describing proposed stormwater
management measures for future projects.
Representative Quote: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
The Final EIS should provide details on the environmental impacts (wetland, sub-aquatic vegetation,
Aquatic Resources, dredging, etc) related to activities associated with the Draft GMP/EIS. In addition,
permits may need to be obtained as well as mitigation for unavoidable impacts. Impacts to species of
concern, aquatic resources and other habitats should be avoided and minimized.
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Representative Quote: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
The Final EIS should also identify seasonal aquatic construction restrictions related to fish, birds and other wildlife.
NPS Response.

The management actions in the draft GMP/EIS are general and programmatic, as noted in the

draft GMP/EIS (section 5.2, page 5-6). Thus, the analysis of potential impacts is correspondingly general based on
the best available information at present. While the purpose of this planning process is to adopt a GMP to guide
future management of the seashore, it should be noted that approval of the GMP does not guarantee that funding
and staffing needed to implement management actions will be forthcoming. Full implementation of management
actions in the approved plan will depend on future NPS funding and servicewide priorities, and could be many
years in the future.
We acknowledge that many of the management actions described in the draft GMP/EIS will likely require sitespecific planning and compliance, and may require a variety of permits and approvals prior to implementation. In
the future, consultation, compliance, and permitting will occur as part of planning that “tiers” from the approved
GMP during development of program management plans and during design and construction of specific projects of
the types identified in the approved GMP, if and when project funding becomes available and according to
seashore and servicewide priorities. At that time, the NPS will comply with all applicable federal, State of
Maryland, and Commonwealth of Virginia laws, regulations, and policies, depending upon the nature of the
proposed management action.
The general types of projects that could require consultation, compliance, and permitting in the future include:

3.

•

construction of new facilities

•

construction/installation of new utility systems and other infrastructure

•

construction of new roads, parking lots, and trails

•

restoration or rehabilitation of historic structures

•

ground disturbing activities in areas without a history of previous site disturbance

•

changes in management of natural and cultural resources

Errata

This section contains revisions and corrections to the Draft GMP/EIS. Some of these changes provide further
clarification due to public comment. Others correct errors discovered after publication of the draft. The
combination of the Draft GMP/EIS and the Abbreviated Final GMP/EIS, including these errata, constitutes the
complete and final record on which the record of decision will be based.
The following sections list the revisions and corrections. Presented first are the corrections to the text, followed by
additions to the appendices. The corrections reference the Draft GMP/EIS by page, paragraph, and sentence or
bullet number. Changes are indicated by presenting the revised sentence with deleted section in strikeout and
added text shown in underline.
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3.1

General Management Plan (GMP) Text Corrections

Draft GMP/EIS, page i, National Park Service, 1st sentence:
The National Park Service owns manages approximately 8,983 acres of federally owned land within the seashore
boundary, including land on Assateague Island in Maryland (exclusive of Assateague State Park), the Assateague
Beach U.S. Coast Guard Station on the island in Virginia, and its mainland Maryland headquarters complex and
visitor center.

Draft GMP/EIS, page i, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1st sentence:
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) manages approximately 10,077 acres of federally owned land within the
boundaries of Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge (CNWR) on Assateague Island.

Draft GMP/EIS, page iii, figure ES-1 text boxes:
Assateague Island National Seashore
Owned by the federal government and managed by the
National Park Service (NPS) and managed in accordance
with a general management plan. The National Park
Service has prepared this Draft General Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for Assateague
Island National Seashore to consider future management
alternatives for the seashore lands and waters under its

Assateague Island National Seashore
Owned by the federal government and managed by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and managed in
accordance with the recently released Chincoteague and
Wallops Island National Wildlife Refuge Final
Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement (US FWS 2015)

Draft GMP/EIS, page xii, Natural Resource Management, last sentence:
The NPS would continue to partner with the USACE to implement the North End Restoration Project that mitigates
the continuing effects of the Ocean City Inlet and jetties, as long as the NPS and the USACE concur that the
management actions meet the project objectives and funding is available.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xiii, Community Resilience, 2nd paragraph, new 2nd sentence:
NPS would collaborate with and/or include Worcester County, the Town of Ocean City, and others as cooperating
agencies, as appropriate, in completing the breach management plan.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xiv, Natural Resource Management, last sentence:
The NPS would continue to partner with the USACE to implement the North End Restoration Project that mitigates
the continuing effects of the Ocean City Inlet and jetties by restoring/maintaining sand supply to northern
Assateague Island at the historic, pre-Ocean City inlet rate. The project would continue as long as the NPS and the
USACE concur that the management actions meet the project objectives and funding is available.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xiv, Natural Resource Management, new 2nd paragraph:
In alternatives 2, 3, and 4, NPS would also work cooperatively with the state of Virginia and Accomack County to
ensure compliance with applicable natural resource conservation and wastewater treatment regulations at
privately owned structures (oyster watch houses) located in the seashore’s Virginia waters.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page xiv, Marine Resource Management, 4th bullet:
•

NPS would prohibit the harvest of horseshoe crabs as currently proposed by the USFWS final

•

NPS would consult with the Commonwealth of Virginia and the State of Maryland to develop a process to

Comprehensive Conservation Plan
gradually reduce and eliminate horseshoe crab harvesting over a reasonable period of time

Draft GMP/EIS, page xiv, Marine Resource Management, 5th bullet:
•

To document the traditional uses of marine resources and oyster watch houses and duck blinds, the NPS
would conduct an ethnographic assessment. Based on findings of the assessment, the NPS would
collaborate with local and regional cultural and academic institutions to develop interpretive
programming and other visitor information that would illuminate the cultural heritage of the eastern
shore and Assateague Island.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xv, Visitor Use and Visitor Experience in Maryland, paragraph 3:
The NPS would also periodically review regulations pertaining to OSV use at the seashore (36 CFR§7.65(b)) and
make amendments if conditions render changes necessary. NPS would continue to review the location of the
carsonite markers delineating the OSV Use Area on an annual basis in late winter and following any significant
coastal storm event. Route markers on the western edge of the OSV use area would continue to be placed at or
near the average winter high tide line.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xv, Visitor Use and Visitor Experience in Maryland, new paragraph 4:
NPS would prepare and seek to implement an accessibility plan for the seashore. The plan would include an
analysis of seashore sites, facilities, buildings and elements to determine how best to build and/or alter them so
that they are accessible for visitors with disabilities.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xvi, Seashore Facilities and Operations in Maryland, 1st sentence:
If in the future, conditions on the island change such that relocation of the Maryland entrance station appears
necessary, the NPS and MD DNR would initiate a separate planning study to consider alternatives for a
consolidated, jointly operated entrance station to Assateague Island located either on or off the island.The NPS
and MD DNR would explore the potential for a consolidated, jointly operated entrance station to Assateague
Island located on the mainland.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xvii, new 3rd paragraph:
Partnerships
The NPS would continue to collaborate with the Town of Ocean City, the Town of Chincoteague, Worcester
County, Accomack County, the states, and other partners, as cooperating agencies when completing future studies
and plans, as appropriate.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page xx, 1st paragraph (continued from page xix):
complex for use for alternative transportation parking. A combined ranger station/campground office and small
maintenance yard would remain on the island.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxi, Concept, 7th sentence:
Planning and development of alternative transportation systems including shuttles, passenger/vehicular ferries,
and new bayside access along Chincoteague Bay would prepare the seashore for possible loss of traditional land
access.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxii, Visitor Use and Visitor Experience, 1st paragraph, last sentence:
As new points of departure are developed (passenger/vehicular ferry terminal, shuttle staging areas, Chincoteague
Bay public access sites) these areas would provide new opportunities for visitor contact, orientation, safety
messaging, and seashore information.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxii, Visitor Use and Visitor Experience, 4th paragraph, 1st sentence:
Opportunities for driving on the beach (and associated recreation activities) in Maryland would continue within the
seashore’s existing OSV use area until conditions change. However, if a persistent breach occurs and the breach
management plan recommends the breach remain open, or land is lost due to beach erosion, access to the OSV
use area could be reduced or lost.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxiii, Seashore Facilities and Operations in Maryland, 2nd paragraph, last
sentence:
Should the bridge to the Maryland portion of the island be damaged or fail or if there was a breach that prevented
use of private vehicles, access to the island would shift to a fully water-based system composed of a new
passenger/vehicular ferry and the network of new public access sites.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxiii, Seashore Facilities and Operations in Maryland, 3rd paragraph:
Most administrative and maintenance functions would be relocated to another mainland location to allow
development of a shuttle/ferry parking facility at the current headquarters site. A combined ranger
station/campground office would remain on the island, although it would be replaced with a moveable facility
once the existing permanent structure is no longer sustainable.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxiii, Natural Resource Management, new 2nd paragraph:
The NPS would initiate an assessment of privately owned structures (oyster watch houses) located within the
seashore’s Virginia waters to determine the legal status and authority for their presence. NPS would pursue
removal of any unauthorized structures, and would work cooperatively with the state of Virginia and Accomack
County to ensure compliance with applicable natural resource conservation and wastewater treatment and
disposal regulations at any authorized structures. The NPS would also assess the legal status of private hunting
blinds and duck blinds within the seashore’s Virginia waters.

43

ASSATEAGUE ISLAND NATIONAL SEASHORE Abbreviated Final GMP/EIS

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxv, Land Acquisition, 1st paragraph, 4th sentence:
The NPS would collaborate with MD DNR to explore options for using state-owned property and/or acquiring new
lands for these new facilities (campgrounds, recreational opportunities, and headquarters complex), as well as for
future passenger/vehicular ferry facilities and a new shared entrance station, should the need arise. two new
points of departure on the mainland near the state park and current NPS developed area fro a future ferry system
and new shared fee booths.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxv, new 3rd paragraph:
A combined and moveable ranger station/campground office would remain on the island, although it would be
replaced with a moveable facility once the existing permanent structure is no longer sustainable.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxvii, Visitor Use and Visitor Experience, 4th sentence:
Conversely, the visitor experience would be somewhat enhanced as a result of less stressful seashore entry via a
relocated entrance station (if in the future conditions change, and relocation of the entrance station appears
necessary) and opportunities for accessing the beach via a mainland-based ATS when island parking lots are full.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxviii, Natural Resource Management, new 2nd paragraph:
The NPS would initiate an assessment of privately owned structures (oyster watch houses) located within the
seashore’s Virginia waters to determine the legal status and authority for their presence. NPS would pursue
removal of any unauthorized structures, and would work cooperatively with the state of Virginia and Accomack
County to ensure compliance with applicable natural resource conservation and wastewater treatment and
disposal regulations at any authorized structures. The NPS would also assess the legal status of private hunting
blinds and duck blinds within the seashore’s Virginia waters.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxxvi, Wildlife, paragraph 1, last sentence:
As in alternatives 3 and 4, gradual reduction and elimination of horseshoe crab harvest over a reasonable period of
time would result enforcement of existing federal laws prohibiting harvest of horseshoe crabs (as proposed by
FWS in the Final CCP/EIS) would effectively eliminate illegal horseshoe crab harvesting in the Toms Cove area,
resulting in a beneficially impact on the horseshoe crab population by directly reducing the decline of spawning
horseshoe crabs in the Toms Cove area (US FWS 2015).

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxxviii, Visitor Use and Visitor Experience, 1st paragraph (continued from page
xxxvii):
complex for use for alternative transportation parking. A combined ranger station/campground office and small
maintenance yard would remain on the island.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xxxviii, Visitor Use and Visitor Experience, 2nd paragraph, 4th sentence:
Conversely, the visitor experience would be somewhat enhanced as a result of less stressful seashore entry via a
relocated entrance station (if in the future conditions change and relocation of the entrance station appears
necessary) and opportunities for accessing the beach via a mainland-based ATS when island parking lots are full.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page xxxviii, Socio-economic Environment, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence:
As in alternatives 3 and 4, gradual reduction and elimination of horseshoe crab harvest over a reasonable period of
time enforcement of existing federal laws prohibiting harvest of horseshoe crabs (as proposed by FWS in the Final
CCP/EIS) would likely result in a negative impact to some commercial watermen (US FWS 2015).

Draft GMP/EIS, page xl, Wildlife, 1st paragraph, last sentence:
As in alternatives 2 and 4, gradual reduction and elimination of horseshoe crab harvest over a reasonable period of
time would result enforcement of existing federal laws prohibiting harvest of horseshoe crabs (as proposed by
FWS in the Final CCP/EIS) would effectively eliminate illegal horseshoe crab harvesting in the Toms Cove area,
resulting in a beneficially impact on the horseshoe crab population by directly reducing the decline of spawning
horseshoe crabs in the Toms Cove area (US FWS 2015).

Draft GMP/EIS, page xlii, Visitor Use and Visitor Experience, 4th sentence:
As in alternative 2, the visitor experience would be somewhat enhanced as a result of less stressful seashore entry
via a relocated entrance station (if in the future conditions change, and relocation of the entrance station appears
necessary) and opportunities for accessing the beach via a mainland-based ATS when island parking lots are full.

Draft GMP/EIS, page xliii, Socio-economic Environment, paragraph 2, 1st sentence:
As in alternatives 2 and 4, gradual reduction and elimination of horseshoe crab harvest over a reasonable period of
time enforcement of existing federal laws prohibiting harvest of horseshoe crabs (as proposed by FWS in the Final
CCP/EIS) would likely result in a negative impact to some commercial watermen (US FWS 2015).

Draft GMP/EIS, page xlv, Wildlife, paragraph 1, last sentence:
As in alternatives 2 and 3, gradual reduction and elimination of horseshoe crab harvest over a reasonable period of
time would result enforcement of existing federal laws prohibiting harvest of horseshoe crabs (as proposed by
FWS in the Final CCP/EIS) would effectively eliminate illegal horseshoe crab harvesting in the Toms Cove area,
resulting in a beneficially impact on the horseshoe crab population by directly reducing the decline of spawning
horseshoe crabs in the Toms Cove area (US FWS 2015).

Draft GMP/EIS, page xlv, Socio-economic Environment, paragraph 2, 1st sentence:
As in alternatives 2 and 3, gradual reduction and elimination of horseshoe crab harvest over a reasonable period of
time enforcement of existing federal laws prohibiting harvest of horseshoe crabs (as proposed by FWS in the Final
CCP/EIS) would likely result in a negative impact to some commercial watermen (US FWS 2015).

Draft GMP/EIS, page xlvii, Visitor Use and Visitor Experience, 3rd sentence:
As in alternatives 2 and 3, the visitor experience would be somewhat enhanced as a result of less stressful
seashore entry via a relocated entrance station (if in the future conditions change, and relocation of the entrance
station appears necessary) and opportunities for accessing the beach via a mainland-based ATS when island
parking lots are full.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page xlviii, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence:
As in alternatives 2 and 3, gradual reduction and elimination of horseshoe crab harvesting over a reasonable
period of time enforcement of existing federal laws prohibiting harvest of horseshoe crabs (as proposed by FWS in
the Final CCP/EIS) would likely result in a negative impact to some commercial watermen (US FWS 2015).

