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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&projectld=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
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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;:

e 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.

e 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

223



Chapter 6 Cumberland Gap National Historical Park
Final General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement

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
o Suggest different viable alternatives
o 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. 1 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: 1would 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: 1 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 S 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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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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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

Department of Historic Hesources

L. Posmzn By, i 241K Kensingion Avesee, Richmond, Virginia 25221 Kbt 5. K phovict
Srcrnary of Naawa! Fracanm Mererar

Tt [Elsdy 271111
Fim: (06 3571351
O (b0} 16T 138
waw A vicgnia pav

Jamamry 12, 2000

Mark H, Woods, Superintendent

Nationad Park Service

Cumberland Gap Nationa! Hissorical Park
1% 25E South

F. (3 Box 1848

Ml leshorn, BY 40965-15844

Re:  Draft General Managerent PlanEnvirormnental Impact Ststemenl
Curmiberland Gap Matonal Historical Park
Lee Coumty, Virgmia
DHE File Mo 2004-1 271

Dlear Mr, Woads:

Thank you for requesting our cormments on the draft General Management Plan prepared for
the Cumberland Gap, We fully suppart the Naotional Park Service's selection of Albernative
C as the park's preferred alemative Alermative C hest fits the park™s mision of
imterpretation and education by providmg additional oppomunities for visitor access,
Aernative C also includes provision for public private partnership for better presenvation of
the park’s imeplaceabls higtonic properties as well as better contribaling to heritege toarism
and the soonomic developoment of ke snea.

Wi also agree that other mone detatled stodies and plans are highly deszable and will be
reeesded for implemeniation of specific actons o achieve the desired oulcomes poesented in
the General Maregement Plan. We are very willing to wark saeith the park as 1l comdiocled
the fllowing siudics cmlined = Chapter 5 of the GNP, These inclde development of &
Resomree Stewardship Strategy, Caltural Landseape Inventory needed for the Hensley
Senbement, Cumberland Gap Historse Districe, and any ofher identified culturnl lendscapes
kacated within the park, 0 Cultural Landscape Report far all iensified culiural landscapes,
Historie Structure Reports,  Historle Structures Preservation Guides for Hensley
Settlemeent, Cublural Ressuree Surveys, a Hascling Inventory of Cultursl Resources in

Giap Cave, an Archeclogical Overview and A t, & Collecti Manag t
Arda Bt s o Capial Ergirn D T ibesen Hegaom CHTe Rowwohe By i i Kowtiie Flig am
10T garbanse Ave 100 Kewingaon Crifloc 144 13 O ranbasan 'Way 1000 Parraar & varas, S Frasarvaron {ifke
Peiors by, VA Tk Richeroed, WA ZIETI 2™ Pign Husrecke. ¥ A 2400 Pl B 519
Tel (R0 A2 1 Ta (K45 1021171 Pt Nades, Vi FIA08 1] Siaphes City, VA 27684

W | ) 2] Fo: 10090 ) BAT-T3% 1 Takz {137] RNE-2NET E Tol :{ S40] BAE-TOEY
[RLHE e Fax g hag 8pp-pria
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Plan, = Scope of Callectioms Stotement, 5 Muoseam Callection Munngement and
Emergency Plan, and a2 revised Farm Monsgement and Interpretive Plan for the
Hemsbey Sertlement,

If the park ix nat already doing se, we encourage you b0 conlinue bo computerize the
irvertory of historc resources, including adding the Geographic Information System data
o the appropriate state dxlabases. As you know, Virginia's computerized inventary i ouar
[2atn Sharing Systemn (255} and Mational Park Service staff may obtain 2 license ta enter or
acecss datk throughowt the Commorwealth free of charge in accordance with the
mfprmation shasing provisiona of the 2008 Matienwide Frogrammatic Agreement executed
among the Mational Park Service, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservaton and the
Memicnal Conference of State Historc Preservation Officers,

W ngree that implementation of the General Managemeni Plan 1 an undertaking subject to
Section 104 of the National Historc Preservation Act. However, we cannot ngree with the
approach do Section |06 presented in the Section 106 summary nor can we agree with a
determimation of Mo Adverse Effect &t this time. In ouwr optnban effiects cannol be determined
2t this L. The sdentification of hastore properties is clesrly nol complele. W da not
doubt the park’™s mieml to avoid any effects 1o hstoric properties.  However, the park may
find thal it i nod be practicsble and reasonable o do = in all cases. Should the park wish to
oontioue o troat the implementation of the General Management Plan as one whole and
entire andertakmg, we recommend that & programmatic agreemen be developed with all
ibres states pursuant 1o Fard 20001400 { L) (i) of the Cauncil's regalstions.

