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Background

The National Park Service (NPS) proposes to develop a trail plan for the Brandywine Valley unit of First
State National Historical Park (FRST or the Park) that establishes a cohesive and sustainable trail
network. The Brandywine Valley trail plan defines a designated shared-use trail network that provides
high-quality recreational opportunities, promotes visitor safety and enjoyment, preserves connectivity
with leased property within the Park unit and neighboring properties, and supports the purposes for which
FRST was established.

FRST is the first NPS unit in the State of Delaware and interprets the early colonial history of Delaware
and its role as the first state to ratify the Constitution. FRST tells the unique story of early Dutch,
Swedish, Finnish, and English settlers, and their relationships with Native Americans. The 1,359-acre
Brandywine Valley unit (project area) is in Delaware and Pennsylvania and is the largest of the six FRST
units. Approximately 1,105 acres were donated to the NPS in 2013, and another 254 acres were donated
in 2021. Before the Brandywine Valley unit was incorporated into FRST, it was home to the Lenni-
Lenape. Later, it was owned by William Poole Bancroft who purchased the land from early Quaker
settlers and established the Woodlawn Trustees.

The existing trail network consists of historical farm roads and single-track trails, all with natural or
unpaved surfacing. A comprehensive trail inventory from 2021 and 2022 identified 27.4 miles of land-
based trails in the Brandywine Valley unit, including system and user-created trails. The trails are a
popular year-round destination for hikers, mountain bikers, and equestrians, and numerous trails connect
the Brandywine Valley unit to neighboring properties such as the Brandywine Creek State Park.

The NPS completed a civic engagement process for the Brandywine Valley trails study in March-April
2023. The civic engagement process consisted of three phases: 1) initial outreach to raise public
awareness of the trails study, 2) three open houses to share information and solicit feedback, and 3) a 36-
day comment period. The public also had an opportunity to comment on the trail plan’s environmental
assessment (EA). On July 2, 2024, the NPS initiated a 30-day public review and comment on the NPS
Planning, Environment, and Public Comment website for the EA. Responses to substantive public
comments received on the EA are provided in Appendix B. Concurrent with the issuance of this Finding
of No Significant Impact (FONSI), the NPS has released a revised EA (Revised EA) that incorporates
modifications resulting from substantive comments.

Selected Action and Rationale for the Decision

The NPS analyzed two alternatives in detail in the Revised EA, the No Action and Proposed Action.
Based on this analysis, the NPS selected Alternative 2 — Proposed Action for implementation because it



best meets the purpose and need for action with no significant impact to park resources and values. The
selected action will guide comprehensive trails management as it relates to resources and administration
and will ensure consistency with trail use on surrounding properties. It will implement sustainable trail
design, improve user safety, and encourage restoration of soil and vegetation in heavy use areas.

The selected action designates a 23.5-mile shared-use trail network consistent with the purpose and need.
The trail network incorporates 15.0 miles of existing trails and adds 8.5 miles of new trails (to be
constructed). The NPS will close and restore to natural condition a total of 8.1 miles of trails. In addition,
4.3 miles of administrative roads will be open to public recreational use.

The NPS will phase implementation over approximately 5 years and use a hierarchy of priorities as a
guide. This approach will allow the NPS to minimize interruptions in trail use during trail construction
and closures. The NPS determined the hierarchy of priorities based on factors including connectivity
(including with adjacent lands), current trail conditions and associated impacts on natural and cultural
resources, level of use, and anticipated staff and volunteer capacity.

Construction Process. The NPS will perform most construction and modifications with hand tools such
as shovels, rakes, pick mattocks, Pulaskis, McLeods, and wheelbarrows. The NPS may use motorized
equipment in accordance with the mitigation measures specified in Section 2.3 of the Revised EA.
Examples of motorized equipment include a utility terrain vehicle to deliver staff, equipment, or materials
to a trail work site; or types of motorized trail construction and maintenance equipment such as a mini-
excavator, trail dozer, narrow track utility loader, stand-on mini skid steer, or similar machine. These
types of small, motorized equipment typically weigh up to 4,200 pounds, including attachment(s).

The NPS will construct new trails and modifications to existing trails in accordance with professional trail
building best practices and construction could occur year-round, as discussed in Section 2.2.3 in the
Revised EA.

Trail construction is likely to include a combination of both hand-built and mechanized techniques. The
NPS will thoroughly plan, design, and flag trail routes prior to construction. Proposed new trail
alignments will be based on GIS mapping analysis, study of aerial imagery, and field observations. Final
trail alignments may vary slightly from the corridors shown in trail maps in Section 2.2.8 in the Revised
EA, based on additional field verification prior to construction, archeological field surveys, and Section
106 consultation. The Park’s natural and cultural resources experts will review final trail alignments to
minimize impacts on sensitive resources. If a final trail alignment varies considerably from the trail
corridor identified in the Revised EA, the final trail alignment will undergo additional review (and
associated compliance, as needed) to minimize impacts to sensitive resources.

Allowable Use. All trails will be open to hiking, equestrian use, and bicycling. The NPS will permit some
electric-assisted modes of transportation on the trails, such as electric wheelchairs and electric bicycles,
known as e-bikes. NPS regulations in 36 C.F.R. § 1.4 define an electric bicycle as a two- to three-wheeled
cycle with an electric motor of not more than 750 watts and fully operable pedals that meets the
requirements of one of three defined classes. Bicycles with electric motors of more than 750 watts (1hp)
of power do not meet the definition of an electric bicycle and are managed as motor vehicles under 36
C.F.R. § 4.10. Motor vehicles will not be allowed on NPS trails. The NPS will allow Class 1 and Class 3
e-bikes on trails. The NPS will not allow Class 2 e-bikes on trails. The NPS will authorize bicycle use,
including e-bikes, consistent with regulations at 36 C.F.R. § 4.30 (the Bicycle Rule), as discussed in the
next section.

Public trail use will be limited to the hours specified in the Superintendent’s Compendium. Trail use
outside of these hours will not be allowed.



NPS Bicycle Rule Compliance

Regulations in 36 C.F.R. § 4.30 (the Bicycle Rule) establish administrative pathways to allow bicycle use
on trails within park areas. The NPS must complete a planning document and either an EA or
environmental impact statement that evaluates bicycle use on each specific trail. The NPS must conclude
that bicycle use will have no significant impact on the environment. If the NPS prepares an EA, it must
notify the public and provide at least 30 days to review and comment.

In addition to the planning and National Environmental Policy Act compliance documents (which are
typically the same document), the Superintendent must prepare, and the Regional Director must approve,
a written determination stating that the addition of bicycle use on the trails is consistent with the
protection of the park area’s natural, scenic and aesthetic values, safety considerations and management
objectives, and will not disturb wildlife or park resources. This written determination also is required
before the Superintendent can allow bicycle use on administrative roads.

