SMI Dock Extension Environmental Assessment

1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

11 INTRODUCTION

The National Park Service (NPS) proposes an exienand improvements to the dock facilities
providing boat access to South Manitou Island (SMI)Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lakeshore
(National Lakeshore). This EA identifies the ndi@t alternative (current management), one action
alternative, and their impacts on the environmehhis document was prepared in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 196%gulations of the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR 81508.9), and the NPS Dirést®rder (DO)-12 Conservation Planning,
Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-Making

The NPS mission for the National Lakeshore is “tesprve the outstanding natural features along 65
miles of Lake Michigan shoreline, in order to pegage the natural setting for the benefit and emjeryt

of the public, and to protect the natural and histéeatures from developments and inappropriags us
that would destroy their scenic, scientific, higtpand recreational value” (NPS 2005).

The 1982 amendment to the National Lakeshore’s lewgkegislation directs that areas proposed for
wilderness in the 1981 recommendation be managéataiatheir wilderness character ‘until Congress
determines otherwise.” Consistent with that ledish, the majority of SMI is managed as wilderness
including all of the island’s shoreline except fome segment of shoreline (less than one mile long)
located at the southeast point of SMI bay. Theriat of SMI also includes non-wilderness areas
managed for ‘experience history’ and ‘recreationplirposes. Most visitors to SMI arrive by a
concessioner operated ferry. Day use visitorsguttie ferry arrive and depart on the same ferrgraft
spending a few hours on the island. The Generalagement Plan for the National Lakeshore (NPS
2008) determined that ferry service for day andioight stays on SMI would continue.

The current SMI boat dock is located outside ofieihess on the southeast shore of SMI bay, a ertesce
shaped bay that provides protection from the phegawinds (from northwest, west, southwest). Rt
location, the dock is subject to what would be abered unsafe wave heights (greater than two feet)
boat operations approximately five to ten daysrym a 12 month period.

This location is also a convenient access poirnslend resources for the visiting public and NP&fst
From the dock, visitors have a short walk to tightlhouse built in 1871, a U.S. Life-Saving Senace
Coast Guard station that is now a ranger statiod, several 19th century farm buildings all located
within a National Register Historic District. Anlited road system, serving the island’s interigteeds
out from the dock. The island’s many trails alsgibdrom the dock landing and allow overnight \is#t

a scenic hike to the high perched dunes overlookiegisland's western shore, a natural inland lake
(Florence Lake), three designated backcountry caoopgls, and numerous other natural features.

While the current boat dock location is sheltemednf prevailing winds, it also lies in shallow watdong

the shoreface of the beach in an area subjectdmneat accumulation. Eventually, this buildup of
sediment forms a sandbar beneath the boat doclexterids out into open water, blocking accessdo th
dock. The boat dock was renovated in 1984 bundutie following years, boat access to the dock was
hindered by lake sand sedimentation (NPS 1991)s dstimated that the general rate of accretion of
shoreline is one foot every three years.

NPS personnel perform periodic dredging of the areaind the dock. With the location of the dock in
shallow water, dredging the sand and sediment fumer and around the dock continues to be a
requirement for NPS staff to keep SMI accessiflbkis influences the time and workload of the Nagion
Lakeshore personnel and the financial obligatidnBlational Lakeshore. Until 1991, when the upland
disposal site reached capacity, dredge spoil wegoded of on the island at an upland site thatneas
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designated as a wilderness area. Since 1991, lagmaglging operations have continued with dispo$al
the dredge spoil using a beach nourishment progoaiortify sections of the SMI shoreline reduced by
erosion.

During the initial planning stages of the projguyticular objectives were identified as requiretador
successful project completion:

* provide visitors and staff safe and convenient sste SMI resources,

* reduce or eliminate NPS staff dredging maintenaos¢s and work/time-use,

» eliminate potential need for large quantity cortedadredging,

* minimize the need to modify other SMI facilitie®&ds, trails), and

* s located outside of designated wilderness.

1.2 PURPOSE OF ANDNEED FOR THE PROPOSEDACTION

The purpose of the SMI boat dock improvement ptojecto provide visitors and staff a safe and
convenient access point to the resources of SMirdthuces or eliminates the need for frequent dnedg
operations.

A deep water dock facility is needed to providetlauess to SMI.

1.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PARK

In 1970 U.S. Congress decreed the National Lakest®part of the national park system through Bubli
Law 91-479, stating that “Congress finds that ¢ertautstanding natural features, including forests,
beaches, dune formations, and ancient glacial phena, exist along the mainland shore of Lake
Michigan and on certain nearby islands in Benzid haelanau Counties, Michigan...for the benefit,
inspiration, education, recreation, and enjoyméihe public.” The National Lakeshore is locatéahg

the northwest coastline of Michigan’s Lower Penlasapproximately 25 miles west of Traverse City,
and also includes both North Manitou Island and Shl addition to the large perched dunes for which
the National Lakeshore is named and the other alateatures throughout the park, there are numerous
historical and cultural features, including Glenvela Village, three U.S. Life-Saving Service and §loa
Guard stations, and Port Oneida, which is a hisfarm district.

1.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT AREA

SMl is one of two Lake Michigan islands that arelued in the National Lakeshore. SMI is comprised
of approximately 5,000 acres of varying habitats|uding beaches, beach dunes, perched dunesalglaci
moraines, a small inland lake (Florence Lake), spsmrand bogs, open grasslands from previous
agricultural fields, and several northern hardwaad conifer forested areas (NPS 2006). A 500 gkhr
grove of virgin white cedar trees grows on the Bagist corner of the island (NPS 2011). SMI boasts
several historic and cultural features as wellegehinclude a lighthouse built in 1871, a U.S. {Sfving
Service and Coast Guard station, and several faiidifigs and remnants of former island settlements.
There are also several shipwreck sites managedebgtate around and near South Manitou Island (NPS
2011).

The boat dock on SMI is used by NPS boats, prilates and a commercial ferry service from Leland

Michigan, which provides access for visitors to island (NPS 2011). It is located on the easti&ta of

the island on the southeast shore of South MarBty and is approximately 16 miles west of Leland,

Michigan, and eight miles north of the nearest aaich point. When the NPS renovated and extended
the dock in 1984, it was constructed mainly of waulkhgs with steel connectors. The pilings were

driven into the nearshore sandy lake bottom fordibek’s structural support.
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Two alternatives (A and B) have been selectedhisrpgroposal and will be discussed more thoroughly
Section 2.0. Alternative A is the No-Action altetive. The project area/area of potential effédRE)

for the No-Action alternative is defined as the thdack and the beach nourishment/dredge disposal ar
Alternative B is the proposed extension of the bib@tk into deeper, offshore water, with the project
area/APE for Alternative B defined as the boat daw#t the aquatic environment immediately adjacent t
the dock. Construction staging will utilize a bargnd not be land based. Consequently, Altern&ive
does not entail disturbance of land-side vegetat@mnmunities.

Landward of the project area is a small, bare beaea, kept free of vegetation by wave action.
Adjoining this bare beach is a large upper beachfaredune area, approximately 50 feet in width tha
populated by a few pioneer vegetation speciesydiat) Pitcher’s thistleGirsium pitcher) and Marram
grass Ammophila breviligulata Behind the foredune is a trough, separating firedune from a
backdune. Pitcher’s thistle is also found in tleeiggh and in some sand blowouts in the backdunée wh
more complex vegetation populates most of the bsitetol and stable backdune (NPS 2006). There is no
vascular aquatic vegetation in the open water enmient under and around the dock. No terrestrial o
vascular aquatic vegetation exists within the APE.

15 RLANNING CONTEXT

The National Lakeshord-inal General Management Plan/Wilderness Study/enwnental Impact
Statemen{GMP) (NPS 2009) provides long term guidelines f@naging the National Lakeshore that
are consistent with the directives set forth by th&. Congress and the NPS mission. The proposed
extension of the SMI boat dock coincides with theS% commitment to protecting the natural and
historic features of the National Lakeshore whiteuyding safe, enjoyable recreational and education
opportunities to the public. For determining how appropriately manage the many differing
environments and resources found at the Nation&kdlore, the GMP separates areas within the
National Lakeshore into several management zongsndiéng upon various factors, including public use,
natural resource conditions, and natural, histaim] educational opportunities. The dock extension
project area is designated as a “High Use” zoneiclwlallows for modifications to the natural
environment to accommodate NPS operational faslitand support high numbers of visitors (NPS
2008).

1.6 SCOPING

Scoping is a process to identify the resourcesrtiat be affected by a project proposal, and toasgpl
possible alternative ways of achieving the propegaile minimizing adverse impacts. The National
Lakeshore initiated the scoping process for thiggut by engaging appropriate state and federalGge

to identify potential issues of concern. Repredemalocal entities were also contacted about the
proposed project including the harbor master aamhel Michigan.

Information obtained through the scoping process wdegrated into the planning process and is
reflected in this EA. More information regarding@xal scoping and Native American consultation can
be found in Chapter $onsultation and Coordination

1.7 ISSUES
Issues related to the proposed renovation and sgtenf the boat dock at SMI were identified and ar
summarized below:
+ Commitment of resources (NPS budget) related twandredging of lake sand sedimentation
from under and around the dock,
« Commitment of NPS staff workload and time-use imed| with the annual dredging at and near
the boat dock,
* Maintaining access to island facilities and researor visitors and staff,
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» Expected heavy visitor use from daily commerciatyfeprivate boat, and NPS staff boat traffic,
and

» Safety of visitors and staff in ferry/boats enceuwintg shallow water due to accumulation of lake
sand sedimentation around dock.

1.8 IMPACT TOPICS

In this section and the following section tmpact Topics Dismissed from Further Analydlse NPS
takes a “hard look” at all potential impacts by siolering the direct, indirect, and cumulative et$eaf

the proposed action on the environment, along withnected and cumulative actions. Impacts are
described in terms of context and duration. Theedror extent of the impact is described as |laealior
widespread. The duration of impacts is describeslast-term, ranging from days to three years in
duration, or long-term, extending up to 20 yearsoager. The intensity and type of impact is desauli

as negligible, minor, moderate, or major, and asebeial or adverse. The NPS equates “major” effect
as “significant” effects. The identification of ‘ajor” effects would trigger the need for an envir@ntal
impact statement (EIS). Where the intensity ofrapact could be described quantitatively, the nucaéri
data is presented; however, most impact analysesjulitative and use best professional judgment in
making the assessment.

The NPS defines “measurable” impacts as moderageeater effects. It equates “no measurable effects
as minor or less effects. “No measurable effectused by the NPS in determining if a categorical
exclusion applies or if impact topics may be disedsfrom further evaluation in an EA or EIS. The us
of “no measurable effects” in this EA pertains toether the NPS dismisses an impact topic from éurth
detailed evaluation in the EA. The reason the NB& ino measurable effects” to determine whether
impact topics are dismissed from further evaluatignto concentrate on the issues that are truly
significant to the action in question, rather thmmassing needless detail in accordance with CEQ
regulations at 1500.1(b).

In this section of the EA, NPS provides a limitedhleation and explanation as to why some impact
topics are not evaluated in more detail. Impacicepre dismissed from further evaluation in thdsi
» they do not exist in the analysis area,
» they would not be affected by the proposal, or likelihood of impacts are not reasonably
expected, or
» through the application of mitigation measuresfeh@ould be minor or less effects (i.e. no
measurable effects) from the proposal, and theliglescontroversy on the subject or reasons to
otherwise include the topic.

Due to there being no effect or no measurable &fféhere would either be no contribution towards
cumulative effects or the contribution would be lowor each issue or topic presented below, if the
resource is found in the analysis area or the issapplicable to the proposal, then a limited wgsial of
direct and indirect, and cumulative effects is priged. There is no impairment analysis includethin
limited evaluations for the dismissed topics beeatle NPS’s threshold for considering whether there
could be an impairment is based on “major” effects.

1.8.1 Impact Topics Selected For Detailed Analysis

Impact topics for this project have been identif@dthe basis of federal laws, regulations, ancrsd
Management Policie€006); and NPS knowledge of resources at theoNaltiLakeshore. Impact topics
that are carried forward for further analysis irstBA are listed below along with the reasons whgy t
impact topic is further analyzed. For each of ¢htxpics, the following text also describes thestnxg
setting or baseline conditions (i.e. affected esvinent) within the project area. This informatieiti be
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used to analyze impacts against the current comditiof the project area in thEénvironmental
Consequenceshapter.

Water Resources

NPS policies require protection of water qualitysigtent with the Clean Water Act. The purposthef
Clean Water Act is to "restore and maintain thenabel, physical, and biological integrity of the
Nation's waters." To enact this goal, the U.S. A@orps of Engineers (USACE) has been charged with
evaluating federal actions that result in potentiedjradation of waters of the United States andirigs
permits for actions consistent with the Clean Waet. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) also has responsibility for oversight aadiew of permits and actions, which affect watdrs o
the United States. In Michigan, these permitsaaiministered jointly by the USACE and the Michigan
Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ).

Lake Michigan is the fifth largest fresh water lakehe world and the second largest of the Gredek

by surface area. The USEPA and Michigan DepartroEiatural Resources (MDNR) report that there
are advisories for fish consumption for fish frorakie Michigan, as well as noted impairment for publi
water supply use from Lake Michigan. The drinkimgter supply for the island, however, relies on two
groundwater wells approximately 85 feet deep andssociated distribution system.