The MOE Progrommatic Agresmend provides & practical approach 1o compliance with
Section 106 for specific actions onee the General Management Plan is compleied and we:
supgest that consuhation with SHPOs, THPOs, federally recognized tribes, othes
stakehalders and the public be conducied on these specific actinons as more detailed plans
become available, Please note that & is pot necessary 0 eorsuli with the Advisory Council
on Historie Preservation, and ihe Nmtiomal Comference of Stete Historic Preservation
Crficers under the termrs of the Nationwide Programmatic Agroement 10 determine what
Imdividual setions are programmatic exchasiors, and what actions will require review, The
Sireambined Review Process 18 described o Stpulstion 100, incleding & bist of
“programmatss eaclusions™, or adions eligible for Streambined Review {Stipulation 111.C)
According to the Nationwide Programmatic, Superintendems are to call o hisnnial meeting
within six manths of the date of execution of that agreement. We would he happy 1o
participate by teleconference 1o disouss how the park wishes 1o procsed 1o implement the
Gemeral Management Plan and'or the tesms of the Natiopwide Programmic Agreemend, It
woukl be belpful for us, for example, to bave the names of and the contaet informeton fos
the park’s 106 cocrdinator and the CRM Team members.

I you have any questsns concerming our comments, o if we moy provide any fimber
assislancs, please do ol Besilele W conbact me 2t (B04) 3672323, ex 112 fx (204) 3467-
2391, e-manl guatonfmalhr gl va,us.

A sl i e S i il B T Taderw it Fegeons Cfe Froawke Hegion Oifce Samher Hegen
1B canhaas Avi 1IN0 Eeraingan (ks H4 18 OO € poniecasts Way B8 Prdinis Aviyar 81 Femmgten DN

Feimbnay, '¥'s 100D Righrmenl WA 33031 2™ Floes Fearwbe, YA T

1% P I3 Bpa 319

Tl (R0R] BE2-445H Tl {H34] 3832727 b Hews, WA T TREE Tock: ¢ S0 BT 7545 Secpbon City, WA 23684
817

Pax (204] FRI S 358 Foa: |B3] 167210

Fan 5% B57-7583 Fel 1300 8587009
Fao (4400 BAE-NIOE

2. The NPS has conferred with the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer on this comment.

3. The NPS will continue to consult with state Historic Preservation Officers, Tribal Historic

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.

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.

Preservation Officers, and federally recognized tribes as required during the implementation
phase of the General Management Plan. Note Response #2.
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Ethel B Eaton, PRI, Sendor Policy Analysi
Office of Review and Compliance
Sancarely,
Ethel R Estea, FhoD, Sendor Pobicy Analyst
Diivisbon of Ressarar Services and Review
Ak rintiaiag Sain Ees Cagial Bogrem (i T k= Mo gon £HTin Riarks Higiom OHlin MirPras Hegim
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Fio: () Bi
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TEMNESSEE HISTORICAL COMMISSION
DERARTMENT CF ENVIRCNMENT AND CONSERVATION
41 LERAKON oA
MASHVILLE. TH 37243-0442

January & 2010 BTE] 5321850

Mr. Mark H. Waods

Cumberdand Gap Nasrs Hisloric Park
Pasl Dffce Box 1648

Widdlesborn, Kenhucky, 409651845

EE: HPS, CGMHPGENERAL MAMAGEMENT FLAM, CUMEBERLAND GEAF CLABORNE
COUNTY

Daar Mr. Wonds

1N NERpOrGe 10 YO Requast, e o W oy, Diooserbir 16 2000, wa R ravigwad s
documents you submetted regarding your propesed undertaking. Our review of and commen! on
YOLF progeaked undamaking an among e requirements of Saction 108 of the National Hissoric
Prugaraalion Asl. Ths At regures federal agences or appicant for federal assisiance o consuk
Wi 1 he a ppropriahe 5 tate H klere P reserdation O Mea bal cre i hay ¢ grrg o ul e p roposed
windaitakings, The Advssory Coundl an Hishoric Preservation bes codified proceduras for cairyeng
oul Seclion 106 roview in 36 GFR BO0. Yo may wish to famblanze yoursel with these
procedunas [Faders’ Regisser, Decsenbar 12, 2060, pages FR00-FFF38) § you ars unsum about
5 Socton 106 process.