For new trails outside of developed areas, the NPS must publish a special regulation designating the trails
for bicycle use, which is subject to a separate public notice-and-comment period under the Administrative
Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 533(b). New trails, whether they are in developed areas or not, must be
developed and constructed in accordance with appropriate sustainable trail design principles and
guidelines. Adherence to the procedures in these regulations helps ensure that bicycles are allowed only in
locations where, in the judgment of the NPS, their use is appropriate and will not cause unacceptable
impacts.

The Revised EA serves as the planning document for bicycle use on all Brandywine Valley unit trails.
The Revised EA meets the requirement in the Bicycle Rule to evaluate the effects of bicycle use on each
shared-use trail in the Brandywine Valley unit of the Park. The Revised EA evaluates the suitability of
trail surfaces and soil conditions for accommodating bicycle use, including any maintenance, minor
rehabilitation, or armoring that is necessary to upgrade trails to sustainable condition. Lifecycle
maintenance costs, safety considerations, strategies to prevent or minimize user conflicts, and methods to
protect natural and cultural resources and mitigate impacts are also analyzed and presented in the Revised
EA. In Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, the NPS describes the
impacts to cultural landscapes, vegetation, wetlands and water resources, and visitor use and enjoyment
associated with the selected action allowing for bicycle use.

The selected action will involve building new shared-use trails, upgrading existing shared-use trails, and
restoring some existing trails to natural conditions. The NPS will allow traditional bicycles and Class 1
and Class 3 e-bikes on all trails in the selected action’s trail network. At the completion of the planning
process, the NPS will promulgate a special regulation, through a public notice and comment rulemaking
process, that will authorize the Superintendent to allow bicycles, by designation in the Superintendent’s
Compendium, on all or a portion of the trails identified in the selected action. NPS regulations do not
require special regulations to allow bicycles on existing trails that do not require any construction or
significant modification, or on new trails completely within developed areas. The special regulation will
instead identify all trails where bicycle use could be allowed under the selected action so that the list of
trails is complete and in one place. The NPS expects this approach to increase compliance with the
regulations by making it easier for visitors to understand which trails allow bicycles and how to
appropriately use them.

The Revised EA incorporates professional trail building best practices and mitigation measures that will
limit impacts to vegetation and wildlife, soil and water, and cultural resources for all trail construction
activities under the selected action. Trail design criteria, outlined in Section 2.2.3.2 of the Revised EA,
will be implemented that minimize erosion from new and modified trails and improve overall user safety.



The Revised EA estimates the lifecycle cost for the trail network that includes general annual
maintenance costs and planning-level cost estimates.

Mitigation Measures

The NPS places strong emphasis on avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating potentially adverse
environmental impacts. Therefore, the NPS will implement mitigation measures from Section 2.3 of the
Revised EA to protect the natural and cultural resources that the project could affect: vegetation and
wildlife, soil and water, archeology, and visitor experience and safety. The authority for mitigation for
this project comes from the following laws and policies:

e NPS Organic Act (54 U.S.C. §§ 100101 ef seq.)
e The Redwood Act (H.R. 3813 [95"])

e The NPS Management Policies (2006)

Significance Criteria Review
Potentially Affected Environment

FRST’s Brandywine Valley unit is characterized by rolling hills interspersed by stream valleys. The
highest northeastern ridges are about 400 feet above sea level and its lowest point, where Brandywine
Creek flows south toward Wilmington, Delaware, is roughly 150 feet above sea level. Land cover is
primarily agricultural fields, pastures, and forested hills. Approximately 48 percent of the unit’s land is
agricultural fields and pastures. Winding roads and farmsteads reveal evidence of early European
settlement of the valley and the historic community. FRST leases the majority of these farmsteads to
private tenants.

The existing trail network in FRST is a valued recreational resource. Hiking and bicycling are popular
throughout the Brandywine Valley unit, among other trail-based activities such as running and bird
watching. Equestrian use is also widespread, but with less use in the south section because of the steep
and rocky terrain. Many visitors use the trail network to connect to adjacent properties and multiple trails
connect to the Brandywine Creek State Park.

The Brandywine Valley unit is within the Piedmont physiographic region of Delaware and Pennsylvania,
which represents the foothills of the Appalachian Mountain range and is characterized by rolling hills
with steep slopes and deep valleys'2. The location of streams and extent of wetlands have been delineated

!'Sevon, W. D. 2018. Physiographic Provinces of Pennsylvania. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources Bureau of Geologic Survey.

2 Delaware Geological Survey (DGS). 2020. Geologic History of the Delaware Piedmont. Accessed March 20,
2024. https://www.dgs.udel.edu/delaware-geology/geologic-history-delaware-piedmont



and function as flood mitigation, carbon sinks, and natural water filters, and provide critical habitat for
fish, wildlife, and plant species®*.

In 2017, FRST completed a Cultural Landscapes Inventory (CLI) for the original 1,105 acres of the
Brandywine Valley unit. The CLI evaluated all landscapes for significance to be listed or eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or otherwise managed as cultural resources. It
found that the four aspects of the Brandywine Valley unit are significant under NRHP criteria A, C, and
D. A Cultural Landscapes Report (CLR) that includes the additional 254 acres donated to the unit in 2021
is being finalized. The CLR evaluates a comprehensive inventory of landscape features, including historic
and non-historic trails. Resources contributing to the historical significance and integrity of the
Brandywine Valley unit include natural systems and features; views and topography; structures such as
several historic residences, barns, a corn crib, and a mill dam; the rock shelter site; and trails aligned with
historic roads, historic trail routes, and historic fences or property lines. The CLR also identified several
historic mica mine sites in the Brandywine Valley unit.

Degree of Effects of the Action

The NPS considered the following actual or potential project effects in evaluating the degree of the effects
(40 C.F.R. § 1501.3(b)(2)) for the selected action. As summarized below and documented in Chapter 3 of
the Revised EA, the selected action has the potential for adverse and beneficial impacts on soil erosion
and water resources, cultural landscapes, visitor use and enjoyment. The NPS did not identify any
significant adverse effects for implementing the selected action.

Beneficial and Adverse, Short-term, and Long-term Effects of the Proposed Action

Soil Erosion and Water Resources. The selected action will lessen soil erosion/runoff and improve
water quality by reducing erosion, channeling, and/or saturation stemming from closing trails with
excessive slopes and/or poor alignment. Constructing 8.5 miles of new trails will result in new soil
disturbance, but new trails will be designed in alignment with sustainable trail construction principles.
Careful trail design can eliminate many of the issues that lead to soil erosion and research suggests that
factors associated with trail alignment, slope, and soil type are more important in minimizing soil impacts
than a trail’s user groups (i.e., hiking, equestrian, or mountain biking).

The selected action will reduce the number of stream crossings, especially those that are redundant, in the
trail network. By reducing the number of locations where recreational users cross streams, and by
implementing design features such as rock armoring through at-grade water crossings, adverse impacts on
water resources will be reduced. These measures will minimize sediment delivery that may contribute to
the impairment status of the unnamed tributary to Beaver Creek and the tributary of Rocky Run.