The primary concern regarding the water resourgards the waters of Lake Michigan in the littorahe

in the area where dock construction activities ke place. Low volume (less than 2,300 cubiciggr
maintenance dredging is currently performed by Ne&onnel to allow full use of the existing dock
segments. The NPS currently has a joint agencylgdrg permit which is required from the
USACE/MDEQ. This permit authorizes periodic dredgio maintain dock access. The current permit
requires disposal of dredged material at a dephdfeet below the waterline and expires May 7,320

The No Action alternative involves consideratiorighe water resource which may potentially impact
water quality and biota of Lake Michigan and thtotal zone and will require that the NPS perioliijca
renew their dredging permit previously mentionédghder the No-Action alternative, dredging would be
performed on a periodic and possibly commercialisb@de support on-going ferry operations.
Consequently, the Water Resources topic is cafoidard for further consideration.

Aquatic Ecology

The primary concern regarding the aquatic ecoldgh@study area is that the littoral zone is wiakwek
construction, dredging, and dredge disposal adsviwvill take place. The no action alternativeoives
hydraulic dredging, and thus requires the NPS raaintpdate their joint agency permit from the USACE
and MDNR. Consequently, the aquatic ecology tepaarried forward for further consideration.

Cultural Resources

Cultural Landscapes and Historic Structures

According to the NPS’s DO-2&ultural Resource Management Guideliree cultural landscape is a
reflection of human adaptation and use of natwraburces, and is often expressed in the way land is
organized and divided, patterns of settlement, las®] systems of circulation, and the types otaires

that are built.

The project area at SMI is situated in close pratyinto the SMI Lighthouse Complex and Life-saving
Station Historical District. This District is inaied on the National Register of Historic Places
(nominated in 1983) and consists of three primdeyents: the Lighthouse Complex, the U.S. Life-
Saving Station, and Associated Residences. The Lif&Saving Station is located nearest the project
area and covers an area of approximately 7.2 dtiiesludes the main house, an oil shed, the msté,
three sheds, the tower/flagpole, the flammableagmrshed, and the concrete and chain fence. The
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foundation of a lookout station located immediatebutheast of the lighthouse is also included. The
oldest portion of the boat dock is a reconstructiad is not included on the National Register anaot
listed on the NPS List of Classified Structures.

The boundary of the historical district includes #rea immediately surrounding the structurespttie
boat dock, and the beach area between the stracingk Lake Michigan. The 1984 addition to the old
portion of the boat dock is not within the boundafythe historic district. The beach area is ideld
because the focus of the lighthouse and lifesapargonnel was toward the water. The project witl no
disturb any historic structures. Additionally, stn¢he proposed project will be an extension of the
existing dock and of similar construction, the effef the project on cultural landscapes and histor
structures is expected to be negligible. Howetles, construction of the dock extension represents a
alteration of the visual landscape by virtue ofaitilition to the existing cultural context. Althduthese
effects are minor or less in degree and would estlt in any unacceptable impacts, this topic leenb
retained for further analysis in this document.

Special Status Species

The Endangered Species Act (1973) requires an esdion of potential impacts of proposed NPS
activities on all federally-listed threatened omlangered species and designated critical habitaE N
policy also requires examination of potential imgaon state-listed threatened, endangered, caedidat
rare, declining, and sensitive species that argvhraollectively as species of concern.

The NPS must conference or informally consult wite USFWS and/or National Marine Fisheries
Service pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangereai&peéict to (1) clarify whether and what listed,
proposed, and candidate species or designateapoged critical habitats may be in the project;af®a
determine what effect proposed actions may havihese species or critical habitats; and (3) detegmi
the need to enter into formal consultation forelisspecies or designated critical habitats, orevente
for proposed species or proposed critical habitats.

Four federally-listed species and 37 state-listeelces are recorded in Leelanau County, Michigan.
Because the project would be constructed from theemonly, most of these species, including those
found in the foredune area of SMI, have been disadigiue to a lack of appropriate habitat in thgepto
area.

Other species evaluated in Chapters 3 and 4 incheléake herringQoregonus artedj piping plover
(Charadrius melodys trumpeter swanQygnus buccinatgr Common Loon Gavia immey, and bald
eagle Haliaeetus leucocephallus

Park Operations

Extension of the existing boat dock at SMI wouldvyide for improved access to the island and would
minimize the potential need for on-going dredgingemtions, which are provided in part by NPS
personnel. Reduced dredging would effectively redficancial commitments of the NPS and would
allow for the use of these funds to support otrerds at the National Lakeshore, thereby affectieg t
staff and how/where they conduct their work. Hwase reasons, the topic of park operations has been
carried forward for further analysis in this docurhe

Visitor Use and Experience

According to the National Lakeshore, visitor recofitom 2008 through 2010, the average annual number
of ferry passengers for SMI was 6,810. The avesagmial number of private boats visiting SMI foe th
same period was 518. The average annual numb#ayofise and backcountry use for the same period
was 3,592 and 5,925 respectively. Visitation tol $vheaviest during July and August. Construction
and dredging operations both add temporary visndlssound components to a location where visitors
typically experience few such intrusions. Becafesey use is the primary means to access SMI for
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visitor use and because of the visual and soundcesmf construction and dredging operations, the
Visitor Use and Experience topic has been caroeddrd for further analysis in this document.

1.8.2 Impact Topics Dismissed From Detailed Analysi

Topography, Geology, and Soils

According to the NPS'Management Policieg2006), the NPS will preserve and protect geologic
resources and features from adverse effects of huacéivity, while allowing natural processes to

continue (NPS 2006). These policies also statettieaNPS will strive to understand and preseree th

soil resources of park units and to prevent, toetktent possible, the unnatural erosion, physeaaval,

or contamination of the soil, or its contaminatafrother resources.

SMI was formed by glacial deposits which overlay®san limestone. On SMI, an embayment forms
the eastern half of the island. To the west theaymiznt gives way to interlobate moraines and matain
segments, perched dunes and morainal plateausvéstern fringe of the island is marked by shoreline
bluffs. There is one inland lake on SMI, Lake Flare (Resource Information Base, NPS, 1979). Soils
throughout National Lakeshore are sandy and walhed. Soils in the immediate area of the boat slock
consist of lake beach sand and cobbles. The stdb$eaeath the boat dock consists of fine graiake |
beach sand.

Given that there are no significant topographigeologic features in the project area, and thaatea
has been previously disturbed by dock constructind dredging, the alternatives under consideration
(including No Action) would result in negligible tminor and temporary adverse effects to topography,
geology, and soils. Further, such minor or nepl@iimpacts would not result in any unacceptable
impacts. Because these effects are minor or teskegree and would not result in any unacceptable
impacts, this topic is dismissed from further asayn this document.

Terrestrial Resources

Vegetation

According to the NPS’$Management Policie§2006), the NPS strives to maintain all componemd
processes of naturally evolving park unit ecosystemcluding the natural abundance, diversity, and
ecological integrity of native plant communities RSl 2006). Beaches and sand dunes, prevalent
throughout the National Lakeshore and on SMI, prekarsh growing conditions characterized by strong
winds, shifting sand, seasonally high surface teatpees, and dry conditions.

No vascular plants grow on the beach proper becalitégh waves, ice, and moving sand. The first
dunes behind the beach support some pioneer plaatsding beach or Marram grasAnimophila
breviligulata), Pitcher’s thistle Cirsium pitcher), sand cherryRrunus pumil and beach ped.dthyrus
japonicug. Further land-ward in more stabilized areas efdlnes, grass, forb, and shrub species such as
little bluestem $chizachyrium scoparigmhoary puccoon Ljthospermum canescénsand creeping
juniper @uniperus horizontaljsbhecome established (NPS 2005a, MNFI 2006a). WWmadtommunities

are established further inland.

The proposed dock extension would be located imatelgi adjacent to the existing dock facility in ape
water where terrestrial vegetation is lacking. themmore, no vascular aquatic vegetation existhimvit

the project area on SMI in the vicinity of the balatck. Similarly, under the No Action alternative,
continued maintenance dredging would be limite@dbons within the aquatic environment (including
disposal) and would not disrupt terrestrial vegetatommunities. As such, a statement of findifays
vegetation will not be prepared. Further, thereide no unacceptable impacts to vegetation. Bsra
there are no vegetative communities in the progget and because there would be no unacceptable
impacts, this topic is dismissed from further asedyn this document.
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Wildlife

According to the NPS’$Management Policie§2006), the NPS strives to maintain all componemd
processes of naturally evolving park unit ecosystemcluding the natural abundance, diversity, and
ecological integrity of wildlife (NPS 2006). SMupports fewer wildlife species when compared to
nearby mainland areas of the National Lakeshore.

The proposed dock extension would be located imatelgi adjacent to the existing dock facility in an
area that is dredged regularly to remove sand ssdation. The presence of humans, ferry traffic,
routine maintenance dredging, and the specificeptdiocation in open water has limited much of the
native wildlife in the project area. Wildlife paitally occurring within the project area at theé& of
construction includes painted turtles, ring-billgdlls, herring gulls, double-crested cormorants] an
various waterfowl common to Lake Michigan nearshareas. Such wildlife would be temporarily
displaced during construction of the new dock esitam but the proposed project would eliminate the
disturbance and temporary displacement of wildéfesociated with ongoing routine maintenance
dredging operations. Construction activities wouoddult in negligible to minor adverse effects as
activities would be conducted from a barge platfarmd be short in duration.

During construction, noise would also increase, clwvhimay disturb wildlife in the general area.
Construction-related noise would be short term pmary, and baseline sound conditions would resume
following construction activities. Therefore, tBhort term, temporary noise from construction would
have a negligible to minor adverse effect on widdli

In a similar manner, activities performed in comjion with continued maintenance dredging under the
No Action alternative would result in negligible fiacts to wildlife. Intermittent activities assoedtwith
this action would be limited to the aquatic envirant and would not be expected to disrupt wildlise.

The minor or negligible impacts described above ld/owt result in any unacceptable impacts for eithe
alternative under consideration. Because thegetefire minor or less in degree and would noftrasu
any unacceptable impacts, this topic is dismissaa further analysis in this document.

Wetlands

Executive Order 1199Brotection of Wetlandsequires federal agencies to avoid, where possioerse
impacts to wetlands. NPS policies for wetlandstased inManagement Policie€2006) and DO 77-1
Wetlands Protectiostrive to prevent the loss or degradation of wettaand to preserve and enhance the
natural and beneficial values of wetlands. Furtieee, 8404 of the Clean Water Act authorizes the
USACE to prohibit or regulate, through a permittipgpcess, discharge or dredged or fill material or
excavation within waters of the United States.

In accordance with DO 77\Wetlands Protectionproposed actions that have the potential to aeler
impact wetlands must be addressed in a statemefimdihgs for wetlands. For regulatory purposes
under the Clean Water Act, the term wetlands métmsse areas that are inundated or saturated by
surface or ground water at a frequency and durasigfficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegatatmcally adapted for life in saturated soil cdiuhs.
Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bodssanilar areas.” Under the Clean Water Act
wetland definition, wetlands are not present beedhe project area is located in open water atests t
lack hydrophytic vegetation.

For the purposes of determining if a NPS staterokfihdings for wetlands is needed, NPS guidanse al
directs that the Cowardin wetland definition bddwaled for naturally un-vegetated or non-soil sgesh
as wave-active shorelines. The Cowardin wetlarishition encompasses more aquatic habitat types tha
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the definition and delineation manual used by tbhep€ of Engineers for indentifying wetlands subject
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Under the Cowardin definition, the Lacustrine Sgsfacludes permanently flooded lakes such as Lake
Michigan. Subsystems include littoral (all wetlahabitats in the Lacustrine System) and limnetit (a
deepwater habitats). Because the project workgbeamsidered is entirely water based and does not
involve any work on land, any wetland area of conosould have to be under water and would be
bounded by the point where deepwater habitat betyirgeneral, the lower limits of a lacustrine \aetl

fall between lacustrine littoral and lacustrine figtic (deepwater habitat) zones where the watethdep
reaches 2 meters (or 6.6 feet) at low water. Buhtinued sand deposition the current dock ellthe
starting point of any extension stands at point re@ltbe water depth is less than 6.6 feet deep when
measured prior to yearly dredging operations.

DO 77-1 further provides for exceptions to the Nfeguirement for a wetland statement of findings.
Actions that may be excepted include docks withedamd impact of less than 0.1 acre. These mast al
meet certain NPS best management practices (Appéndi DO 77-1). The total, above water area of
dock (existing and proposed expansion) is less th@@ of an acre. The actual area of land potiéntia
disturbed on a long term basis would be furtheitéithto the area of the points where pilings aneedr.

With the proposed construction activities beinggeabased and the mitigation measures detailed in
section 2.2, the action alternative being consmlemeuld meet the NPS best management practices
detailed in DO 77-1. With the dock under bothdleon and no action alternatives impacting a tataa

of than 0.1 acre, neither alternative under comattn would require the preparation of a wetland
statement of fact. As a result this topic is dssed from further analysis in this document.