Draft GMP/EIS, page 1-5, figure 1.2 text boxes:
Assateague Island National Seashore
Owned by the federal government and managed by the
National Park Service (NPS) and managed in accordance
with a general management plan. The National Park
Service has prepared this Draft General Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for Assateague
Island National Seashore to consider future management
alternatives for the seashore lands and waters under its

Assateague Island National Seashore
Owned by the federal government and managed by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and managed in
accordance with the recently released Chincoteague and
Wallops Island National Wildlife Refuge Final
Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement (US FWS 2015)

Draft GMP/EIS, page 1-7, Seashore Boundary and Ownership, 1st paragraph edits, and new 2nd and 3rd
paragraph:
The Congress established the seashore boundary of the seashore through in the seashore’s enabling legislation, as
shown in Map NS-AL-7100A attached to the legislation (appendix B). The final authorized boundary extends up to
one-half mile from the island in the states of Maryland and Virginia.
In 1985, a notice in the Federal Register (Federal Register, Vol. 50, No.159, August 16, 1985) replaced Map NS-AL7100A with a new seashore map (Map 622-30-003). Map 622-30-003 represents the current official depiction of
the seashore's boundary, showing the general shape and location of that line. It indicates that the authorized
boundary extends up to one-half mile from the island in the states of Maryland and Virginia. NPS claims jurisdiction
over these waters included in the seashore boundary as described in 36 CFR 1.2(a)(3), which states that waters are
"subject to the jurisdiction of the United States within. . . park units. . .without regard to ownership of the
submerged lands."
Map 622-30-003 indicates which islands in Chincoteague Bay are included in the seashore. For example, the Pirate
Islands are included in the seashore, while Chincoteague Island is not. Map 622-30-003 also establishes that the
boundary of the seashore includes the waters between the islands of Chincoteague Bay.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 1-22, Other Important Resources, Cultural Resources, first sentence:
The seashore contains a variety of locally, regionally, and nationally significant cultural resources, ranging from
historic structures to archeological objects and sites to the traditional activities and associations that people have
maintained with the island and its waters.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-8, 1st paragraph, 2nd to the last sentence:
Altered sand transport processes at Ocean City Inlet would continue to be mitigated through the North End
Restoration Project, as long as the NPS and the USACE concur that the management actions meet the project
objectives and funding is available.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-12, 3rd paragraph:
The NPS would continue to partner with the USACE to implement the North End Restoration Project that mitigates
the continuing effects of the Ocean City Inlet and jetties by restoring/maintaining sand supply to northern
Assateague Island at the historic, pre-Ocean City inlet rate. The project would continue as long as the NPS and the
USACE concur that the management actions meet the project objectives and funding is available.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-14, 2.3.7 Partnerships (alternative 1), 1st paragraph, 1st sentence:
Existing partnerships and cooperative relationships that support ongoing management programs and activities
would continue. Key partners would be Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge and MD DNR Assateague State
Park.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-14, 2.3.7 Partnerships (alternative 1), 2nd paragraph, new 2nd sentence:
The project would continue as long as the NPS and the USACE concur that the management actions meet the
project objectives and funding is available.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-17, Table 2.2, Developed Area, Assateague State Park:
Table 2.2

Alternative 1 – Planned and Programmed Projects
Planned and Programmed Actions

Developed
Area

Assateague State Park

 cooperate with MD DNR Assateague State Park on coastal storm planning and response, feral
horse management, and other issues and opportunities of mutual interest

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-18, Table 2.2, 5th row:
Table 2.2

Alternative 1 – Planned and Programmed Projects (continued)
Planned and Programmed Actions

Sinepuxent
and Southern
Chincoteague
Bay

Primary Area

 continue to implement the North End Restoration Project to mitigate environmental impacts
of the Ocean City Inlet jetties and the Ocean City Inlet (with USACE) as long as the NPS and
the USACE concur that the management actions meet the project objectives and funding is
available
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Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-20, Table 2.3, 5th row:
Table 2.3

Management Zone Summary – Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4

Zone

Subzone

General Management Approach

Natural
Resource
Zone

Primary Zone

Managed for resource protection and low density, low impact recreation dependent on high
quality resource conditions. May include primitive backcountry campsites and bayside points
of access for motorized vessels and/or non-motorized vessels; both of which may be
associated with maintained cross island sand trails. May also include the adaptive use of
existing structures and/or development of primitive facilities for research and environmental
education.
Continuation of the North End Restoration Project helps to maintain natural functioning of
Assateague Island and to protect the threatened Piping Plover, as long as the NPS and the
USACE concur that the management actions meet the project objectives and funding is
available.
The zone includes all terrestrial areas not encompassed by the development and cultural
resource zones and may be further classified as one of two subzones: active beach recreation
or resource preservation.
The zone and its two subzones may include isolated cultural resources, including
archeological sites and historic structures.

Sinepuxent
and Southern
Chincoteague
Bay
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Primary Zone

Managed for resource protection and compatible water-based recreation activities. Seeks to
improve conditions for water based activities by working cooperatively with the states of
Maryland and Virginia to provide opportunities for water-based visitor use and appropriate
commercial use. Includes the waters of Sinepuxent Bay (Ocean City Inlet to the southern tip
of South Point) and Chincoteague Bay south of Wildcat Point to Chincoteague Inlet within the
authorized seashore boundary. Also includes portions of Ocean City Inlet and Chincoteague
Inlet within the authorized park boundary. May include areas where personal watercraft use
is permitted. Continuation of the North End Restoration Project helps to maintain natural
functioning of Assateague Island and to protect the threatened Piping Plover, as long as the
NPS and the USACE concur that the management actions meet the project objectives and
funding is available.

3.0 Errata

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-21, Breach Management Plan, 1st paragraph, new 2nd sentence:
NPS would collaborate with and/or include Worcester County, the Town of Ocean City, and others as cooperating
agencies, as appropriate, in completing the breach management plan.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-25, Table 2.4, 2nd row, resource conditions 2nd bullet:

Sinepuxent
and Southern
Chincoteague
Bay Zone

Resource Conditions

Visitor Experience

Access and Development

The Sinepuxent and Southern
Chincoteague Bay Zone is managed
for resource protection and low to
moderate density water-based
recreation.
▪ Natural conditions predominate
and there is a low tolerance for
resource impacts; if feasible,
existing impacts are mitigated.
▪ Natural processes are allowed to
occur unimpeded. If impacted,
processes are restored or mitigated.
▪ Impacts of the Ocean City Inlet
continue to be mitigated by the
North End Restoration Project, as
long as the NPS and the USACE
concur that management actions
meet project objectives and funding
is available
▪ Resource management seeks to
maintain all components and
processes of naturally evolving
park ecosystems, including natural
abundance, diversity, and genetic
and ecological integrity of plant
and animal species native to those
ecosystems.
▪ Evidence of human impacts are
minimal and limited in extent.

The Sinepuxent and Southern
Chincoteague Bay Zone provides visitors
with opportunities for a range of waterbased recreation activities in a predominantly natural setting, and water-based
access to remote portions of the island.
▪ Appropriate visitor activities include
canoeing, kayaking, boating, swimming, snorkeling, fishing, clamming,
crabbing, participating in educational
activities, and visitor resources.
▪ Visitors experience the natural abundance, diversity, and ecological
integrity of plant and animal species
native to the estuary ecosystem.
▪ Natural estuarine environment with
natural sights and sounds
predominate, although the sights
and sounds of adjacent lands and
other visitors can intrude.
▪ Interpretive and educational
opportunities related to the
seashore’s estuarine resources, both
self-directed and structured, are
focused in these areas.
▪ The likelihood of encountering other
visitors is moderate.
▪ Conflicts between motorized and
non-motorized boater are minimal.
▪ Visitor activities are regulated to
protect elements of the natural
environment, prevent visitor
conflicts, and enhance public safety.
▪ Commercial services can be
appropriate in these areas.
▪ States continue to manage
shellfishing.

The Sinepuxent and Southern
Chincoteague Bay Zone has limited
facilities and infrastructure. Those
facilities present are compatible with
the natural landscape in size and
scale, are sustainable, and are the
minimum needed to achieve the
intended purpose of supporting low
to moderate density visitor use.
▪ Visitor facilities can include
hunting blinds.
▪ Visitor support facilities can
include signs, markers, and
docking/mooring infrastructure
▪ Administrative facilities are limited
to research and resource
management apparatus.
▪ Visitor access within the zone is by
motorized and non-motorized
vessels.

The sights and sounds of human
activity are fairly obvious in some
locations and may supplant
the sights and sounds of nature.

▪ Protecting resource conditions and
▪

ecosystem integrity are high
priorities
Desired conditions for shellfish are
achieved through collaboration with
the states and partners.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-26, Table 2.4, 1st row, resource conditions 2nd bullet:

Atlantic
Ocean Zone

Resource Conditions

Visitor Experience

Access and Development

The Atlantic Ocean Zone is managed
to protect, restore, and enhance the
ocean environment and provide
opportunities for water-based visitor
use and recreation.
▪ Natural conditions predominate
and there is a low tolerance for
resource modifications or
degradation.
▪ Natural processes are allowed to
occur unimpeded. If impacted,
processes are restored or
mitigated.
▪ Impacts of the Ocean City Inlet
continue to be mitigated by the
North End Restoration Project, as
long as the NPS and the USACE
concur that management actions
meet project objectives and
funding is available
▪ Resource management seeks to
maintain all components and
processes of naturally evolving
park ecosystems, including natural
abundance, diversity, and genetic
and ecological integrity of plant
and animal species native to those
ecosystems.
▪ Evidence of human activities is
infrequent and limited in extent.
▪ Natural sights and sounds
predominate, although the sights
and sounds of adjacent lands can
intrude in certain areas.
▪ Visual characteristics of the open
ocean are protected and, as
feasible, enhanced through the
elimination of incompatible
features and activities.
▪ Protecting resource conditions and
ecosystem integrity are a high
priority.

The Atlantic Ocean Zone provides
visitors with opportunities to see and
experience a natural near-shore ocean
environment.
▪ Appropriate visitor activities include
swimming, surfing, fishing, kayaking,
boating, diving, and experiencing
resources.
▪ Visitors experience the natural
abundance, diversity, and genetic
and ecological integrity of the plant
and animal species native to the
ocean ecosystem.
▪ Natural ocean environment with
natural sights and sounds although
the sights and sounds of adjacent
lands and other users can intrude in
certain areas.
▪ The likelihood of encountering other
visitors is low to high.
▪ Visitor activities are regulated to
protect elements of the natural
environment, protect sensitive
species and habitat, prevent visitor
conflicts, and enhance public safety.
▪ There are few structured
interpretation and education
opportunities except at the interface
with island developed zones.
▪ States continue to manage
shellfishing.

The Atlantic Ocean Zone has no
facilities or infrastructure except
navigation markers.
▪ Visitor access within the zone is by
motorized and non-motorized
vessels.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-28, new 1st bullet, and related paragraph:
•

Maryland Island Developed Area (Development Zone)

The combined ranger station/campground office would be maintained on the island as long as it remains
sustainable. When no longer practical, it would be replaced by a less permanent, moveable facility.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-28, Oversand Vehicle (OSV) Use Area:
Opportunities for driving on the beach (and associated recreation activities) in Maryland would continue, although
the areas within which OSVs are permitted would vary in alternatives 2, 3, and 4. NPS would continue to review
the location of the carsonite markers delineating the OSV Use Area on an annual basis in late winter and following
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any significant coastal storm event. Route markers on the western edge of the OSV use area would likely continue
to be placed at or near the average winter high tide line.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-30, Transportation System Management, 1st sentence:
The NPS and MD DNR would explore the potential for a consolidated, jointly operated entrance station to
Assateague Island located on the mainland in order to If in the future, conditions on the island change such that
relocation of the Maryland entrance station appears necessary, the NPS and MD DNR would initiate a separate
planning study to consider alternatives for a consolidated, jointly operated entrance station to Assateague Island
located either on or off the island. A jointly operated entrance station would gain efficiencies, better manage the
number of vehicles accessing the island, achieve shared resource and visitor use management objectives, and
facilitate operation of a shuttle system.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-30, Transportation System Management, new 3rd paragraph:
The NPS would collaborate with Worcester County to develop a trail system along the Berlin Assateague corridor.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-30, new bullet point and related text:
•

Access for Visitors with Disabilities

NPS is committed to creating a built environment that is welcoming for every visitor. To do this, NPS would
prepare and seek to implement an accessibility plan for the seashore. The plan would include an analysis of
seashore sites, facilities, buildings and elements to determine how best to build and/or alter them so that they are
accessible for visitors with disabilities.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-31, 3rd paragraph, new 2nd sentence:
The project would continue as long as the NPS and the USACE concur that the management actions meet the
project objectives and funding is available.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-32, Resource Management Actions for Horseshoe Crab Harvest:
NPS would prohibit the harvest of horseshoe crabs as proposed in the recently completed Chincoteague and
Wallops Island National Wildlife Refuges Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP/EIS) and Environmental
Impact Statement (US FWS 2015). NPS proposes to consult with the Commonwealth of Virginia and the State of
Maryland to develop a process to gradually reduce and eliminate horseshoe crab harvesting over a reasonable
period of time. Consultation would consider broader issues related to horseshoe crab fishery management in
Delaware Bay, including the additional pressure on the horseshoe crab stock in other areas, such as areas east of
the COLREGS demarcation lines, that might result from the FWS and NPS management decisions at Toms Cove.
To inform the collaboration with the states, the NPS would complete an evaluation of commercial fishing
operations within and adjacent to the seashore. This study would:
•

compile and analyze landings data and other information for the seashore’s ocean and bay waters

•

identify and quantify annual commercial harvest of horseshoe crabs since the seashore’s establishment in
1965
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•

evaluate the impacts of horseshoe crab harvest on the seashore’s marine and estuarine resources

•

identify the number of currently active commercial operators within the seashore’s boundaries

•

estimate the economic value of commercial horseshoe crab harvest within the seashore

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-32, Integrating Cultural Heritage into Interpretive Programming:
To document the traditional uses of marine resources and oyster watch houses and duck blinds, the NPS would
conduct an ethnographic assessment. Based on findings of the assessment, the NPS would collaborate with local
and regional cultural and academic institutions to develop interpretive programming and other visitor information
that would illuminate the cultural heritage of the eastern shore and Assateague Island.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-33, Cultural Resource Management (Common to Action Alternatives 2, 3, and
4), new 2nd and 3rd paragraphs:
As in alternative 1, in alternatives 2, 3, and 4 the NPS would seek funding to conduct an archeological resource
overview and assessment as a first step in identifying currently unknown terrestrial archeological resources.
As staffing allows, NPS would participate in the Chincoteague Wreck Tagging Program, a collaborative effort of the
FWS, the Maryland Historical Trust, the Virginia Department of Natural Resources, the University of West Florida,
and the Chincoteague Natural History Association.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-33, Partnerships (Common to Action Alternatives 2, 3 and 4), 2nd paragraph:
As in alternative 1, key partners would be Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge and MD DNR Assateague State
Park. The relationship with the refuge would continue to be governed by Service First Authority existing and
future memoranda of agreement, and include cooperation in the provision of visitor services, interpretive services,
visitor and resource protection, and facility management in the assigned area within the refuge. The NPS would
continue to work with MD DNR to cooperatively manage shared issues of concern as both agencies respond to sea
level rise and climate change. Collaboration with MD DNR could include exploration of partnerships to replace lost
recreation facilities, working together to provide camping and administrative/operations facilities on the mainland,
partnering to provide island access, and other issues, depending on the alternative selected for implementation.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-34, 1st paragraph, new 2nd sentence:
The project would continue as long as the NPS and the USACE concur that the management actions meet the
project objectives and funding is available.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-34, new 3rd paragraph:
The NPS would continue to collaborate with the Town of Ocean City, the Town of Chincoteague, Worcester
County, Accomack County, the states, and other partners, as cooperating agencies when completing future studies
and plans, as appropriate.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-35, Table 2.5:
Table 2.5

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 – Examples of Actions Needed to Achieve Desired Future Conditions
(common to the action alternatives)
Examples of the Types of Actions Needed

Seashore
Wide

Other Special Studies

 complete an evaluation of commercial fishing operations within and adjacent to
the seashore
 seek to complete and implement an accessibility plan for the seashore

Development
Zone

Maryland Island
Developed Area
Maryland Mainland
Developed Area

 if in the future conditions change, and relocation of the entrance station appears
necessary ,remove existing entrance station and restore site
 if in the future, conditions on the island change such that relocation of the
Maryland entrance station appears necessary, initiate a separate planning study
(with MD DNR) to consider alternatives for a consolidated, jointly operated
entrance station to Assateague Island located either on or off the island develop a
consolidated, jointly operated entrance station (with MD DNR), including widening
of MD Route 611 in the entrance station vicinity
 collaborate with Worcester County to develop a trail system along the Berlin
Assateague corridor

Chincoteague
Bay,
Sinepuxent
Bay and
Atlantic
Ocean

Primary Zones

 consult with the Commonwealth of Virginia and the State of Maryland to develop
a process to gradually reduce and eliminate horseshoe crab harvesting over a
reasonable period of time
 complete an ethnographic study to document traditional uses of marine resources
and use of oyster watch houses and duck blinds
 continue to implement the North End Restoration Project to mitigate
environmental impacts of the Ocean City Inlet jetties and the Ocean City Inlet
(with USACE) as long as the NPS and the USACE concur that the management
actions meet the project objectives and funding is available
 participate in the Chincoteague Wreck Tagging Program

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-28, 1st paragraph (continued from page 2-37), last sentence:
A combined ranger station/campground office and small maintenance yard would remain on the island.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-47, 2.6.2 Visitor Use and Experience (Alternative 3) (NPS Preferred Alternative,
1st paragraph, last sentence:
When implemented, staff would also make use of new points of departure such as passenger/vehicular ferry
terminals and shuttle staging areas to provide orientation, safety messaging, and basic information.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-50, Oversand Vehicle Use Area (Active Beach Subzone), 1st sentence:
Opportunities for driving on the beach (and associated recreation activities) in Maryland would continue within the
seashore’s existing OSV use area until conditions change. However, if a persistent breach occurs within the OSV
use area and the breach management plan calls for it to stay open, or land is lost due to beach erosion, access to
the OSV use area could be reduced or lost.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-51, Response to Storm Damage and Contingency Planning, 1st paragraph, last
sentence:
Access to the island would likely shift to a fully water-based system composed of a new passenger/vehicular ferry
(based near the current seashore headquarters complex) and the network of existing public access sites on the
mainland in Worcester County.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-51, Response to Storm Damage and Contingency Planning, 2nd paragraph, 2nd
sentence:
New waterfront facilities would be developed to support the pedestrian/vehicular ferry system and day-to-day
seashore operations.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-55, Facility Management, 3rd sentence:
New waterfront facilities would be developed to support the pedestrian/vehicular ferry system and day-to-day
seashore operations.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-56, 1st sentence:
The overall cost of visiting the island could increase with the addition of commercial service fees for accessing the
seashore by shuttle when parking capacity is reached, or if vehicle access is lost and replaced by
passenger/vehicular ferry service.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-56, 2.6.7 Partnerships (Alternative 3) (NPS Preferred Alternative):
Existing partnerships and cooperative relationships that support ongoing management would continue.
Partnerships would likely expand with MD DNR Assateague State Park and Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge
as cooperative solutions are developed to address the effects of natural coastal processes and/or climate
change/sea level rise. The NPS and MD DNR Assateague State Park would explore ways to improve operational
efficiency, increase cost effectiveness, and enhance the quality and seamlessness of visitor experiences.
Opportunities would include the potential for co-locating facilities, joint operations, sharing resources and
expertise, and broader collaboration in addressing conservation and resource management needs both on and off
the island.
More specifically, collaboration with MD DNR to enhance preparedness and resiliency could include exploration of
partnerships for the following:
•

relocation of lost recreational uses and related facilities on the mainland (such as campgrounds), including
use of state-owned property and/or acquisition of land

