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CHAPTER 6 
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Scoping is an early and open process for determining the scope of a proposed action or project and 
for identifying issues related to the project. During scoping for this General Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement, NPS staff provided an overview of the project, including purpose 
and need and preliminary issues. The public has been involved and was asked to submit comments, 
concerns, and suggestions relating to the project and preliminary issues. The notice of intent to 
prepare an environmental impact statement was published in the Federal Register on May 29, 2003.  

The public had varied avenues by which it participated during development of the plan: participation 
in public meetings, responses to newsletters, and submitting comments on the park’s website by e-
mail or letter. Input from the interested public organizations, and local, state, and federal agencies was 
gathered throughout the planning process. At the beginning of the process, both internal and external 
input was obtained as part of the scoping process. Input gathered during scoping was used to develop 
the alternatives and assess and compare the effects of management alternatives.  

Internal scoping consisted of initial identification of issues by NPS staff based on what they had 
encountered with respect to managing park resources and experiences with visitors who have come 
to enjoy the park. NPS meetings were held at the park during the week of September 22, 2003 to 
obtain the park’s initial input into the process.  

The external scoping process provided early identification of concerns, issues, expectations, and 
values of existing and potential visitors, neighbors, cooperating associations, partners, scientists, 
scholars, and other government agencies. Public scoping meetings were advertised during May and 
June of 2004. A newsletter describing the General Management Plan / Environmental Impact 
Statement process was prepared and distributed in June 2004 that also announced the public meeting 
schedule. Also, a scoping letter was mailed to local, state, and federal agency representatives, tribal 
representatives, and the public in August 2004 (Appendix J). The scoping letter contained information 
on the function of a general management plan, statements of the park purpose and significance, 
information on the planning team and the process for planning, and methods available to the public 
for communicating with the team and participating in the planning effort.  

The public was invited to voice issues and suggest ideas for the future of the park at three public 
scoping meetings held on August 10, 11, and 12, 2004 at the park and nearby venues. Press releases 
were issued prior to the public meetings, and comment cards and Internet addresses were provided 
for public use. Also, meetings were held with stakeholders during August and September 2004. These 
stakeholders included representatives from federal, state and local agencies, local governments, and 
educational institutions in the region, environmental interest groups, recreation user groups, 
historical societies and tourism groups. Information regarding the general management planning 
process was provided at the visitor center and park staff provided information to visitors regarding 
how to comment as well. Overall, the public scoping comment period was open for 30 days, and 12 
meetings were held with the interested public and stakeholders to obtain public comment on the 
process. Over 500 comments were received during scoping. More than 30 percent of the comments 
related to education, outreach, and partnering, and nearly 25 percent of the comments were related to 
access issues. Trails and economic issues each encompassed approximately 10 percent of the 
comments. Fern Lake, special events, and other issues comprised the remaining comment topics.  

A second newsletter was prepared and distributed in October 2005 that described how the 
management alternatives were developed based on agency and public input, and announced public 
meetings that were held in November, 2005. The alternatives were presented to the interested public 
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during four meetings held at the park on November 29 and 30, 2005. Press releases were issued prior 
to the public meetings, comment forms were provided and the public was notified how to comment 
via the Internet. Many of the public’s comments at the meetings were directed at the potential use of 
Fern Lake and access to Hensley Settlement. 

A third newsletter was issued in May, 2009 that provided an update on the plan, and described the 
alternatives that would be presented in the Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact 
Statement.  The newsletter also identified that the next step in the process was issuance of the draft 
plan, and that public meetings for the draft plan would be announced. 

A fourth newsletter was issued in November 2009 to announce the release of the Draft General 
Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement and identify the date and location of public 
meetings. This newsletter notified the public how to comment via mail, Internet or in person. All 
newsletters are available online, as are other documents related to this planning effort. 

The final three public meetings were held on December 8 and 9, 2009 at the visitor center.  At each 
meeting, the superintendent, Mark Woods, and David Libman, from the Southeast Regional Office, 
gave brief summaries of the history and status of the General Management Plan, followed by a 
question and answer period. The remaining time was spent in an open house in which planning team 
members discussed the project with meeting attendees using posters that summarized the features of 
each alternative.  Comment sheets were made available, and some comments were collected at the 
meeting. 

The General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement is posted on the Internet at:  
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/ document.cfm?parkID=370&projectId=13830&documentID=30052. 

CONSULTATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES/OFFICIALS AND ORGANIZATIONS 

In addition to the consultation described above, additional consultation with agencies was conducted 
prior to completing the 2009 Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement. 
Agency coordination letters are included in Appendix J. 

In accordance with 36 CFR 800 and the Programmatic Agreement between the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers and the NPS, a 
letter was sent to the Virginia, Tennessee and Kentucky State Historic Preservation Officers and to 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to initiate consultation (see Appendix F). The letters 
invited them to participate in the planning process and informed them that the NPS plans to use this 
environmental impact statement to fulfill the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act as well as comply with provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act.  