Floodplains
Executive Order 1198Bloodplain Managememequires all federal agencies to avoid constracivghin

the 100-year floodplain unless no other practicaiternative exists. Under the 200anagement
Policies (2006) and DO 77-Floodplain Managementhe NPS will strive to preserve floodplain values
and minimize hazardous floodplain conditions. Adoog to DO 77-2Floodplain Managementertain
construction within a 100-year floodplain requipgeparation of a statement of findings for floodma

The project activities associated with both thepps®ed dock extension and the No Action alternatve
located within the ordinary high water line of Lakichigan and is not within a 100-year floodplain;
therefore, a statement of findings for floodplaindl not be prepared. Further, there would be no
unacceptable impacts to floodplains. Because thieraro floodplains in the project area, and tiheset
would be no unacceptable impacts, this topic isgised from further analysis in this document.

Air Quality

The Clean Air Act of 1963 (42 USC 7401 et seq.) watablished to promote the public health and
welfare by protecting and enhancing the nation'sgaglity. The act establishes specific prograha t
provide special protection for air resources andqaiality related values associated with NPS units.
Section 118 of the Clean Air Act requires a parkt tm meet all federal, state, and local air padiot
standards. The National Lakeshore is designatedGiass Il air quality area under the Clean Ait. A&
Class Il designation indicates the maximum allowalsicrease in concentrations of pollutants over
baseline concentrations of sulfur dioxide and paliite matter as specified in 8163 of the CleanAir.
Further, the Clean Air Act provides that the fetlédaad manager has an affirmative responsibility to
protect air quality related values (including vibil, plants, animals, soils, water quality, cul
resources, and visitor health) from adverse palfutimpacts (EPA 2000).

Baseline air quality studies were conducted in Nagional Lakeshore during 1987 and 1988 with
indications that air was of very good quality. Exaation of sulfur dioxide-sensitive lichens in the
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National Lakeshore revealed very little impact fréms pollutant. White pine needles showed thetleas
damage due to air pollution of all parks testedMichigan. The area has only light industry, andaas
result has extremely good visibility most of theéi. Fog from Lake Michigan is the only occasional
hindrance to good visibility at the National Lakesdh (NPS 2005a.).

Construction activities such as barge and dredgeatipns could result in temporary increases ofckeh
exhaust, emissions, and fugitive dust in the gérmject area. Any exhaust, emissions, and fugiti
dust generated from construction activities woutdtdmporary and localized and would likely disspat
rapidly because air stagnation at the National Eh&ee is rare. Similarly, under the No Action
alternative minor intermittent increases in emissionay be expected in conjunction with maintenance
dredging activities.

Overall, the project is expected to result in addal air emissions for either alternative under
consideration. However, this effect is not expectedcause a degradation of local air quality, as
emissions would be negligible, and temporary. Thass Il air quality designation for the National
Lakeshore would not be affected by the proposairthér, because the Class Il air quality would lnet
affected, there would be no unacceptable impaétarther, the maximum allowable concentrations of
Class Il pollutants would not be exceeded.

Soundscape Management

In accordance witiManagement Policie@006) and DO-4Bound Preservation and Noise Management
an important component of the NPS’s mission ispteservation of natural soundscapes associated with
national park units (NPS 2006). Natural soundssapast in the absence of human-caused sound. The
natural ambient soundscape is the aggregate dfialhatural sounds that occur in park units, togreth
with the physical capacity for transmitting natusalunds. Natural sounds occur within and beyord th
range of sounds that humans can perceive and caarmsmitted through air, water, or solid materials
The frequencies, magnitudes, and durations of huraased sound considered acceptable varies among
NPS units as well as potentially throughout eaak pait, being generally greater in developed asrab

less in undeveloped areas.

The proposed location for the dock and all consitsacactivity would occur in what can be consideeged
high activity zone of the National Lakeshore. ERri3 sounds in this area are most often generated f
on-going ferry boat docking activities, vehiculaaftic (visitors and employees entering/leaving $MI
people, some wildlife such as birds, and wind. riogenerated by the construction of the proposed# do
extension may include those associated with worgédand dredge operations, pile-driving, other smal
construction tools, and the associated workfoBBecause the area already contains man-made nibises,
short-term generation of noise during the consmacgphase is not expected to appreciably increlase t
noise levels in the general area. During operatimmg-term noise emissions from the project areg m
be expected to incrementally decrease, as the gedpaction would result in a reduced need for
maintenance dredging (and its associated noise@ene.

Similarly, under the No Action alternative minorténmittent increases in noise emissions may be
expected in conjunction with maintenance dredguityiies.

Such negligible or minor impacts (long-term and rsterm) would not result in any unacceptable
impacts for either the No Action alternative or f@posed dock extension. Because these effects are
minor or less in degree and would not result in angcceptable impacts, this topic is dismissed from
further analysis in this document.
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Lightscape Management

In accordance witManagement Policie006), the NPS strives to preserve natural aniginscapes,
which are natural resources and values that exidta absence of human caused light (NPS 2006¢. Th
National Lakeshore strives to limit the use of faiil outdoor lighting to that which is necessdoy
basic safety requirements. The site also strigesnsure that all outdoor lighting is shielded he t
maximum extent possible, to keep light on the ideghsubject and out of the night sky. In the vigiof

the project area at SMI, the primary sources dftligclude two light poles associated with the &g
boat dock facility.

The proposed action will result in the extensionh&f boat dock and would require the addition otap
two light poles. However, as with the existing ligloles, all new lights will be equipped with appriate
shielding mechanisms to reduce fugitive light. Bin@ount and extent of exterior lighting on the estsh
boat dock would have negligible effects on the texgsoutside lighting or natural night sky of thea.

Under the No Action alternative no increase in fligimissions are expected as maintenance dredging
activities would be conducted during daylight hours

Because these effects are minor or less in degravauld not result in any unacceptable impacts, th
topic is dismissed from further analysis in thisdment.

Socioeconomics

The proposed action would neither change local mgional land use nor appreciably impact local
businesses or other agencies. Implementatioregbrbposed action could provide a negligible berafi
impact to the economies of nearby communities dumihimal increases in employment opportunities
for the construction workforce and revenues foaldmusinesses and governments generated from these
additional construction activities and workers.

Under the No Action alternative intermittent maimdace dredging would either be conducted by NPS
staff or under contract as conditions may dictatesither case these activities are not expecteddolt
in significant socioeconomic impacts.

Any increase in workforce and revenue associatéd @ither alternative under consideration, however,
would be temporary and negligible, lasting onlylasg as construction. Because the impacts to the
socioeconomic environment would be negligible, thfsc is dismissed.

Prime and Unigue Farmlands

The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981, as ateeh) requires federal agencies to consider adverse
effects to prime and unigue farmlands that wouldultein the conversion of these lands to non-
agricultural uses. Prime or unique farmland isslged by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's INat
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and is etefas soil that particularly produces general crops
such as common foods, forage, fiber, and oil seetjue farmland produces specialty crops such as
fruits, vegetables, and nuts. Because the preje is located in open water areas in the nearshor
habitat of Lake Michigan, prime and unique farmisuade not present. Because there would be naeffec
on prime and unique farmlands, this topic is diseisfrom further analysis in this document.

Cultural Resources

Archaeological Resources

In addition to the National Historic Preservatiomtfand the NP3vanagement Policie$2006), the
NPS’s DO-28B Archeology affirms a long-term commitment to the appropridatevestigation,
documentation, preservation, interpretation, aradgation of archeological resources inside unitshef
National Park System. As one of the principal stels of America's heritage, the NPS is charged with
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the preservation of the commemorative, educatiosaientific, and traditional cultural values of
archeological resources for the benefit and enjoyroé present and future generations. Archeoldgica
resources are nonrenewable and irreplaceable, soimportant that all management decisions and
activities throughout the National Park Systemeetfla commitment to the conservation of archeoligic
resources as elements of our national heritage.

The proposed extension of the existing boat do@Mitis an activity that is entirely water-basedhwio
land-based activity. As described in Section 2.fth2, construction of this facility will consist gbme
limited dredging followed by construction of thewnéock facility from a work barge. The near-shore
environments in the immediate project area areadterized by substrates that are disturbed and anove
by lake currents and storm events. While sevesdbtically and archeologically conserved shipwrecks
are located in the waters around SMI, no known presderved sites are within the vicinity of the dock
facility. Additionally, ongoing dredging activitseconducted to support the existing dock have not
resulted in the discovery of any subsurface ardbgaral remains (e.g. shipwrecks, etc.). Therefthe,
proposed project area is not expected to contaimeatogical deposits; however, appropriate stepddvo
be taken to protect any archeological resourcesatieanadvertently discovered during construction.

Because the project alternatives under consideréiticluding the No Action alternative) will notsdurb

any known archeological sites, the affect of thejgmt on archeological resources is expected to be
negligible. Further, such negligible impacts wontt result in any unacceptable impacts. Becausset
effects are minor or less in degree and would egult in any unacceptable impacts, this topic is
dismissed from further analysis in this document.

Ethnographic Resources

NPS’s DO-28Cultural Resource Managemeudtefines ethnographic resources as any site, stejct
object, landscape, or natural resource featurgresditraditional legendary, religious, subsisterure,
other significance in the cultural system of a graxaditionally associated with it. According t@OE28
and Executive Order 13007 on sacred sites, the §e8Id try to preserve and protect ethnographic
resources.

The NPS recognizes that ethnographic studies aededeto formally identify groups of people with
traditional associations to park lands and watbii8S 2008). Although no groups have been formally
identified yet, several American Indian tribes wemnsulted about ethnographic resources and tribal
concerns related to actions that might be propeastdn the Sleeping Bear Dunes General Management
Plan. No sacred sites were identified. A Consertr®= onthe U.S. v. Michigan 1836 Inland Treaty
Rights case was signed in November 2007. The ConsenteBeecognizes a treaty-retained right for
tribal members to engage in certain hunting, fighiand gathering activities in the ceded territory
(including the National Lakeshore). The five Micaigindian tribes involved in the Consent Decree are
the Bay Mills Indian Community, the Sault Ste. Mafiribe of Chippewa Indians, the Little Traverse/Ba
Bands of Odawa Indians, the Grand Traverse Bar@ttaiva and Chippewa Indians, and the Little River
Band of Ottawa Indians.

It is likely that other ethnographic resources existhe National Lakeshore. National Lakeshord wil
conduct ethnographic studies when funding becomaitahle. Until such studies are conducted, there i
insufficient information upon which to analyze ebignaphic resources.

As no sacred sites have been identified; givenlithéed scope of the alternatives under considenati
(including the No Action alternative), and becaaseess to South Manitou Island would be perpetuated
for any group traditionally associated with Souttaritou Island, impacts to potential ethnographic
resources are considered to be negligible. Becthese effects are negligible in degree and woutd no
result in any unacceptable impacts, this topiddmissed from further analysis in this document.
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Museum Collections

The NPS’sManagement Policie§2006) and DO-2&ultural Resource Management Guideli(i998)
require the consideration of impacts on museumectiins (historic artifacts, natural specimens, and
archival and manuscript material). Because the’pankiseum collections would be unaffected by either
of the alternatives, museum collections was disatiss an impact topic.

Indian Trust Resources

Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any anticpatgacts to Indian trust resources from a proposed
project or action by the Department of Interior mges be explicitly addressed in environmental
documents. The federal Indian trust responsibigity legally enforceable fiduciary obligation tw fpart

of the United States to protect tribal lands, assesources, and treaty rights, and it represedigy to
carry out the mandates of federal law with respeétmerican Indian and Alaska Native tribes.

There are no Indian trust resources at the Natihalteshore. The lands comprising the National
Lakeshore are not held in trust by the Secretath@linterior for the benefit of Indians due toitrstatus

as Indians. Because there are no Indian trusuress potentially affected by either alternativelem
consideration, this topic is dismissed from furthealysis in this document.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 1289&eneral Actions to Address Environmental Justic&linority Populations and
Low-Income Populationsequires all federal agencies to incorporate emvirental justice into their
missions by identifying and addressing dispropodtely high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of their programs and padican minorities and low-income populations and
communities. The new dock extension would be atel for use by all visitors regardless of race or
income. Additionally, the construction workforces (maintenance dredging workers) would not be hired
based on their race or income. Neither of therrsdteses under consideration would have
disproportionate health or environmental effects omnorities or low-income populations or
communities. Because there would be no disprapaate effects, this topic is dismissed from further
analysis in this document.