Construction of two new gravel parking lots will cause soil disturbance; however, adherence to best
management practices (BMPs), including installation of erosion control devices such as silt fencing

3 National Park Service (NPS). Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area General Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement.

4 Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control (DNREC). Condition of Wetlands in the
Brandywine Watershed, Delaware. Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control,
Watershed Assessment and Management Section, Wetland Monitoring & Assessment Program, Dover, DE. 54 pp.



during construction, will minimize impacts. Pervious gravel surfacing will minimize impacts during the
operational phase associated with stormwater runoff.

FRST and neighboring properties with trail networks cumulatively contribute to soil erosion and
sedimentation within the Brandywine Creek watershed. However, past and future actions at both FRST
and neighboring properties to improve these networks will reduce these impacts.

Cultural Landscapes. Closing user-created trails will protect the cultural landscape and its contributing
features. Construction of new trails and modifications to existing trails will create new disturbance, but
designs for new trails and reroutes minimize impacts to sensitive areas and other features that contribute
to the cultural landscape. New and rerouted trails will also benefit cultural landscapes by improving
preservation and interpretation opportunities.

The selected action’s circulation patterns and visitor use incorporate findings from the CLI and CLR. That
is, the NPS designed the proposed trail network to take visitors to scenic overlooks that highlight the
forested and agricultural landscape, improve interpretation of historic structures, and emphasize the
agricultural and industrial history of the area. Continued public use of system trails and administrative
roads co-located with existing historic trails identified in the CLR will not affect their evaluation status as
contributing features to the cultural landscape because 1) their location and overall character (e.g., tread
surface, width) will not change and 2) hiking, bicycling, and equestrian use will have minimal impact on
the physical integrity of these trails. All or portions of several existing historic trails will be closed to the
public and preserved using BMPs. The closures will help these areas keep their status as contributing
elements to the cultural landscape.

Trails traversing the historic mica mines will be closed to public use. The mines are unevaluated for
NRHP eligibility and closing them will prevent further degradation that could affect NRHP eligibility and
contribution to the cultural landscape.

The selected action’s new trails will not adversely impact the cultural landscape because their natural
surface and narrow width will allow them to blend discretely into the landscape. In addition, BMPs
include avoiding archaeological resources to the greatest extent possible and ensuring all volunteers,
contractors, and subcontractors understand penalties and procedures associated with artifacts and
archaeological resources. Parking lots will be sited discreetly so that they do not distract from the historic
character of the landscape.

All activities to implement the selected action will comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties (including the Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes),
and the NPS Director’s Order 28: Cultural Resource Management.

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions contributing to the Brandywine Valley unit’s
cultural landscape preserve and interpret the area’s agricultural and industrial history. The selected action
will improve these opportunities for a beneficial cumulative impact to the cultural landscape.

Visitor Use and Enjoyment. Overall, the selected action will benefit visitor use and experience by
providing additional trails that are sustainably designed for recreation, interpretation, and safety. Visitors
will experience adverse impacts during the implementation phase due to trail closures and modifications.
Visitors could experience adverse impacts during the operational phase from the closure of trails that they
enjoyed. However, the selected action will have beneficial impacts during the operational phase on
visitor use and experience from improved recreation opportunities, accessibility, and safety.



Recreational Opportunities. The selected action will close and restore 8.1 miles of trails and construct 8.5
miles of new trails or trail segments. Closures of existing trails will adversely impact visitors who use
these user-created trails during the implementation phase. However, the restored existing trails and the
new trails will be upgraded and constructed to professional specifications that are expected to increase
enjoyment during the operational phase, including suitable tread and consideration of design criteria such
as bench cutting to ensure soil conditions are appropriate for bicycling and other uses. Additionally, the
NPS will authorize bicycle use on all trails identified in the selected action.

Trail design principles will minimize potential for user conflict on new and modified trails and signage or
wayfinding at trailheads, trail intersections, and at the Park unit boundary will improve navigation for
visitors. The proposed trail network will favor looped-trail opportunities.

Interpretation Opportunities. Improved trail access near sites and structures with cultural and historical
significance will contribute to a high-quality and enjoyable visitor experience. New trails will introduce
or enhance interpretation opportunities.

Trail Connectivity. The selected action preserves connectivity with neighboring properties by designating
system trails needed to maintain access to the Park. It also improves connectivity and reduces confusion
about land management status and allowable uses by closing trails that no longer connect with an official
Brandywine State Park trail. Allowable uses on State Park trails that connect with unit trails will also be
consistent, benefiting visitors by providing safe, enjoyable, and educational experiences.

Trails will be closed or rerouted to avoid private property and leased properties in favor of a seamless
looped trail opportunity entirely on NPS land and avoiding the potential for trespassing and perceived
need for constructing illicit trail connections.

Access. The construction phase for new trails and parking areas will temporarily limit visitor access to
some trails. These activities (and associated impacts) will continue for several weeks or months
depending on the scope and scale of each segment. The NPS will stagger closures over approximately 5
years to allow access to most trails. Access will resume once this phase ends.

The selected action preserves access points to several horse stables, including those near Smith Bridge
Road and the Woodlawn Trustees property, which will facilitate continued connection from nearby
residences or trails on adjacent properties.

The selected action constructs two new gravel parking lots that will improve visitor access. The locations
account for current off-street parking and capacity, ultimately benefiting visitor use and experience by
providing safe and legal means to park and access the trail network.

Safety. The selected action will address several unsafe road-trail interactions by closing trails that
abruptly end at a public road and constructing new trails that parallel roads so that users do not need to
walk or ride on the road to access the next trail segment. The NPS will use BMPs at all remaining system
trail intersections with public roads to minimize safety risks. This includes potential coordination with
applicable transportation agencies.

Trail closures in the historic mica mines area will address concerns associated with bicycling and other
uses and will adversely impact visitors who had enjoyed these trails. New trails constructed in this area
will avoid the mines, which will provide an alternate visitor experience while eliminating safety concerns
associated with the historic mica mines.



The selected action will close all trails specifically identified as having an increased risk of collisions or
accidents due to excessive gradient. For all new trails and modifications to existing trails, sustainable
principles that include appropriate gradients and sight lines will sufficiently address safety considerations
for bicycle use. Certain classes of e-bikes will be allowed on the trails, making them more accessible to
visitors who may not be able to use traditional bicycles.

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects at FRST and neighboring properties with trail networks
will improve visitor use and enjoyment. Collectively, these projects improve road crossings, promote
connectivity across properties, allow for the continuation of bicycling, and construct more sustainable
trails. Therefore, these actions will cumulatively improve visitor use and enjoyment.

Degree to Which the Proposed Action Affects Public Health and Safety

Overall, the selected action will improve public health and safety. The NPS will replace closed trails with
new trails that have improved safety conditions. New parking areas will alleviate the need for off-road
parking and provide safer access points for visitors. During the construction phase, fencing or other
similar temporary barriers will establish a perimeter around active construction areas for the safety of
park visitors. Over time, trails may begin to deteriorate but the trails are expected to be more sustainable
overall by implementing trail construction BMPs.