The NPS consulted with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the National Conference 
of State Historic Preservation Offices under the terms of the Nationwide Programmatic Agreement 
for Section 106 compliance. Based on this consultation, the NPS determined what actions are 
programmatic exclusions, and for all other undertakings what actions would be required for review 
and comment under 36 Code of Federal Regulations 800.  Letters were received from the three State 
Historic Preservation Offices and copies are included after the comments and response section. 

During preparation of the Final General Management Plan, and in response to comments, the NPS 
also conducted additional coordination with the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer.  It was 
agreed that all Section 106 impacts would be changed to state that there would be a potential for 
adverse effects on cultural resources, because specific project designs are not yet available.  Because 
specific future project designs are not yet available, a final conclusion regarding effects cannot be 
made, and a more conservative approach was taken in the General Management Plan for describing 

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/%20document.cfm?parkID=370&projectId=13830&documentID=30052�
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effects on Section 106 resources.  When specific projects are proposed that have a potential to affect 
cultural resources, they will undergo a full compliance review, to include Section 106 and National 
Environmental Policy Act assessments. These assessments will be tiered to information in the General 
Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement. A similar response was provided to the 
Tennessee State Historic Preservation Officer. 

In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), the NPS 
contacted the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service by letter to initiate consultation (see Appendix F) and to 
provide a list of threatened and endangered species, critical habitats, and species of concern. The U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service reviewed the Draft document and indicated that their primary concern was 
the continued protection and conservation of listed species, specifically Blackside Dace and Indiana 
Bat, and had no further substantive comments. The three state natural resources agencies were also 
contacted to provide a list of threatened and endangered species. Consultation letters were also sent 
to the Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4. A list of agencies contacted is provided in 
Appendix J. In addition, letters were sent in October, 2004 to Federally-recognized American Indian 
Tribes with ancestral lands in Tennessee, Virginia and Kentucky requesting feedback concerning the 
General Management Plan. These letters were followed up with individual phone calls and a 
subsequent letter identifying the purpose and need of the project and requesting input. A copy of this 
letter request and the list of American Indian Tribes contacted are included in Appendix K. 

COMMENTS ON, CHANGES TO, AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Availability of the Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement 

The Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement was made available for 
public review from October, 14, 2009 through January 4, 2010. Public meetings were held on 
December 8 and 9, 2009. Public comment was solicited during the public meetings; electronic and 
hardcopy comments were collected during the public comment period of January, 2010. Media and 
public service announcements were sent to local and regional newspapers and magazines, radio and 
television stations, and notices were posted at park units and park headquarters (see Appendix K for 
listing) in advance of the public meetings.  Copies of the document were distributed by mail (both 
hard copies and CDs), as well as provided at park headquarters, posted on the Internet, and local 
libraries. 

Comments on the Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement were invited 
by all means and received in several different formats, including comment cards, public meeting 
transcripts from public meetings, letters, e-mail, and postings on the NPS Planning, Environment and 
Public Comment website. Comment sheets were handed out at public meetings, stakeholder 
meetings, and from park headquarters. A total of eight individuals entered comments on the NPS 
Planning, Environment and Public Comment website. All comments received are considered part of 
the administrative record. 

Changes to the General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement  

Changes made to the General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement as a result of 
public comments include the following: 

• Table 2 and the text of the plan was changed to include reference to the requirement of the 
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977. 

• Table 9 in Chapter 2 was changed to reflect the coordination with the Virginia State Historic 
Preservation Officer regarding potential adverse effects on Section 106 resources.  Changes were 
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also made in the cultural resources section of Chapter 4 to respond to this same comment, and 
also summarized in Chapter 2 and the Executive Summary. 

• Other minor changes were made to the document to edit for consistency. 

Responses to Comments on the Draft Plan 

Letters and Web comments received from agencies are reprinted in full in the pages that follow this 
summary of comments and responses. Substantive comments are highlighted in the body of each 
letter, and a response to the comment is provided on the page beside the copy of the letter. Agency 
letters were received from the Tennessee and Virginia State Historic Preservation Offices, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Tennessee Division of Forestry, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Other substantive comments from individuals and organizations are paraphrased or reprinted in their 
entirety, and NPS responses are provided in the pages that follow. Comments are considered 
substantive if they: 

• Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the Environmental Impact 
Statement 

• Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of the environmental analysis 

• Suggest different viable alternatives 

• Cause changes or revisions in the proposal 

Comments in favor of or against the preferred or other alternatives, or comments that only agree or 
disagree with NPS policy, are not considered substantive. NPS has responded to comments in order 
to clarify policy, position, or procedure. 

All comments received were reviewed, grouped by topic and responses were developed. Comments 
were either taken directly from the author or paraphrased to reflect the similar nature of comments 
received. Each of these comments is followed by a NPS response and presented in the pages that 
follow. 