•

relocation of seashore operations facilities (administrative and maintenance) including use of state-

•

development of two new points of departure on the mainland

•

development of a future passenger/vehicular ferry

•

development of alternatives for a consolidated, jointly operated entrance station to Assateague Island

owned property and/or acquisition of land

located either on or off the island
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The NPS would also collaborate with Worcester County as a cooperating agency, as appropriate, when planning
new visitor facilities and administrative facilities on the Maryland mainland.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-57, Land Acquisition (Alternative 3) (NPS Preferred Alternative), 1st paragraph,
4th sentence:
The NPS would collaborate with MD DNR to explore options for using state-owned property and/or acquiring new
lands for these new facilities (campgrounds, recreational opportunities, and headquarters complex), as well as for
future passenger/vehicular ferry facilities and a new shared entrance station, should the need arise. two new
points of departure on the mainland near the state park and current NPS developed area fro a future ferry system
and new shared fee booths.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-57, 2.6.8 Land Acquisition (Alternative 3) (NPS Preferred Alternative), 2nd
paragraph, new 3rd sentence:
NPS support would seek to build on existing successful natural resource land conservation in Worcester County
within the Coastal Bays Rural Legacy Area and the Coastal Bays Conservation Target Area (Worcester County 2012b
and 2010) and in Accomack County within areas of conservation interest to the county and land trusts operating
on the Chincoteague Bay mainland of Virginia’s Eastern Shore.
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Draft GMP/EIS, pages 2-60, 2-61, and 2-62, Table 2.7:
Table 2.7

Alternative 3 (NPS Preferred) – Examples of Actions Needed to Achieve Desired Future Conditions
Examples of the Types of Actions Needed

SeashoreWide Topics

Natural Resource
Management

 expand and diversify partnerships to enhance understanding of resource
stewardship:
 with MD DNR Assateague State Park and US FWS to address effects of natural
coastal processes and/or climate change/sea level rise

Visitor Experience
Enhancements

 expand and diversify partnerships to maintain existing visitor experiences
 with MD DNR Assateague State Park to enhance operational efficiency, cost
effectiveness and quality and seamlessness of visitor experience

Other Special Studies

Development
Zone

Maryland Island
Developed Area

 develop plan to expand ATS in the event automobile access is lost, including the
potential use of a passenger/vehicular ferry system with shelters and methods to
distribute visitors within developed area (e.g. trails, on-island shuttle system)
 when access is lost implement ferry-based ATS operations for passengers and
vehicles (island docking facility, wayfinding system, on-island shuttle (routes),
shuttle shelters and benches, trail improvements) (contingency action)

Maryland Mainland
Developed Area

 possibly develop new campground after consultation with MD DNR Assateague
State Park
 when access is lost:
 implement plan for an expanded ATS including development of a
passenger/vehicular ferry terminal facility and ferry terminal parking
(contingency action)

Natural
Resource
Zone

Active Beach
Recreation Sub Zone

▪ consider re-locating all or a portion of the OSV use area should vehicle access be

Central
Chincoteague
Bay

Primary Zone

 work with Virginia to ensure appropriate wastewater treatment and disposal at
authorized structures (e.g. oyster watch houses)

lost (if the breach management plan recommends that the breach remain
openclosed)

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-64, Maryland Island Developed Area, 2nd paragraph, 4th and 5th sentences:
The combined ranger station/campground office would be maintained on the island as long as it remains
sustainable. When no longer practical, it would be replaced by a less permanent, moveable facility.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-71, Partnerships, new 2nd paragraph:
The NPS would collaborate with Worcester County and MD DNR as cooperating agencies, as appropriate, when
planning new facilities on the Maryland mainland.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-71, 2.6.8 Land Acquisition, 2nd paragraph, new 3rd sentence:
NPS support would seek to build on existing successful natural resource land conservation in Worcester County
within the Coastal Bays Rural Legacy Area and the Coastal Bays Conservation Target Area (Worcester County 2012b
and 2010) and in Accomack County within areas of conservation interest to the county and land trusts operating
on the Chincoteague Bay mainland of Virginia’s Eastern Shore.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-72, One-Time Costs, 2nd paragraph, 4th bullet
•

entrance station relocation

Draft GMP/EIS, pages 2-74 and 2-75, Table 2.8:
Table 2.8

Alternative 4 – Examples of Actions Needed to Achieve Desired Future Conditions
Examples of the Types of Actions Needed

Central
Chincoteague
Bay

Primary Zone

 work with Virginia to ensure appropriate wastewater treatment and disposal at

authorized structures (e.g. oyster watch houses)

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-83. Table 2.11, footnote 1:
1. NPS annual operating costs are the total NPS costs per year for maintenance and operations associated with
each alternative, including: utilities, supplies, staff salaries and benefits, services, and other materials. Cost and
staffing estimates assume the alternative is fully implemented as described in sections 2.3.11 2.5.11, 2.6.11,
and 2.7.11. Annual operating costs for alternatives 3 and 4 are slightly higher when compared to alternatives 1
and 2 because of the need for additional staff to support water-based operations.
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Draft GMP/EIS, pages 2-85, 2-86, and 2-87, Table 2.12, Comparison of Alternatives – Maryland
District:
Table 2.12

Comparison of Alternatives – Maryland District (continued)

Subject
Seashore Access
(long-term) (cont.)
(in MD)

Alternative 1

▪ become inaccessible
for months to years
following major
storm events

Seashore Facilities and
Operations (in MD)

Marine Resource
Management (MD)
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 continue to not
enforce existing
prohibition on
unauthorized
commercial harvest
of finfish and
horseshoe crabs

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

(NPS Preferred)

Alternative 4

▪ become inaccessible

▪ access via new

▪ access via new

 If in the future,
conditions on the
island change such
that relocation of the
Maryland entrance
station appears
necessary, initiate a
separate planning
study (with MD DNR)
to consider
alternatives for a
consolidated, jointly
operated entrance
station to
Assateague Island
located either on or
off the island with
MD DNR, explore
consolidation of
entrance stations on
the mainland

 If in the future,

 If in the future,

for months to years
following major
storm events

passenger/vehicular
ferry service (with an
island shuttle to the
beach) and an
enhanced network
of mainland public
access sites

conditions on the
island change such
that relocation of the
Maryland entrance
station appears
necessary, initiate a
separate planning
study (with MD DNR)
to consider
alternatives for a
consolidated, jointly
operated entrance
station to Assateague
Island located either
on or off the island
with MD DNR,
explore consolidation
of entrance stations
on the mainland

 prohibit harvest of
 prohibit harvest of
horseshoe crabs as
horseshoe crabs as
currently proposed
currently proposed by
by the USFWS' final
the USFWS' final
Comprehensive
Comprehensive
Conservation Plan
Conservation Plan
gradually reduce and
gradually reduce and
eliminate horseshoe
eliminate horseshoe
crab harvesting over
crab harvesting over a
a reasonable period
reasonable period of
of time
time

passenger ferry
service and by
commercial service
providers operating
from existing
mainland public
access sites

conditions on the
island change such
that relocation of the
Maryland entrance
station appears
necessary, initiate a
separate planning
study (with MD DNR)
to consider
alternatives for a
consolidated, jointly
operated entrance
station to Assateague
Island located either
on or off the island
with MD DNR,
explore consolidation
of entrance stations
on the mainland

 prohibit harvest of
horseshoe crabs as
currently proposed by
the USFWS' final
Comprehensive
Conservation Plan
gradually reduce and
eliminate horseshoe
crab harvesting over a
reasonable period of
time
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Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-89, Table 2.13, 6th row:
Table 2.13

Comparison of Alternatives – Virginia District

Subject

Alternative 1

 prohibit harvest of
horseshoe crabs as
currently proposed
by the USFWS' final
Comprehensive
Conservation Plan

Alternative 3

(NPS Preferred)

Alternative 4

 prohibit harvest of
horseshoe crabs as
currently proposed by
the USFWS' final
Comprehensive
Conservation Plan

 prohibit harvest of
horseshoe crabs as
currently proposed by
the USFWS' final
Comprehensive
Conservation Plan

 gradually reduce and  gradually reduce and
eliminate horseshoe
eliminate horseshoe
crab harvesting over
crab harvesting over a
a reasonable period
reasonable period of
of time
time

 gradually reduce and
eliminate horseshoe
crab harvesting over a
reasonable period of
time

Partnerships (in MD)

 Expanded/new
partnerships with:
 USACE
 additional
commercial service
providers

 Expanded/new
partnerships with:
 MD DNR
Assateague State
Park
 additional
commercial service
providers
 scientific and
educational
communities
 Worcester County
and adjacent
landowners on the
mainland

 Expanded/new
partnerships with:
 MD DNR
Assateague State
Park
 additional
commercial service
providers
 scientific and
educational
communities

Land Acquisition
(in MD)

 acquisition of 10
acres in vicinity of
Maryland HQ
complex for
development of
alternative
transportation
system

 acquisition of from
20 to 200 acres for
relocation of
campgrounds,
administrative and
maintenance
facilities, some
island facilities,
other recreational
uses, and
transportation
infrastructure
(amount of land
acquisition would
vary depending
upon degree of
collaboration with
MD DNR and
whether existing
state-owned
property could be
used)

 acquisition of up to
25 acres for
relocation of
Maryland HQ
complex (amount of
land acquisition
would vary depending
upon degree of
collaboration with
MDDNR and whether
existing state-owned
property could be
used)

Marine Resource
Management (in VA)

 continue to not
enforce existing
prohibition on
unauthorized
commercial harvest
of finfish and
horseshoe crabs

Alternative 2
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Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-95, Table 2.14, 6th row:
Table 2.14

Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (continued)

Subject

Alternative 1
N/A

Alternative 2
direct contribution to
a reduced decline of
spawning horseshoe
crabs in the Toms
Cove area due to
gradual reduction and
elimination of
horseshoe crab
harvesting
enforcement of
existing laws
prohibiting harvest

Alternative 3

(NPS Preferred)

same as alternative 2

Alternative 4
same as alternative 2

Draft GMP/EIS, page 2-103, Table 2.14, last row:
Table 2.14

Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (continued)

Subject

Alternative 1
N/A

Alternative 2
adverse impact to
some commercial
watermen due to
gradual reduction and
elimination of
horseshoe crab
harvesting
enforcement of
existing laws
prohibiting horseshoe
crab harvest

Alternative 3

(NPS Preferred)

same as alternative 2

Alternative 4
same as alternative 2

Draft GMP/EIS, pages 2-109, 1st sentence:
Implementation of the NPS preferred alternative would likely include a series of additional focused planning
efforts, subject to availability of funding (table 2.15).
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Draft GMP/EIS, pages 2-109 and 2-110, Table 2.15:
Table 2.15

Summary of Future Implementation Planning Needs (NPS Preferred Alternative)

Future Planning Need

Plan Description

Priority

would describe in detail operational considerations and capital
investments needed to provide water-based visitor access and to
support seashore operations, including which types and levels of
activities, services, and facilities would be provided by commercial
service providers and how they would be managed by NPS in the most
effective and efficient manner
would compile and analyze compile and analyze landings data and
other information for the seashore’s ocean and bay waters; identify and
quantify annual commercial harvest of horseshoe crabs since the
seashore’s establishment in 1965; evaluate the impacts of horseshoe
crab harvest on the seashore’s marine and estuarine resources; identify
the number of currently active commercial operators within the
seashore’s boundaries; estimate the economic value of commercial
horseshoe crab harvest within the seashore
would document and evaluate the significance of traditional uses of
marine resources, including the use of oyster watch houses and duck
blinds
would include an analysis of seashore sites, facilities, buildings, and
elements to determine how best to build and/or alter them so that they
are accessible for visitors with disabilities

high
medium

Seashore-wide Plans
water-based visitor access and
seashore operations plan

commercial fishing study

ethnographic study of traditional
uses of marine resources
accessibility plan

high

medium
medium

New Facilities Plans
relocated MD entrance station

if in the future, conditions on the island change such that relocation of
the Maryland entrance station appears necessary, a separate planning
study (with MD DNR) would consider alternatives for a consolidated,
jointly operated entrance station to Assateague Island located either
on or off the island in collaboration with MD DNR and MD SHA, would
include a master plan and design guidance for relocating the MD
entrance station to the mainland

low

Draft GMP/EIS, page 3-1, Seashore Context, 2nd paragraph:
Almost all of the land on the island is in public ownership. The state of Maryland owns Assateague State Park,
which is managed by the MD DNR. The federal government owns the remainder of the island. The FWS owns and
manages the Land within Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge is managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
The NPS owns and manages the remainder of the island, with the exception of a few small tracts located primarily
in Maryland which are managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 3-13, new subsection following 1st paragraph:
3.3.1