Considering avalable mformation, we find that the project as currently proposed MAY AFFECT
PROPERTIES THAT ARE ELIGIBLE FOR LISTING IN THE MATIOMAL REGISTER OF
HISTORIC PLACES. You should conlinue consulaton with our office. desgrated consuling
parties and Inwbe them lo particpate in consulation, and provide us wilh approprale survey
ccumanialion S review & comment. Pleagie drect questiors and commeants 1o Jos Garsacn
(B 832-1550-103. We appreciale your cooparation

Sinoanedy,

Chuniys

E Patrick Melntyn
Execulive Director and
Siaba Hilor: Fraservation Ofcar

EFMilya

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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HTeves L BEsHean

WARSHETA SPanon
e TOLURISM, ARTS AND HERITAGE CABINET P
KENTUCKY HERITAGE COUNCIL
THE STATE His ToRIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
B0 WASHING TN STREET
FrumeFomT, Kowmucky 40601 Em?nfl;?::'nn\c'um
FM(I;:SEJEEEIT SEATE HETORE PrusasTion DFrEzr

e arilage. Ky, oo
Apail 27, 2000

Dl Likinan

Matimal Park Service

10D Alahama Serect, 1924 Bldg.
Adlanta. Geargin 3

He! braft Ceemeral Manapement Flon'Esvironmental Tmpact Stetement, Combedamd
Caap Naliveal Histarical Fark, Bell asd Harkas Comnty, Kenticky

Drear Mr. Libman:

“Thassi yam G the appaomasity mmuumnrnuﬂm dm.ﬁ |'|Ir|n for ¢ umberland Cap Matinnal Histerical
TFark, Weapprocmie the inzmimd invalvad in balmcing visitor poeess el satisfaction

with the maintenance and protection ||E'h|sl.m.:. prupl.m Thix was I.'imgilfu'h' ailidnzsal o he drall
plan.

Lauking alvead bo implemestation of cither Alvernative B or, areas of gatizabir inbenest 1o this offioe
the pxpansion of the developed zanes an either side of the Bmsloy Setlement and near Ceeriberbind Gap,
s well s the moreased use of concessioners to provide services related o seoes. Wodk sround Fern

Lake is nlso af imenest, i we do pof cumestly hive detmiled information on exdsing sructures or ather
Pizanlrees akseesled wilh Ui sie.

Thee desaht plaan toasches om fhe types of concerns wi have wiven erchasdogically sensiive ankas sl
Mational Fepister bsied properties come under Section 106 review.  Much of te mioemation we would
meed o make & well-informmed determinmtion of effec for my of the theee ollematives has been noled in
Chapeer 5 and wifl be gathered 38 part of fulure studies sl plaoning, 50 we belisve e draft plan moves
tha park in dhe rigght dinsction o complismes wilh Seclion 106,

We Inok forward w working with wom in reviewing the various elements of this plan when you are ready

tor begin implemendetion.  When an elemative is nhimately daasen, we woulbd be pleased o disces
diveloprrent of 3 park-sposilic proprammatic agreasenl

HentunkyUnbnidindSpii com Mﬁ An Equa Opporiunty Emplaysr MFT

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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Puge 2
Pavid Lsbmsm
+260L0

I yom heve questions ngnding these comments, please contact B Meber {exn 1210 o Lori Staklgren
feal, 151) of my saffat (502) S64-7H5,

Sinceraly,
fgor—
Melark Denren

Execitive Piigstar aiml
State Historie Preservation Cifficer

MIkjm

@qn m&i’riq\
KamtuckylUnbndedSort com EAELED ST — - An Equal Coparturity Employer BT
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£,
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
AECHOMN 4

%
|
m 3 ATLAMTA FEDEAAL CEMTER
P &t FORSYTH STRERT

4 ppctt ATLANT A, GEQIREA 10032580

Jamuary 4, 2014

David Libenon

Natjonal Park Service Southeast Region
Atlanta Federal Cenler

1924 Building

10 Alahama Street, 5 W,

Atlants, Georgaa 30303

SUBJECT:  Dmft General Manngement Man/Environmental Impact Statement for the
Cumberlard Gap Maboral Historical Park an Middlesbono, Bentucky,
CEC) Numher 250371

Diear ¥r. Libenan:

The U5, Environinental Prowection Agerey {EPAY has feviewed the referencad Drafl
General Maonagement Mlan/Enyir al Impact Statemsent (EI5) m accordance with its
responsihilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Ac and Sectivn 102(2)(C) of the Matianal
Enviroamental Folicy Act. The purpose of this general mansgement plan and Dirafi ELS 15
prisent 8 plan for managmg the Cumberlend Gap Mational Hisorical Park (CGNEP) in
Middlesbara, Kentucky, for the mext 15t D years. The National Park Service (NP5} is the lead
fesderal apeney for the proposed action