Effects on Federal, State, Tribal or Local Environmental Protection Laws

The selected action does not threaten or violate any federal, state, or local laws or requirements imposed
for the protection of the environment.

The NPS completed informal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act on October 11,
2024. At that time, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the NPS’ determination that the
selected action is “not likely to adversely affect” the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), northern long-eared bat
(Myotis septentrionalis), bog turtle (Glyptemys muhlenbergii), and tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus).

The NPS requested a project review through the Pennsylvania Natural Heritage Program (in partnership
between the Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, the Pennsylvania Fish and
Boat Commission, the Pennsylvania Game Commission, and the Western Pennsylvania Conservancy) and
by the Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control. In response, the agencies
identified state-listed and rare species known or with potential to occur in or near the project area. The
NPS will minimize impacts on state-listed and rare species by implementing measures in Section 2.3.1 of
the Revised EA.

The NPS consulted with the Delaware Nation, Delaware Tribe of Indians, Delaware State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO), and Pennsylvania SHPO for compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108) and its regulations (36 C.F.R. § 800.8). A programmatic
agreement (PA) was developed because the proposed action will be implemented over approximately five
years and because the assessment of effects cannot be fully determined at this stage of planning. The PA
outlines the ongoing consultation process to avoid, minimize, and, when necessary, mitigate adverse
effects. The PA was signed by the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) on September
23, 2024, and the Delaware SHPO on September 26, 2024. The Delaware Nation and Delaware Tribe of
Indians concurred with the PA. Chadds Ford Township, Pennsylvania, also accepted an invitation to
participate in the PA as a consulting party.



FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

e Based on the information contained in the Revised EA, I have determined that the selected action
does not constitute a major federal action having significant effect on the human environment.
Therefore, an environmental impact statement will not be prepared.

o This finding considers the Council on Environmental Quality criteria for significance (40 C.F.R.
§ 1501.3(b) (2022)) regarding the potentially affected environment and degrees of effects of the
impacts described in the Revised EA (which is hereby incorporated by reference) and as
summarized above.

Recommended:

Digitally signed by
\]OSHUA JOSHUA BOLES

Date: 2024.11.14
BOLES 08:58:13 -05'00"

Joshua Boles, Superintendent Date
First State National Historical Park

Approved:

GAY Digitally signed by GAY
VIETZKE

Date: 2024.11.22
VI ETZKE 15:42:34 -05'00'

Gay Vietzke, Regional Director Date
National Park Service

NPS Interior Region 1 Documents appended to the FONSI include:
e Appendix A: Determination of Non-Impairment

e Appendix B: Response to Public Comment



Attachment A: Determination of Non-Impairment

Section 1.4.7 of the NPS Management Policies 2006 states National Park Service (NPS) decisionmakers
must consider impacts of a proposed action and determine, in writing, that the action will not lead to an
impairment of park resources and values. Section 4.1.3 goes on to state that every Finding of No
Significance Impact (FONSI) must certify that the proposal will not impair park resources.

The Prohibition on Impairment of Park Resources and Values

The Organic Act of 1916 directs the U.S. Department of the Interior and the NPS to manage units “to
conserve the scenery, natural and historic objects, and wildlife in the System units and to provide for the
enjoyment of the scenery, natural and historic objects, and wildlife in such manner and by such a means
as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations” (54 U.S.C. § 100101(a)).
Congress reiterated this mandate in the Redwood National Park Expansion Act of 1978 by stating that
NPS must conduct its actions in a manner that will ensure no “derogation of the values and purposes for
which the System units have been established, except as directly and specifically provided by Congress”
(54 U.S.C. § 100101(b)(2)).

What is Impairment?

NPS Management Policies 2006, Section 1.4.5, “What Constitutes Impairment of Park Resources and
Values,” and Section 1.4.6, “What Constitutes Park Resources and Values,” explain impairment.
According to Section 1.4.5, impairment “is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible
NPS manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values, including the opportunities that
otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of those resources or values.” Furthermore, “an impact to
any park resource or value may, but does not necessarily, constitute impairment. An impact would be
more likely to constitute impairment to the extent that it affects a resource or value whose conservation is:

e necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of
the park, or

e key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or

o identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning
documents as being of significance.”

Per section 1.4.6 of NPS Management Policies 2006, park resources and values at risk of impairment
include:

e “the park’s scenery, natural and historic objects, and wildlife, and the processes and condition that
sustain them, including, to the extent present in the park: the ecological, biological, and physical
processes that created the park and continue to act upon it; scenic features; natural visibility, both
in daytime and at night; natural landscapes; natural soundscapes and smells; water and air
resources; soils; geological resources; paleontological resources; archeological resources; cultural
landscapes; ethnographic resources; historic and prehistoric sites, structure, and objects; museum
collections; and native plants and animals;

e appropriate opportunities to experience enjoyment of the above resources, to the extent that can be
done without impairing them;
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e the park's role in contributing to the national dignity, the high public value and integrity, and the
superlative environmental quality of the national park system, and the benefit and inspiration
provided to the American people by the national park system; and

e any additional attributes encompassed by the specific values and purposes for which the park was
established.”

Non-Impairment Determination for the Selected Action

This determination of non-impairment has been prepared for the selected action described in the FONSI
for the Brandywine Trail Plan Environmental Assessment. The non-impairment determination is for soil
erosion / water resources and cultural landscapes. Consistent with Section 1.4.6 of NPS Management
Policies 2006, this determination does not include visitor use and enjoyment because the Organic Act
does not consider this impact topic to be park resources or values subject to the non-impairment standard.

The Foundation Document for First State National Historical Park (Foundation Document, 2022)
describes FRST’s purpose, along with park significance statements and a description of the park’s
fundamental resources and values. The park’s purpose is:

“First State National Historical Park works in partnership to preserve and interpret the nationally
significant cultural and historic resources associated with early settlement of the Delaware Valley
by the Dutch, Swedish, Finnish, and English; Delaware’s role in the establishment of the nation;
and as the first State to ratify the Constitution. First State National Historical Park works in
partnership to conserve and interpret the natural and cultural landscape of the Brandywine Valley
consistent with William Poole Bancroft’s vision of an open space accessible to the public for their
health and well-being.”

The park’s significance statements and fundamental resources and values highlight resources that the
Brandywine Trail Plan may impact, including the Brandywine Valley unit as a whole for its historic
significance, natural resources, and conservation of green space. The selected action will not impair soil
erosion and water resources or cultural landscapes, which are associated with FRST’s significance
statement and fundamental resources and values.