HISTORY OF DUNE MANAGEMENT IN THE NPS ASSIGNED AREA AT CHINCOTEAGUE NATIONAL
WILDLIFE REFUGE

Dune management in the NPS assigned area and Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge has a long history. Prior to
1962, a sand fence was put in place down the length of the refuge to create a dune line. Over the years, the sand
fence/dune line sustained damage. A tremendous storm in 1962 destroyed much of it and the natural dune
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system. Starting in 1963, the dune fence was completely repaired and a protective dune line was created all along
the entire refuge ocean front. Most of the dune construction in the southern section of Assateague Island
occurred in 1965 and 1966, after damage to the dunes in 1964 from Hurricane Gladys. Although records are
sketchy, portions of the constructed dunes were destroyed by storms in 1981, 1982, with Hurricane Gloria in 1985,
1989, 1991, 1992, 1993, with Hurricane Gordon in 1994, 1998, and with Hurricanes Dennis and Floyd in 1999.
For NPS, the purpose of the constructed dunes was to try to protect the recreational beach, Toms Cove Visitor
Center, bathhouses 1 and 2, other visitor use structures, and the parking lots. Within the NPS assigned area, NPS
tried different strategies, including planting dune grass, repairing dunes, relocating dunes and eventually
rebuilding only dunes that were mandatory for protecting NPS infrastructure. As the dunes were built,
overwhelmed by storms and knocked down, and then rebuilt, it became obvious to seashore and refuge managers
that the artificial dune system failed to prevent significant facility and infrastructure damage. In addition, it was
evident that the recreational beach had begun to narrow, restricting the area available for beach use, especially
during high tide.
During this period, NPS began relocating facilities to try to protect them from the ocean. Prior to 1993, the Toms
Cove Visitor Center was located in an area that is now ocean. After it was overwhelmed by the 1991 and 1992
storms, in 1993, it was moved east and slightly south of the current traffic circle. Dunes were manipulated and
reinforced to try to protect it. However, back to back nor’easters in 1998 overwhelmed and washed around the
building. NPS then moved the visitor center to its current location and reopened it in January 2000.
The bathhouses and parking lots were also moved or reconfigured frequently during this period. After the two
1999 hurricanes, Bathhouse 1 could not be maintained and was dismantled. Bathhouse 2 was moved prior to 1998
to a new location further west, and then damaged again in 2000. It was dismantled after the end of that season.
Parking lots were frequently overwashed and then relocated on the new sand, creating a hodgepodge of facilities
that were inefficient and difficult to manage. During this period, NPS did not replace dunes that were not
protecting infrastructure as they were lost to storm damage, although dunes that were thought to protect
buildings or parking lots were maintained or manipulated.
In the late 1990s, NPS’s accumulated knowledge—gleaned from significant new research and NPS’s experience at
several national seashores up and down the east coast—was showing that building and maintaining artificial dunes
was actually accelerating ongoing erosion, rather than protecting against it. Experience and research revealed
that a high, continuous, artificial dune designed to prevent overwash may actually exacerbate erosion of the
foreshore. This probably happens because “dunes interfere with the energy dissipation process and thus
accelerate the rate of beach erosion; during extreme events a high dune becomes vertically scarped; this
impenetrable barrier to storm waves forces the runoff seaward and may actually reflect the waves” (Leatherman,
1979).
After the 1998 and 2000 storms caused the destruction of facilities and the need to relocate the Toms Cove Visitor
Center for a third time, NPS decided to abandon its program of stabilizing some artificial dunes. At that time, and
because of the persistent storms, the artificial dune line was intermittent. By 2002, after the relocation or removal
of facilities, the remaining artificial dunes had been bulldozed by NPS to allow natural overwash to occur in order
to increase the natural buffering capacity of the barrier island. NPS hoped that this action would slow erosion,
create a wider recreational beach, and most importantly, protect Toms Cove, its fishery, and Chincoteague Island
from non-natural breaching on an artificially narrowed island.
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In the late 1990s, the NPS also initiated development of the moveable facilities and sustainable road and parking
infrastructure that is in place today. Stationary bathhouses were replaced with moveable facilities. The
naturalist’s shack, cabanas, shower, and a weather protection structure were made mobile. Restroom facilities
were developed by taking commercially available vault toilets and modifying them so that they could be removed
in the winter or for summer hurricanes and replaced efficiently. Parking lot fencing is placed for the summer to
delineate the lots and removed during the winter months. Asphalt was replaced by a clay and clamshell-type
construction; this material does not harm the bay or ocean when overwashed by a major storm, and can be
salvaged and reused when storms force the relocation of the lots to the west. These actions have cumulatively
made the NPS facilities much more sustainable.
Finally, in 2012, with the concurrence of then Refuge Manager Lou Hinds, NPS Superintendent Trish Kicklighter
confirmed to the Town of Chincoteague the NPS’s ongoing practice of creating a small berm in front of the parking
lots. NPS’s intention is to set the berm and parking lots at an elevation that prohibits overwash during normal lunar
high tides and minor nor’easters but allows for overwash during larger storms. With this compromise, NPS and
USFWS hoped to limit monthly parking lot repair from high tides/storms while allowing the overwash that is crucial
to building the resiliency of the island. Recent shoreline surveys have indicated that several new overwash fans
have formed along the Toms Cove shoreline, suggesting that some island widening is occurring. Topographic Lidar
data also indicate that portions of the island interior have increased in elevation up to 2.5 meters between 2002
and 2012. However, NPS remains concerned that permanent, higher dunes increase the risk of island narrowing
and breaching that could unintentionally threaten Toms Cove and Chincoteague Island. For this reason, NPS do
not believe planting dune grass or placing sand fence that might create a permanent barrier will increase the
stability of the island, although NPS hopes that new research underway will provide better and more specific
guidance on the best way to manage and preserve this part of Assateague Island.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 3-19, Section 3.4.5 Floodplains:
Assateague Island is entirely within the 100-year floodplain, as shown on Federal Emergency Management Agency
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FEMA 2015, 2009 and 1992). The Federal Emergency Management Agency defines
geographic areas as flood zones according to varying levels of flood risk. Each zone reflects the severity or type of
flooding in the area. On Assateague Island, “V zones” occur adjacent to the ocean shore and some areas of
Chincoteague Bay; these are areas of 100-year coastal flood with velocity (wave action) where base flood
elevations and flood hazard generally range from 9 to 11 12 to 13 feet in the beach and dune areas along the
ocean, reaching as high as 14 feet at the north end and 11 to 12 feet in the Toms Cove area and 9 feet in some bay
shore areas in Chincoteague Bay. “AE zones” occur along the length of the island behind the dunes; these are
areas of 100-year coastal flood that are not subject to wave action where base flood elevations are generally 5 to 7
8 to 9 feet.
Seashore headquarters facilities and the Maryland Visitor Center in the Maryland Mainland Developed Area, are
located in areas determined to be outside the 0.2% annual chance floodplain.
The mainland area in the MD 611 corridor is generally within an “AE zone” where the base flood elevation is 6 8
feet. Exceptions are two “B Zones”; these are either areas located between the limits of the 100-year flood and
500-year flood or areas subject to 100-year flooding with average depths less than one foot, and include the
seashore headquarters complex site and the MD 611 right-of-way approach to the Verrazano Bridge.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page 3-67, new 1st paragraph:
The Worcester County Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation Plan (Worcester County 2012) notes that, in the
future, the county would explore the idea of a trail system along the Berlin Assateague corridor to encourage
pedestrian and bicycle access to the seashore.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-22, 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence:
New mainland facilities near the existing seashore headquarters complex would include a passenger/vehicular
ferry terminal, docking facilities to support seashore operations, administrative offices, maintenance storage
facility, paved access roads, unpaved parking area (for up to 700 cars), and unpaved NPS equipment storage yard;
new island facilities would include an island terminal facility,…

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-37, Coastal Response Management Actions, new 2nd paragraph:
In alternatives 2, 3, and 4, the NPS would continue to partner with the USACE to implement the North End
Restoration Project that mitigates the continuing effects of the Ocean City Inlet and jetties by
restoring/maintaining sand supply to northern Assateague Island at the historic pre-Ocean City Inlet rate. The
project would continue as long as the NPS and the US ACE believe that the management actions meet the project
objectives and funding is available. Investments would continue to be made in dune fortification in the Maryland
Developed Area and at the Toms Cove Recreational Beach through planting and fencing installation, as
appropriate. The nature of the impacts on seashore vegetation associated with these actions would be similar to
those described for alternative 1 (section 4.3.2).

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-43, Coastal Response Management Actions, 2nd and 3rd sentences:
The seashore would no longer work with the USACE to provide additional sand to provide additional sand to
mitigate the erosional forces associated with storms and/or sea level rise. No new investments would be made in
dune fortification through planting and fencing installation.

GMP/EIS, page 4-47, 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence:
New mainland facilities near the existing seashore headquarters complex would include a passenger/vehicular
ferry terminal, docking facilities to support seashore operations, administrative offices, maintenance storage
facility, paved access roads, unpaved parking area (for up to 700 cars), and unpaved NPS equipment storage yard;
new island facilities would include an island terminal facility, docking facilities to support seashore operations, an
island shuttle system with shelters and benches.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-50, Coastal Response Management Actions, 2nd and 3rd sentences:
As in alternative 3, the seashore would no longer work with the USACE to provide additional sand to provide
additional sand to mitigate the erosional forces associated with storms and/or sea level rise. No new investments
would be made in dune fortification through planting and fencing installation.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-63, Coastal Response Management Actions, new 2nd paragraph:
In alternatives 2, 3, and 4, the NPS would continue to partner with the USACE to implement the North End
Restoration Project that mitigates the continuing effects of the Ocean City Inlet and jetties by
restoring/maintaining sand supply to northern Assateague Island at the historic pre-Ocean City Inlet rate. The
project would continue as long as the NPS and the USACE believe that the management actions meet the project
objectives and funding is available. Investments would continue to be made in dune fortification through planting
and fencing installation. The nature of the impacts on seashore wildlife associated with these actions would be
similar to those described for alternative 1 (section 4.4.2).

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-63, Natural Resource Management Actions, 2nd paragraph:
Enforcement of existing federal laws prohibiting harvest of horseshoe crabs (as proposed by FWS in the Final
CCP/EIS) Gradual reduction and elimination of horseshoe crab harvesting over a reasonable period of time would
effectively eventually eliminate illegal horseshoe crab harvesting in the Toms Cove area (US FWS 2015). This
would result in a beneficially impact on the horseshoe crab population by directly reducing the decline of spawning
horseshoe crabs in the Toms Cove area. Reduced decline of spawning crabs could benefit shorebirds for which
horseshoe crab eggs are an important food source during critical migration periods (US FWS 2015).

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-69, 2nd paragraph, end of 1st sentence:
…and enforcing federal laws prohibiting horseshoe crab harvest gradual reduction and elimination of horseshoe
crab harvesting over a reasonable period of time.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-70, Coastal Response Management Actions, 2nd and 3rd sentences:
The seashore would no longer work with the USACE to provide additional sand to provide additional sand to
mitigate the erosional forces associated with storms and/or sea level rise. No new investments would be made in
dune fortification through planting and fencing installation.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-74, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence:
New mainland facilities near the existing seashore headquarters complex would include a passenger/vehicular
ferry terminal, docking facilities to support seashore operations, administrative offices, maintenance storage
facility, paved access roads, unpaved parking area (for up to 700 cars), and unpaved NPS equipment storage yard;
new island facilities would include an island terminal facility, docking facilities to support seashore operations, an
island shuttle system with shelters and benches.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-76, 2nd paragraph, end of 1st sentence:
…and enforcing federal laws prohibiting horseshoe crab harvest gradually reducing and eliminating horseshoe crab
harvesting over a reasonable period of time.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-77, Coastal Response Management Actions, 2nd and 3rd sentences:
As in alternative 3, the seashore would no longer work with the USACE to provide additional sand to provide
additional sand to mitigate the erosional forces associated with storms and/or sea level rise. No new investments
would be made in dune fortification through planting and fencing installation.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-82, 1st paragraph, end of 1st sentence:
…and enforcing federal laws prohibiting horseshoe crab harvest gradually reducing and eliminating horseshoe crab
harvesting over a reasonable period of time.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-89, Coastal Response Management Actions, new 2nd paragraph:
In alternatives 2, 3, and 4, the NPS would continue to partner with the USACE to implement the North End
Restoration Project that mitigates the continuing effects of the Ocean City Inlet and jetties by
restoring/maintaining sand supply to northern Assateague Island at the historic pre-Ocean City Inlet rate. The
project would continue as long as the NPS and the USACE believe that the management actions meet the project
objectives and funding is available. Investments would continue to be made in dune fortification through planting
and fencing installation. The nature of the impacts on threatened and endangered species associated with these
actions would be similar to those described for alternative 1 (section 4.5.2).

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-95, Coastal Response Management Actions, 2nd and 3rd sentences:
The seashore would no longer work with the USACE to provide additional sand to provide additional sand to
mitigate the erosional forces associated with storms and/or sea level rise. No new investments would be made in
dune fortification through planting and fencing installation.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-102, Coastal Response Management Actions, 2nd and 3rd sentences:
As in alternative 3, the seashore would no longer work with the USACE to provide additional sand to provide
additional sand to mitigate the erosional forces associated with storms and/or sea level rise. No new investments
would be made in dune fortification through planting and fencing installation.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-127, Coastal Response Management Actions, 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence:
When this happens, without a contingency plan in place vehicular access to the island would be lost for months to
years until either the bridge could be replaced or a water-based alternative transportation system
(passenger/vehicular ferry) for visitor access and seashore operations could be implemented.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-132, Coastal Response Management Actions, 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence:
When this happens, without a contingency plan in place vehicular access to the island would be lost for months to
years until either the bridge could be replaced or a water-based alternative transportation system
(passenger/vehicular ferry) for visitor access and seashore operations could be implemented.
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Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-136, 1st paragraph, 2nd and 4th sentences:
The NPS would complete planning for implementation of water-based alternative transportation system
(passenger/vehicular ferry) for visitor access and seashore operations in advance of losing island vehicular access.
As part of planning the NPS would have selected sites for facility development on the mainland and taken action to
acquire the land from willing sellers and to complete required design and engineering of new facilities. Assuming
funding would be available, the NPS would be immediately prepared to proceed with implementing the
transportation contingency plans, including construction of docking facilities on the island and the mainland for the
passenger/vehicular ferry and for seashore operations.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-149, Coastal Response Management Actions, 1st paragraph, 3rd sentence:
In that event, without a contingency plan in place access would be lost for months to years until the bridge is
replaced or a water-based alternative transportation system (passenger/vehicular ferry) for visitor access and
seashore operations could be implemented.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-152, 1st paragraph, 2nd and 4th sentences:
In the event that vehicular access is lost, the NPS would have completed planning for a water-based alternative
transportation system for visitor access (passenger/vehicular ferry) and seashore operations in advance of losing
island vehicular access. As part of planning the NPS would have selected sites for facility development on the
mainland and taken action to acquire the land from willing sellers and to complete required design and
engineering of new facilities. The NPS would be immediately prepared to proceed with implementing the
transportation contingency plans, including construction of docking facilities on the island and the mainland for the
passenger/vehicular ferry and for seashore operations.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-153, Seashore Operations Management Actions, 2nd sentence:
New mainland facilities near the existing seashore headquarter complex would include a passenger/vehicular ferry
terminal, docking facilities to support seashore operations, and parking for up to 700 cars; new island facilities
would include an island terminal facility, docking facilities to support seashore operations, an island shuttle system
with shelters and benches, and new trails.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-153, Cumulative Impacts, 2nd sentence:
Alternative 3 would add an appreciable increment to the overall beneficial cumulative impact because contingency
planning would enable relatively quick restoration of access to the seashore following the loss of vehicular access
via water-based alternative transportation system for visitor access (passenger/vehicular ferry) and for seashore
operations, and because NPS would implement actions to enhance access to the backcountry, restore water access
to the Assateague Beach U.S. Coast Guard Station, and to address many aspects of the chronic access issues
affecting the Maryland developed area during summer months.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-154, Conclusions, 2nd paragraph, 6th sentence:
The seashore would also begin to transition to transportation infrastructure that would be more sustainable,
including contingency planning to enable relatively quick restoration of access to the seashore following the loss of
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vehicular access via a water-based alternative transportation system for visitor access (passenger/vehicular ferry)
and for seashore operations, resulting in a beneficial impact on access and circulation.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-155, 1st paragraph, 4th sentence:
The seashore would be immediately prepared to proceed with implementing transportation contingency plans,
including construction of docking facilities on the island and the mainland for a passenger/vehicular ferry and for
seashore operations, on-island shuttle and enhanced trail system, and acquisition of mainland public access sites
for enhanced water access to the island.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-173, Conclusions, 4th paragraph, 1st sentence:
When vehicular access to the seashore is lost, contingency planning in alternative 3 would have a beneficial impact
on visitor use and visitor experience because access would be guaranteed via a passenger/vehicular ferry with only
a short-term interruption required to implement previously developed ATS plans and because access would be
enhanced by additional visitor use facilities and visitor services to support boat access from the mainland.

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-183, paragraph, 2 sentence 1:
Enforcement of existing federal laws prohibiting harvest of horseshoe crabs (as proposed by FWS in the Final
CCP/EIS) would effectively eliminate illegal horseshoe crab harvesting in the Toms Cove area, likely Gradual
reduction and elimination of horseshoe crab harvesting over a reasonable period of time would effectively
eventually eliminate illegal horseshoe crab harvesting in the Toms Cove area, likely resulting in a negative impact
to some commercial watermen (US FWS 2015). The annual value of horseshoe crab harvesting in the Toms Cove
area is estimated at approximately $55,261 (US FWS 2015).

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-188, Table 4.3, column 1:

Year

GMP Management
Context

2029

passenger/vehicular
ferry operational
(starting in 2025)
(hypothetical)

2034

passenger/vehicular
ferry operational
(starting in 2025)
(hypothetical)

Draft GMP/EIS, page 4-190, Cumulative Impacts, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence:
Alternative 3 would add an appreciable increment to the overall adverse cumulative impact because contingency
planning for a water-based alternative transportation system for visitor access (passenger/vehicular ferry) and for
seashore operations would fairly quickly restore access to the island.
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3.2

Additions to GMP References

The following citations should be added to the GMP references:
Leatherman, S.P.
1979

Barrier Island Handbook. Coastal Publication Series, Laboratory for Coastal Research, University
of Maryland, College Park, MD.

U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency
2015

Flood Risk Report Worcester County, Maryland Coastal Study, City of Pocomoke, Town of Ocean
City, Worcester County (unincorporated areas), FEMA Report Number 001. Washington, DC.

3.3

Additions to GMP Appendices

Appendix A
Appendix A is revised to include maps illustrating the seashore boundary. Map NS-AL-7100A (see page 70) is the
boundary map included in the seashore's authorizing legislation. However, a 1985 Federal Register notice replaced
Map NS-AL-7100A with a new seashore map (Map 622-30-003). Map 622-30-003 (see page 71) represents the
official depiction of the seashore's boundary, showing the general shape and location of that line. NPS claims
jurisdiction over these waters included in the park boundary as described in 36 CFR 1.2(a)(3), which states that
waters are "subject to the jurisdiction of the United States within. . . park units. . .without regard to ownership of
the submerged lands."

Appendix E
A new appendix E includes copies of all correspondence containing a substantive comment on the Draft GMP/EIS
for which responses are provided in section 2.1 above.