1 {ieneral management plans represent the broadest level of planning condected by the NP3
andl ar intendad o provide overall peidance for making informed degisions about fnane
coniitions in nalonal parks. The Drafl EIS assesees the enveronmental impacts of thnee
ahermatives (A, B, & C)in terms of levels of service for visibor interpretation and education im
the CGNHP, suaitable boeafions For administratson and visttor facilities, snd management of the
COMHP to allow Tor preservaton of safural and culioral resounses. Allernalive A is the pa
action alternative, cantinuation of present management practices. Altemative B would provide
appamiunities for enhanced visitar acesss by providing sddiional park facilines, Altemative s
adenttified a4 the NP5 preferrad alvemstive and {8 simtler 1o Allemative B, However, 11 would
alse provide additonad park factlities, increased levels of educatsan, autreach, snd foomalized

parnering efforts

The concept of Alternative s to provide greater epporiunities for visibor scoess and
facilities in the park, This would be gchieved primarily by having langer developed zones thim
the ther alierratives, The total ssea of the developed zoae in Alternative C would be over twice
as large as the development zone in Altemative A. the o achon afternabive. Therefare,
Alternative C waould have & greater relative amount of land disbarhing activify, os compared o
the other alternatives, due foan inerease in “hardened " types of pecess (e, parking aress, roads,

e Aecirea (LIAIL] o WRECY SR e (e
Py R Ty . = i syl Wbl £ Rl bl e Ry cioed P gt | Wi 3 Posmoroama
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and camping areas) and developaent of support facilities. However, the numbers and types of
new facilities woukd be limited o protect natural and cultural resources i the pack. Mew
facilities would he proposed within the context of their lecation within the management zone
Sustsnable desiges and practiots would be implemsented wherever possble, and new faalsties
wimald be urmbérusave.
1. 1. Site-specific, future plans will be consistent with park purpose, law, policy and be sustainable.

A mumgher of mitigatiom measures e proposed m the Draft ELS w avoid or minimize
potentizlly adverse mpacts from impis mticn of the new Iy plan and ta ensure that
he parik's patural and culbtural resources are protected and preserved for futhee visiors, EPA
supports melmsion of these miligaton measimes a3 pert of the mew general management plan for
CGMHP, particularly the commitmendt to develop 2 resounce stewardship strategy, including an
updated cave manapensent plan. EPA recommenids that these programs include sipnifican
monikiring acirvities io ensure that the increase m hardened socess aress and likely subsequent
increase in recreational and educational usage af the park do nat negtively impact natural and
cultural resources, This is especially true for the expansion of the developed zone adpsoent 10
Fern Lake, which is a designsted public water-supnly reservair.

W rabe this document LO {Lack of Objectons). EPA lacks objections 1o the proposed
praject and believes that the Draf EIS provided adeguate imformation an the environmental
impacis. All mitigation measures and meonitoring programs, & desenhed in the Drafft ETS and
melsding the above recommendations, should be fully implemsesited. W appreciate the
opportunily to review the proposed sction. Please comact Ben West of moy staffat {404) 562.
9643 if you have any guestions of want o discuss aur comments further,

Zincerely,

:{‘l‘r ”_J],l 11 1‘_:';|n__F

Heinzx 1. Museller, Cheal
NEPA Program Office
Office of Policy and Mankpime

oo: Cumnberland Gap Matioral Histaric Park

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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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,

1. Thank you for providing a copy of the Draft General Management Plan and EIS 1. The NPS will c.onti.nue to coqrdinate and consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife
. . , . Service regarding listed species.

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
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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. | would include myself as a high use visitor. Some points | particularly liked in reviewing
alternative C are as follows:

Increase levels of education/outreach: 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 | find a disturbing disconnect
between people and nature. And | fear that lack of education about natural resources leads to a lack of
care, or perhaps misguided care.

L While on the subject of interpretation, 1 would like to suggest the establishment of some 1. Alimited 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
plant communities tha_t existed in the area before the arrival of Europeans. Thg three that show up vicinity of the Visitor’s Center, but this type of project is not planned for other areas of the park
regularly in old tra\_/el journals are open woodlands or savann_ahs, stands of native warm season grasses, at the present time. Trees displayed in the refinished Visitor Center are also used to show what
and canebrakes. Since the park has a burn module, the creation or enhancement of these cover types types of large, old growth were present in the park before the arrival of Europeans. In addition,
through use of fire seems doable. | would think they could be established in one of the Cultural natural stands of some historic vegetation such as cane breaks already occur in the park and can
Resource Zones, as these cover types were intimately connected to Native Americans. And it would be be seen by visitors along Old Yellow Creek.

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.

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. | 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: | 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.

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 | 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.
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