Waste Management

Non-human solid waste generated on the islandiweved from the island and disposed on the mainland.
Waste generated during the dock extension actyitfehis alternative is selected, will consisinatrily

of surplus material, wood scrap, and incidentattaioier or packaging material. This material woléd
removed from the area and recycled or disposedrdiogdy on the mainland. In comparison, no
significant generation of wastes is expected utigeiNo Action alternative as the maintenance dregigi
activity does not generate construction waste rizdser

Because these effects are minor or less in degréevauld not result in any unacceptable impacts for
either alternative under consideration, this tapidismissed from further analysis in this document

Energy Reguirements and Conservation Potential

The implementing regulations of the NEPA requirattlenergy requirements, natural or depletable
resource requirements, and conservation potentahtalyzed. Construction of the proposed dock
extension is expected to require the use of fégsls to power the work barge and dredge. Howeheés,
additional energy use is expected to be more tlfitsetdoy the reduced need for ongoing maintenance
dredging. Any differences between the alternativeserms of these factors would be localized and
negligible. Therefore, this topic was dismissedrfridetailed analysis.
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1.9 IMPAIRMENT OF PARK RESOURCES

The NPS has congressional authority to allow impaathin parks during management operations, but
with the requirement by U.S. Congress through thga@ic Act, that the management of the parks by the
NPS “ensures that park resources and values wiltimee to exist in a condition that will allow the
American people to have present and future oppitiesnfor enjoyment of them” (NPS 2006). In its
Management Policie§2006) the NPS requires that any decisions or ¢pesawith the potential for
impacts be analyzed to determine the possibilitingfairments to the park’s resources or valuese Th
NPS manager responsible for determining if an imhE@an impairment to those resources and values
must weigh several factors. These factors incthdespecific affected resources and values, thersgy
duration, and timing of the impact(s), the direstl andirect effects of the impact(s), and the cuativé
effects of the impact(s).

An impact to any resource or value within the parky or may not represent an impairment to that
resource or value. The likelihood of an impactulisy in an impairment to a resource or value is
increased in the event that the conservation d¢frés®urce or value is
* necessary to fulfill specific purposes identifiedthe establishing legislation or proclamation of
the park,
* key to the natural or cultural integrity of the lpar to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or
» identified in the park’s general management plaotber relevant NPS planning documents as
being of significance.

Consistent with the NPS'$Guidance for Impairment Determinations in NPS NEBAcuments,
November 9, 2011, a written non-impairment deteatmom will be ultimately prepared for the selected
action and appended to the Finding of No Signifiderpact (FONSI).
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

During September of 2009, an interdisciplinary teamNPS employees met for the purpose of
developing project alternatives. This meeting ltestin the definition of project objectives as désed

in the Purpose and Needand a list of alternatives that could potentiaitget these objectives. One
action alternative and the No-Action alternativee ararried forward for further evaluation in this
environmental assessment. A summary table congaltiarnative components is presented at the end of
this chapter.

2.1 ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD

2.1.1 Alternative A: No Action

Under this alternative, the proposed dock extenato®MI would not be constructed. The existingkdoc
facility would continue to operate. Additionallyhere would be a continued need for on-going
maintenance dredging to support ferry operatiortss Tredging would be conducted as needed and
would result in the removal of materials from theckli area and the disposal of such materials in
nearshore aquatic habitats.

Because of increased sediment deposition currgmédgent in the existing dock area, dredging by an
outside contractor would likely still be requireddause the volume of sediment to be removed isrtoeyo
the National Lakeshore personnel removal capadsliti In addition, moving forward, the National
Lakeshore personnel will still need to spend ameded two weeks per year of two personnel working
12 hour days to try to maintain a depth which woalldw ferry docking. Depending on lake level
fluctuations and sediment deposition rate, additi@ontracted dredging services may be needed.

Should the No Action alternative be selected, tiRSNvould respond to future needs and conditions of
existing dock and ferrying operations without magations or changes in present course of action.
Figure 2-1 represents a plan of the existing caomtand reflects the No Action alternative.

2.1.2 Alternative B — SMI Dock Extension

This alternative consists of extending the existitogk up to 100 feet further into the lake past the
existing ell within the potential area of effediVater depth along the dock extension is dependeson u
the final dock configuration. If extended out 1f@@t, the water depth at the end of the dock waeld
approximately 23 feet. At the point of connectiorthe existing dock, water depth is five feet gptio
yearly dredging). Under this alternative the emgsell would remain in place. The purpose of doek
extension is not to increase capacity to serveefang more vessels but continue to accommodatermurr
use.

Construction of this facility is expected to be qieted in a 3 to 4 week timeframe. This expected
construction duration forms the basis of impactlys®s presented in Chapter 4. The area of potential
effect (“APE”) will consist of nearshore habitatafgly substrate) on SMI in Lake Michigan and will
include the existing public access dock and theewarea immediately adjacent to the docks
(approximate 140 feet by 115 feet) for constructibthe dock extension (Figure 2-2). No constiutti
materials will touch the land surface. All equiprthend materials will be stored or used from a earg
The structure will be constructed out of wood ategtlsconnectors. Wood pilings will be driven ik
lake bottom to form the basis of the structure @ndld be of a similar type as the existing docklitgc

The following text further describes the componaitalternative B:
» Dock Features— Dock features will include courtesy lighting alight duty electrical outlets.
Water will not be provided.
» Use/Operation of the Facility— The dock facility will be used primarily by tlincessionaire
who operates the ferry boats for the NPS. Theingmy objective is to deliver visitors to SMI

Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lakeshore 15



SMI Dock Extension Environmental Assessment

2.2

and they operate from May through September. Oihwaller boats operated by the NPS also
use the dock to deliver NPS supplies and trandgB$ personnel. Private boats may tie up
briefly to the dock for boarding/off-loading andigery.

Utilities — Electricity is available at the dock to allowengtion of lighting and provide limited
access electrical outlets.

Access— As previously mentioned, access is primarily NS regulated boat traffic, with some
short term public access allowed for pickup angdff only. The nearest mainland port relative
to the SMI dock is in Leland, Michigan, approximgt®6 miles away.

Construction Staging— To implement this alternative, all necessaryamals will be transported
and staged/stored on work barges. Staging/steoriatgrials on shore will not be necessary to
implement this alternative.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The following mitigation measures were developedniaimize the degree and/or severity of adverse
effects and would be implemented during constracbibthe action alternative, as needed:

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

To minimize possible petrochemical leaks from cargion equipment, the contractor would
regularly monitor and check construction equipmnteritdentify and repair any leaks. In addition,
the contractor will be required to have stagedhatvtork site appropriate spill kits to contain and
clean up any petrochemical leak or spill.

Construction workers and supervisors would be & about special status species. Contract
provisions would require the cessation of consioactctivities if a species were discovered in
the project area, until park staff re-evaluates gtaect. This would allow modification of the
contract for any protection measures determinedssaey to protect the discovery.

Should construction unearth previously undiscovendtural resources, work would be stopped
in the area of any discovery and the NPS would wibnsith the State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on HistoRceservation, as necessary, according to
836 CFR 800.13Post Review Discoveries In the unlikely event that human remains are
discovered during construction, provisions outlinedhe Native American Graves Protection
and Repatriation Act (1990) would be followed.

The construction contractor will be informed of gensitive and historic nature of the site. NPS
staff will monitor all moving activities to minimé&potential damage to the historic dock.

The NPS would ensure that all contractors and subactors are informed of the penalties for
illegally collecting artifacts or intentionally daging paleontological materials, archeological
sites, or historic properties. Contractors andcseaotractors would also be instructed on
procedures to follow in case previously unknowrepatological or archeological resources are
uncovered during construction.

To minimize the potential for impacts to park wisg, variations on construction timing may be
considered. The primary option includes conducthrgymajority of the work in the off-season
(early spring) or shoulder seasons. Another optimiudes implementing daily construction
activity curfews such as not operating construcggaipment between the hours of 6 PM to 7
AM in summer (May through September). The NPS walgtérmine this in consultation with the
contractor.

Construction workers and supervisors would be mémd about the special sensitivity of the
National Lakeshore values, regulations, and ap@atgphousekeeping.

According to Management Policie$2006), the NPS would strive to construct fa@htiwith
sustainable designs and systems to minimize pateativironmental impacts. Development
would not compete with or dominate the National égthore features, or interfere with natural
processes, such as the seasonal migration of f@ilalispawning of fish. To the extent possible,
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the design and management of facilities would emjgka environmental sensitivity in
construction, use of nontoxic materials (wood giginin constant contact with water, would not
be chemically treated), resource conservation,ctey, and integration of visitors with natural
and cultural settings.

» Access for the passenger ferry service will beimethif construction activities occur when the
ferry operates.

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED

2.3.1 Continued Use of Existing dock without Improement or Continued Dredging.

Under this alternative, sediment would continueaécsumulate in the area of the dock and soon block
access to the dock facility. Without access tmekdacility, staff and visitors would either beepented
from visiting the island or access would be gaibgdgrounding’ small boats on the shoreline. This
would both increase the safety risk to staff arglters and introduce impacts to natural and cultura
resources as a result of multiple groundings atiplellocations. For these reasons this alterpatras
dismissed from further analysis.

2.3.2 Construction of a New Dock near the Existin@ock (at the southeast point of SMI bay).
Construction of a dock north of the existing docwd soon place the dock within area managed as
wilderness (see 2.3.3). If located south of thisterg dock, the dock site would soon be outsidéhef
sheltered bay environment and into areas whererehailing winds would impact safe operation of the
facility. Any dock constructed immediately adjatém the existing dock would be subject to the same
sedimentation and water depth conditions. Thehs@st point of SMI bay is also within the boundairy
the National Register Historic District. If a nelwck was constructed, a connection route would have
be developed to link the new facility with the dixig circulation route running through the Historic
District. This alternative was dismissed from lfieit analysis because construction of new dockist th
location did not offer any benefit over extendihg existing dock and would result in additional aofs

to natural and cultural resources.

2.3.3 Construction of a New Dock at another SMI Loation

This alternative would result in the constructidran entirely new dock facility in an area managed
wilderness as well as a potentially extensive neadfaccess system to link the new dock site to the
existing access system. This alternative wamidsed from further analysis because constructian o
dock in wilderness would be in conflict with the dérness Act and contrary to the direction provitgd
Congress in the 1982 amendment to the Nationaldtake’s enabling legislation.

2.4 ALTERNATIVE SUMMARIES

Table 2-1 summarizes the major components of Adtares A and B, and compares the ability of these
alternatives to meet the project objectives (thealves for this project are identified in tRerrpose and
Needchapter). As shown in the following table, Altative B meets each of the objectives identified for
this project, while the No Action alternative doest address all of the objectives.
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Table 2-1 — Summary of Alternatives and How Each Aérnative Meets Project Objectives

Alternative B — Dock Extension

Alternative Elements
SMI Boat Dock Facility

Alternative A — No Action

The existing boat dock would
continue to serve as the acces
point for island visitors and
NPS staff, with regular
dredging required for safe use
and accessibility.

An extended boat dock would provide a
ssafe, deep water access point for the

the need for dredging the lake sand
sediment under and around the boat dog

commercial ferry, private boats, and NP$
staff boats, and would reduce or eliminate

D

K.

Access/Island Use

Access to the boat dock and
SMI would continue
unimpeded, except during
dredging operations.

The existing boat dock would only not be
accessible during construction operation
Once the extended boat dock is in place
the deeper water, the need for maintena
dredging operations would be minimized

along with associated access disruptions.

Uy

in
nce

Construction Staging

Project Objectives
Provide visitors and
staff safe access to SM

Construction staging would 1
be needed.

Meets Project Objectives?
Yes. Continuation of dredging
loperations under and around t
boat dock would allow for safe
access to the island.

dConstruction operations would occur fron
barges in the water around the current d
with no work or storage impacting the
beach or adjacent terrestrial areas.
Meets Project Objectives?

Yes. An extended boat dock would allow
heisitors and staff to safely access the islg
without the ferry/boats having to enter
shallow water.

Dck

nd

Provide visitors and
staff convenient access
to SMI resources

Yes. The location of the
existing dock is convenient to
SMI resources.

Yes. An extension to the dock would no
change access to SMI resources.

Reduce or eliminate
NPS staff dredging
maintenance costs and
NPS staff work/time-
use

No. Annual dredging by NPS
staff to remove lake sand
sedimentation would continue.

Yes. An extension of the current boat dg
out into deeper water would reduce or
eliminate the need for dredging, which
would save the NPS money and free up
staff time for other maintenance activitieg

ck

D.

Eliminate potential
need for large quantity
contracted dredging

No. Contracted, large quantity
dredging would continue to be
required for the current boat
dock, constructed in 1984.

Yes. The current boat dock would be

need for large quantity, contracted
dredging.

extended into deeper water, eliminating the

Minimizes the need to

Yes. An existing road and trai

Yes. An extension to the current dock

modify other SMI system provides the needed | would not require any modification to the
facilities (roads and access to points on SMI. existing road and trail system.
trails)

Is located outside of

designated wilderness

Yes. The current dock is not ir

n1Yes. An extension to the current dock

wilderness

would not be in wilderness
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Table 2-2 summarizes the anticipated environmeimghcts for Alternatives A and B. Only those

impact topics that have been carried forward father analysis are included in this table.

Environmental Consequencelsapter provides a more detailed explanation egelimpacts.

Table 2-2 — Environmental Impact Summary by Alterndive

Water

Impact Topic | Alternative A — No Action

No adverse impacts to the water

Alternative B — Dock Extension
No adverse impacts to the water resource

Resources resources from continued dredging, as would result from the construction of the
long as conditions of the required extended dock. The Preferred Alternative
permitting are met. would actually result in less overall impag

to water resources since future dredging
would be reduced or eliminated.