Access and Visitor Experience 

Comment: No expansion should be done to the park campground as described in alternatives B and C. The 
lack of electrical hookups in NPS campgrounds in general makes them one of the few refugees from the 
huge noisy RV's that make commercial campgrounds so unappealing. Power should not be installed in 
Loop D. Also, horse facilities cannot be added to the campground. The noise and smell from horses will 
destroy the calm and quiet that make your campground so enjoyable. Leave the RV and horse business to 
the commercial campgrounds, they more likely need the business. 

Response: Electrical hookups are currently available at the park’s Wilderness Campground.  
Providing electricity reduces the need for RV owners to run generators, thereby reducing noise levels.  
Provision for minimal (2) spaces for horse trailers was provided in response to visitor desires 
expressed during the planning process.  The impact from these limited two horse trailer parking 
facilities on natural resources would be considered to be long- and short-term, minor and adverse. 

Comment: We support establishing a satellite van parking area at Shillalah Creek and improvement of the 
Shillalah Creek Road, but do not feel a paved parking area is appropriate on the west side of Hensley. 
Providing vehicle access to Hensley Settlement to an unlimited number of visitors that may prefer it, should 
not be viewed as a part of the NPS’s mission. The atmosphere of remoteness for the Hensley Settlement is 
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critical to the visitor’s appreciation of the culture and historic significance associated with it. An excess of 
vehicles and visitors will destroy this. 

Response: Access to Hensley was one of the most common comments raised during public scoping. In 
the case of the Hensley Settlement, a sense of isolation and feeling of an earlier time are important 
parts of the visitor experience.  The NPS believes these values can be retained while still providing 
easier access. 

Connectivity 

Comment:  As we contemplate the future of the Park for the next 15 to 20 years, it is an unfortunate 
geographic reality that there is no safe and convenient access to the Park Visitor Center in Middlesboro KY 
for pedestrians or bicyclists from Cumberland Gap TN. I believe it is important to note this as a deficiency 
in the current and proposed management plans and stress that it should be placed on an agenda for a time 
in the future when the economic climate of the country improves and funding for such development is 
available… I would like to see a pedestrian tunnel/greenway connecting Cumberland Gap TN and 
Middlesboro KY in my lifetime. 

Response:  There is no easy or inexpensive way to connect the Town of Cumberland Gap with the 
Park Visitors Center.  Another tunnel for pedestrians and bikers is highly unlikely because of cost and 
impacts.  Therefore, given the geographic, cost, topographic and environmental impact challenges – 
the likelihood of such a connection is not within the realm of reasonable funding foreseen at this time.  
Alternative C was selected as the Preferred Alternative as being the most cost effective. 

Partnerships and Interpretation 

Comment: Contract (or otherwise) with LMU, and its Museum, to enhance the area’s Civil War Story and 
the role President Lincoln played, specifically, in helping this region, through the founding of a University 
for its citizens, which ultimately bore his name.  

Response: The park and NPS are open to mutually beneficially private/public partnerships and would 
welcome discussions with potential partners.  In addition, these types of interpretive activities are 
addressed in a separate Long-Range Interpretation Plan for the park (see Chapter 5). 

Comment: Work with the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians in North Carolina, to develop an interactive 
program telling of the importance of the Gap as “Warriors Path” and its intertribal use as a passage for 
Shawnee, Cherokee and others prior to and after Euro American appearance.  Use enhanced, interactive 
interpretation programs to highlight the personal experiences of the customs and living history of these 
“first Americans”. This will add a significant dimension to visitor attraction, and develop a stronger bond 
for such relationships with the American Tribes, NPS, and the public, with little operating overhead.   

Response: These types of interpretive activities will be addressed in a separate, Long-Range 
Interpretation Plan for the park. 

Comment: To that end, the National Heritage Area requests that it be considered as a primary partner for 
future interpretive and preservation needs for the park's significant Civil War-era resources. Cumberland 
Gap was a very significant place to both Federal and Confederate commanders in the war's early strategic 
thinking. It became a place of conflict during the war, and it possesses significant resources from which 
those stories can be told. 

Response: The NPS and the park appreciate the interest of Middle Tennessee State University Center 
for Historical Preservation in the park’s Civil War Resources, and welcome the opportunity to 
establish partnerships that further our mutual goals and objectives. 
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Comment: Build an outdoor classroom, Offer Professional Dev. for local teachers, acquaint them with the 
park and services offered at CGNHP, this would enable local teachers to better utilize the park. Partner 
with local Biology/Science students at local colleges Walter State, LMU, Southeast Community College, 
utilize them for wild flower identification, tree identification, water exploration, identification of living 
organisms, bird sanctuary ( areas for viewing birds and butterflies) 

Response: The park has an extensive education/outreach program and would continue to provide 
these services in the future. These types of programs will addressed in a separate Long-Range 
Interpretation Plan for the park (see Chapter 5). 

Facilities 

Comment: Throughout the draft document proposed developments are not detailed. Much additional 
information should be provided on any development being considered within the next 15 to 20 years. 

Response: The detailed plans for site specific projects would occur during the implementation phase 
with opportunity for public input. general management plans provide guidance on desired future 
conditions and visitor experiences. 

Comment: Horse facilities should not be added to the campground. 