Appendix F
A new appendix F includes copies of all other agency correspondence containing non-substantive comments on
the Draft GMP.
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Map NS-AL-7100A (1964)

APPENDIX A

MAP 622-30-003
(1985)
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COUNTY OF ACCOMACK
OFFICE O F T H E C O U N T Y A D M I N I S T R A T O R
23296 COURTHOUSE AVE.
ROOM 203
P. O. BOX 388
ACCOMAC, VIRGINIA 23301
(757) 787-5700
(757) 824-5444
(757) 787-2468 FAX

Steven B. Miner
Comi^ hdminislrator

April 29, 2016

Superintendent
Assateague Island National Seashore
7206 National Seashore Lane
Berlin, MD 21811
RE:

Comments on Draft GMP/EIS
Assateague Island National Seashore, 2016

Dear Ms. Darden:
Please accept the following on behalf of the Accomack County Government, particularly in
regard to the Virginia portion of the area covered by the GMP/EIS.
First, please accept our appreciation for the process and for the opportunity to comment.
Clearly, the Park Service has put a lot of time and effort into this document and it is clear that
the Service is taking its responsibilities very seriously. The document certainly contains a great
deal of detail about future plans as well as outlining the Service's beliefs as to the effect of
climate change on the island, the Service's legal authorities, and its mission. This transparency
invites a dialogical response and we provide some comments below.
Before I begin, however, first know that the County is in complete support of the Town of
Chincoteague's comments, as approved by the Town Council. We have traditionally been
supportive of their position, as the Town is principally affected. Additionally, they have spent
countless hours parsing the document and finalizing their comments. The County wishes to be
clear that we support their position and hope that nothing contained herein is seen as drifting
from that solid support. Nonetheless, the activities allowed there are also critical to the
economy of the County and to our revenues as a government. It is a vital economic engine,
helping to drive our economy in so many ways and we are very aware of that fact. Additionally,
of course, many County residents outside of Chincoteague also use and benefit from the assets
there, including some that the Service has claimed authority over.
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-Page 2It is important also to note our appreciation for the efforts undertaken by the Service to better
understand and react to the geomorphology of the beach area. Recognizing and reacting
appropriately to what certainly appears to be worsening erosion of the beach area is both a wise
use of resources and critical to continued beneficial uses of the beach as a primary driver of the
regional and local economy. We must be aware of the danger to our economy when a single
storm event can harm the visitor's ability to access and enjoy the Virginia portion of the beach
on Assateague Island. The continuation of beach access parking is critical to the visitor
experience and, in that way, sustains our brand. Efforts to support that are appreciated.
Our separate comments are:
1.

Description of Area
16 U.S.C. Title 16 Section 459f of the Federal Code indicates that:
"The seashore shall comprise the area within Assateague Island and the small marsh
islands adjacent thereto, together with the adjacent water areas not more than one-half
mile beyond the mean high waterline of the land portions as generally depicted on a
map identified as "Proposed Assateague Island National Seashore, Boundary Map, NSAI-7100A, November, 1964", which map shall be on file and available for public
inspection in the offices of the Department of Interior."

If we were limited to only one comment, it would probably relate to this claim, as we
believe the Service's interpretation of it is an overreach, in that it does not give the Service the
authority claimed in this document. As a matter of State and Federal conflicting jurisdictions, it
is our view that the state have never ceded this area to Federal control and, by the State
Constitution, has responsibility over it. We have made our state representatives aware of our
views and would strongly encourage their active resistance to this attempt by Congress (acting
under color of Section 459f) to assert Federal dominion and control over this area when it
makes no significant contribution to the purposes of the National Seashore.
Moreover, the commenter understands that Boundary Map, NS-AI-7100A seems to not be
available, as the law requires. Certainly, the only map found in the document that relates to this
area is within the signed MOD dated 2012 and is clearly not a replica of the original and for this
reason, has no authenticity for legal purposes, it being, at best, a simple graphical depiction the
claimed area. For all of these reasons, we object to the Services claims of dominion over State
lands and waters within Yz mile of the shoreline. And while we understand that all of the options
under consideration will either the State VMRC to continue to "permit" or allow use of its
bottom, we remain of the view that the claim of right is unfounded and wrong.
2.

Marine resource management:

According to the document, the Service's view that it may regulate aquacultural activities is
further filtered through 36 CFR 2.60(3) (b), which in pertinent part says:
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-Page 3§ 2.60 Livestock use and agriculture.
(a) The running-at-large, herding, driving across, allowing on, pasturing or grazing of
livestock of any kind in a park area or the use of a park area for agricultural purposes is
prohibited, except:
(1) As specifically authorized by Federal statutory law; or
(2) As required under a reservation of use rights arising from acquisition of a tract of
land; or
(3) As designated, when conducted as a necessary and integral part of a recreational
activity or required in order to maintain a historic scene.
(b) Activities authorized pursuant to any of the exceptions provided for in paragraph
(a) of this section shall be allowed only pursuant to the terms and conditions of a
license, permit or lease. Violation of the terms and conditions of a license, permit or
lease issued in accordance with this paragraph is prohibited and may result in the
suspension or revocation of the license, permit, or lease....
This commenter reads this language very differently than the Service. Clearly, if you were
using this section to claim jurisdiction over agricultural activities on the land, you'd have a
straight, clear argument. However, your effort to extend jurisdiction over activities not
envisioned or stated in the regulation in such a manner is a significant overreach. Regulations
should mean what they say, not what interpreters wish them to say. For these reasons, the
statement on page 1-35 that aquaculture is considered agriculture is likewise unsupported and,
to our view, an improper overreach and assertion of authority.
White we understand and appreciate that the Service has found a way, for now, to "issue" a
special use permit to VMRC, we question your right by law to do that. We strongly believe that
the state should take a more firm view on this matter and wish very sincerely that you not
mistake their seeming acquiescence to your position as acceptable to us. It is not.
3.

Horseshoe crabs ban
The ban on horseshoe crab harvest seems unaligned with your mission. It is unclear if your
proposed ban would include the taking of animals for bleeding (and return to the water). If
so, the value of the fishery stated in the document appears to be very low, as one of blood
is said to be valued at $15,000. This use of the animal is very important to human life and
safety. Blood removed from the animals has unique properties in the testing of medical
equipment and vaccines for bacterial infections. See http://www.iflscience.com/plantsand-animals/how-horseshoe-crab-blood-saves-millions-lives for further information.
According to this source, it saves millions of lives.

4.

Oyster Watch Houses and Duck Blinds
These structures are not and should not be the subject of Federal regulation. They are
allowed under local and state oversight and the Service has stated no legitimate basis for
its assertion of authority over them. Any effort to remove or regulate them as opposed to
local and state control should and ought to be resisted. The County welcomes any inputs as
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-Page 4to claims of illegality on these or any properties and intends to fulfill its duties under state
and local law regarding the use of structures falling within its jurisdiction.
5.

Finfishing

Please note our support for the continuation of finfishing in the waters surrounding Assateague.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Steven B. Miner
Accomack County Administrator
Cc:

Accomack County Board of Supervisors
The Honorable Jack Tarr, Mayor, Town of Chincoteague
Federal and State Representatives
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Joseph T. Thornton
5419 Woodland Dr.
Chincoteauge, VA
23336
t.thornton@verizon.net
757-894-2845

April 26.1016
To: Superintendent Assateague Island National Seashore
From: Oyster Watch House Owners, Assateague Island, Va.
Subject: Comments GMP/EIS Plan

The undersigned owners of the watch houses located near Assateague Island National Seashore would
like to respectfully submit comments to address the proposed GMP/EIS plan which is being considered
for adoption.
After reading the four alternatives provided by the National Park service we specifically would request
that under "Private Structures (oyster watch houses, hunting blinds) (in VA)" the wording under
Alternatives 3 and 4 "initiate an assessment of privately owned structures (oyster watch houses and
hunting blinds) located within the seashore's Virginia waters to determine their legal status; pursue
removal of any unauthorized structures" be removed from the plans.
We would like to point out several facts to help facilitate that these structures are in fact recognized by
the Commonwealth of Virginia and the National Park Service as legal structures with legitimate
ownership.
•

According to a study conducted on behalf of the National Park Service from July 2004, by the
firm Ralph E. Eshelman, Ph.D and Patricia A. Russell Eshelman & Associates, titled Waterfowl
Hunting Camps and Related Properties within Assateague island National Seashore, Maryland
and Virginia reports the following: "Oyster watch houses could be built on leased oyster
grounds to protect one's oyster beds." as per your own document. The majority of structures
are identified by names with the exception of a few whom are mis-identified. The legality of
ownership is validated via this document.

•

Furthermore, the Virginia Health Department also recognizes the individual/partnership
ownership of the watch houses. Communications between the owners and VDH are not
uncommon and prove the validity of their legal status. Several times over the course of the
years, the Shellfish Sanitation division of the Virginia
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Health Department sends out

I A ^

correspondence to various owners and ascertains the status of the watch houses waste water
disposal.
•

Another proof of allowable use can be found in the Journal of the House of Delegates of the
Commonwealth of Virginia dated 1903.

In the legislation it specifically states "Approved

December 31,1903, entitled on act to authorize parties planting oysters on grounds rented from
the state to erect piers, docks or watch houses on the same"
In addition to being allowed by law in the Commonwealth of Virginia, your plan stresses the importance
of cultural and historical heritage structures. The definition of heritage is "any property, especially land
that devolves by right of inheritance. Anything that has been transmitted from the past or handed
down by tradition. The evidence of the past, such as historical sites, buildings, and the unspoilt natural
environment, considered collectively as the inheritance of present day society." All of the Watch Houses
in the Virginia boundaries predate the National Sea Shore Act of 1965, and by definition are historical.
These properties have been handed down generations by owners to their families and relatives for the
preservation of cultural and livelihood as a way to protect the oyster grounds they own.

I can

remember stories from many owners which predate the combustible outboard engine. The owners
would oar or scull their skiffs miles to get to their cabins to protect and harvest their clams and oysters.
In closing, we would like to reiterate the historical importance of the watch houses to our local area and
the proven ownership which goes back generations. Please remove them from the plan so that the use
of the structures may continue for generations to come. If you have any questions or would like to meet
with representatives from the group please do not hesitate to call or email.

Signed, owners of the watch hauses north of the Assateague Bridge to Maryland border.
Joseph T. Thornton
IVIike Jester
Mil<e McGee
V

Auttuof Leonard
Ronnie l\/lalone
Chris Fox
Billy Reed, Jr.
Robert Conner
Russel Fish
Dave Eccleston
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April 29, 2016

Deborah A. Darden
Superintendent
Assateague Island National Seashore
7206 National Seashore Lane
Berlin, Maryland 21811
RE:

Comments to the National Park Service General Management Plan and
Environmental Assessment for the Assateague Island National Seashore

Dear Ms. Darden:
As the State Senator for the 6th1 Senate District in which the Virginia portion of the
Assateague National Seashore is located and also as a life-long resident of Accomack County, I
wanted to make some comments and observations regarding the proposed National Park Service
General Management Plan.
I appreciate your having participated in earlier meetings arranged on Chincoteague and at the
Eastern Shore Community College and also in the other efforts that you have made at community
outreach regarding the General Management Plan.
Needless to say, any substantive changes in the status quo at Assateague have the potential
for extensive and significant ramifications for the Town of Chincoteague, the County of Accomack,
the entire Eastern Shore as well as the Commonwealth of Virginia. I think at a fundamental level it
is important to note in regard to all issues that this National Seashore has been in existence since the
late 1 960s and that generations of Chincoteague Island residents have made significant life decisions
and investments based on the existence of this National Seashore and many visitors each year to the
Island. In addition, the economic benefits generated by this National Seashore are an important part
of the Eastern Shore and the Commonwealth of Virginia’s tourism industry. Everyone should want
it to continue to be a great success.
As to the proposed General Management Plan, one of the things that gives me great concern
about the possible changes suggested in the General Management Plan was a question that I posed
about the possible changes in our first meeting in the Council Chambers on Chincoteague and that
was “What negative impact do any of these activities [fin fishing, aquaculture and horseshoe crab
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fishery] have on the Park Services’ mission?” Thus far, I have not received any indication that any
ofthese activities, which have gone on for generations, pose any threat to the Park Services’ mission
and, in fact, an important part of the economy and of the cultural heritage of the area.
As you know, I and others at the State level, including Delegate Bloxom, have raised
jurisdictional issues in regard to the commercial fishing and aquaculture activities in the area. In
fact, I introduced legislation during this last General Assembly Session, Senate Bill 643, which
directed our Virginia Marine Resources Commission to monitor the Department of Interior’s
activities in the waters adjoining the Assateague National Seashore area and to further assert the
Commonwealth’s sovereignty in any jurisdictional issues so as to preserve the right and ability of
Virginia watermen to use the waters. The Bill passed both Chambers ofthe Legislature unanimously
and was signed by the Governor on February 29~’. From a public policy standpoint, if an activity has
been ongoing for generations and poses no threat or impediment to the mission of the Park Service, I
see no reason why it should not be allowed to continue to the extent the Park Service even has any
authority to disallow it. It would further seem to be in the best interest of the Park Service from a
community relations standpoint as well.
As to the duck blind and oyster watch house issue, I appreciate the “Working with
Virginia.. reference in the GMP, I believe the Town, has correctly and effectively outlined the
historical and cultural reasons that these structures are important and I would fully adopt the Town’s
position as to these structures in that no action should be taken as to the oyster houses or duck blinds.
..“

I concur with what I understand is the Town’s position regarding the language of the
preferred alternative in the GMP being changed to match the executive summary and Alternative
One so as to recognize the rights of Virginia and allow the continued leasing of the submerged lands
by the Commonwealth of Virginia for commercial aquaculture. Again, given the long history of
such activities (which I would further submit are supported by the law) and use as well as the de
minimis, if any, impact upon the Park Services’ mission makes this the obvious and commonsense
position.
A similar observation could be made regarding the horseshoe crab harvest. I understand that
the distinction made with the horseshoe crab harvest and fin fishing and aquaculture activities is the
somewhat unusual designation of the horseshoe crab as an “animal”. That technical distinction
should not overcome the reality ofthe situation which places the horseshoe crab in the same context
and category, on a practical basis, as fin fishing and aquaculture. I support the Town’s position as to
the horseshoe crab fishery.
The approach which I understand is taken in the GMP as to fin fishing is, I would suggest, the
approach that should be taken to all of the other aforementioned activities.
It seems to me that if these activities and the Virginia state regulatory framework which exists
for them have been in existence side by side with the Park Service for decades now that there would
be little to be gained by raising the question of their continuing or being “allowed” to continue by
permit.
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Thank you again for the outreach efforts and the opportunity to comment. This issue is very
significant for the people and the area that I represent.
V

truly yours,

I. nwood
Dist
LWLj r./mmh
cc:

The Honorable John H. Tarr
Delegate Robert S. Bloxom, Jr.
Senator Timothy M. Kaine
Senator Mark Warner
Congressman Scott Rigell
Molly Ward, Secretary of Natural Resources
Todd Haymore, Secretary of Agriculture
Commissioner John M. R. Bull,
Virginia Marine Resources Commission
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TOWN OF CHINCOTEAGUE, INC.

April 21, 2016
Deborah A Darden
Superintendent
Assateague Island National Seashore
7206 National Seashore Lane
Berlin, MD 21811
RE:

Response Letter to the National Park Service General Management Plan and
Environmental Assessment for the Assateague Island National Seashore

Dear Ms. Darden:
On behalf of the Town of Chincoteague I am presenting a brief list of comments and concerns
regarding the General Management Plan (GMP) Alternative Concepts, for the Assateague
Island National Seashore.
After a 5-year wait, we learned about four alternatives as detailed in the plan. Some of the
alternatives’ planning processes are frustrating because there are very good ideas mixed with
very bad ideas (from our perspective as the gateway community for the southern end of
Assateague Island). The following list is provided to clearly identify those elements of the
draft GMP that we hope the NPS will work on in more detail, with the Town of Chincoteague
representatives.
Wilderness Area
The wilderness area in your preferred alternative makes clear and corrective steps to continue
OSV within five hundred feet of the water line on the ocean side and takes such territory out of
the plan over the water, which we commend. Although we think that the land base is too small,
and the proposed wilderness area should not be considered in any portion of Assateague Island
National Seashore.
Oyster Watch Houses and Duck Blinds
In the executive summary, and alternative of the GMP it states “continue to take no action
related to privately owned structures (oyster watch houses and duck blinds) associated with
submerged land leases.” However, in the other three alternatives (including the preferred
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alternative in the GMP) it states “to initiate an assessment of privately owned structures (e.g.
oyster watch houses and duck blinds) located within Virginias seashore and work with Virginia
to ensure appropriate wastewater treatment and disposal at authorized structures (e.g. oyster
watch houses).” The town’s understanding is the Virginia health department takes adequate
samples per year of the waters around Chincoteague, to determine if it has contaminated
discharge of nutrients, pathogens, etc. resulting from wastewater discharge. Wastewater
treatment and disposal is and has been a function of the Commonwealth of Virginia, nothing in
the Seashore Act gives joint or sole authority to the NPS.
Also, the GMP states “Working with Virginia, NPS would assess the legal status of privately
owned structures (oyster watch houses and hunting blinds) located within the seashore’s
Virginia waters, and pursue removal of those found to be unauthorized.” The town is taking a
very strong position on the historical and cultural decisions set on oyster watch houses and
duck blinds. Almost all oyster watch houses and duck blinds have been handed down from
generation to generation, to those family members that live on Chincoteague Island. All of
which precede the state code of 1975 allowing oyster watch houses, most of which also
proceede the Seashore Act of 1965 without requiring any kind of permits. Also, since
annexation of the town’s corporate limits in 1989, to the low water mark of Assateague Island,
the town currently allows oyster watch houses and hunting blinds within our town limits. Duck
blinds and hunting are controlled by the Commonwealth of Virginia, they issue the License to
hunt and enforce Virginia’s laws as such. Hunting and duck blinds proceeded the Seashore Act
of 1965 and before the creation of the National Wildlife Refuge.
The town insists the GMP preferred alternative language be changed throughout the GMP to
match that which is stated in the executive summary and alternative one, where no action will
be taken relative to oyster watch houses and duck blinds.
Aquaculture
The executive summary and alternative one of the GMP states leasing of submerged lands by
the Commonwealth of Virginia, within the seashore boundary, for commercial aquaculture,
would continue. The other three alternatives, including the preferred alternative, states “in
recognition of this long history of use, NPS would issue a special use permit under 36 CFR
2.60(3)b to the Virginia Marine Resource Commission (VMRC) within the Commonwealth of
Virginia to allow for the continued practice of commercial aquaculture and maintenance of the
historic setting.”
The town’s position and as stated in Public Law 89-195, Sec 5, “That nothing in this Act shall
limit or interfere with the authority of the State to permit or to regulate shell fishing in any
waters included in the National Seashore.” This is the same public law that sets up the
boundaries of the national seashore on Assateague Island. 36 CFR 2.60(3)b would obstruct
Virginia’s authority in this matter.
The town insists the GMP preferred alternative language be changed throughout the GMP to
match the executive summary and alternative one, where it states “leasing of submerged lands
by the Commonwealth of Virginia within the seashore boundary for commercial aquaculture
would continue.”
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QUESTIONS
Page i, 1-8 with ownership to mean high water in Maryland and mean low water in Virginia
1. What Virginia law gave the right to mean low water?
Page xv