Aquatic Minor adverse impacts on the aquatic | Minor short-term adverse impacts from th

Ecology ecology due to the continuance of construction of the dock extension, but
annual maintenance dredging in long-term benefits of lesser or no impacts
nearshore areas. due to the reduction or cessation of annu

maintenance dredging.

Cultural No impacts to historic structures or No impacts to historic structures; minor

Resources cultural resources as no construction | adverse impact to historic landscape, but

The

al

activities would be conducted. proposed dock extension is expected to be
designed and constructed to be consistent in
appearance and materials as the existing
dock facility.
Special Status | No impacts to special status species. No impactpeoial status species.
Species
Park Minor to moderate adverse impact on | Minor to moderate beneficial effects to park
Operations park operations resulting from continuedperations and an appreciable direct cost
expenditure of financial and personnel savings will be realized due to the reduction
resources of the National Lakeshore, | or cessation of maintenance dredging at the
associated with the continued proposed dock extension.
maintenance dredging of the existing
dock.
Visitor Use Moderate adverse impacts to visitor useshort-term negligible to minor adverse
and and experience due to periodic dredgingmpacts during the 3 to 4 weeks of
Experience operations. construction of the proposed dock extension
due to noise and visual impacts. Long-term
major beneficial effects for visitor use and
experience resulting from uninterrupted
access to the island.
2.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The environmentally preferred alternative is detesd by applying the criteria suggested in the NEPA
(1969), which guides the CEQ. The environmentaligferable alternative is the alternative that will

promote the national environmental policy as exggdsin NEPA 8101.

Ordinarily, this means the

alternative that causes the least damage to tHegiial and physical environment; it also means the
alternative that best protects, preserves, andneelsahistoric, cultural and natural resources.

Alternative A, No-Action, only minimally meets thevaluation standard because it retains facilities
would require on-going disturbance to the environime
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Alternative B is the environmentally preferred af@ive because it best addresses this evaluation
standard. Alternative B, Dock Extension, woulduesl future commitments of NPS resources (cost and
staff) and would reduce impacts to the environnfiemh periodic maintenance dredging.

No new information came forward from public scoporgconsultation with other agencies to necessitate
the development of any new alternatives, other tise described and evaluated in this document.
Because it meets the purpose and need for thecprije project objectives, and is the environnignta
preferred alternative, Alternative B is also recoemaied as the NPS Preferred Alternative. For the
remainder of the document, Alternative B will béereed to as the Preferred Alternative.
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS/AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1 WATER RESOURCES

This section describes the natural environmenhefsite area related to surface water and grourdwat
Surface water generally refers to streams, riy@eds, reservoirs and lakes. Groundwater refensater
located beneath the ground surface that is beyleadail-root zone, and is a major source of potable
water (Christopherson, 2003).

NPS policies require protection of water qualitysigtent with the Clean Water Act. The purposthef
Clean Water Act is to "restore and maintain thenabel, physical, and biological integrity of the
Nation's waters." To enact this goal, the USACE been charged with evaluating federal actions that
result in potential degradation of waters of thetéth States and issuing permits for actions comsist
with the Clean Water Act. The USEPA also has raesjility for oversight and review of permits and
actions, which affect waters of the United StatesMichigan, these permits are administered jgibty

the USACE and the MDEQ.

The project area is located along the easterndfi@M| within a natural bay of northern Lake Michig
(see Figure 1-1). Leland is the nearest port tomdhia the location from where most boat trafficatad
from SMI, including the transport ferries, origiaat Lake Michigan is the fifth largest fresh wadsde in
the world and the second largest of the Great Lbiesurface area.

The USEPA and MDEQ report that there are advisoftesfish consumption for fish from Lake
Michigan, primarily for mercury and polychlorinatdsiphenyls (PCB) concerns. They also note
impairment for public water supply use from Lakechlgan. There is one lake (Florence Lake) located
on SMI that is just over one mile from the doclesit

Shallow groundwater is present on the island atirdegenerally dependent upon land surface topograph
elevation above lake level. The two NPS SMI watapply wells are completed at a depth of 85 feet
below ground level and do not draw water from Lakehigan. Due primarily to the sandy soils of the
island, there is no developed stream system oisldred and most of the precipitation on the islaitder
infiltrates into the sandy soil, or is retained Ftorence Lake, or in wetland areas. An associated
distribution system conveys potable water fromgtrmindwater wells to public use areas on SMI.

3.2 AQUATIC ECOLOGY

3.2.1 Benthos

Information on the benthic macroinvertebrate comityupatterns in Lake Michigan’s northern basin is
generally lacking (Nalepa et al. 2005). Howevke, benthic macroinvertebrate community in the deepe
waters of the lake’s southern basin have histdyichken dominated by the amphipdiporeia,
oligochaetes of the familyubificidae and fingernail clamsSphaeriidag (Mechenich et al. 2009). A
shift in composition associated with decreased dhoce ofDiporeia and increased numbers of
tubificids in nutrient-enriched shallow sites wasted by Cook and Johnson (1974). In recent years,
densities of all three taxa have declined in thallstver waters of Lake Ontario, possibly due to the
increased presence of, and competition from, zabhdaquagga musselPrgissenaspp.) (Lozano et al.
2001). Density declines of the critical food wetmponentDiporeia and zooplankton between 1994
and 2005 are indications that certain Great Lale@systems are considerably stressed (USEPA and
Environment Canada 2007). In the vicinity of thésérg dock facility and associated nearshore bidit
benthic invertebrate communities are expected taetsively poorly developed due to the unstable,
shifting sediments associated with these envirorsnen

3.2.2 Fish
Eighty-one native fish species have been foundakelLMichigan, including six that are now considered
extinct; an additional 17 species have been inteduto the system, either deliberately (six) or by
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accident (eleven) (Eshenroder et al. 1995). Tkadre fish community (<45 meters [m] in depth) in
Lake Michigan includes the recreationally/commdigiaimportant northern pike, muskellunge,
smallmouth bass , yellow perch, and walleye as alcatfish and sunfish species (Eshenroder et al.
1995). The esocids, centrarchids, and yellow pengh strongly associated with vegetated areas or
shallow areas with woody structure as juveniles ashdlts. Walleye are typically found in deepereavat
as adults, but utilize the shallow nearshore di@aspawning habitat. Kelly and Price (1979) reépdr34
species from the Lake Michigan shoreline within ttational Lakeshore. Non-game species include
spottail shiner, trout-perch, Johnny darter, mdtseulpin, and slimy sculpin. Fessell (2007) aibe
alewife, longnose dace, round goby, and Johnnederiseine collections at Sleeping Bear Bay.

Lake sturgeon, a threatened species in Michigatotically spawned along the shorelines of Nortth an
South Fox Islands, which are north of the studyaareLeelanau County (MNFI 2000). It was also
reported from the Lake Michigan shoreline withire tNational Lakeshore by Kelly and Price (1979).
Populations of this species are reportedly incrgpsiue to habitat improvements and protection from
harvest (Schneeberger et al. 2005).

3.3 QULTURAL RESOURCES

Cultural resources as a group include historiccttines, cultural landscapes, archeological ressurce
ethnographic resources, and museum collections.|8ttex three categories have not been analyzed in
detail because they would not be affected underaigynative; these categories are described in the
“Impact Topics Dismissed” section later in this ptea.

Historic Property Definitions

Historic properties are variously defined under GBR 800 as “any historic district, site, building,
structure, or object included in or eligible focimsion in, the National Register of Historic Plac¢elhe
following definitions are used by the NPS:

» Building: created principally to shelter any fordfhhmman activity such as a barn, house, church,
or hotel;

» Site: the location of a significant event; a préns or historic occupation or activity; or a
building or structure, whether standing or ruinedzanished, where the location itself possesses
historic, cultural, or archeological value, regasdl of the value of the existing structure;

e Structure: a functional construction usually maolegurposes other than creating human shelter,
such as tunnels, bridges, oil wells, or dams;

* Object: primarily artistic in nature or is relatiyesmall in scale and simply constructed —
although an object may be moveable by nature agule$ is associated with a specific setting or
environment, including sculptures, boundary markerstatues;

» District: possesses a significant concentratiorkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, strucgjre
or objects united historically or aesthetically filgn or physical development, such as a college
campus, central business district, fort, or spragviianch; or

* Landscape: geographic area associated with eyeersons, design styles, or ways of life that are
significant in American history, landscape arcHitieg, archeology, engineering, or culture.

Each of the property types above is representatieatNational Lakeshore. However, not all of these
property types will be affected by actions desdatibethis plan. Therefore, within the historic rasmes
topic, the property types to be discussed includwldcapes, sites, buildings, structures, and aistri
Correspondence was initiated with the Michigan é&Stdistoric Preservation Office on May 27, 2011 to
solicit preliminary potential concerns with the jed.

Within Leelanau County the listed historic propestiare as follows: the Glen Haven Village Historic
District, the George Conrad Hutzler Farm, the Gealgand Margaretha Hutzler pig barn, the North
Manitou Island Life-Saving Station (also a desigdatational historic landmark), the Port OneidaaRur
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Historic District, the Sleeping Bear Inn, the SlegpBear Point Life-Saving Station, and the SMI
Lighthouse Complex and Life-Saving Historical Distr

Numerous other properties have been determineiblelitpr listing on the National Register of Histor
Places by the NPS and the Michigan SHPO. Many eddlproperties, however, have not yet had their
significant features or time periods described oromination form for submission to the keeper @& th
national register for official listing.

Properties Listed in the National Register of Histac Places

As described in thé&inal General Management PlafNPS 2008), the SMI Lighthouse Complex and
Life-Saving Station Historical District was a s&gic location on the Manitou Passage, providing the
only harbor large enough for many ships transifiegh Chicago to the Straits of Mackinac. The distri
consists of a lighthouse complex constructed 1858 1a life-saving station constructed 1901 to 1902
and two wood-frame houses constructed in 1902 880.1IThe period of significance is ca. 1858 to 1958
The historic district was entered on the statestegion September 21, 1976, and the national ezgist
October 28, 1983. Since the nomination was entesederal additional landscape features have been
identified as significant components of the distrend have been determined eligible for the nation
register. A modified nomination to include theseistures has yet to be prepared.

Manitou Passage Maritime Landscape National Historic District

As cultural resources within the National Lakeshoomtinue to be studied, new themes have been
proposed for national register listing that lookla resources differently. This potential histatistrict
would be comprised of a concentration of maritirrstdric sites, geographic features, and nativethti
with few modern intrusions. This district would exglify the historic landscape features relatedhim t
Great Lakes transportation system more completey tany other site on the Great Lakes. The Glen
Haven Village Historic District, portions of thelleiges on North Manitou Island and SMI, and the¢hr
life-saving stations would be among the prominesrtdbuting elements to this district. In 1999, the
Michigan SHPO concurred that such a district wduddeligible for the register at the national leg€l
significance. The Manitou Passage Maritime Landschjational Historic District has not yet been
formally described or proposed to the keeper ohttenal register (NPS 2008).

3.4 SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 requires exaimmaf potential impacts of proposed NPS
activities on all federally-listed threatened, emglered, and candidate species. Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act requires all federal agemaieonsult with the USFWS to ensure that anyacti
authorized, funded, or carried out by the agenaysdaot jeopardize the continued existence of listed
species or critical habitats. In addition, tflanagement Policie€2006) and DO-7Natural Resources
Management Guidelinagquire the NPS to examine the impacts on statedithreatened, endangered,
candidate, rare, declining, and sensitive spetiasdre known collectively as species of concedirg
2006). The NPS must conference or informally ctnauth the USFWS and/or National Marine
Fisheries Service pursuant to Section 7 of the Bgeleed Species Act to (1) clarify whether and what
listed, proposed, and candidate species or desigrmatproposed critical habitats may be in thequtoj
area; (2) determine what effect proposed actiong naae on these species or critical habitats; &nd (
determine the need to enter into formal consultatar listed species or designated critical habjtat
conference for proposed species or proposed dHitadztats.

Correspondence was initiated with the USFWS tociolhformation on listed species that could
potentially occur within or near the project aré@pendix A summarizes the federal and state-listed
species (threatened, endangered, and species oéroprwhose occurrence has been documented in
Leelanau County or in the National Lakeshore (MDE@.1) (USFWS 2011). Four federally-listed
species and 37 state-listed species are listedopeAdix A. Because the project would be constdicte
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from the water only, most of the species in Apprrihave been dismissed due to a lack of apprapriat
habitat in the project area. Those further anayaee listed in Table 3-1 and include the lakeihgrr
piping plover, trumpeter swan, common loon, and leagle.

Lake Herring. Lake herring, also known as ciscoes, are snhatider school fish that are listed as
threatened by the State of Michigan. Lake hergegerally inhabit the midwater regions of the Great
Lakes and are preyed upon heavily by lake troutheon pike, yellow perch, and walleye (MDEQ 2011).

Large spawning schools develop as the water termyserdrops in the fall. Spawning in Lake Michigan
generally occurs in late November or early Decembereek or two after lake whitefish spawn. Lake
herring spawn at a variety of depths including lefralvater 3 to 10 feet deep and pelagic zones 3Mto
feet below the surface in very deep regions ofidke. Lake herring fry feed on algae and zooplamkt
whereas adults add crustaceans and small aqusgictinto their diet (MDEQ 2011).