Soil Erosion and Water Resources. The Brandywine Valley unit’s aquatic features function as flood
mitigation, carbon sinks, and natural water filters (NPS 2009). They also provide critical habitat for fish,
wildlife, and plant species (DNREC 2022b). One unnamed tributary of Beaver Creek is listed as impaired
for aquatic life and a tributary to Rocky Run is impaired for fish, aquatic life, and wildlife (Delaware
Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control 2022c, Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection 2022). The Brandywine Valley unit trails were not professionally designed and
many segments exhibit erosion, channeling, and/or saturation stemming from their slope and alignment.

Although there will be initial soil disturbance during the implementation phase, the selected action will
overall lessen soil erosion/runoff and improve water quality by reducing erosion, channeling, and/or
saturation stemming from the trails’ excessive slope and/or poor trail alignment. Careful trail design (e.g.,
alignment and slope) can eliminate many of the issues that lead to soil erosion during the operational
phase.

The selected action will reduce the number of stream crossings, especially those that are redundant, in the
trail network. Adverse impacts (i.e. sediment delivery) on water resources will be minimized by reducing
the number of locations where recreational users cross streams and by implementing design features such
as rock armoring through at-grade water crossings.
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The construction phase for two new gravel parking lots will result in soil disturbance and compaction.
However, BMPs, including installation of erosion control devices such as silt fencing, will minimize
impacts will be minimized. Using pervious gravel surfacing will minimize operation phase impacts to
water resources from stormwater runoff.

The selected action will benefit soil and water resources during the operation phase and BMPs will
minimize any construction phase adverse impacts. Therefore, the selected action will not impair soil and
water resources.

Cultural Landscapes. The Brandywine Valley unit’s cultural landscape includes four aspects that are
significant under the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) criteria A, C, and D. Resources
contributing to the historical significance and integrity of the Brandywine Valley unit include natural
systems and features; views and topography; structures such as several historic residences, barns, a corn
crib, and a mill dam; the rock shelter site; and trails aligned with historic roads, historic trail routes, and
historic fences or property lines’.

Closing existing user-created trails throughout the Park unit and at the mica mine sites will protect the
overall cultural landscape, its contributing features, and the NRHP eligibility of the mica mines sites. New
trail designs, including their locations, consider ways to minimize impacts to sensitive areas and other
features that contribute to the cultural landscape. For example, the natural surface and narrow width of
new trails will allow them to blend into the landscape. Also, the discreet locations of new parking lots

will prevent distracting from the historic character of the landscape.

The selected action’s circulation patterns and visitor use incorporate findings from the FRST’s cultural
landscape inventory and cultural landscape report. Public use of system trails and administrative roads co-
located with historic trails identified in the CLR will not affect their status as contributing features to the
cultural landscape. This is because 1) their location and overall character (e.g., tread surface, width) will
not change and 2) hiking, bicycling, and equestrian use will have minimal impact on the physical integrity
of these trails. The selected action will close all or portions of several existing historic trails and preserve
them using best management practices; thus, the selected action will not affect these trails’ status as
contributing elements to the cultural landscape.

All implementation activities will comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines
for Archaeology and Historic Preservation, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties (including the Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes), and the NPS
Director’s Order 28: Cultural Resource Management.

The selected action directs recreational use away from and reduces impacts to cultural resources;
therefore, the selected action will not impair cultural landscapes.

Conclusion
The NPS does not anticipate that implementing the selected action will constitute an impairment of the

park’s resources or values. This conclusion is based on consideration of the park’s purpose and
significance, a thorough analysis of the environmental impacts described in the environmental

5 Olmsted Center for Landscape Preservation. 2023. Cultural Landscape Report for First State National Historical
Park Brandywine Valley. Revised 75% Draft. September 2023.

A-3



assessment, the comments provided by the public and others, and the professional judgment of the
decision-maker guided by the direction of the NPS Management Policies 2006.
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Attachment B: Response to Public Comment

During preparation of the environmental assessment (EA), the National Park Service (NPS) consulted
with federal and state agencies, Tribes, interested and affected parties, and the general public. Interested
members of the public and agencies had an opportunity to review and comment on the EA during a 30-
day review period from July 2, 2024, to August 1, 2024.

The NPS announced the EA’s availability on its Planning, Environment and Public Comment website, via
press release, and through posts on the park’s website and social media channels. In addition, the NPS
held in-person public meetings on July 14, 15, and 16, 2024. The NPS received a total of 179
correspondences during the public comment period. Below is the NPS’ response to comments.

Access Concerns

Concern ID AC1000, Access and Network Connectivity: Commenters expressed several access
concerns for specific trails in the Proposed Action. Concerns included proximity of trails to certain
resources, maintaining connectivity across the trail network, access to trails and areas in and adjacent to
the Park unit, and the potential for unintended consequences resulting from the planned changes.
Commenters said that the planned changes may create challenges with crowding, user conflicts, and
private land access.

NPS Response: The NPS considered comments regarding specific trails within the context of the
Purpose and Need and objectives stated in Section 1.2 of the Revised EA. These objectives
require the NPS to consider multiple factors including connectivity, visitor experience, safety,
and resource impacts. The NPS reviewed information about sensitive resources and conducted
additional site visits to specific areas to assess comments regarding proposed new trail
alignments, proposed closures, and the connectivity of existing trails. In response to these
comments and consistent with the Purpose and Need, the NPS made several changes to the
Proposed Action. Please see the Revised EA’s updated Figures 12 through 21 for the Proposed
Action trail system.

Concern ID AC2000, Access and Parking: Some commenters suggested the proposed parking lots are
inadequately sized, the proposed Garden of Eden Road parking lot location is either not accessible to the
public or is not necessary and should be reconsidered, the NPS should consider a new parking lot at
Beaver Dam Road, and that the NPS should prioritize the Smith Bridge lot for expansion. Commenters
also raised questions over what amenities, such as restrooms, would be available (or not) at parking lots.
One commenter suggested that NPS coordinate with neighborhood and/or local municipalities where
necessary to mitigate potential traffic impacts to neighborhoods, which could result from the plan's
proposed new parking areas.

NPS Response: As stated in Section 3.2.4.4 of the Revised EA, “the NPS selected the locations
of the parking lots to address existing problems with off-street parking and capacity.” The NPS
identified problem areas through its long-term observations of Park use, including areas where the
number of visitor vehicles frequently exceeded existing parking capacity. Parking lot location and
size are intended to alleviate crowding, provide safe access, and address illegal roadside parking
and parking in nearby residential neighborhoods while preserving the Park’s historic character.
Other Park facilities such as restrooms are outside the scope of this EA and will be addressed in
future proposals if and as those proposals are developed. The NPS will continue to coordinate
with local stakeholders when implementing the selected action, including construction of the new
parking lots.
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Concern ID AC3000, Access and Visitor Passes: One commenter suggested requiring a yearly pass to
access the Park and that obtaining the pass should be contingent on completing user etiquette training.

NPS Response: Park entrance fees or passes are outside the scope of this plan. Section 2.2.5 of
the Revised EA states that “The NPS would place standardized trail signs or use other trail
markers at trailheads, trail intersections, and Park unit boundaries.” In addition to displaying the
trail system, these signs could also include key messages regarding trail use.