Response: Provision for minimal (2) spaces for horse trailers was provided in response to visitor 
desires identified during the planning process.  The impact from these limited two horse trailer 
parking facilities would be considered negligible or minor. 

Comment: Further development in the park should preclude overnight facilities, for example, and should 
also not include commercial activities that might compete with private enterprises located around the 
park. 

Response: Commercial services would be addressed under authorization from the park via an 
incidental business permit. Each application is reviewed on its own merit, in compliance with all 
requirements, on a case-by-case basis. 

Trails 

Comment:  Plans for the development of more trails between the Wilderness Road Campground and 
Cumberland Gap should also be a part of this GMP. 

Response: The purpose and scope of a General Management Plan is to address a long range 
management approach for the park, but does not include specific locations or designs for future trails.  
Future specific developments involving trails will be consistent with park purpose, law, policy, and 
regulations, and will be provided during the implementation phase of planning. This will include 
environmental compliance documentation and public input. 

Comment: Cumberland Gap could become the place where the Pine Mountain (KY) and Cumberland 
(TN) trails meet, and thus will become a critical resource for long distance hiking in the region. The joining 
of these two trails in the park will enhance Cumberland Gap’s legacy as a critical link in transportation 
across and through the Cumberlands. Since both of these trails are being built by hikers for hikers, it will be 
critical for the park to prohibit their use by mountain bikes, horses and vehicles in the park. 

Response: The purpose and scope of a general management plan is to address a long range 
management approach for the park, but does not include specific locations or designs for future trails.  
Future specific developments involving trails will be consistent with park purpose, law, policy, and 
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regulations, and will be provided during the implementation phase of planning. This will include 
environmental compliance documentation and opportunities for public input. 

Comment: Maintenance, signage, promotion and patrol of the existing Cumberland Trail in the park need 
to be addressed. The route of the Cumberland Trail through the park should be designated in the final 
GMP. 

Response: These areas are managed and patrolled by the park to the extent practicable. The 
Cumberland Trail and other trails are identified on the alternatives Figures 6, 7, and 8. Note response 
above regarding specific location of trails. 

Comment: Routing, construction, maintenance, and patrol of the Pine Mountain Trail in the park also 
need to be addressed. A route entering the park at the visitor center or Sugar Run, extending through 
Cumberland Gap and then joining the Cumberland Trail at the Tristate Marker should be designated as 
part of the final GMP. 

Response: The Cumberland Trail is identified on the alternatives figures.  The Cumberland Trail 
transitions onto the Ridge Trail north of Cumberland Gap. Pine Mountain Trail connectivity in the 
park is in planning and the future connection is shown on alternatives Figures 6, 7, and 8. Note 
response above regarding specific location of trails. 

Comment: Significant work needs to be done to secure trails in the Brownies Creek area of the 
northeastern corner of the park. These trails are used by ATVs that must be banned from all trails in the 
park.   

Response: All Terrain Vehicle use is not allowed in the park. The park manages the Brownie’s Creek 
Trail on a cooperative basis with the Kentucky Division of Water and the Kentucky Department of 
Fish and Wildlife Resources, because of the common border in this area of the park.  All Terrain 
Vehicle use is also banned in the state-managed areas just outside the park in this area.  The NPS will 
continue to coordinate with the State of Kentucky to enforce the prohibition of All Terrain Vehicles 
in the park and adjacent State lands. 

Bicycle Trails 

Comment:  Our recreational use of the Park includes day hiking and bicycling. We are avid bicyclists and 
the increased opportunities for developing additional trails and bicycle access in the Park under 
Alternative C are is especially appealing. However, it is my hope that the proposed changes outlined in 
Alternative C be interpreted as an essential first step toward enhanced opportunities for bicycling in the 
Park rather than the last step to satisfy an increasingly important recreational constituency. 

Response:  Opportunities for bicycling consistent with the park’s purpose, law and policy and that do 
not impair park resources will be considered. 

Comment:  Bicyclists are a diverse constituency group and it is difficult to accommodate their varied 
interests under a “one-size fits all” management plan that appeals to the lowest common denominator. It is 
my hope that a matrix of management plans can be developed to accommodate and appeal to the different 
styles or disciplines of bicycle activities occurring in the Park. 

Response:  The General Management Plan establishes fundamental resources and values as well as 
desired future resource conditions and visitor experiences.  Subsequent implementation plans will 
address specific facilities, activities, designs and locations. 
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Comment:  Currently the conditions in the Park are very supportive to the needs of the “Road biking” user 
group but improvements in signage and bicycle awareness for automobile drivers are certainly 
warranted. The proposed extension of NPS authority along the Sugar Run Road following the periphery of 
the Park boundary will significantly enhance the visitor experience of this user group, but also require 
additional NPS attention to mitigate potential conflicts between automobile driving visitors and bicyclists. 