961 automobile parking spaces

2. A standard parking space will not work for campers, boats etc. Will there be any type
of overflow parking considered? Even if further back from the beach?
3. Beach Restoration in the form of sand fence and dredging around the jetty is still
continuing on the North end. Will there be a chance that these activities will be
extended to the Southern end of Assateague Island?
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Worcester County
Ocean Pines

West Ocean City
Sinepuxent Bay

Ocean City
Municipal Airport

Harbor
USCG

Assateague
State Park

ional
Seash
Ocean City Inlet
ore

Assateague Island National Seashore

Exhibit 1: 30,000 foot view – Assateague Island North End
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Town of Ocean City

North End Restoration
Project Area Subzone

Proposed Change

Exhibit 2: Draft GMP/EIS – Alternative 3 Management Zones (Figure 2.3)
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Exhibit 3: USACE Inlet Bypass Project
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Ocean City
Municipal Airport

Assateague Island National Seashore
2 miles south of Ocean City Inlet

Exhibit 4: USGS pre-hurricane Sandy aerial photo (May 21, 2009)

Ocean City
Municipal Airport

Coastal Response Management Actions.
Seashore management would allow the island to evolve naturally, relocating and designing
new facilities to be more sustainable. The seashore would no longer work with the USACE
to provide additional sand to mitigate the erosional forces associated with storms and/or
sea level rise. No new investments would be made in dune fortification through planting
and fencing installation.
(Draft GMP/EIS Chapter 4 – Environmental Consequences, Alternative 3 Section 4.3.5)

Exhibit 4: USGS post-hurricane Sandy aerial photo (November 4, 2012)
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Ian.umces.edu

Exhibit 5: View of Ocean City Inlet
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AE – 5’

AE – 7’
AE – 6’

VE – 14’
AE – 6’

VE – 8’

VE – 10’
VE – 9’
AE – 6’

AE – 5’

VE – 10’

VE – 9’
VE – 11’

Exhibit 6: FEMA Coastal Risk Map – July 16, 2015
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STAFF REPORT
DATE:

April 12, 2016

TO:

Mayor and City Council

FROM:

William W. Neville, Director P/CD

RE:

Comments on Draft GMP/EIS for Assateague Island National Seashore

A draft General Management Plan (GMP)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Assateague
Island National Seashore is now available for a 90 day public review and comment period ending
on May 1, 2016. Assateague Island National Seashore is composed of the 37 mile barrier island
extending from Ocean City Inlet in Maryland, to Toms Cove Hook in Virginia.
The draft General Management Plan is a policy-level document that defines the park’s purpose
and sets a management direction for decades to come. Four alternatives for future park
management are described, one of which is identified as preferred by the National Park Service
(*) because it best meets the need to protect the seashore and provide great experiences for
visitors.
Alternative 1 – Current Management
Alternative 2 – Traditional Beach Recreation
Alternative 3* - Sustainable Recreation and Climate Change Adaptation
Alternative 4 – Natural Island Evolution and Primitive Island Experience
Staff encourages participation by the Town of Ocean City in the review and comment period for
the draft GMP/EIS for Assateague Island National Seashore. Several issues have been
considered by the Coastal Resource Advisory Committee (Green Team), presented to National
Park Service Superintendent Debbie Darden, and discussed at the public Open House held by
NPS.
Based on these discussions, Staff has prepared proposed comments for review by the Mayor and
Town Council to allow submission prior to the May 1, 2016 deadline.
Ocean City Inlet and the North End of Assateague Island are topics of mutual interest to the National Park
Service, Worcester County and the Town of Ocean City, MD. The GMP takes the approach of asking
important questions and then reviewing alternatives to evaluate the preferred solution. (see page 1-31)
What questions should we ask?
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How would a change in NPS management policy and management at the north end of Assateague
Island National Seashore affect the Ocean City Inlet?








Sand dredging/bypass through a long term USACE project keeps the navigation channel clear and
provides access to West Ocean City harbor, commercial fishing fleet, charter fishing industry, Coast
Guard, and recreational boating
Sand nourishment at the north end of Assateague helps to maintain protective beach and dune
systems, fill potential breach areas, and support active recreational beach areas
Inlet management regulates tidal flow rate to the coastal bays with ecological, economic and hazard
mitigation benefits/impacts
A resilient, actively managed barrier island profile at the north end of Assateague Island provides storm
surge and flood protection for downtown Ocean City’s ‘first to flood’ neighborhoods, and the Ocean City
Municipal Airport
Ocean City Inlet and the navigable channel west of Assateague Island provides important recreational
access for boating and fishing

Several elements of the GMP stand out as areas of concern where the management plan for the proposed
Alternative 3 is unclear or is in conflict with other sections of the Plan.

1. 30,000 foot view (description of the level of detail in the draft GMP/EIS)
Google Earth provides an image of what is included in the 30,000 foot view. (See Exhibit)
Comment:

The Town of Ocean City, MD requests to be included as a partner community, and as
a cooperating agency for future studies such as the proposed Breach Management
Plan.

2. Management Zones (described on page 2-19)
The NPS uses management zones to describe the resource conditions and desired visitor experiences
to be achieved in various areas of the park. Alternative 3 (NPS preferred) designates the north end of
Assateague Island within the Natural Resource Zone (green) and excludes a sliver of land adjacent to
the Ocean City Inlet and Sinepuxent Bay (dark blue).
Comment:

The use of zones and subzones to identify management approaches that are unique
to a specific area is encouraged.

Comment:

The Natural Resource Zone, and the Sinepuxent Bay Zone describe a particular
management approach (Table 2.4) “Natural processes are allowed to occur
unimpeded” which seems to conflict with statements regarding community
resilience (Section 2.4.2)

3. North End Restoration Project (described on page 1-57-58)
6 mile area south of the inlet includes the ‘nodal point’ where dredged sand is placed offshore. The
USACE project will continue as planned for 12 more years. Common to all alternatives, the NPS would
also continue to partner with the USACE to implement the North End Restoration Project that mitigates
the continuing effects of the Ocean City Inlet and jetties by restoring/maintaining sand supply to
northern Assateague Island at the historic, pre-Ocean City Inlet rate.
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Comment:

Add an overlay subzone to each of the Alternative Management Zone Maps (Figure
2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4) which identifies the North End Restoration Project area as
subject to more than just ‘natural resource zone’ policies (See exhibit)

Comment:

Add North End Restoration Project subzone to Table 2.3 and Table 2.4 under Natural
Resource Zone and Sinepuxent Bay Zone

Comment:

Include both management actions and budget proposals necessary to initiate a
renewal of the project with USACE and other partners at least 3 years prior to
expiration (by 2025) (Sec. 2.6.7, 2.6.11, Table 2.7)

Comment:

Actions needed to achieve desired future condition of the North End Restoration
Project are missing from Alternative 3/Table 2.7 (page 2-62) and under many of
the ‘coastal response management actions’, add management actions that are
specific to the north end of Assateague Island to resolve conflicting management
approaches

4. Alternative 3 – Sustainable Recreation and Climate Change Adaptation (NPS Preferred
Alternative described on page 2-47)
Concerns include visitor use of the north end via boating with new permit/fee to reduce visitor impacts
(page 2-50), natural resource management excludes beach and dune systems from resiliency actions
(page 2-52), possible expansion of wilderness would limit breach management options (page 2-52),
USACE and OCMD are missing from partnerships (page 2-56), response to climate change (page 284), limited dune maintenance (page 2-94),
Comment:

Coastal Response Management Actions (4-17, 4-43, 4-70, 4-95, 4-169)
Alternate 3 directs seashore management actions that would allow the island to
evolve naturally… (and) would no longer work with the USACE to provide additional
sand to mitigate the erosional forces associated with storms and/or sea level rise. No
new investment would be made in dune fortification through planting and fencing
installation.
Please clarify whether the proposed management actions in Alternative 3 are
consistent with the North End Restoration Project, and whether this policy would apply
to the north end of Assateague Island in 12 years?

5. Floodplains (page 3-19)
Description is not current and should include a section for new Coastal RiskMAP analysis completed by
FEMA in 2015. Managed beach elevation and dunes under current management provide protection to
coastal communities from coastal storms and storm surge, what will happen if NPS management
changes?
Comment:

Update section to include current FEMA coastal flood risk mapping to meet EIS
requirement for use of best available information.
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April 25, 2016
Deborah A. Darden
Superintendent
Assateague Island National Seashore
7206 National Seashore Lane
Berlin, Maryland 21811
Dear Ms. Darden,
I would like to open my response to the Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement (GMP) regarding Assateague Island National Seashore by thanking the National Park Service
for their commitment to keeping a public beach open with ample parking for visitors. It is vital to the
economy of the Town of Chincoteague and Accomack County for seaside access. I do have concerns with
many parts of this plan and I thank you for allowing me the opportunity to address them during the
open comment period.
The GMP is written primarily for the Maryland part of Assateague Island. The Maryland side of
Assateague Island is wholly controlled by the Park Service and is focused on access to the Island by
people. Overnight camping, access to the Bay, and seaside beaches are priorities for Maryland. This is
not the case on the Virginia portion of Assateague Island. The Park Service only controls one mile of
beach access and the rest of the Island is controlled by U.S. Fish and Wildlife. Historically, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife only controlled to the high water mark because the wildlife which they protected could not nest
below that line of delineation. The Park Service controls the water in front of public beaches which
makes sense since this is where people have swimming access. Noone is debating the water off the one
mile of swimming beach.
The concept that the National Park Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife are both under the Interior
Department umbrella, allowing their jurisdictional authority to be traded back and forth, is very

DISTRICT: (757) 824-3456 •

RICHMOND: (804) 698-1000
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EMAIL: delrbloxom@house.virginia.gov

disconcerning to me. This is a broad expansion of Federal authority that was feared and addressed in
every document signed by the State of Virginia and the U.S. Government. The fear of Federal overreach
was addressed in the 1965 Act which states “That nothing in this Act shall limit or interfere with the
authority of the states to permit or to regulate shell fishing in any waters included in the national
seashore…”. The Act did not include other types of fishing because in that day oystering was the best
option for watermen. The intent was to leave Virginia in control of the surrounding areas and have U.S.
Fish and Wildlife control the Island. This control of the surrounding area by Virginia has been slowly
eroding as the Federal Government claims authority over more and more activity as now they claim
jurisdiction over water in a half mile circle around the Island.
In Virginia the water belongs to the Commonwealth. It is a constitutional right to have navigational
access to the waters of the Commonwealth. The bottom ground has been surveyed and leased to the
people of the Commonwealth for over 100 years.
Some of the following concerns are not in the GMP but show a pattern of slow creep of Federal
overreach.












Charter boats are being required to purchase yearly permits to use the water around your
“park”. I believe this is wrong and is a practice of extortion. They don’t anchor nor launch from
any federal facilities and only “cruise” around on open water. The highland is controlled by U.S.
Fish and Wildlife but they are required to get a yearly Park Service permit.
The National Park Service imposed a prohibition of personal watercraft around your “Park”. In
Virginia, personal watercraft has as much of a right to use the water as a kayaker. Even though
they may be loud and obnoxious they should still have the “right” to use the water. I think this is
a similar situation as the snowmobile ban in the parks out west that was defeated in court.
The next practice of concern that is in the GMP is horseshoe crab harvest. This harvest of
horseshoe crabs off the bottom ground has been occurring on Chincoteague for decades. The
harvest is federally regulated by the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Committee. A quota is
given to participating States. In Virginia the Virginia Marine Resource Commission controls the
catching by licenses and strict quotas are followed. This harvest happens off Virginia bottom
ground as horseshoe crabs do not swim. Harvesting of horseshoe crabs started in the 80s and
was not mentioned in the 1965 agreement as they had not begun harvesting them.
Watch houses and concern for water quality is again a State issue. The Virginia Health
Department began a shellfish sanitation division in 1920 which performs over 24,000 water
samples a year and monitors pollutant levels in Virginia water. Watch houses were included
within the Code of Virginia pursuant to §28.1-117 until 1975 and were encouraged to help
protect the valuable oyster production within the Commonwealth.
Duck blinds are again a State issue as they are anchored to Virginia bottom. Virginia Game and
Inland Fisheries issues hunting licenses and regulations that control the duck blinds. Many of
these locations have been handed down from generation to generation.
Shellfish and the harvest of shellfish on leased bottom has been occurring before Colonel Baylor
surveyed the productive oyster grounds in Virginia for the use by the public. Areas not outlined
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in Baylor ground were then leased to the people of Virginia so they could invest in shell and start
propagating shellfish. This survey was completed in 1894. The shellfish beds and control of the
bottom are specifically exempted from control by the Federal Government in an agreement
signed between the Commonwealth of Virginia and the U.S. Government. I find it ludicrous
Virginia needs to get a permit to do something that we already have the authority to do.
In conclusion, the main question is how the National Park Service (whose main focus is on public access)
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife (whose main focus is on wildlife protection) interchange jurisdiction to
whichever agency has the most authority. Water column jurisdiction makes sense when people have
access for their safety. The perplexing situation to me is when the high ground is controlled by U.S. Fish
and Wildlife and I cannot anchor to nor walk across it. How can the adjacent water column need this
water jurisdiction by the Park Service for the protection of the people?
I thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the GMP. Please do not hesitate to contact me
with any questions or comments you may have.

Sincerely,

Robert S. Bloxom, Jr.

Cc: Senator Mark R. Warner
Senator Timothy Kaine
Congressman Scott Rigel
Congressman Rob Wittman
Senator Lynwood W. Lewis, Jr.
John Bull, Commissioner, Virginia Marine Resource Commission
Virginia Health Department
Town of Chincoteague, Robert Ritter
Accomack County Board of Supervisor Chair, Ron S. Wolff
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
Shore Daily News
Eastern Shore Post
Eastern Shore News
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May 25, 2016
Deborah A. Darden, Superintendent
Assateague Island National Seashore
7206 National Seashore Lane
Berlin, MD 21811
Re: Response Letter to the National Park Service General Management Plan and Environmental
Assessment for the Assateague Island National Seashore
Dear Ms. Darden:
I am opposed to the NPS setting any type of controls on harvesting and aquaculture activities that
occur within the water column you claim ownership of. What a shame it is that the Government has- or
thinks it has, the right to just take from the public. Oyster and Clamming have been done in Toms Cove
for well over 150 years.
I am in favor in keeping the hook open to the public as long as possible. Hiking, 4 wheel and to
horseback riders. If it should become non accessible by land; then by boat. Would not it be nice to have
a place to land a boat and be able to walk on the beach?
Watch-houses and duck blinds should be allowed as long as they are off the park. Anything past the
low water mark is ok. Control past low water is a over step and something the court should decide.
I believe the NPS should only have Legal Control in front of their area in which they control-to the low
water mark.
For any reason if the Government in not able to open the park- gov shutdown, strike or for any reason
then the State of Virginia should have the right to allow public access to their land. It is the people
whom own this land and was set aside for their enjoyment and pleasure.
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April gfe 2016
3 0

Deborah A Darden
Superintendent
Assateague Island National Seashore
7206 National Seashore Lane
Berlin, MD 21811
RE:

Response Letter to the National Park Service General Management Plan and
Environmental Assessment for the Assateague Island National Seashore

Dear Ms. Darden:
^
^ ^
_
On behalf of the*wiP*PHi!IBB!ligi*I am presenting a brief list of comments and concerns
regarding the General Management Plan (GMP) Alternative Concepts, for the Assateague
Island National Seashore.
After a 5-year wait, we learned about four alternatives as detailed in the plan. Some of the
alternatives' planning processes are frustrating because there are very good ideas mixed with
very bad ideas (from our perspective as the gateway community for the southern end of
Assateague Island). The following list is provided to clearly identify those elements of the
draft GMP that we hope the NPS will work on in more detail, with the Town of Chincoteague
representatives.
Wilderness Area
The wilderness area in your preferred alternative makes clear and corrective steps to continue
OSV within five hundred feet of the water line on the ocean side and takes such territory out of
the plan over the water, which we commend. Although we think that the land base is too small,
and the proposed wilderness area should not be considered in any portion of Assateague Island
National Seashore.
Oyster Watch Houses and Duck Blinds
In the executive summary, and alternative of the GMP it states "continue to take no action
related to privately owned structures (oyster watch houses and duck blinds) associated with
submerged land leases." However, in the other three alternatives (including the preferred