Cultural Resources Concerns

Concern ID CU1000, Cultural Resources: Commenters were supportive of a trail network that would
preserve and build awareness of cultural and historical resources. Some commenters expressed concern
about proper consultation of stakeholders involved in historical and archaeological studies.

NPS Response: Section 3.4 of the Revised EA provides a detailed overview of the cultural
landscape inventory process and findings, including potential impacts on the cultural landscape
from implementation of both alternatives. The NPS completed Section 106 consultation for this
project under the National Historic Preservation Act. Please see the Revised EA’s Appendix A,
which is the project-specific Programmatic Agreement (PA) for implementation of the trails plan.
The PA satisfies Section 106 consultation among the NPS, the Delaware State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Pennsylvania SHPO, Delaware Nation, and Delaware Tribe of
Indians, and these parties all signed the PA. In addition, Chadds Ford Township elected to
participate as a consulting party during the planning and implementation of the trails plan.

Ecological Concerns

Concern ID VG1000, Revegetation: Three commenters inquired about revegetation. They requested
more information about the requirement that trail restoration include planting of native species. One
commenter specifically wanted to know which native species the NPS would plan and if the public would
be allowed to provide input on the plantings.

NPS Response: Section 2.3.1 of the Revised EA includes several mitigation measures to avoid or
minimize impacts on native vegetation, and requires the use of native plant material in
accordance with NPS policies and guidance. While a specific seed mix is impractical to identify
at this time, it will be identified during implementation based on site-specific species
composition, habitat, and other factors.

Concern ID WH2000, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Impact Analysis: One commenter felt that the
EA did not adequately address the importance of ecological, habitat, or environmental concerns. The
commenter says that the plan’s implementation should consider biodiversity and climate change. Other
commenters support habitat restoration and invasive plant management activities but feel that the wildlife
portion of the plan is contradictory and dismissive and does not adequately capture local wildlife
stakeholder knowledge. These commenters oppose any new trails that would traverse currently unused
forested areas to avoid further habitat fragmentation and would like to see a restoration plan for trail
closures. One commenter stated a concern for the use of best available science on ecological impacts from
forest and trail use, especially in sensitive areas. Another commenter noted that many rare species can no
longer be observed in the Park and claims this is likely due to increased recreational use and mountain
biking in particular.



NPS Response: Sections 1.4.8 through 1.4.11 of the Revised EA address why the NPS dismissed
from analysis issues related to species of special concern, vegetation, wetlands, and wildlife and
habitat. Section 2.3.1 includes numerous mitigation measures to avoid or minimize impacts on
these resources. The Revised EA updates Sections 1.4.9 and 1.4.11 to discuss specific ecological
studies conducted within the Park unit. Section 2.2.2 states that “the NPS would decommission
and return the trails to their natural condition following measures outlined in Section 2.3 to
prevent future unauthorized use and to encourage restoration of soil and vegetation.” Section 2.3
includes measures to avoid or minimize impacts on species. The United States Fish and Wildlife
Service concurred with the NPS’s determination that the Proposed Action may affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect, federally listed species within the Park.

Concern ID WQ4000, Water Resources: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives: While some
commenters oppose constructing bridges for stream crossings, others expressed interest in bridges for
both existing and new trails to reduce stream impacts. Commenters are also concerned about impacts to
wetlands and assert that maps show some proposed new trails route through wetlands even though the
plan’s text states that it would not do so where there was a practical alternative. Two commenters asked
how the NPS would monitor for water resource impacts and whether off-site materials would be used for
trail construction or modifications.

NPS Response: The NPS designed the Proposed Action, in part, to reduce the number of stream
crossings in the Park unit. The NPS will look for the least impactful implementation method to
minimize impacts from existing and new trails on streams, including bridges or other construction
methods of crossing streams. Crossings will adhere to the trail alignment principles and trail
design criteria in Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2 of the Revised EA. The exact layout of the trail at
the time of construction will inform which type of crossing is most appropriate. The Revised EA
updates Section 2.2.3.2 to specify that any crossing will be designed to accommodate all user
groups.

The NPS will continue to monitor resource conditions in the Park unit consistent with agency
regulations and policies. The NPS designed the Proposed Action to facilitate management
responses where trails are having unacceptable environmental impacts. Trail construction and
maintenance will be consistent with practices outlined in Section 2.2.3.1, and some features such
as water crossings may require the use of off-site materials (e.g., lumber).

Equestrian Concerns

Concern ID EQ1000-00: Several trail users provided comments specifically pertaining to equestrian
issues. Equestrians stated concerns around the loss of connectivity, including to barns and stables within
and outside of the Park, Brandywine Creek, and Brandywine Creek State Park. This user group also
raised concerns about trail design (e.g., surface and experience) suited to their needs, water access, and
safety. One commenter opposed closing trails to equestrians because there are so few trails open to
horseback riding in the region.

NPS Response: All trails will be open to equestrian use under the Proposed Action in keeping
with the purpose and need for a multi-use network. The Revised EA incorporates trail N26 into
the Proposed Action to improve equestrian connectivity with the Twin Pines stables on
neighboring private land. Please see the Revised EA’s updated Figures 12 and 14. New trails and
trail modifications will be designed to accommodate multiple uses including equestrian use.
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Property Concerns

Concern ID LU1000-00, Leased property: Leascholders expressed concerns over the plan, suggesting
that there are errors in the mapped leased properties, as well as the types of properties. One commenter
expressed a desire that the NPS consider the interests of Park users over those of leaseholders.

NPS Response: The Revised EA updates the North-Central section of the Proposed Action to
more accurately present the location of leased residences and proposed new trail corridors. Please
see the Revised EA’s updated Figures 12 and 16. The NPS developed the Proposed Action
consistent with the Purpose and Need, which seeks to promote the health and well-being of
Brandywine Valley visitors while identifying for possible closure trails that are near leased
residences within the Park.

Concern ID LU2000-00, Private property: Commenters expressed support for efforts to design trails
that reduce impacts to private property; however, they are also concerned that trail closures or
disconnections will lead to trespassing. They are also concerned that closure of private properties to
public access will lead to the development of new social trails. One commenter suggested an alternate
trail to avoid private property.

NPS Response: The Purpose and Need includes an objective to remove trails that intersect
private inholdings. The Proposed Action closes trails that currently dead-end at private inholdings
and includes proposed new trails to encourage visitors to stay on the designated trail system and
avoid creating social trails.

Park Management Concerns

Concern ID MAN1000, Events: Some commenters oppose allowing large events on Park trails for a
variety of reasons including noise and impacts on trails. Some commenters expressed that they would like
to see continued use of Park trails by large events because they bring enjoyment to the participants.

NPS Response: Special park use permits are outside the scope of this Revised EA.

Concern ID MAN2000, Park hours: Many commenters expressed support for changes to Park hours to
allow early morning and after dark use for multiple user groups (bikes, birders, equestrian, runners, etc.)
year round. Trail use after dark is especially important for visitors who access the Park after work and in
the winter when days are shorter.