Response:  Road biking is allowed on this road and all other roads in the park.  The NPS owns the 
road to Sugar Run (Highway 988) and is responsible for maintenance, safety and enforcement of this 
and all other roads in the park. This road has a 25 mph speed limit to maintain safe conditions. There 
has only been one bicycle related accident reported in the park in the last 13 years.  The park 
therefore does not plan on installing additional signs along the Sugar Run Road at this time.  
Information concerning bicycle safety and bicycle use in the park will be placed on the park web page 
to provide additional information for visitors.  

Comment:  I would like to suggest that all gravel utility roads in the vicinity of the Wilderness Road 
Campground be open to bicyclists. This would include the portion of the gravel service road connecting the 
campground with the terminus of the Gibson Gap trail at Virginia Hwy 58. Appropriate signage and user 
education efforts would be instrumental in mitigating potential user conflicts between bicyclists and 
horseback riders. The upper portion of the Gibson Gap trail where it becomes a single track would remain 
closed to bicyclists with a well placed sign and barrier if required. Opening this limited portion of 
“developed” wilderness zone would facilitate a natural experience for bicyclists without compromising the 
integrity of the Park’s commitment to preserving the natural backdrop to Cumberland Gap. 

Response:  Use of bicycles is currently allowed on roads in the vicinity of the campground, including 
Tiprell Road, Colson Trail, Boone Trail (Old Highway 58), and all other roads in the park. Bicycles 
are not allowed in the recommended wilderness in accordance with provisions of the Wilderness Act.  
Bicycle use of the tunnel is not allowed, but the park does arrange to have bicycles transferred 
through the tunnel for safe passage.  The NPS will continue to monitor safety along all park roads and 
trails. Note responses above regarding signage and posting information on the park’s website.  In 
addition, the park will post information regarding bicycle use, other opportunities for recreation, and 
safe park visits. 

Comment:  Currently this group of [mountain bike] users has very limited access to Park resources. The 
development of the new management plan under Alternative C has the potential to provide this 
constituency group with greater access… Potential areas designated for Mountain bike activity could be 
developed on the Lincoln Memorial University side of the Park, and in the area surrounding Fern Lake 
once it becomes an NPS administered unit. 

Response:  NPS Management Policies 2006 (Section 9.2.2.4) states that the designation of bicycle 
routes is allowed in developed areas and in special use zones based on a written determination that 
such use is (1) consistent with the protection of a park’s natural, cultural, scenic, and esthetic values; 
(2) consistent with safety considerations; (3) consistent with management objectives; and (4) will not 
disturb wildlife or other park resources. A similar determination may be made to designate routes 
outside developed areas and special use zones; however, the designation must be made by 
promulgating a special regulation (as specified in 36 CFR 4.30). 

Zoning, Alternatives and Impacts Associated with Individual Facilities  

Comment: The footprint of the proposed developed areas be kept as small as possible, and all developments 
be consistent with historic park activities, with the exception of new facilities in the Fern Lake area. 

Response: Subsequent implementation plans will address site-specific facilities, locations, activities 
and designs. The approval of a general management plan does not guarantee that funding and staffing 
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needed to implement the plan will be forthcoming. Future plans will incorporate sustainable 
practices, and as mentioned in the plan, will be consistent within the concept of the site-specific 
conditions) such as the sensitivity to the Historic Districts).  Site-specific, future plans will be 
consistent with park purpose, law, policy and be sustainable. Proposed actions will include 
environmental compliance documentation and opportunities for public input.  

Fern Lake 

Comment: Development at Fern Lake should be limited to day use, with an emphasis on environmental 
education facilities, such as an interpretive trail around the lakes shore. No residences should be 
constructed or maintained, unless used solely by NPS personnel.  

Response:  Park hours are anticipated to remain as daylight hours, with continued operation of 
overnight camping at designated campsites. No residences will be constructed within the park. 

Comment: I feel there needs to be a coopertive effort with Bell County and the NPS to make an entrance to 
the Fern Lake Watershed Aquisition to give greater access to the Park. My vision is a parking area similar 
the recent Chadwell Gap Trailhead. This could be easily developed with minimum cost. The area most 
suited for this access is a good Middlesboro City Street (Balmoral) that deadends behind Miller's Chapel 
Baptist Church. From there an old logging road winds through Parker Gap with gorgeous views of Fern 
Lake. A walking trail around Fern Lake and connecting to the Fitness Trail at Park Headquarters would 
be a great asset with minimum investment. 

Response: The specific location and design of facilities at Fern Lake will be determined in future 
planning after acquisition is complete and with public input.  Site-specific future plans will be 
consistent with park purpose, law and policy and be sustainable.  Proposed actions will include 
environmental compliance documentation and opportunities for public involvement. 

Comment:  We believe that the Fern Lake watershed may need a separate designation as a Special 
Resource Zone, perhaps as a subset of the Natural Zone. (S) The watershed is unique in this region where 
many streams have been damaged by mining and other land disturbances. Yellow Creek acts as a 
“reference stream” for the region protecting a federally endangered fish. The subsurface transmission of 
water under a head of pressure to the alluvium of the lake creates a natural system that the park should 
preserve and interpret to the public. In fact, the entire story of the collaborative effort to protect this 
important “ecosystem service” should be interpreted as a natural counterpoint to the historic story of the 
Gap.  Visitors to Middlesboro, KY will be able to enjoy water from the park that the City helped to protect. 
Visitors to the watershed will understand its unique ecological and geological functioning and the 
behaviors necessary to protect it. The educational opportunity for future publics is immense.  