E-43

alternative in the GMP) it states "to initiate an assessment of privately owned structures (e.g.
oyster watch houses and duck blinds) located within Virginias seashore and work with Virginia
to ensure appropriate wastewater treatment and disposal at authorized structures (e.g. oyster
watch houses)." The town's understanding is the Virginia health department takes adequate
samples per year of the waters around Chincoteague, to determine if it has contaminated
discharge of nutrients, pathogens, etc. resulting from wastewater discharge. Wastewater
treatment and disposal is and has been a function of the Commonwealth of Virginia, nothing in
the Seashore Act gives joint or sole authority to the NPS.
Also, the GMP states "Working with Virginia, NPS would assess the legal status of privately
owned structures (oyster watch houses and hunting blinds) located within the seashore's
Virginia waters, and pursue removal of those found to be unauthorized." The town is taking a
very strong position on the historical and cultural decisions set on oyster watch houses and
duck blinds. Almost all oyster watch houses and duck blinds have been handed down from
generation to generation, to those family members that live on Chincoteague Island. All of
which precede the state code of 1975 allowing oyster watch houses, most of which also
proceede the Seashore Act of 1965 without requiring any kind of permits. Also, since
annexation of the town's corporate limits in 1989, to the low water mark of Assateague Island,
the town currently allows oyster watch houses and hunting blinds within our town limits. Duck
blinds and hunting are controlled by the Commonwealth of Virginia, they issue the License to
hunt and enforce Virginia's laws as such. Hunting and duck blinds proceeded the Seashore Act
of 1965 and before the creation of the National Wildlife Refuge.
The town insists the GMP preferred alternative language be changed throughout the GMP to
match that which is stated in the executive summary and alternative one, where no action will
be taken relative to oyster watch houses and duck blinds.
Aquaculture
The executive summary and alternative one of the GMP states leasing of submerged lands by
the Commonwealth of Virginia, within the seashore boundary, for commercial aquaculture,
would continue. The other three alternatives, including the preferred alternative, states "in
recognition of this long history of use, NPS would issue a special use permit under 36 CFR
2.60(3)b to the Virginia Marine Resource Commission (VMRC) within the Commonwealth of
Virginia to allow for the continued practice of commercial aquaculture and maintenance of the
historic setting."
The town's position and as stated in Public Law 89-195, Sec 5, "That nothing in this Act shall
limit or interfere with the authority of the State to permit or to regulate shell fishing in any
waters included in the National Seashore " This is the same public law that sets up the
boundaries of the national seashore on Assateague Island. 36 CFR 2.60(3)b would obstruct
Virginia's authority in this matter.
The town insists the GMP preferred alternative language be changed throughout the GMP to
match the executive summary and alternative one, where it states "leasing of submerged lands
by the Commonwealth of Virginia within the seashore boundary for commercial aquaculture
would continue."
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Horseshoe Crabs Harvest

In the executive summary and alternative one of the GMP it states the harvest of horseshoe
crabs would continue to occur within the seashore. In the other three alternatives including the
preferred alternative, it states the "NPS would prohibit the harvest of horseshoe crabs."
The town objects to any reference of denying horseshoe crab harvesting in the GMP, which is
a historical and cultural way of life on Chincoteague. This harvesting has been handed down
from generation to generation in Chincoteague Island families and would be a disaster to see a
family's way of life discontinued. Horseshoe harvesting is controlled by the Commonwealth of
Virginia, they issue permits, and set the quotas each year, nothing in the Seashore Act of 1965
gave that away.
The town insists the GMP preferred alternative language be changed throughout the GMP to
match language in the executive summary and alternative one, where it states the "harvest of
horseshoe crabs would continue to occur within the seashore."

'Finfishing'''.

We applaud your decision allowing commercial finfishing in Virginia and omitting all
language that would prohibited such activity. The commercial fishing has been a historical
cultural way of life for folks living in Chincoteague for centuries and we would like to see this
activity be passed down through families for another century. Oyster Watch Houses, Duck
Blinds, Aquaculture and Horseshoe harvesting should all be treated the same as finfishing;they
all have the same historical and cultural values to our community, and all were a part of our
way of life in the past and future. The Seashore Act of 1965 did not give up any of the
Commonwealth rights to allow and control these activities, but actually promoted them.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft general management plan.
Our main concerns and support are based on cultural and historical preservation of the working
watermen, which for these men, is their families only income. A waterman's skills and
livelihood are well documented throughout Chincoteague's history. The Town of
Chincoteague will continue to rely on NPS staff to support public recreational beach use, OSV
use and shoreline management in Virginia through the interagency agreement with the FWS.
If you need additional information, please feel free to contaict the Town Manager ait 757-3366519.
Sincerely,

juiiii H. i m

"One-fifth of all the ptoplt in our Sation live within an easy day's drive of
Assateague. And now as the result ofyour lahors-you, the farsighted Members
of Congress—these wide sandy beaches will be the people's to enjoy forever."
"What the Good Lord once gave in greatest abundance have now become rare
f precious possessions. CUar water, warm sandy beaches are a nation's
sure.t rest of this century, the shareUne within reach of the major cities of
this country Just must be preserved and must be mainMned primarily for the
recreation of our people."
Lyndon B. Johnson: "Remarks at the Signing of a Bill Establishing the
Assateague Island Seashore National Park". September 21, 1965
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Please see attached questions.
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QUESTIONS
Page i, 1-8 with ownership to mean high water in Maryland and mean low water in Virginia
1. What Virginia law gave the right to mean low water?
Page XV
961 automobile parking spaces
2. A standard parking space will not work for campers, boats etc. Will there be any type
of overflow parking considered? Even if further back from the beach?
3. Beach Restoration in the form of sand fence and dredging around the jetty is still
continuing on the North end. Will there be a chance that these activities will be
extended to the Southern end of Assateague Island?
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Carol Smith
8522 Thistlewood
Darien, IL 60561
Dear Deborah,
I am a part time resident on Chincoteague for 20+ years.
However the plan evolves, please be sure to have no time period during summer tourist season when beach access
is prohibited. We cannot risk families planning vacation around beach activities only to find “CLOSED” signs. A day
or two may not sound like a lot for planners, but it is a bad experience for beach goers.
The topic of horseshoe crab harvesting needs to be revisited. To watermen the technical classification of this
species as arachnid is meaningless and has no value to people making a living from the ocean. Please consider
restoring watermen full ability to harvest this species.
About ponies, I am not sure if you have input into herd size and management, but the south of Beach Road group
has less and less forage, so consider phasing the number down and transfer to north herd location.
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Correspondence Text
hello,
I am against this plan as written as it does not preserve the history, environment, livelihood and open usage of Assateague
island. I visited the area last week and was blown away by the nature, access and history thriving in Assateague. The oyster
homes and duck blinds are amazing structures rich with history and natural purpose and still serve us up today. The water
surrounding the island, the island land and sky were so filled with gently visited nature and wildlife, it was such a joy to
explore the water ways and land and be so close to such natural, pristine public areas. These parks are a true treasure to the
area, residents and visitors alike. Please consider this and rework the plan to protect the area. Thank you
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Please do not make changes to the Assateague Island and Chincoteague Island area that do not protect the area. Assateague
barrier island needs to be preserved, do that it can protect Chincoteague Island from the ocean. The duck blinds and hunting
shacks all add to the wonderful appearance of the area, along with preserving the history of the area. Please don't do anything
that doesn't help preserve the area.
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I've visited Chincoteague and Assateague only a handful of times, but from the second I arrived for the first time I fell in
love. The National Park Service was created to conserve the area, the wildlife, the history and the future of the land and in
completing your plan that you have laid out for the future of Assateague, and in turn Chincoteague, you do not uphold what
you were create to do.
Removing historic oyster houses and duck blinds would remove the history of the islands; I've taken many tours when I have
visited and the people who run the tours and live year round there can tell us exactly who has run those oyster houses and for
how long. Removing access to certain areas and activities would hinder the way of life in Chincoteague; everything there
relies on the peak seasons when people come to visit the ponies. Limiting what can be done and where it can be done puts
such a strain on the life of everyone who lives and visits there.
Please protect the areas, the wildlife and the history of Assateague to ensure that there is a future for generations after me can
enjoy it just as much as I have. Save Assateague to Save Chincoteague!
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The oyster watch house have been passed down for generations they are part of the area history, the oysters planted help
purified the water the watch houses pose no threat to the environment,
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I am very concerned about the proposed limits being outlined in this plan. I although my home is in Delaware I have a
vacation home on the mainland off the islands. My family has vacationed there for over 20 years. It truly is one of the most
beautiful places you would find. Rich with history, culture, resources, a step back in time, and a tranquility that i find in few
other places. The Eastern Shore area is unique and its people are strong and proud.
The proposed limits of waterways is to deny the watermen their livelihood the heritage and legacy they pass from generation
to generation. The removal of historical oyster houses, generationally owned duck blinds, and other historical building on
Asseteague which many have devoted time and resources to preserve as they show the history, culture and beauty of this
unique area is quite frankly unacceptable.
Many families, generations whoses forefathers pioneered and weathered the natural elements of a time long ago where
survival would have been a hard road, but no the less they endured and preserved, have loved ones buried in the historical
cemetery on Assateague, they have a right to be able to continue to honor them. Assateague was a community, it's village
well documented and some of the old structures still on Chincoteague after rolling them over the waters, although the horses
and the mAny species of birds are the only who call it there homes, it was home to many ancestors of those still called this
area home.
The community of Chincoteague has always valued Assateague. All respect its value, implementing policies to to insure the
preservation and survival of Assateague. It's natural beauty is always important and will remain important.
Asseteague Island VA is the home of the ponies, permitted to graze there, but supported, cared for without compromising
their "wlld" existence. There are important to the community, vital to the tourist industry which supports the island.
THE EXISTANCE OF ASSATEAGUE IS DIRECTLY RELATED TO THE SUVIVORAL OF CHINCOTEAGUE
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There are valid reports that clearly show that global climate effects and previous studies of this have been substantially
flawed. This is a driving factor sited to comply these changes and limits.
Every water based community, island or mainland, accepts the WILL OF THE SEA as a factor that must be accepted and
there is little we can do to change the LAWS OF NATURE. As the long timers in this area so vividly remember and
knownthe sea gives and the sea takes, topography of affected by the ebb and flow.
To make such devastating and dramatic changes in this area without the concerns of those impacted and without INPUT
AND THE VALUE OF THEIR THOUGHTS, IDEAS AND CONCERNS is not right
Stop these proposal now, involve those who live there, work there and love there. I respect the work you do but do not feel all
the necessary consideration and plans have been considered....I for one am unwilling to stand back and allow this to just
happen!
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What about preserving the southern end of Assateague to keep it as a barrier island to protect Chincoteague Island?? Why are
you limiting access to water around Assateague, removing duck blinds and taking down historic houses? How does this do
anything to preserve/improve the park?? As the old adage states, "If it isn't broke, don't fix it!" People flock to our park
because of the easy access to the beautiful beach - why not invest in saving what has worked for decades???
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Dear NPS,
I wish to voice my opinion on the changes proposed to Assateague. While it is good faith to update the 34 year old plan to
include sea level rise I worry that options 2 3 and
4 may go too far with government control. First options 2, 3 and 4 will each cost much more to implement than maintaining
the current plan. In these options I see a few
standout points with which I do not agree.
Reduction of camping / rv's - Assateague camping has long been a past time. We should not reduce camping opportunities for
our future generations.
"Most hunting, fishing, and recreational shellfishing would continue in accordance with state and federal laws" - the term
"most" is quite a blanket and should be defined.
It seems option 2,3 and 4 want to push the public toward using shuttles in the future to access the seashore, I am sure we all
prefer not to use a shuttle.
All the oyster watch houses will have to follow modern sewage rules. These houses of history to which there are only a few
left do not impact the environment enough to
warrant these forced laws. Some have been standing for upward of 80 years they do not pose a threat to the seashore. I feel
that the NPS wants them all removed without concern
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for the history of these houses. I do not see any talked about in the cultural resource management section though many of
them are the source of great history stories.
Lastly banning horseshoe crab harvest will directly put people out of a job. Horseshoe crabs are quite protected in many other
coastal areas and the permit holder who fishes
for these locally has built a livelihood doing so. The public will not see any benefit to stopping a horseshoe crab harvest in
the area.
Thank you for hearing my comments, I would voice my option on choosing option 1 for the new plan.
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Dear NPS,
I wish to voice my opinion on the changes proposed to Assateague. While it is good faith to update the 34 year old plan to
include sea level rise I worry that options 2, 3 and 4 may go too far with government control. First options 2, 3 and 4 will
each cost much more to implement than maintaining the current plan. In these options I see a few standout points with which
I do not agree.
Reduction of camping / rv's - Assateague camping has long been a past time. We should not reduce camping opportunities for
our future generations.
"Most hunting, fishing, and recreational shellfishing would continue in accordance with state and federal laws" - the term
"most" is quite a blanket and should be defined.
It seems option 2,3 and 4 want to push the public toward using shuttles in the future to access the seashore, I am sure we all
prefer not to use a shuttle.
All the oyster watch houses will have to follow modern sewage rules. These houses of history to which there are only a few
left do not impact the environment enough to
warrant these forced laws. Some have been standing for upward of 80 years they do not pose a threat to the seashore. I feel
that the NPS wants them all removed without concern for the history of these houses. I do not see any talked about in the
cultural resource management section though many of them are the source of great history stories.
Lastly banning horseshoe crab harvest will directly put people out of a job. Horseshoe crabs are quite protected in many other
coastal areas and the permit holder who fishes for these locally has built a livelihood doing so. The public will not see any
benefit to stopping a horseshoe crab harvest in the area.
Thank you for hearing my comments, I would like to voice my opinion on choosing option 1 for the new plan.
Plan 1 ensures people still have a fighting chance at the life styles we have been living. With better education and public
involvement I know we can eventually come up with a plan that does not involve a gov't take over of our beaches, as well as
cutting jobs and costing so much money. PLEASE hear me loud and clear when I say for SO many reasons we MUST
CHOOSE OPTION 1!!
Thanks again.
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Dear NPS,
I wish to voice my opinion on the changes proposed to Assateague. While it is good faith to update the 34 year old plan to
include sea level rise I worry that options 2, 3 and 4 may go too far with government control. First options 2, 3 and 4 will
each cost much more to implement than maintaining the current plan. In these options I see a few standout points with which
I do not agree.
Reduction of camping / rv's - Assateague camping has long been a past time. We should not reduce camping opportunities for
our future generations.
"Most hunting, fishing, and recreational shellfishing would continue in accordance with state and federal laws" - the term
"most" is quite a blanket and should be defined.
It seems option 2,3 and 4 want to push the public toward using shuttles in the future to access the seashore, I am sure we all
prefer not to use a shuttle.
All the oyster watch houses will have to follow modern sewage rules. These houses of history to which there are only a few
left do not impact the environment enough to
warrant these forced laws. Some have been standing for upward of 80 years they do not pose a threat to the seashore. I feel
that the NPS wants them all removed without concern for the history of these houses. I do not see any talked about in the
cultural resource management section though many of them are the source of great history stories.
Lastly banning horseshoe crab harvest will directly put people out of a job. Horseshoe crabs are quite protected in many other
coastal areas and the permit holder who fishes for these locally has built a livelihood doing so. The public will not see any
benefit to stopping a horseshoe crab harvest in the area.
Thank you for hearing my comments, I would like to voice my opinion on choosing option 1 for the new plan.
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Dear NPS,
I wish to voice my opinion on the changes proposed to Assateague.
While it is good faith to update the 34 year old plan to include sea level rise I worry that options 2, 3 and 4 may go too far
with government control. First options 2, 3 and 4 will each cost much more to implement than maintaining the current plan.
In these options I see a few standout points with which I do not agree.
Reduction of camping / rv's - Assateague camping has long been a past time. We should not reduce camping opportunities for
our future generations.
"Most hunting, fishing, and recreational shellfishing would continue in accordance with state and federal laws" - the term
"most" is a blanket statement and should be more clearly defined.
I feel the taxpayer's money is not being spent in a productive manner with options 2,3 and 4. Nearly one billion dollars has
already been spent on the Piping Plover study. A bird that is already known to not propagate their best in a seaside
environment but instead prefer the salt marsh or bayside environments. While one billion dollars is being spent on a study,
the protected predator population is allowed to decimate the nesting birds at will. In my opinion, continued poor management
of the wildlife on Assateague Island is more detrimental than a population of people trying to utilize the beachfront in a
civilized manner for recreational activities. The one billion dollars could have and should have been spent more wisely.
It seems option 2,3 and 4 want to push the public toward using shuttles in the future to access the seashore, I am sure we all
prefer not to use a shuttle. Again, shuttles are more taxpayer money being wasted. Forgive me, but I am not reading the entire
document. Has anyone considered the upkeep and replacement costs on these shuttles?
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All the oyster watch houses will have to follow modern sewage rules. These houses of history to which there are only a few
left do not impact the environment enough to warrant these forced laws. Some have been standing for upward of 80 years
they do not pose a threat to the seashore. I feel that the NPS wants them all removed without concern for the history of these
houses. I do not see any talked about in the cultural resource management section though many of them are the source of
great history stories.
Lastly banning horseshoe crab harvest will directly put people out of a job. Horseshoe crabs are quite protected in many other
coastal areas and the permit holder who fishes for these locally has built a livelihood doing so. The public will not see any
benefit to stopping a horseshoe crab harvest in the area. Once again, this will only continue the poor wildlife management.
Thank you for hearing my comments, I would like to voice my opinion on choosing option 1 for the new plan.
Charles R. Yaukey & Family
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I am opposed to moving the beach to the northern end of Assateague. It is important to to the community of Chincoteague
that the current area be built up with dune and vegation. In the future it is going to be important for Chincoteague to have
protection from the ocean. Also, I am opposed to the plan that will cause the watermen's livelihood to be in danger through
Tom's cove. It sounds to me like it is a pick and choose what we protect on Assateague. If the pine trees have beetles, they are
all cut down to save trees that do not have beetle and to stop the spread of the beetles. The beetles are nature taking it course,
but are trying to stopped. Another example, if a Piping Clover is nesting the area is marked off to protect the bird. I
understand they are endanger and happy to help protect them, but again, nature is not allowed to take its course. Hunters are
allowed a period of time to help controlthe deer population, something else that is not allowing nature to take it course. So ,
why are we not helping to protect the beach and build it back up with sand dunes and dune grass to help with erosion. I am
afraid if we let "nature takes it course" that in the future Chincoteague is going to be faced with oceanfront. It is important
now that we start protecting the islands. As a resident of Chincoteague we are already experiencing effects during storms.
Please stop and reconsider building up the dunes and helping protect the people of the island.
Also, only 30 letters received. What about all of the years past we have wrote letters, comments, and contacted of VA
representives to help with this issue! I am sure there are more than 30 when looking back on all of the years this upsetting
process has taken!
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ASSATEAGUE ISLAND NATIONAL SEASHORE PROPOSED MANAGEMENT PLAN BY THE NATIONAL PARK
SERVICE COMMENTS