During the 19th and early 20th centuries lake hgrmnade up a significant part of the Great Lakes
commercial fishery, but their numbers have sinagppled drastically. Because actions proposed in the
alternatives have the potential to impact the laalstipporting this species, the lake herring isiexr
forward as an impact topic in Chapter 4.

Piping Plover. The Great Lakes population of the piping plogea federally endangered species and is
listed as endangered by the State of Michigan dk iMee piping plover is a small pallid shorebird
(length about 7% inches) with a black collar, yeflarange legs, and a short, stubby tail (Peter€@382
Piping plovers breed in three locations in Northekima — along the Atlantic Coast from North Caralin
to Southern Canada, along the shores of the Giadasl. and along rivers and wetlands of the northern
Great Plains. In Michigan, piping plovers prefedei sandy, open beaches along the shores of tla Gre
Lakes. Nesting territories generally have sparggetagion and scattered cobble-stones and may ieclud
river, lagoon, or other wetland habitat to provatiditional food for chicks (Hyde 1999). In the vent
piping plovers migrate to the Gulf Coast betweenrilh and Texas and on into Mexico and the
Caribbean, as well as migrating to the Atlantic &daetween southern North Carolina and Florida.
Decline of the species has resulted from huntirahitat loss, recreational pressure, predation, and
environmental contaminants. In the 1970s and mBD&%igh water levels in the Great Lakes reduced
available breeding habitat in that region (Hyde 99%abitat destruction and alteration and human
development along the shores of the Great LakeSntento impact the piping plover and have lead to
their extirpation over much of their former Greatkies nesting range.

The USFWS has designated critical habitat for thgng plover along certain shorelines within the
National Lakeshore including 2.1 miles (3.3 kiloerst[km]) along North Manitou Island and 14.2 miles
(22.5 km) along the mainland lakeshore (USFWS 200hgre is no critical habitat designated on SMI.
Because actions proposed in the alternatives Hawepotential to impact the habitat supporting this
species, this species is carried forward as andhippic under in Chapter 4.

Trumpeter Swan. The trumpeter swan is listed by the State of Mjah as a threatened species.
Trumpeter swans use marshes and wetlands assowiditethe Great Lakes, inland lakes and ponds for
cover and food, and they require large open waeasafor takeoff and landing (MNFI 2007). Nesting
areas should be buffered by a no-activity zonditirate human disturbance by boats, personal water
craft, and birdwatchers (MNFI 2007).

Competition from the mute swan, a nonnative aggresspecies, has been documented, and steps have
been taken to reduce mute swan populations witt@riNiational Lakeshore (NPS 2008).

Trumpeter swans were reintroduced to the southeinlamd portion of the National Lakeshore in 2006
and 2007 (NPS 2008). Because of potential impéctamous activities proposed in the alternativess
species is carried forward as an impact topic iagér 4.
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Common Loon. The common loon is listed as threatened by tate®f Michigan. Common Loons are
known to breed throughout northern North Americdaneal coniferous and northern hardwood forests.
Common loons breed on inland lakes that have andsmi population of fish and a large proportion of
undeveloped shoreline. They prefer lakes with allsisiand or bog mat where it can hold the nest
inaccessible to raccoons and other egg-eating fmedand where there is little or no high-speedt boa
traffic. Common loons are also known to utilizgolial, midwater, and benthic portions of the Great
Lakes (MNFI 2007). In Michigan, they are known teéd only in the Upper Peninsula and the very
northern portions of the Lower Peninsula (MNFI 2D0Xdult common loons are easily disturbed and
stressed and may desert their nest if approacledldsely by a person, boat, or other water vehmle
even the wake from such a vehicle (MNFI 2007).

In 2006 there was a large die-off of more than @,@@ter birds in the National Lakeshore, including
about 180 loons, due to Type E Botulism toxin poisg. This die-off continued in 2007, including an
additional 60 loons and more than 1,000 other bi#édsombination of invasive species (including ogag
mussels and round gobies), enhanced native alghdyge E Botulism bacteria growth, and a rapidly
changing lake ecosystem have led to conditions @natbelieved to be ongoing and devastating to
common loons as well as other native bird anddcies (NPS 2008).

In the National Lakeshore, this species has beemrdented on several lakes (NPS 2008). Because
actions proposed in the alternatives have the fiaten impact the habitat supporting this spectas,
common loon is carried forward as an impact topradiscussion in Chapter 4.

Bald Eagle The bald eagle, although recently delisted utiteiEndangered Species Act, is still listed as
threatened by the State of Michigan. The reasorhistoric declines in bald eagle populations in the
1950s and 1960s included the use of chemicals asdACBs, DDT (dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane),
DDE (dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene), and mercuas well as disturbance and displacement by
humans. DDT was the primary cause, and the barofiyDT in the early 1970s led to a resurgence in
bald eagle numbers throughout the U.S. as welha&treat Lakes region. Although bald eagles are see
throughout almost all counties of Michigan durimg twinter, they nest mainly in the Upper Peninsula
(especially the western portion) and the northemtign of the Lower Peninsula (MNFI 2007).

Because their primary diet consists of fish, baldles tend to feed, roost, and nest in large tessags
near water bodies (MNFI 2007). Eagles in some prthe country are particularly sensitive to human
disturbance. Adult birds appear to flush more dyiekhen foraging than when on the nest. In Michigan
75% of all alert responses to human activity oa@dinvhen activity was within 1,640 feet (500 m) and
flight responses occurred when activity was withht feet (200 m); vehicles and pedestrians elidied
highest response frequencies (NPS 2008).

Bald eagles have been documented in all but thizadenainland portion of the National Lakeshoreg an
nests have been identified in the northern andhgoatmainland portions of the National Lakeshore as
well as on both North Manitou Island and SMI (NR®&). Because actions proposed in the alternatives
have the potential to impact the habitat supportinig species, the bald eagle is carried forwardras
impact topic in Chapter 4.
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Table 3-1- Special Status Species in the Project Area

Federal

Common Name Status

Scientific Name

Lake herring or

Coregonus artedi Cisco

State
Status

Preferred Habitat

Midwater regions of the Great Lakes. M
spawn in shallow water (3 to 10 feet deep
in pelagic zones.

Disposition

aimpact analysis provided
or Chapter 4.

Charadrius

melodus Piping plover E

Found on wide sandy lakeshore beaches
scattered cobbles and sparse vegetation.
found on Lake Michigan islands in areas w
same characteristics. Nesting area may inc
interdunal wetland or small stream.

withpact analysis provided
AllsChapter 4.

ith

ude

Cygnus buccinator | Trumpeter swan

Marshes and wetlands associated with
Great Lakes, inland lakes, and ponds. N
are frequently placed on muskrat hous
Reintroduced in the southern area of
National Lakeshore in 2006 and 2007.

thapact analysis provided
edtsChapter 4.

es.

the

Gavia immer Common loon

Inland lakes and rivers. Nest where f
populations are good. Quiet sheltered cqg
with limited boating activity. Utilize Grea
Lakes in early spring until inland lakes thaw

simpact analysis provided
viesChapter 4.
t

Haliaeetus

leucocephalus Bald eagle

SC

Found near coastal areas, rivers, lakes, or ¢
bodies of water with a supply of fis
waterfowl, or seabirds. Generally nest witl
about 13,000 feet (4 km) of water in de
shags or live trees.

thepact analysis provided
hjn Chapter 4.

nin

ad

E — Endangered; T — Threatened; SC — Special Concer

Source: MDEQ (2011) and USFWS (2011)

Prepared By: SPS 03-17-2011
Checked By: WJE 03-18-2011
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3.5 PARK OPERATIONS

All access to SMI is by way of water other thanaameasional sea plane or emergency helicopter flight
Park operations depend on supplies and personmahgrto the island by way of the dock on a daily
basis during the primary summer season. NPS baatsyell as the ferry boats operated by the
concession company, regularly use the dock to adflsupplies as well as for passenger unloading.
Private boats may temporarily tie up at the doeckdading and unloading, but only momentarily dgrin
the loading/unloading period. Presently, the NatloLakeshore staff spends an estimated two weeks
each summer conducting small scale hydraulic dregtyi remove sandy sediment which has settled near
the dock to allow safe docking.

3.6 VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE

Ferry use is the primary means to access SMI fsitori use. Statistics provided by the National
Lakeshore identifying visitor use are summarized atle 3-2 for 2008 through 2010. The predominant
use is for backcountry overnight camping. Therage number of private boats visiting SMI was 518
with an average of 432 staying overnight. Thequiad bay on the east side of the island offerbése
protection from winds and consequently is a popuplace for boat visitors to anchor. Due to the
protected bays proximity to the dock where visito@d and unload, it is also popular with day usess
well as overnight campers.

Table 3-2—SMI Public Use Summary 2008-2010

Year 2008 2009 2010 Mean

Ferry Passengers 6,879 6,762 6,788 6,81
Private Boats 571 472 511 518
Day Use 3,658 3,600 3,517 3,592
Back Country 6,575 5,711 5,489 5,925
Camp Permits 774 782 749 768
Overnight Boats 385 444 472 432

According to the National Lakeshore visitor recofrden 2008 through 2010, the average annual number
of ferry passengers for SMI was 6,810. The avesagmial number of private boats visiting SMI foe th
same period was 518. The average annual numbgayofise and backcountry use for the same period
was 3,592 and 5,925 respectively (see Table 3vRitation to SMI is heaviest during July and Augus
Percentage ferry visitation by month is given ifl€a3-3.

Table 3-3—Ferry Passenger Use Percent by Month (2010) - SMI
May June July August September
Percent (%) 5 15 38 39 3

The island offers hiking trails and numerous dedions and sights to see including the historicahst
Guard Life-Saving Station, South Manitou Lighthguisistorical farming community relics, sand dunes,
virgin stand of timber, and shipwrecks located artbthe island perimeter. The Manitou Passage State
Underwater Preserve was established in 1988 to prelperve the various shipwrecks in the area and
offers scuba and snorkeling opportunities for tHadeging their own gear.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.1 METHODOLOGY

This section analyzes the potential environmertakequences, or impacts, that would occur as & resu
of implementing the proposed project. Topics aredyinclude paleontological resources, visitor arsg
experience, and park operations. Direct, indirac] cumulative effects, as well as impairment are
analyzed for each resource topic carried forwaRbtential impacts are described in terms of type,
context, duration, and intensity. General defom$ are defined as follows, while more specific actp
thresholds are given for each resource at the biegjrof each resource section.

» Type describes the classification of the impact as eibeaeficial or adverse, direct or indirect:

— Beneficial A positive change in the condition or appearaoicie resource or a change that
moves the resource toward a desired condition.

— AdverseA change that moves the resource away from aetksondition or detracts from its
appearance or condition.

— Direct: An effect that is caused by an action and ocitutlse same time and place.

— Indirect An effect that is caused by an action but isrlatetime or farther removed in
distance, but is still reasonably foreseeable.

» Context describes the area or location in which the impegitit occur. Are the effects site-
specific, local, regional, or even broader?

» Duration describes the length of time an effect will ocaither short-term or long-term:

— Short-termimpacts generally last only during constructiond ahe resources resume their
pre-construction conditions following construction.

— Long-termimpacts last beyond the construction period, dnedresources may not resume
their pre-construction conditions for a longer pdrof time following construction.

* Intensity describes the degree, level, or strength of an é¢mpé&or this analysis, intensity has
been categorized into negligible, minor, moderate&] major. Because definitions of intensity
vary by resource topic, intensity definitions arevided separately for each impact topic
analyzed in this environmental assessment.

4.2 QUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The CEQ regulations, which implement the NEPA ()982 USC 4321 et seq.), require assessment of
cumulative impacts in the decision-making procesddderal projects. Cumulative impacts are define
as "the impact on the environment which resultsftbe incremental impact of the action when added t
other past, present, and reasonably foreseealieefattions regardless of what agency (federabar n
federal) or person undertakes such other actid®'CFR 1508.7). Cumulative impacts are considered
for both the No-Action and Preferred Alternative.

Cumulative impacts can be assessed by combiningrthacts of the Preferred Alternative with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable futtiomsevithin an appropriate area of geographicysis
Therefore, it was necessary to identify other ongoor reasonably foreseeable future projects at the
National Lakeshore and, if applicable, the surreugdegion. Because the scope of this project is
relatively small, the geographic and temporal scopthe cumulative analysis is similarly small. €Th
geographic scope for this analysis includes actiwitbin the National Lakeshore boundaries at SMI,
while the temporal scope includes projects withinaage of approximately ten years. Given these
bounding characteristics, no other projects wemntifled that represent the potential to result in
cumulative effects to the resources affected byptioposed project. No further discussion of cuninga
impacts is needed in the resource topic sections.
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4.3 WATER RESOURCES

4.3.1 Intensity Level Definitions

NPS policies require protection of water qualitysistent with the Clean Water Act. The purposthef
Clean Water Act is to "restore and maintain thengbal, physical, and biological integrity of the
Nation's waters." To enact this goal, the USACE been charged with evaluating federal actions that
result in potential degradation of waters of thatéth States and issuing permits for actions cossist
with the Clean Water Act. In Michigan, these pdsnaire administered jointly by the USACE and the —
MDEQ. The thresholds for this impact assessmenaarfollows:

Negligible: Impacts are effects that are not detectable, vbelya water quality standards, and within
historical baseline water quality conditions.