Response:  The park currently includes Fern Lake as part of their interpretive programs for visitors 
and students (who visit the lake on park-sponsored field trips), and will continue to do so in the 
future.  Interpretive activities include discussions of the use of Fern Lake as a water supply and 
importance of watershed functions and protection of this sensitive area.  The majority of the Fern 
Lake watershed has been classified as a Natural Zone, which is designed to provide a high level of 
protection. Therefore, another zone designation is not believed to be necessary. 

A small portion of the Fern Lake watershed is defined as a Developed Zone.  However, only a site-
specific action would be appropriate.  In other words, it does not mean that the entire zone would be 
“developed”. In addition, National Environmental Policy Act and Section 106 National Historic 
Preservation Act compliance assessments would also be required for any proposed new facilities.  

Comment:  We prefer that the footprint of the proposed developed areas be kept as small as possible, and 
that these developments be consistent with historic park activities, with the exception of new facilities in the 
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Fern Lake area.  Throughout the draft document proposed developments are not detailed.  Further 
development in the park should preclude overnight facilities, for example, and should also not include 
commercial activities that might compete with private enterprises located around the park.  

Response: New facilities would only occupy a small portion of the Developed Zone.  Each new facility 
would also be required to undergo a full compliance assessment according to the requirement of the 
National Environmental Policy Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  Only 
facilities that are determined to be necessary and appropriate by the NPS would be proposed in 
accordance with the park purpose, law and policies (see also previous responses regarding 
development within appropriate context). 

Commercial services are not currently offered in the park, and any new services, if applicable, would 
be obtained under the requirements of the Concessions Policy Act.  Overnight concessions are not 
currently planned for the park. Each application for an incidental business permit will be reviewed on 
its own merit, in compliance with all requirements, on a case-by-case basis. 

Cultural Resources  

Comment:  The Commonwealth of Kentucky as part of a settlement agreement (United States of America, 
Department of Interior, NPS, Et Al. v. Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet and 
Appolo Fuels, Inc., PDH-23646-039 and PDH-23650-39, Permit No. 807-0263) established a process of 
early notification and analysis that applies to any surface mining permit applications that might adversely 
affect the viewshed of the park. This process applies to any permit application within 5 miles of the park or 
to any application where any person or entity asserts that the proposed mining operation will adversely 
affect the park. If the Cabinet determines that there would be an adverse effect, the state provision that 
mirrors section 522 (e)(3) of the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 would apply. The 
federal statute states, in part, that no operations “shall be permitted which will adversely affect (the park) 
unless jointly approved by the regulatory authority and the Federal agency with jurisdiction over the 
park”. Implementation of this important authority to affect the cultural landscape beyond park 
boundaries should be discussed in the GMP. 

Response:  This requirement has been added to Chapter 2, Special Mandates and Policies, as well as 
Table 2. 

Tourism  

Comment:  Recreate the wagon path from the Wilderness Road alignment in Lee County, Virginia, 
through the Gap to a wagon Camp on the other side. A concessionaire operation here would seem ideal 
and various trip styles and lengths could be offered for visitors, with price considerations for the length and 
type of trips offered. Child oriented trips, trips with chuck wagon meal service; evening trips with campfire 
sing-a-longs, etc. are possibilities. 

Response: During the development of alternatives such ideas were discussed and are open to further 
consideration during implementation, such as special events and commemorations. In addition, 
commercial services in the park are addressed under the Concessions Policy Act, via incidental 
business applications.  Each application is reviewed on its own merit, in compliance with all 
requirements, on a case-by-case basis. 

Comment: Re-creation of 1850-60 Town of Cumberland Gap, Tennessee, along with a “Skagway, Alaska” 
type of business/residential street with concession operated stores/restaurants, jail, etc. Other time-period 
representations could be alternates. 
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Response: This area outside the park is not within the scope of this General Management Plan. 
Proposals for any type of historic recreations in the town of Cumberland Gap are outside the 
authority of the NPS. 

Comment: New Visitor Center/Museum in the Town of Cumberland Gap to be staffed primarily by 
townspeople with NPS management and oversight to complement the Iron Furnace restoration and to 
illustrate the various changes in the town transition over time from the Civil War period, trails to 
highways evolution, influence of English monies invested in minerals extraction, the evolution of Lincoln 
Memorial University, etc. 

Response: The NPS is not authorized to manage or have oversight of a visitor center for the Town of 
Cumberland Gap that is not owned by the NPS.  The NPS does provide information at our existing 
visitor center regarding Cumberland Gap and area attractions. 