I believe:
Virginia Assateague Island management plan needs to be separate from the Maryland Assateague Island management plan.
The plan in reality is a binding contract between the federal government and the two different state citizens and two unique
requirements.
I see no reason to destroy more natural "wild" grounds to move the beach from its existing site to one further north. It goes
against why the National Parks Service (NPS) was created "to preserve grounds for future generations to have the use of and
be able to see what the land would be like in the "wild"." NPS should maintain the existing beach and parking lots. The
millions of dollars currently slated for establishing a new parking lot and beach should be used to put the dunes back on the
existing beach and down the OVP section to the point. If NPS had maintained the dunes on the existing beaches and parking
lots we would not being having this debate; the beach would not be in the shape it is today. NPS is responsible for caring for
natural environments and wildlife. You can't justify the destruction of land/forest to establish a new beach and 1,000-space
parking lot northward of the current recreational beach and stay within your mandate. The least damage to natural
environment would be to maintain the current beach, create new dunes to help prevent beach erosion. Assateague Island
protects Chincoteague Island during severe weather so the dunes should have been maintained years ago. NPS removed the
snow fences, were suppose to replace them and never did (breach of contract?). The result is we have no dunes today; this is a
good example why the government should not be making decisions. Furthermore, don't blame the pine tree beetle for the
removal of the trees, which is currently taking place. If the beetle and the storm took down the trees the NPS should have
only removed what was in the road or threaten to damage an existing structure to keep the "wild" in existence. The natural
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cycle of the forest had been disrupted.
As for the existing duck blinds, watch-houses, horseshoe crab harvesting and aquaculture they should be left as they are
today. If the NPS did their job these structures are all authorized or they would not be in existence today. So why spent
countless hours paid for by taxpayers to try and decide if they are currently authorized or not is mute, what is in existence is
authorized (NPS did their job, right?). Watermen have been harvesting horseshoe crabs in Tom's Cove for 56 years and have
not depleted the supply. If you "phase out" harvesting you are just creating another problem for Assateague Island and will
put the watermen out of business. The federal government might have book learning but does not have practical experience
on horseshoe crab harvesting and should not make a decision to stop horseshoe crab harvesting. NPS says horseshoe crabs
are considered "wildlife" and therefore, cannot be taken from a national park, if that is so how did the NPS justify shooting an
EMU (again wildlife) that was on the Island; the national park boundaries are to the low tide mark of Assateague Island only
and NPS jurisdiction ends there. Chincoteague has never relinquished their governance of everything between Assateague
Island low tide mark and Chincoteague and won't stand for you trying to expand your jurisdiction.
The comments made at the open houses should to be considered formal comments. Why have open houses if the comments
don't count? If the comments aren't considered they are a total waste of time and taxpayers dollars. They only give the
illusion of the government wanting to hear what the public has to say and being able to say the government held them (but
they don't count)-there is no honesty in that process.
Aquaculture is permitted because it has been determined that it falls under a ..."permit it as an historic scene exemption that
allows us (US citizens) to have these kinds of activities in national parks if they are part of the historic scene". This is very
generous of NPS to acknowledge, the horseshoe crab harvest is a "historic scene" in these waters as well.

Wanda Holman
United States Citizen and Taxpayer
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There is no reason the park and its facilities can't stay exactly where it is. A getty would be a more cost effective way to
manage the beach, in addition to the reestablishment and maintenance of sand dunes. It would be detrimental to all those
involved to move the beach and especially to have remote parking.
The watermen have used this area to hand harvest horseshoe crabs forever. The crabs are used for medical research. Hand
harvesting them after they have spawned insures the continuation of the species.
Methods used that disturb the ecology of the area should be addressed.
I do not support the development of this plan as it stands. If there are changes to be made to Assateague Island, they need to
be made with the guidance of those who actually live and use the island.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Department of Historic Resources
Molly Joseph Ward
Secretary of Natural Resources

2801 Kensington Avenue, Richmond, Virginia 23221

Julie V. Langan
Director
Tel: (804) 367-2323
Fax: (804) 367-2391
www.dhr.virginia.gov

March 17, 2016
Deborah A Darden, Superintendent
Assateague Island National Seashore
7206 National Seashore Lane
Berlin, MD 21811
Re:

Assateague Island National Seashore
Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
Accomack County, Virginia
DHR File No. 2010-1241
Received February 16, 2016

Dear Ms. Darden:
Thank you for your letter of February 12, 2016 requesting our review of the draft General
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for Assateague Island National
Seashore. The Department of Historic Resources supports Alternative 3, Sustainable
Recreation and Climate Change Adaptation, the National Park Service (NPS)’ preferred
alternative for the future management of the seashore lands and waters under its
management. We note the Conclusions section on page 4-198 states: “Under all alternatives
cultural resources would continue to be exposed to unavoidable adverse impacts associated
with natural coastal processes and the effects of climate change/sea level rise”. We appreciate
the challenges facing the Seashore. However, we strongly encourage including in the future
management strategies in the GMP effective ways to address these unavoidable impacts.
We offer the following comments for your consideration:
Archaeological Sites. On page viii the draft GMP acknowledges the absence of
archaeological survey data for most of the island. The challenge in identifying these sites is
illustrated by the attached phots courtesy of Darrin Lowery. Some shorelines have an
erosive season (or phase) and a stable season (or phase). In our comments on the
Chincoteague and Wallops Island National Wildlife Refuges Comprehensive Conservation
we brought to the attention of the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service a prehistoric site eroding

F-48

APPENDIX F

out of the shoreline on Metomkin Island, 44AC0138. Although located on the Nature
Conservancy portion of Metomkin Island (not the Service’ portion), the site illustrates both
the potential for prehistoric resources and the threat of erosion to the cultural resources on
the refuges. Stating that occasional discoveries of aboriginal projectile points in the ocean
surf zone constitute the only physical evidence of Native American use of Assateague Island
(or presumably on other barrier islands within the jurisdiction of the NPS) ignores the
critical need to collect baseline data about these sites spatial, historical and cultural contexts,
followed by periodic monitoring of identified resources in order to more effectively manage
them.
The section, Assessing Impacts, on page 4.1.3, states: “The NPS is an agency with a
“conservation” mandate and identifies fundamental resources and values in its GMPs”. In
section 1.4.3 of the GMP/EIS, Cultural Resources are included under Other Important
Resources, ranging from historic structures to archaeological objects and sites. We strongly
encourage NPS not to drop archaeological resources from consideration in the GMP but to
include archaeological resources together with other Cultural Resources (Historic Structures
and Cultural Landscapes). We recommend that Section 2.6.5 Cultural Resource
Management (NPS Preferred Alternative) includes a management strategy of conducting
baseline archaeological survey and monitoring. Failure to do is in our opinion may be
considered an adverse impact, and inconsistent with the directives of Section 110 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, as well as Bulletin 28.
We also encourage the NPS to include as a management strategy partnering with the
Chincoteague and Wallops Island National Wildlife Refuges in the Service’ wreck
monitoring program, which will serve both as a useful monitoring tool for cultural resources
as well as assessing the movement of the barrier islands.
Assateague Beach U.S. Coast Guard Station. The Assateague Beach U.S. Coast Guard
Station and its Cultural Landscape are considered eligible for both the Virginia Landmarks
Register and the National Register of Historic Places. Under alternative 3, management
actions would protect and maintain the Assateague Beach U.S. Coast Guard Station in situ
until the site and/or structures are no longer sustainable… Page viii states that the
Assateague Beach U.S. Coast Guard Station sits vacant and underutilized due to problems
with access. We do not see any management strategies to address the access problem. We
are pleased to see, however, that Section 2.6.5 Cultural Resource Management (NPS
Preferred Alternative) that NPS would seek partners to rehabilitate and reuse the station,
perhaps including an historic lease or with commercial service providers to provide
access… We encourage the NPS to explore partnerships, such with the Chincoteague and
Wallops Island National Wildlife Refuges, potentially including the Station as a venue for
environmental education. The NPS might also schedule occasional interpretive tours with
local partners to encourage an understanding the Station’s place in the history of Assateague
Island, enhancing Visitor Use and Experience in addition to the kayak tours from Toms
Cove that include a stop at the site.
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We look forward to working with the NPS under section 106 of the NHPA and the Servicewide 2008 Programmatic Agreement among the NPS, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers as plans
progress. Tribal consultation will need to be considered in the Section 106 process. As you
know, the Virginia Council on Indians no longer exists. Virginia now has its first resident
federally recognized Indian Tribe, the Pamunkey Tribe. If NPS has not already done so, we
encourage initiating consultation with the Pamunkey Tribe on the GMP/EIS.
Thank you for offering us the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions
concerning our comments, or if we may provide any further assistance, please do not
hesitate to contact me (for archaeology) at (804)482-6088; e-mail
ethel.eaton@dhr.virginia.gov, or M. Amanda Lee (for architectural issues) at (804) 4826092; amanda.lee@dhr.virginia.gov.
Sincerely,

Ethel R. Eaton, Ph.D., Senior Policy Analyst
Division of Resource Services and Review
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION Ill
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029

May 1, 20 16
Ms. Deborah A. Darden
Superintendent
United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service
7206 National Seashore Lane
Berlin, MD 21811
Re: Draft General Management Plan/ Environmental Impact Statement, for Assateague
Island National Seashore, Maryland, January 20 I 6; CEQ 20 I 600 I 8
Dear Ms. Darden:
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act and the Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA
(40 CFR 1500-1508), the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed
the Draft General Management Plan/ Environmental Impact Statement (GMP/EIS), for
Assateague Island National Seashore. The purpose of the GMP/EIS is to provide a decisionmaking framework that ensures that management decisions effectively and efficiently carry out
the NPS mission at Assateague Island National Seashore into the future.
The DEIS evaluates four Alternatives:
• Alternative I : NPS would continue to manage resources as it does today.
• Alternative 2 : Most visitors would enjoy traditional beach recreation concentrated within
a high density area accessible by private vehicles. This Alternative would likely require
significant manipulation of the natural environment to protect facilities and infrastructure
in the island developed area.
• Alternati ve 3 (Preferred Alternative): Over time infrastructure would evolve to more
sustainable designs and likely shift to more stable locations both on and off the island.
New water-based po ints of access would prove access to additional low density visitor
use in the backcountry. This alterative represents a long-term shifting of faci lities and
assets to climate change.
• Alternative 4: Visitors would continue using existing faci lities and infrastructure until
such a time as they were lost and /or damaged by natural coastal processes and /or the
effects of climate change/sea level rise. Lost or damaged facilities would either not be
replaced or would be minimally repl aced with sustainable substitutes. Alternative 4
represents a quicker adaptation of seashore facilities and assets to the effects of climate
change.
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Based on our review we rate this Draft EIS, Lack of Objection (LO). A description of
our rating system can be found at http://www.epa.gov/compliance/ nepa/comments/ratings.html.
However, we offer the fo llowing recommendations and suggest that additional information be
provided describing future projects presented in the GMP/EJS.
• We suggest that the timeframe for this plan be clearly stated.
• It is suggested that additional infom1ation be provided in the Final EIS describing
proposed stormwater management measures for future projects.
• Low impact development should be considered for future development.
• Air emissions and alternati ve fuel modes of transportation should be considered if and
when ferry and shuttle services are developed. Also, the cost of these services to users
should be included.
• The Final EIS should provide details on the environmental impacts (wetland, sub-aquatic
vegetation, Aquatic Resources, dredging, etc) related to activities associated with the
GMP/EIS. In add ition, permits may need to be obtained as well as mitigation fo r
unavoidable impacts. Impacts to species of concern, aquatic resources and other habitats
should be avoided and minimized.
• The Final EIS should also identify seasonal aquatic construction restrictions related to
fish, birds and other wi ldlife.
Please continue to work with EPA and other stakeholders as the Final EIS, Record of
Decision and additional NEPA analysis for the various components of this plan move fo rward .
Thank you for providing EPA with the opportunity to review this project. If you have questions
regarding these comments, the staff contact for this project is Barbara Okorn; she can be reached
at 2 15-81 4-3330.
Sincerely,

/ ,..;~~L_;uZ___Barbara Rudnick
NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs
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I fully support the National Park Service's recommendation to support Alternative 3: Sustainable Recreation and Climate
Change Adaption.
Thank you,
Ivy Wells
Director, Economic & Community Development
Town of Berlin
14 S. Main Street
Berlin, MD 21811
410-629-1722
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April 29, 2016
Deborah A. Darden
Superintendent
Assateague Island National Seashore
7206 National Seashore Lane
Berlin, MD 21811
Dear Ms. Darden:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Assateague Island National Seashore Draft General
Management Plan (GMP). Fisheries Service would like to take this opportunity to indicate our desire to work cooperatively
on commercial and recreational fisheries issues referenced in the GMP. Commercially licensed fishing activity within the
National Seashore boundary includes activities such as crabbing, eeling, and gill netting. Recreational and charter activities
include clamming, crabbing, surf fishing, and fishing in the Coastal Bays. These activities are important to our local economy
and historic use of the area; we hope they can continue.
If you have any fisheries questions please contact Angel Willey, Program Manager, Coastal Fisheries Program. Mrs. Willey
can be reached by phone at 410-456-0311 or via email at Angel.Willey@Maryland.Gov.

Sincerely,
Michael Luisi
Director, Estuarine and Marine Fisheries
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From: Ewing, Amy (DGIF)
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2016 4:57 PM
To: Howard, Janine (DEQ)
Cc: Fernald, Ray (DGIF)
Subject: ESSLog# 31030_16-026F_Assateague Island National Seashore

Janine,
Please accept the below as an addendum to our comments on the subject project which were originally
sent to you on April 4, 2016.

We note that the DEIS Preferred Alternative states that NPS would “Initiate an assessment of privately
owned structures (oyster watch houses and hunting blinds) located within the seashore’s Virginia waters
to determine their legal status; pursue removal of any unauthorized structures.” As stipulated, the
pertinent hunting blinds are located in Virginia waters, and are subject to the jurisdiction of the Code of
Virginia and to regulations of the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries. We look forward to
working cooperatively with USFWS and NPS regarding any issues that arise regarding siting, regulation,
use, or management of such blinds.

Thanks, Amy

Amy M. Ewing
Environmental Services Biologist/FWIS Biologist Supervisor
Chair, Team WILD (Work, Innovate, Lead and Develop)
VA Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
7870 Villa Park Dr., Suite 400, PO Box 90778, Henrico, VA 23228
804-367-2211  www.dgif.virginia.gov
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As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for most of our
nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use of our land and water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving the environmental and cultural values of
our national parks and historical places; and providing for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The
department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to ensure that their development is in the best
interests of all our people by encouraging stewardship and citizen participation in their care. The department
also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in island
territories under U.S. administration.
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