NPS Response: As stated in Section 2.2.1 of the Revised EA, “Public trail use would be limited
to the hours specified in the Superintendent’s Compendium.” While park hours are designated in
the Superintendent’s Compendium, and any decision to change them is outside the scope of this
EA, the Superintendent is considering a change in Park hours to accommodate trail use during the
winter season when there are fewer hours of daylight.

Concern ID MAN3000, Signage: Commenters expressed a desire for signage related to trail difficulty
levels, intersections, trail closures, etiquette, Park boundaries, and the impacts of social trails. Some
commenters requested signs use natural materials and have discrete designs to preserve the Park’s
character. Commenters supported using trail blazes over trail signs and installing trail maps at parking
area kiosks. Also, some commenters indicated that signs can easily spook horses and the use of mobile
trail navigation apps minimizes the need for detailed on-trail signs.
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NPS Response: Section 2.2.5 of the Revised EA states that the “NPS would place standardized
trail signs or use other trail markers at trailheads, trail intersections, and Park unit boundaries.”
Signage design will be consistent with NPS policies and guidance. In addition to displaying the
trail system, these signs could include key messages regarding trail use. Trail signage is also
important for identifying specific locations on the trail system should administrative or
emergency access be required.

Public Involvement Concerns

Concern ID PI1000, Public involvement in the process: Commenters expressed both concern and
support for the plan’s stakeholder engagement process. Concerned commenters said they felt the planning
process was not comprehensive, involved the public late in the process, had a difficult method for
submitting comments, used difficult terminology, had a general lack of communication, and did not
adequately include stakeholders (e.g., specific user groups, landowners) in the process. Some commenters
suggested that work on the project be slowed or restarted to be able to fully consider trail closures and
recreation impacts.

NPS Response: Section 4.1 of the Revised EA describes the plan’s public involvement process to
date, which included two public comment periods, six in-person public open houses, and outreach
to the agencies and persons listed in Section 4.2. The NPS accepted public comments through
multiple avenues, including PEPC, email, and in-person meetings. The Revised EA updates
Section 4.2 to include additional parties the NPS consulted with during preparation of the trails
plan.

Concern ID PI12000, Volunteering: Many commenters are interested in volunteer opportunities at the
park, especially for constructing and maintaining trails, stating the importance of coordinating with trail
builder organizations and user group-specific organizations. Commenters requested that the Proposed
Action identify volunteers as a resource for the NPS.

NPS Response: The NPS greatly appreciates its volunteers and is committed to continuing to use
volunteers, as disclosed in Sections 2.1.7 and 2.2.7 of the Revised EA and Sections II and IV of
the PA. The Revised EA updates Section 2.2.3 to state that the NPS anticipates trail construction
and modifications to be completed through a combination of NPS staff, volunteers, and/or
professional contractors.

Planning and Mapping Concerns

Concern ID PL1000, Planning and Mapping: Two commenters expressed concern about the process
used to produce the plan. One commenter asserted the plan used remote analysis of trails and park, while
the other felt that the “Woodlawn Trustees” map is more comprehensive and requested a more detailed
explanation for why the NPS did not use it when developing its plan.

NPS Response: Section 1.2.1 of the Revised EA describes the comprehensive trail inventory
effort that occurred in 2021 and 2022. The inventory included an on-site field review of every
trail in its entirety and many trails were assessed in person on multiple occasions to ensure the
Proposed Action met the Purpose and Need stated in Section 1.2. The No Action Alternative trail
network is reflective of the official NPS trail map, which is based on the trail network identified
by previous owners including the Woodlawn Trustees.
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Concern ID PL4000, Mapping and Readability: Many commenters said they had difficulty reading the
maps or that they felt the maps were missing existing trails. Commenters also said that maps either had
incorrect, improper, or omitted labels for certain trails, roads, and structure locations.

NPS Response: The NPS considered all comments related to the project maps and revised the
maps where changes were needed. Please see the Revised EA’s updated Figures 12 through 21.

Recreation Concerns

Concern ID REC2000, Mountain Biking: Many commenters wrote in both for and against allowing
bicycling on Park trails. Commenters supportive of mountain biking as an official use in the Park cite
economic, social, and health benefits, as well as providing a greater appreciation for nature overall with a
history of use in the Park that should be honored. Commenters opposed to mountain biking suggest that it
is an illegal use that has impacted the trails and environment through social trails and trail features. These
commenters contend trail, habitat, and wildlife impacts related to mountain biking are not fully
understood or accounted for in the literature cited.

NPS Response: Section 1.2 of the Revised EA describes the need to formally authorize bicycling
on Park trails. Section 3.2.4 describes the impacts on visitor use and enjoyment related to
mountain biking. Section 1.7 describes the NPS regulations governing bicycle use on trails and
the process needed to authorize this use. Chapter 3 analyzes visitor use and enjoyment, soil and
water resources, and cultural landscape impacts of the No Action Alternative, which would
prohibit bicycling on trails, and the Proposed Action, which will allow bicycling on all trails.

In addition, Section 3.3.4 discusses the factors affecting trail conditions, including trail design
and alignment, and different uses. This discussion cites peer-reviewed literature to inform the
analysis. One commenter suggested a study by Evju et al to better understand the best available
science. The NPS reviewed this study, which investigated the effects of mountain biking versus
hiking on Norwegian coastal and inland trails under different environmental conditions. The
study concludes in part that ““...on-trail use by hikers and mountain bikers have relatively limited
effects in terms of trail widening and deepening. However, the effects are variable: where trails
cross wet areas, such as mires, bogs or other plant communities with poor drainage, more trail
degradation is to be expected with increased use from both hikers and mountain bikers.” This part
of the conclusion is consistent with Section 3.3.4 of the plan’s Revised EA in that it highlights the
importance of well-designed trails that shed water effectively. The study’s conclusion also states,
“...higher trail degradation can be expected if a large proportion of the users are mountain bikers,
particularly in wet trail parts.” This part of the conclusion is consistent with the Proposed Action,
in particular the inclusion of professional trail alignment principles (Section 2.2.3.1) and trail
design criteria (Section 2.2.3.2) to promote sustainable trail conditions and minimize adverse
impacts.

Concern ID AL1000, Alternatives: Biking and Trail Features: Several commenters advocated for an
alternative that would add purpose-built trails (including mountain bike-specific trail features), sections
for new mountain bike riders, and directional trails that vary in difficulty ratings. Commenters expressed
interest in collaborating throughout the trail design process on these items.