Comment: Reopening to the public of Cudjo’s Cave as a real attraction suggested to be done by 
concessionaire.  This was successfully done from the 1930’s thru 1980’s. It provides an excellent 
underground experience. Gravel pathways remain to accommodate visitors and with the return of 
highlight style lighting and little other maintenance, some breathtaking scenery is there to enjoy… The 
potential is here to add to the daily tourism base whereas under current operation, it is by appointment 
only and shown only with lantern or flashlight. 

Response: The NPS provides scheduled, guided tours of the cave that are designed and managed to 
protect sensitive cave resources.  Limited visitation is necessary to preserve cave resources for future 
generations.  Allowing open visitation would cause unacceptable resource impacts.  

Comment: Highlight the railroad history of the Gap area, along with a convenient off-site treatment of the 
history of the Highway Tunnel Project. 

Response: Types of interpretive activities are to be addressed in a separate Long Range Interpretation 
Plan for the park. 

Comment: A principle missing link in the ability to package and market the areas tourism future, as well 
defined in the recent Gateway tourism analysis previously covered, is the lack of quality hotel/motel 
facilities which could accommodate longer term family vacations.  Only a few scattered, motel-type 
facilities exist at all.  One major way of resolving this critical issue has been judged to be enticing private 
investment to build larger capacity, high quality, full-service resort facilities. These resorts would prepare 
for its guests, based on their plans, schedules of trips, visits to attractions, specialized activities for 
spelunking, skydiving, bicycling, etc. based on the requests of future visitors.  Personal guides could also be 
arranged, when desired. With quality resort services leading the way, more shorter-stay facilities for the 
area would be built. 

With the onset of this Master Plan update, the NPS can take the lead in securing this missing link. It should 
consider a type of concession approach creating a public/private partnership such as previously done in 
some western parks and elsewhere.  Here, a site in a development area of the Park such as Fern Lake 
would be provided to the potential developer as the incentive to lure private venture capital to invest in 
construction of the resort facilities. 

Response: Due to the sensitive nature of the watershed and drinking water supply of Fern Lake, this 
area is not an appropriate location for such development (see also the previous responses regarding 
concession policies). 
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Interpretation 

Comment: We also note that enhanced recreational and educational opportunities for the park from the 
Cumberland Gap, Tennessee, side would be important. The iron furnace site in Cumberland Gap, 
Tennessee, has been significantly improved in the past decade. However, the linkage between that site and 
the Civil War experiences of the region also could be enhanced. 

Response: The Iron Furnace pre-dates the Civil War and is but one of many similar resources in the 
park. The park interprets Civil War history at the visitor center, and will continue to do so by 
providing wayside exhibits accessible by trail in the future. The wayside exhibits may be similar to the 
commissary site. The park also partners with Lincoln Memorial University, the National Cemetery in 
Knoxville (in 1863, approximately 500 civil wars graves were moved from land adjacent to the Daniel 
Boone Interpretive Center to the Knoxville National Cemetery) and the Mills Spring Battlefield 
regarding interpretation of Civil War history.  Interpretation of the Civil War is also conducted as part 
of periodic cultural heritage events.  For example, the last event attracted over 10,000 people, 
including over 1,000 school children, and focused on the Civil War.  

Comment:  Twenty years ago, the Middle Tennessee State University Center for Historic Preservation 
worked with Cumberland Gap, TN, officials and property owners to create the existing historic district in 
the town. Through effective partnerships, it also can be a powerful partner for enhancing the turn-of-the-
century industrial history story of the park. 

Response:  The park currently partners with the Town of Cumberland Gap to address historic 
features of the town, including the Iron Furnace.  Under the preferred alternative (C) the level of 
formal partnering will increase. 
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1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1. The park regularly uses GIS to update information on cultural resources in the park.  The park 
will continue to provide this information to the state SHPOs so they can incorporate this 
information and keep their records current. 

   

 
 
 

2. The NPS has conferred with the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer on this comment.  
The text of the General Management Plan has been changed to state that adverse effects could 
potentially occur.  However, because of the fact that specific future project designs are not yet 
available, a final conclusion regarding effects cannot be made.  When specific projects are 
proposed that have a potential to affect cultural resources, they will undergo a full compliance 
review, to include Section 106 and National Environmental Policy Act assessments. These 
assessments will be tiered to the information in the General Management Plan / Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

 

3. The NPS will continue to consult with state Historic Preservation Officers, Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officers, and federally recognized tribes as required during the implementation 
phase of the General Management Plan. Note Response #2. 
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1. 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1. The National Park Service has conferred with the Tennessee State Historic Preservation Officer 

on this comment.  The text of the General Management Plan has been changed to state that 
adverse effects could potentially occur.  However, because of the fact that specific future project 
designs are not yet available, a final conclusion regarding effects cannot be made.  When specific 
projects are proposed that have a potential to affect cultural resources, they will undergo a full 
compliance review, to include Section 106 and National Environmental Policy Act assessments. 
These assessments will be tiered to the information in the General Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

The NPS will consult further with your office during the implementation phase of the General 
Management Plan, as required. 
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1. Thank you for your letter response. The NPS will coordinate and consult with the Kentucky 
State Preservation Officer during the implementation phase of the General Management Plan. 
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1. 
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1.  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
1. Site-specific, future plans will be consistent with park purpose, law, policy and be sustainable. 