Minor: Impacts are effects that are detectable but wétliwvor above water quality standards and
within historical baseline water quality conditions

Moderate: Impacts are effects that are detectable, withiabmve water quality standards, but
historical baseline water quality conditions arabeltered on a short-term basis.

Major: Impacts are effects that are detectable and signifiy and persistently alter historical
baseline water quality conditions.

4.3.2 Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action alternative, regular maintereadcedging on an annual basis would continue to be
necessary in order to remove sand sediment thatrisnuously deposited near the dock. This action
would periodically alter the bathymetry in the wity of the dock and would result in small and loted
changes in hydrodynamics due to changes in watpthdand circulation patterns. However, such
alterations are considered to be minor and woutdesult in an adverse impact on the water ressuase
long as the conditions of the joint permit were met

If contracted dredging and maintenance dredginghleyNational Lakeshore personnel continue on an
annual basis into the foreseeable future, as wioelldecessary under the No-Action alternative, roem |
dredging permits will be required on a five yeasiba However, in the context of the amount of
nearshore habitat available in the vicinity of SMbupled with the short term, small scale impact
associated with this maintenance dredging actititg, No-Action alternative would result in neglilgib
adverse effects to the water resources.

4.3.3 Impacts of Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)

Under Alternative B, no additional dredging beydhd NPS conducted maintenance dredging would be
conducted. Dredging to support access to the nek féxility would be infrequent as the greater tigpt

at the new dock facility will not require on-goidgedging. Consequently, in the context of the arhoéin
nearshore habitat available in the vicinity of SMbupled with the infrequent, short term, localized
impact associated with this activity, Alternativev®uld result in negligible adverse effects to wate
resources.

4.4 AQUATIC ECOLOGY

4.4.1 Intensity Level Definitions

Aquatic environments will be affected by constroctiactivities associated with on-going dredging
operations (No Action Alternative) and the extensid the dock (Preferred Alternative). The threslsol
for this impact assessment are as follows:

Negligible: Neither aquatic resources nor their dependentdtaliduld be affected, or changes
would be either non-detectable or if detected,wodld have effects that would be
considered slight, local, and short-term.
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Minor: Changes in aquatic biota and their associateddtabitould be measurable, although the
changes would be small, likely short-term, anddffects would be localized. No
mitigation measure associated with water qualitiiyatrology would be necessary.

Moderate: Changes in aquatic ecosystems would be measunathlemg-term but would be
relatively local. Mitigation measures associatethwiquatic biota or their associated
habitat would be necessary and the measures wkelg succeed.

Major: Changes in aquatic ecosystems would be readilyunglale, would have substantial
consequences, and would be noticed on a regioakd. 3ditigation measures would be
necessary and their success would not be guaranteed

4.4.2 No Action alternative

The No-Action alternative will affect the aquatidological resources negatively because of the
continuance of regular maintenance dredging in nslaore areas. Direct impacts on benthic
macroinvertebrate communities will be periodic talatively minor because they will occur over a Bma
area and because nearshore communities in Lakeiddittare already of low diversity. Direct impacts
on fish populations will likewise be small. Indivial fish will avoid the small area during dredgiagd
will return after their completion.

4.4.3 Proposed Action Alternative

The likely effect of the proposed action will bstzort-term adverse impact due to the constructidgheo
dock extension, followed by a long-term benefidgmapact due to the cessation of maintenance dredging
Direct impacts on benthic macroinvertebrate commesmiwill be negligible because they will occur pve
a small area and because nearshore communitiegzkim Michigan are already of low diversity. Direct
impacts on fish populations will likewise be smalhdividual fish will avoid the small area durigck
construction, and will return after their compl@tioThe long-term impact of the proposed action el
beneficial because it will obviate the need for memance dredging that would disturb the sedimedt a
result in reduced water clarity for several subseduaays.

The only aquatic species listed as threatened darggered that may occur in the study area is ke la
herring or cisco (see Table 3-1). It is generfdiynd in mid-water regions of the Great Lakes, inaty
spawn in shallow waters near shore. They spawatéhNovember or early December at a variety of
depths including shallow water 3 to 10 feet deep @alagic zones 30 to 40 feet below the surfaceiy
deep regions of the lake (MDEQ 2011). Despitepitgential presence in the study area, it is not
considered common in Lake Michigan (Schneebergex.e2005) and it has not been encountered in
previous surveys near the project site (Fessel 20&¥en if any were present, individuals couldidvo
short-term impacts by emigrating from the area.thim long term, the impact to aquatic species would
likely be beneficial, as the proposed action wordduce or eliminate future impacts associated with
maintenance dredging.

4.5 QULTURAL LANDSCAPES ANDHISTORIC STRUCTURES

45.1 Intensity Level Definitions

The SMI Lighthouse Complex and Life-Saving Statldistoric District is the only cultural resource in
the project area that is listed on the Nationali®eg of Historic Places (NRHP). There are also esom
U.S. Life-Saving Service/Coast Guard era housescattdges that are considered eligible for listamg
the NRHP but which are not included in the SMI ltlgtuse Complex and Life-Saving Station Historic
District nomination to the NRHP that are within tiewshed of the dock area. The methodology used
for assessing impacts to cultural landscapes astdrhu structures is based on how the project affict

the features for which the landscape or strucigggnificant. The thresholds for this impact asseent
are as follows:

Negligible: The impact is at the lowest levels of detectlmarely perceptible and not measurable.
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Minor: Adverse The impact is measurable or perceptible, bus islight and affects a limited
area of a structure/landscape or group of strusfiardscapes. The impact does not
affect the character defining features of a Nalidtegister of Historic Places eligible or
listed structure/landscape and would not have maeent effect on the integrity of the
structure/landscape.

Beneficial Stabilization/preservation of features is in ademce with theSecretary of
the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Higtd’roperties

Moderate: Adverse The impact is measurable and perceptible. Theaginphanges one or more
character defining feature(s) of a historic struetiandscape, but does not diminish the
integrity of the resource to the extent that itsidfeal Register eligibility is jeopardized.
Beneficial Rehabilitation of a structure/landscape is inoadance with thé&ecretary of
the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Higtd’roperties

Major: Adverse The impact is substantial, noticeable, and peenainFor National Register
eligible or listed historic structure/landscapé® tmpact changes one or more character
defining features(s) of the historic resource, distiing the integrity of the resource to
the extent that it is no longer eligible for ligion the National Register.

Beneficial The impact is of exceptional benefit and the aesion of a
structure/landscape is in accordance withSberetary of the Interior's Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties

4.5.2 Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

The No-Action alternative would result in negligtiimpacts to the historic dock and District because
construction activities would be conducted. Thekdavas not identified in the National Register
Nomination.

4.5.3 Impacts of Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)

The proposed project entails the extension of astieg dock facility at SMI, the National Lakeshore
The purpose of the project is to provide boat exdesieeper water, thereby minimizing or elimingtin
the need for future maintenance dredging. Therseweral historic structures, such as the Southitblan
Lighthouse Complex and Life-Saving Station HistatiDistrict, located adjacent to but not within the
APE. The existing dock was renovated by the NP$984 by a previous dock extension project and
includes a section of dock that is a meticulousmstruction of a U.S. Life-Saving Service/Coast @ua
era dock. This reconstructed section of dock tdmmuded on the NRHP nomination and is not listed
the NPS List of Classified Structures.

The project will require driving wooden pilings antthe sandy substrate of Lake Michigan to
accommodate the dock extension. Pilings will befe& in diameter and will be driven at least 10t fee
into the substrate. All work will be conducted owvemter from barges. No land disturbance is proposed
The APE will consist of nearshore habitat (sandysgate) on SMI in Lake Michigan and will include
the existing public access dock (approximate 1@0lig 65 feet) and the area immediately adjacetitdo
docks for construction of the dock extension. TRE boundary measures approximately 140 feet by
115 feet and is confined as such because the piisj@n extension of existing facilities. The ARE i
located in the harbor of SMI and does not includie@nt upland areas on the island.

The proposed dock extension will not directly affec alter any characteristics of the adjacentohist
property. However, it does constitute an extensibithe existing dock facility which will represeat
minor alteration of the cultural or historic landpe. The proposed dock extension, however, will be
designed and constructed in such as way as tod@avifeature that is consistent in appearance and
materials with the existing dock facility. No sifioant alteration of the historic landscape is etpd.
The resultant dock facility is also not considetedlter any factors included in the original ewion of
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the property’s eligibility for the National Regist&Consequently, it is concluded that the propgmeject
will have no adverse effect on the subject histpraperty.

The Preferred Alternative would result in no impsattt historic structures because the constructigheo
dock extension will be conducted over water withlaod disturbance expected. The proposed dock
extension will result in a minor adverse impact dightly altering the appearance of the historic
landscape. But, the proposed dock extension wlicbnsistent in appearance and materials to the
existing dock.

4.6 SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

In accordance with 50 CFR 8§ 402(a) and the NUR$agement Policie$2006), federal agencies are
required to review all actions to determine whetlreraction may affect listed species or criticadited.

If such a determination is made, formal consultai® required, unless the federal agency determines
with the written concurrence of the USFWS, thatgheposed action is not likely to adversely affacy
listed species or critical habitat. It is NPS pplto survey for, protect, and strive to recoversgécies
native to national park system units that aredisteder the Endangered Species Act. The NPS staves
fully meet its obligations under the NPS Organi¢ &ecd the Endangered Species Act to both proagtivel
conserve listed species and prevent detrimenta&cisffon these species. This is accomplished by
cooperating with the USFWS to ensure that NPS mstacmmply with both the written requirements and
the spirit of the Endangered Species Act, and mpemting with the USFWS and other agencies and
entities to facilitate delineation of critical h&ddi development and implementation of speciesvasgo
plans and candidate conservation agreements, arattjyely managing for proposed and candidate
species.

NPS staff evaluated impacts on federally and distied threatened and endangered species and pdovid
an Endangered Species Act determination as deim&@ CFR Section 402 and tEmdangered Species
Consultation HandbooK1998) for each alternative. Impacts to the lakerihg Coregonus arted
piping plover Charadrius melodys trumpeter swandygnus buccinatdr common loon Gavia immey,
and bald eagleHaliaeetus leucocephalpbave been evaluated by comparing projected clsamggeilting
from the proposed action alternative to existingditons.

Impact thresholds for the addressed federallydiste candidate species are defined based on USFWS
Section 7 impact terminology as follows:

No effect means there are absolutely no effects to the epami its critical habitat, either positive or
negative. A no-effect determination does not inelschall effects or effects that are unlikely towcdf
effects are insignificant (in size) or discountaf@&tremely unlikely), a determination of “not lilgeto
adversely affect” is appropriate.

Not likely to adversely affectmeans that all effects to the species or itscalithabitat are beneficial,
insignificant, or discountable. Beneficial effetigave contemporaneous positive effects without adver
effects to the species (for example, there canadbhlancing” so that the benefits of the actioruido
outweigh the adverse effects). Insignificant eBaetate to the size of the impact and should eaxth the
scale where take occurs. Discountable effects @amsidered extremely unlikely to occur. Determinasio
of “not likely to adversely affect, due to benedigiinsignificant, or discountable effects” typigalequire
written concurrence from the USFWS.

Likely to adversely affectmeans that an adverse effect to the species aiititsal habitat may occur as a
direct or indirect result of an action, and theseffis not discountable, insignificant, or beneficin the
rare event that adverse effects could not be adoitie project would either be discontinued or RS
would request formal consultation with the USFWS.
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Impact thresholds for Michigan state-listed plamd svildlife species are defined as follows:

Negligible: Impacts on state-listed plant and wildlife speciuld not be observable or measurable
and would be well within the range of natural vhility.
Minor : Impacts on species or their habitat would be aabte, but still within the range of

natural variability both spatially and temporalliNo interference with feeding,
reproduction or other activities affecting popudativiability would result from the
impacts. Sufficient functional habitat would rem&snsupport viable populations.

Moderate: Impacts on activities necessary for survival, andspecies habitats, can be expected on
an occasional basis, but are not anticipated &athn potential or continued existence of
the species in the park. Changes to populatiorackenistics could be outside the natural
range of variability spatially or temporally but uld not be anticipated to result in loss
of population viability.

Major : Impacts on Michigan state-listed plant and wildlspecies or their habitats would be
detectable, outside of the natural range of vditglboth spatially and temporally, and
would be anticipated to result in loss of viabil#lythe population level.

Impact duration is described as short term and teng effects. Short term effects are effectsrigdess
than two years whereas long term effects are affasting longer than two years.

As described previously the proposed action woalglire construction of a dock extension within an
area measuring approximately 140 feet by 115 fa@diis dock extension would connect to the existing
dock facility on SMI and would be constructed bydmmfrom the water. Disposal of dredged material
will be restricted to areas below the water linelgpths ranging from 0 to 4 feet. Construction fribwe
water will keep construction equipment off of beactdl dune areas thus minimizing impacts to beadh an
dune habitat as well as their associated flora fanda. Consequently, the assessment of impacts to
sensitive species is focused on those speciestjadtgntilizing the near-shore aquatic environment

Lake Herring (Coregonus artedi). Lake herring, a species listed as threatened bgthte of Michigan,
generally inhabit the midwater regions of the Greakes. They spawn in late November or early
December at a variety of depths including shallcater 3 to 10 feet deep and pelagic zones 30 tedO f
below the surface in very deep regions of the (AKBEQ 2011).

