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Prairie Stewardship Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
Preliminary Alternatives Scoping Summary

Dear Friends of San Juan Island National Historical Park:

From January 15 through February 14, 2013 a 30-day comment period was conducted to gather public input on the preliminary alternatives developed for the Prairie Stewardship Plan. Public meetings were held in Friday Harbor (January 15, 2013) and Anacortes (January 16, 2013). Twenty-seven people attended these meetings, and 24 comment letters were received. A full report of these public comments is posted on the NPS PEPC website: http://parkplanning.nps.gov/projectHome.cfm?projectID=42945. 
The summary below discusses the main public concerns regarding the preliminary alternatives.
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General Comments 
Some individuals thought the No Action Alternative should include recent actions being taken by the National Park Service, such as mechanical removal of vegetation and prescribed burning. Other commenters thought there should be a true “no action” alternative that lets nature takes its course without any management actions (current or future). 

Actions in All Alternatives
Some thought certain actions should be included in all alternatives such as:
· Garry oak restoration at Mitchell Hill
· Opportunities for cooperative restoration outside the park boundary
· Opportunities for using the park as an outdoor classroom
· Developing partnerships with tribes to identify and describe traditional uses (camas and fire)

Extent or Amount of Restoration
[image: ]Most commenters understand the importance of restoring the unique island prairie ecosystem which includes special status plants and animals; however, there was a wide range of comments related to how much and where restoration should occur. Some believed the entire prairie and Garry oak woodlands should be restored as much as possible in its historic range. Others thought only the smallest possible area should be restored. Some commenters stated that the prairie restoration boundary should be ecologically meaningful such as by using the forest-prairie ecotone as opposed to a political or geographic boundary. Some thought prairie restoration should also include the dunes.  

Timeline for Restoration
Some commenters said that the plan and action alternatives should have a clear implementation schedule/timeframe. Others thought the action items in the alternatives should be phased in over time and restoration accomplished gradually. There were also quite a few comments related to the timeframe regarding restoration costs. Some believed the alternatives should not include a cost estimate, while others thought costs should be included, especially as related to fencing for various restoration scenarios. Some thought the alternatives should include the effects of anticipated climate change on prairie and Garry oak woodland restoration over time.
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Techniques for and Timing of Restoration
The preliminary alternatives presented a variety of techniques that could be used to restore the prairies and oak woodlands. Some of the techniques involve control of nonnative animal and plant species. Although most support the idea of prairie restoration, there were contradictory comments as to the type of control techniques that should be used for nonnative rabbits and concerns about the use of herbicides to control nonnative plants. 

There were several concerns regarding control techniques for rabbits. Some thought no lethal methods should be used to control rabbits; others thought poisoning rabbits could impact other native animals, while others thought shooting would be acceptable only if non-lead ammunition was used, and yet others said gassing the rabbits would be very difficult because of the number of warrens. The use of fences to exclude rabbits was expressed by the public as inefficient and unsightly to the cultural landscape, especially if there were several small fenced areas. Fences were also identified as problematic for adjacent land owners because of the fear that rabbits would move outside the fence toward adjacent property. Another concern was that excluding rabbits could exclude people and that public access gates for people also would allow rabbits access. Fencing prairie restoration areas also could result in people inadvertently transferring weedy species into the restoration area. Although there were many concerns about rabbit control, there were numerous comments that advocated completely eradicating rabbits using whatever means are necessary. 
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Some commenters thought herbicides should be used on a limited basis and only when necessary to control invasive weed species. However, other commenters thought the range of alternatives using herbicides should be expanded. Some individuals had concerns about the potential environmental impacts from using heavy equipment to control nonnative plants. It was identified that certain nonnative plants are beneficial for the island marble butterfly and should be left alone if they do not out-compete native plants. 

[image: ]Some commenters thought fuel reduction treatments through the use of prescribed fire instead of mechanical treatment should be used because this would return the natural fire cycle to the prairie and is an important part of any restoration plan. Most commenters were concerned about the possible impacts on water, vegetation, wildlife, and humans from mechanical and chemical alternative techniques to control nonnative animals and plants.

There were also comments related to proper timing when using techniques such as fire, mechanical thinning, and herbicides to control nonnative plants. Concerns about plant growing seasons, wildlife use, especially during breeding season were identified. 

Monitoring of Restoration Effectiveness
Some thought monitoring the effectiveness of control techniques and setting up monitoring plots would be a good idea to help the park determine success and progress towards reaching restoration goals. Commenters also thought monitoring ecosystem changes over time in the landscapes would aid in determining adaptive management strategies when new and improved methods of restoration techniques are discovered.
[image: ]Other Comments from Alternatives Scoping (non-substantive)
[bookmark: _GoBack]A non-substantive comment is information not related to the issues or impacts; corrections that have no bearing on the analysis; information outside the scope of the plan; information on other projects not related to the document; opinion, personal judgments, grievances, and complaints; support or opposition for a project (including mass mailings of form letters or petitions), factual information with no bearing on level of impacts, and editorial or format changes. A few non-substantive comments are highlighted below.

Some of the non-substantive comments were about management concerns outside the scope of this plan, such as rerouting of the Cattle Point Road, visitor use on Mount Finlayson, and site management of South Beach. The Cattle Point Road Realignment Environmental Impact Statement is its own project and can be found on the NPS PEPC website (identified above and below).

Next Step
The next step in the planning process is to publish the Draft Prairie Stewardship Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. This will include alternatives that have taken into consideration public comments received during all scoping meetings, workshops, and comment periods. The release of this document is anticipated in winter 2015 and will provide another opportunity for public comment. Thank you for your involvement and we encourage you to stay informed and engaged in this planning process by making sure you are on the park’s mailing list and visiting the NPS PEPC website: http://parkplanning.nps.gov/projectHome.cfm?projectID=42945. 
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