Proposed actions will include environmental compliance documentation and opportunities for 
public input. This will include appropriate mitigation measures to avoid or minimize potentially 
adverse impacts. Monitoring will also be addressed during the implementation phase for site 
specific projects. 
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1. 

From: Mike Floyd 
    Sent: 01/17/2010 04:07 PM EST 
    To: Mark Woods 
    Cc: Lee Andrews/R4/FWS/DOI@FWS 
    Subject: General Mgmt Plan / EIS for Cumb Gap NHP 
FWS #2010-B-0165 
 
Mr. Woods, 
 
Thank you for providing a copy of the Draft General Management Plan and EIS 
for Cumberland Gap National Historical Park (CGNHP).  As we have discussed 
in the past, our primary concern regarding fish and wildlife resources at 
CGNHP is the continued protection and conservation of listed species, 
specifically blackside dace (Chrosomus cumberlandensis) and Indiana bat ( 
Myotis sodalis).  We appreciate your recent efforts and willingness to work 
with us in restoring the blackside dace population in Davis Branch, and we 
look forward to working with you in that and similar efforts in the future. 
 
We have completed our review of the draft documents and have no further, 
substantive comments at this time.  Please let us know if we can be of 
further assistance in the planning process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michael A. Floyd, PhD 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Kentucky ES Field Office 
J C Watts Federal Bldg 
330 West Broadway St., Room 265 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 
502-695-0468, x102 
502-695-1024 (fax) 
502-229-5433 (cell) 
mike_floyd@fws.gov 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. The NPS will continue to coordinate and consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service regarding listed species. 

mailto:mike_floyd@fws.gov�
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1.  

DRAFT PLAN COMMENTS 
Steve Roark, Forester 
Tennessee Division of Forestry 
2178 Hwy 25 E, Suite 1 
Tazewell, TN  37879 
 
Alternative C is the best choice, as it will provide the greatest increase in use opportunities for visitors 
and enhance their enjoyment of the park.  It will also increase tourism to the area and thus help the local 
economy.  I would include myself as a high use visitor. Some points I particularly liked in reviewing 
alternative C are as follows: 
 
Increase levels of education/outreach

While on the subject of interpretation, I would like to suggest the establishment of some 
plant communities that existed in the area before the arrival of Europeans.  The three that show up 
regularly in old travel journals are open woodlands or savannahs, stands of native warm season grasses, 
and canebrakes.  Since the park has a burn module, the creation or enhancement of these cover types 
through use of fire seems doable.  I would think they could be established in one of the Cultural 
Resource Zones, as these cover types were intimately connected to Native Americans.  And it would be 
interesting to show what the landscape perhaps looked like when the Europeans started poking around.  
Most people think the area was an undisturbed “forest primeval”, which is incorrect.  

:  Interpretive opportunities of the park’s history will always be 
important.  The park can also provide an important backdrop to provide educational opportunities on 
the importance of natural resources and their protection.  As a forester I find a disturbing disconnect 
between people and nature.  And I fear that lack of education about natural resources leads to a lack of 
care, or perhaps misguided care.   

 
New facilities
 

 will be designed and installed to minimize negative impacts; sounds proper and good. 

Fern Lake Development

 

: I’m particularly excited about the addition of the Fern Lake area to the park’s 
protective umbrella.  Protecting the lake’s watershed is a tremendous accomplishment on many fronts, 
clean water and maintaining viewsheds being two of particular importance.  Developing hiking trails 
(with care) in the area would also be a desirable enhancement.  I would like to put in a plug for public 
use of the lake itself whenever it is purchased and under park control.  Fishing and (non-motorized) 
boating would be wonderful additions to the park’s “things to do” 

Hensley Settlement Access

I think the increased accessibility to Hensley Settlement described in Alternative C is 
reasonable without going overboard.  Limiting access to the site by vehicles should continue to be 
enforced to protect the area.  One suggestion I might make is to allow the use of the shuttle buses by 
hikers who might want to ride up and use the hiking trails on top of the mountain, then ride or walk 
back off.  This might at least be offered to senior citizens. 

: I strongly approve of the development of a satellite parking area near the 
bottom of Shillalah Creek Road.  I’ve heard several comments from other hikers that they are fearful of 
leaving a vehicle parked at the road gate.  A developed parking area that will be monitored should put 
users more at ease.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. A limited amount of this type of planting has in fact been done in a small plot near the Visitor 
Center.  Additional plots of vegetation could be constructed along the walking trails in the 
vicinity of the Visitor’s Center, but this type of project is not planned for other areas of the park 
at the present time.  Trees displayed in the refinished Visitor Center are also used to show what 
types of large, old growth were present in the park before the arrival of Europeans.  In addition, 
natural stands of some historic vegetation such as cane breaks already occur in the park and can 
be seen by visitors along Old Yellow Creek. 
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