NPS Response: Any purpose-built trails must accommodate shared uses (hiking, biking, and
equestrian use) to be consistent with the purpose and need. The NPS will incorporate trail
alignment principles in Section 2.2.3.1 and trail design criteria in Section 2.2.3.2 when
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constructing new trails or rehabilitating existing trails. This will ensure all new trails are
constructed to a professional standard that minimizes adverse environmental impacts and
accommodates multiple uses. New and realigned trails must also be consistent with the objective
to provide a safe shared-use trail network. Directional trails were considered, but not incorporated
into the Proposed Action because trails with identified safety concerns were not incorporated into
the trail network. The NPS also determined that the proposed trail network includes trails of
varying difficulty levels. Section 2.2.5 addresses signage by stating that signs could also include
key messages regarding trail use. The NPS will continue to engage with stakeholders during
project implementation.

Concern ID AL4000, Alternatives: User-specific trails: Some commenters generally supported
analyzing a new alternative for user-designated trails and keeping some trails open that the NPS proposes
to close but for designated uses only. There is interest in identifying locations for "by-pass" trails to
reduce user conflicts/improve safety, directional trail designations, and designating equestrian-only uses
around/near barns and stables. Some felt that the plan has too much emphasis on mountain biking.

NPS Response: The plan’s Proposed Action (see the Revised EA’s updated Figures 12 through
21) incorporates some user-created trails into the official trail network. In addition, the Proposed
Action includes professional trail alignment principles (Section 2.2.3.1) and trail design criteria
(Section 2.2.3.2) to promote sustainable trail conditions and minimize safety concerns. The
Revised EA’s Section 2.4.1 considers and dismisses alternatives that limit or prohibit certain uses,
including equestrian and/or bicycle use. As stated in the Revised EA, the “NPS dismissed these
alternatives because they do not meet the purpose to provide a shared-use trail network and a
high-quality visitor experience.”

Concern ID REC4000, Support for multiple uses on trails: Some commenters supported continuing to
allow multiple uses on trails, emphasizing the importance of sustainable trail development targeted at
multiple uses.

NPS Response: Section 2.1.1 of the Revised EA describes the allowable uses on the trail
network. In response to public comments concerning sustainable trails, the Revised EA states that
the NPS would only allow Class 1 and Class 3 e-bikes on trails.

Concern ID REC5000, Opposition to trail closure: Several commenters opposed trail closures, stating
that they were concerned about crowding and user conflicts on remaining trails, which they believe would
lead to users creating new social trails and generally not respecting closures. Commenters wished to see
some existing trails remain open because they believe their existing condition is adequate and thus do not
warrant new trail construction.

NPS Response: While the revised Proposed Action will close 8.1 miles of existing trails, it will
also construct 8.5 miles of new trails. Section 2.2.2 of the Revised EA has a detailed explanation
of the proposed trail closures, including that the NPS considered trail condition when identifying
specific trails for closure.

Concern ID REC6000, Electric bikes: Commenters expressed a variety of opinions about e-bike use on
trails. Some commenters support this use for recreation and/or health reasons, while others are opposed
for reasons including safety, impacts on wildlife, wear and tear on trails, and impacts on scenery. In
addition, some commenters expressed support for limiting e-bikes to Class 1 and/or Class 3 on Park trails
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because they are more inclusive of users who may not be able to use traditional bicycles while causing
less environmental damage than Class 2.

NPS Response: Sections 1.7, 2.2.1, 3.2.1.1, 3.2.4.5, and 3.3.4 of the Revised EA address e-bikes.
The Revised EA updates Section 2.2.1 to state that only Class 1 and Class 3 e-bikes will be
allowed on trails within the Park. The NPS made this distinction because these e-bike classes
require the rider to pedal the bicycle and facilitate more effective enforcement of allowable uses.

Concern ID REC7000, Recreational birding: One commenter expressed interest in allowing off-trail
recreation in the Park, such as for birding.

NPS Response: The Revised EA updates Section 2.2.1 to specify that management of off-trail
use is a decision addressed in the Superintendent’s Compendium, not the Revised EA.

Safety Concerns

Concern ID SA1000, Safety: Commenters submitted several concerns related to safety. Some
commenters suggested the design phase consider multi-use visitor safety and the implementation phase
consider widening trails to reduce overhanging vegetation. Other commenters expressed concern around
the safety of roadway crossings for all user groups and suggested mitigation measures such as stop signs
or other facilities.

NPS Response: Per Section 1.2 of the Revised EA, visitor safety is an integral component of the
Purpose and Need. As such, the Revised EA addresses safety throughout. For example, Section
2.2.2 discloses that the NPS identified for closure trails presenting a safety risk for users
(including those that encourage high speeds or have blind corners). The trail design criteria in
Section 2.2.3.2 include clear sight lines for user safety and trail reroutes to improve user safety.
Section 2.3.4 includes multiple measures to promote safety, Sections 2.1.4 and 2.2.4 discuss trail
maintenance, Section 3.2.1.5 identifies specific trails with user safety concerns, and Sections
3.2.3.5 and 3.2.4.5 analyze safety impacts for each alternative.

Paved roads in the Park are under the jurisdiction of the Delaware Department of Transportation
and Pennsylvania Department of Transportation. The Proposed Action considered user safety
when identifying the trail network (including proposed closures). The NPS will continue to
coordinate with these agencies to identify and implement safety enhancements for visitors.

Visitor Use or Experience Concerns

Concern ID IV100: Commenters expressed general interest in improving or preserving the natural
integrity and cultural aspects of the Park that contribute to the overall user experience. Some commenters
are concerned that the NPS is closing too many historical trails and prioritizing recreation over historic
and cultural resource access. However, other commenters are concerned that the NPS is closing certain
trails to the detriment of recreation.

NPS Response: The Proposed Action provides high-quality recreational opportunities while

supporting the purposes for which the Park was established (see Section 1.2 of the Revised EA).
Section 3.4.4 of the Revised EA discusses the impacts of implementing the Proposed Action on
cultural landscapes including historic roads and trails within the Park. The PA and Section 2.3.3
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of the Revised EA include measures to avoid or minimize impacts on historic and cultural
resources.

General Support and Opposition Concerns

Concern ID PL2000, General support for overall plan: Some commenters expressed broad support to
the plan and proposed changes to the trail network because they feel that it considers all user groups,
creates a better-connected network, prioritizes sustainable trails, keeps about the same overall mileage of
trails, and addresses maintenance issues.

NPS Response: Thank you for your participation in the process.

Concern ID PL3000, General opposition to overall plan: Some commenters expressed broad
opposition to the plan and proposed changes to the trail network because they feel that the benefits are
less than what it will cost, that some groups are being unfairly impacted, and that the outcome will
ultimately be contradictory to the mission of National Parks by reducing access to public lands.

NPS Response: The Revised EA analyzes the No Action Alternative, which includes no new trail
construction, signage, or parking lots. Shared uses on the trail network are a key consideration in
the Purpose and Need stated in Section 1.2 of the Revised EA and the Proposed Action allows
continued use of hiking, biking, and horseback riding on all trails in the Park unit. The trail
network preserves access with more consistent trails and uses along the State Park border and
continued accessibility from other adjacent lands (see Sections 3.2.4.3 and 3.2.4.4 of the Revised
EA).
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