Construction of the proposed dock extension woailke fplace in shallow water near the shore, ndtén t
midwater regions of Lake Michigan that lake herrprgfer. Furthermore, construction would not occur
during the late November or early December spawsemson due to the potential for winter weather
interference. As such, any potential impacts aresiclered minor and would be of short duration

Under the No Action alternative, maintenance dneglgvould continue on an annual basis to support on-
going operations. This activity would result in rekeore disturbance to the aquatic environment fifen
removal of substrates in the vicinity of the exigtidock, and from the placement of dredge material
the shallow nearshore areas. While such disturlsawoeld be more frequent than those for Alternative
B, the potential impacts are considered minor aadlevbe of short duration.

Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus). Piping plovers, a species listed as endangereatiythe USFWS
and the State of Michigan, breed along the shdrédseoGreat Lakes where they prefer wide, sandgnop
beaches. The USFWS has designated critical hdbit#te piping plover along certain shorelines with
the National Lakeshore but there is no criticalitslllesignated on SMI (USFWS 2001).
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Construction of the proposed dock extension wouattlioby barge from the water thereby avoiding direc
impacts to piping plover and their habitat. Altgbuconstruction noise may result in some minor
disruption, impacts are considered short term.stifxg habitat in the project vicinity is less faable due

to the on-going noise and general disruption oft lepeerations and tourism. As such, potential ingac

resulting from construction of the proposed dockiersgion are considered minor and project
implementation is not likely to adversely affegpipig plover or their habitat.

Under the No Action alternative, maintenance dneglgiould continue on an annual basis to support on-
going operations. This activity would result in refeore disturbance to the aquatic environment fiteen
removal of substrates in the vicinity of the exigtidock, and from the placement of dredge material
the shallow nearshore areas. Because no disturbamaeld occur to the terrestrial environment and
potential nesting areas of the piping plover, npauts to this species are anticipated

Trumpeter Swan (Cygnus buccinator). Trumpeter swans, listed as threatened by the Statkchigan,
use marshes and wetlands associated with the Gedas and were reintroduced to the southern
mainland portion of the National Lakeshore in 2@0®1 2007 (NPS 2008). Although they have the
potential to utilize the harbor on SMI, the habliate is less favorable (lacks marsh/wetland compis)
and ongoing boat traffic provides a constant sowofcdisruption. As such, any potential impactairo
either the No Action alternative or Alternative B2a&onsidered minor and would be of short duration.

Common Loon (Gavia immer). Common loons, listed as threatened by the Statdidfiigan, prefer
lakes with a small island or bog mat where nestsiaaccessible to raccoons and other egg-eating
predators and where there is little or no high-dgseat traffic. Common loons are also known ttzsti
littoral, midwater, and benthic portions of the @rd.akes (MNFI 2007). Although they have the
potential to utilize the harbor on SMI, the habhate is less favorable because routine and ondmag
traffic provides a constant source of disruptioAs stated in Section 3.4, common loons are easily
disturbed and distressed by human activities. ust,scommon loons are not likely to utilize the itetb
near the existing boat dock thus any potential ctgpfrom either the No Action alternative or Altative

B are considered negligible or minor and would bshort duration.

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus). Bald eagles, a species listed as threatened bystide of
Michigan, tend to feed, roost, and nest in largegror snags near water bodies (MNFI 2007) and have
been documented for SMI. As stated in Section Badd eagles are somewhat sensitive to human
disturbance. Favorable habitat is abundant in memete areas of SMI where boat traffic and general
human disturbance is lacking or less prevalenthdlgh construction noise may result in some minor
disruption, impacts are considered short term. dchsany potential impacts from either the No Agtio
alternative or Alternative B are considered minad &vould be of short duration.

4.7 PARK OPERATIONS

4.7.1 Intensity Level Definitions

Implementation of a project can affect the operatiof a park such as the number of employees needed
the type of duties that need to be conducted, witemivould conduct these duties, how activities fthou
be conducted, and administrative procedures. R®rpurpose of this analysis, the human health and
safety of park employees is also evaluated. Théhnodelogy used to assess potential changes to park
operations is defined as follows:

Negligible: Park operations would not be affected or theceffeould be at or below the lower levels
of detection, and would not have an appreciabkeceffn park operations.
Minor: The effect would be detectable, but would be of agmitude that would not have an

appreciable adverse or beneficial effect on padeaions. If mitigation were needed to
offset adverse effects, it would be relatively diengnd successful.
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Moderate: The effects would be readily apparent and wouklltein a substantial adverse or
beneficial change in park operations in a manndiceable to staff and the public.
Mitigation measures would probably be necessargftget adverse effects and would
likely be successful.

Major: The effects would be readily apparent and wowsult in a substantial adverse or
beneficial change in park operations in a mannégceable to staff and the public, and be
markedly different from existing operations. Miigpn measures to offset adverse
effects would be needed, could be expensive, aidgtccess could not be guaranteed.

4.7.2 Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

If no action is taken regarding extending the datisMI, annual maintenance dredging would continue
to be necessary in order to remove sand sedimanisticontinuously deposited near the dock and dvoul
result in an adverse impact on the National Lakesbperations. Without dredging, this buildup anhd
would prevent the ferry boats from safely accesHiegexisting dock. Ten years ago, this sandynseoli
was dredged by a contractor annually until budgss evere made. In general, it is believed by the
National Lakeshore personnel that contracted dngdgould be necessary on average every three years.

In addition, the National Lakeshore personnel misp gerform dredging activities throughout the

summer months as allowed by their USACE/MDEQ jairgdging permit in order to maintain a depth to

allow safe ferry docking. These dredging actigit@&ffect both the annual operating budget of the
National Lakeshore as well as personnel workloan$ activities. In conducting the maintenance

dredging activities, the use of small boats, puamd piping in an open water environment are utilizg

the National Lakeshore personnel and there is haramt degree of risk to health and safety of those
personnel.

The context of the impact is primarily on a locedle, involving the budget and personnel of thadvai
Lakeshore, and the impact would have long term equsnces to budget and personnel requirements
throughout the coming years whenever dredginggsired.

The No-Action alternative would have a minor to redte adverse effect on park operations at the
National Lakeshore. The operating budget for @méd dredging would need to be reestablished to
allow for dredging activities. Likewise, workloadisr park personnel would need to include periodic
maintenance dredging. This currently takes aboatweeks for several personnel working approximately
12 hour per day.

If contracted dredging and maintenance dredginghbyNational Lakeshore personnel continue into the
foreseeable future, as would be necessary und@tah&ction alternative, there would be an unnecgssa
drain on the financial and personnel resourceshefNational Lakeshore. The no-action alternative
would result in minor to moderate adverse effextgark operations.

4.7.3 Impacts of Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)

If the dock extension alternative is selected, dristing dock will be extended into deeper wat&he
likely but unguaranteed outcome of this will resolt direct beneficial impact to the National Lekere
operations. The National Lakeshore would no longeed to provide staff for routine maintenance
dredging. Funding for specialized contracted diregigo allow ferry docking could be discontinued or
cut back (for contingency need). Both personnednand financial need reductions would benefit not
just the National Lakeshore, but the NPS overall.

The duration of this benefit is intended to be laagn in as much as the extension is into histllyica
deeper water. There are no guarantees howeverthth@resence of the dock extension will not eeat
conditions causing additional sand deposition ajaito the proposed extension.
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The intensity of the beneficial outcome of thisalative is considered minor to moderate, in thatd
would no longer be the need to task National Lasesipersonnel with sediment removal activities, nor
would outside dredging services be required foindeterminate time period.

4.8 VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE

4.8.1 Intensity Level Definitions

The National Lakeshore was established to presargerotect its natural and cultural resourcestfer
benefit and enjoyment of the public. The methogglosed for assessing impacts to visitor use and
experience is based on how a new dock extensiBMatvould affect the visitor, particularly with
regards to the visitors’ enjoyment of SMI. Thee#trolds for this impact assessment are as follows:

Negligible: Visitors would not be affected or changes in visitse and/or experience would be
below or at the level of detection. Any effectsulgbbe short-term. The visitor would
not likely be aware of the effects associated Withalternative.

Minor: Changes in visitor use and/or experience would &®atable, although the changes
would be slight and likely short-term. The visitarould be aware of the effects
associated with the alternative, but the effectald/be slight.

Moderate: Changes in visitor use and/or experience wouldehdily apparent and likely long-term.
The visitor would be aware of the effects assodiatith the alternative, and would likely
be able to express an opinion about the changes.

Major: Changes in visitor use and/or experience wouldebéily apparent and have substantial
long-term consequences. The visitor would be awérhe effects associated with the
alternative, and would likely express a strong mpirabout the changes.

4.8.2 Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

If no action is taken, the dock will not be extetildeBecause of increased sediment deposition diyren
present in the existing dock area, dredging bywside contractor would likely still be requiredchese
the volume of sediment to be removed is beyondNidwgonal Lakeshore personnel removal capabilities.
In addition, moving forward, the National Lakeshpersonnel will still need to spend an estimated tw
weeks per year of two personnel working 12 houssdaytry to maintain a depth which would allow ferr
docking. Depending on lake level fluctuations asetliment deposition rate, additional contracted
dredging services may be needed.

Visitor use and experience is expected to be a&tkaohder the No-Action alternative, as there wddd
visible presence of dredge operations at the doek #resumably, dredging activities would be stage

as to provide continued access to the dock by fbogts or other small water craft. However, the
presence of the dredge and its associated flodiomms may be expected to provide a periodic
interruption of visitor experience in this natueald historic setting. This impact would be conside
moderate adverse and long-term.

4.8.3 Impacts of Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)

This alternative will have a direct and benefidi@pact on visitor use and experience for the whole
island. It will allow access to SMI for a signiict portion of the SMI visitor base (average of 81
annual ferry passengers versus 518 annual privadts)pwith fewer disruptions of ferry service. Jhi
impact is considered moderate beneficial in thatldws access to SMI by the largest primary grotip
visitors.

During the construction period (estimated to beraximately three to four weeks), there may be adir
adverse impact to visitor use and experience atatba where the construction is performed. Even
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though the construction crew and equipment will imb¢rfere or delay loading and unloading of ferry
boats, the visual presence and intermittent ndiggeipment and the pile driving process may distini
the overall aesthetic experience for some visitdilsose who are visiting SMI for a wilderness astime
type recreational experience may be impacted tinamdegree. This visual impact will occur onlyane
the dock area and the noise impact will vary dejmgndn how close to the dock the visitor is andrupo
the wind speed and direction. These impacts maynhigated by establishing construction curfew
periods as stated in Section 2.2 to minimize impacamper experience.

Potential dock extension to the existing dock wdwdgte a beneficial effect on visitor use and exqrere
over a prolonged period because it will allow conéid access to SMI by visitors. Construction eslat
impacts associated with noise and visual intrusidhbe negligible to minor because it will be orfigr
the brief period of construction.
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5.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

5.1 EARLY COORDINATION

Internal scoping was conducted by an interdiscgiinteam of professionals from the National
Lakeshore. Interdisciplinary team members disalighe purpose and need for the project; various
alternatives; potential environmental impacts; ppstsent, and reasonably foreseeable projectsritmat
have cumulative effects; and possible mitigatiorasoees.

5.2 AGENCY CONSULTATION

Agency correspondence is presented in AppendixiBctordance with the Endangered Species Act, the
NPS contacted the USFWS with regards to federaitgd special status species, and in accordante wit
NPS policy, the National Lakeshore also contacted MDEQ with regards to state issues of concern
including state-listed species. The results ok¢heonsultations are described in Byecial Status
Speciesection in th&nvironmental Consequencelsapter

In accordance with Section 106 of the National fist Preservation Act, the NPS also contacted the
Michigan SHPO an opportunity to comment on thea@fef this project. The results of this considiat
are described in thdistoric Structuressection in th&nvironmental Consequencelsapter.

5.3 RUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The EA will be released for public review to inforitme public of the availability of the environmenta
assessment, the NPS will publish and distributettar or press release to various agencies, trives,
members of the public on the park’s mailing ligt veell as place an ad in the local newspaper. g3ogpi
the EA will be provided to interested individualggon request. Copies of the document will also be
available for review at the National Lakeshore’ssitar center and on the internet at
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/.

The EA is subject to a 30-day public comment peridduring this time, the public is encouraged to
submit their written comments to the NPS addregsiged at the beginning of this document. Follayvin
the close of the comment period, all public commemitl be reviewed and analyzed, prior to the re¢ea
of a decision document. The NPS will issue resesrts substantive comments received during the
public comment period, and will make appropriatargies to the EA, as needed.
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Linda Hart AMEC Environmental Planning Support
Name Organization Role
Tom Ulrich Sleeping Bear Dunes Nationgl Deputy Superintendent
Lakeshore (National Lakeshore)
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