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Summary

The N ational P ark S ervice (NPS) has d eveloped a m anagement p lan for cer tain p roperties at
Cumberland Island National Seashore (CUIS) that come into full NPS ownership following the
expiration of reserved property agreements in 2010 and 2011. This plan (the Former Reserved
Properties Management Plan or “FRPMP”) describes, in particular, how NPS will manage the
various structures located on these reserved properties. It also develops a process to be used in
determining the use of land and structures on reserved properties that expire at a later date.

The environmental as sessment (EA) associated with the FRPMP analyzes p otential imp acts to
the human environment resulting from two alternative courses of action. These alternatives are:
Alternative A (no action) and Alternative B (allow a mixture of removal and adaptive re-use of
structures). Under Alternative A, the NPS would minimally maintain all non-historic structures
and preserve three historic structures (i.e., The Grange, Beach Creek Dock House, and Stafford
Beach H ouse) in a ccordance with the S ecretary o f Interior’s S tandards for t he T reatment o f
Historic Properties. Under Alternative B, NPS would take the following actions: (a) remove all
non-historic structures ont he pr operties know na s N ancy’s F ancy, Toonahowie, and the
Schwartz-Jenkins pr operty; (b) reuset he non -historic G oodsell a nd Phillips pr operties a s
employee/volunteer/ researcher h ousing; (c) reuse the historic Grange and B each Creek D ock
House for visitor services, education, and/or recreation; and (d) reuse the historic Stafford Beach
House f or e mployee/volunteer/researcher hous ing. Alternative B w ould pr eserve and p rotect
historic s tructures at T he G range, B each C reek D ock H ouse, an d S tafford B each H ouse a s
required by applicable law and policy.

Alternative B is the environmentally preferred alternative. The impacts from Alternative B range
from “negligible” to “moderate.” Alternative B will not impair park resources or values.

Procedural History

The FRPMP and EA was released for public review inJuly 2011. T he a vailability of the
document was a nnounced t hrough | ocal a nd r egional ne ws m edia, t argeted mailings to
stakeholders and through the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website



at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/cuis. A public meeting was held on July 27, 2011, in St. Marys,
Georgia. D uring t he m eeting, NPS r epresentatives p resented an ove rview of t he pl an a nd
attendees w ere able to submit oral and written comments. A total of 32 people attended the
meeting. Two comment ¢ ards w ere generated f rom t he m eetings, and ten pe rsons pr ovided
testimony to a court reporter.

The NPS received 2,225 c omments during the EA ¢ omment pe riod, including t he c omments
received at the public meeting. (Note: this figure is approximate, as some individuals commented
multiple times and it i s unlikely th at e very in stance o f th is w as d etected.) C omments w ere
received f or and a gainst A lternative B ( NPS’ preferred al ternative). T he v ast m ajority of
comments de alt with t he pr oposed t reatment of T he G range as s et forth i nt he pr eferred
alternative, w ith mo st commenters f avoring Alternative B’su se o f T he G range for visitor
services, e ducation, a nd/or r ecreation pur poses. M ost of those e xpressing oppos itiont o
Alternative B favored preservation of The Grange through a historic lease with a private entity.

The majority of comments were from individual citizens, but comments were also submitted by
the National Trust for Historic Preservation, Partners in Preservation, Inc., the Georgia Trust for
Historic P reservation, t he G eorgia C onservancy, the G eorgia Chapter of the Sierra Club, and
Friends of Georgia.

This final version of the FRPMP incorporates changes made in response to public comment.
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1 Introduction

Cumberland Island National Seashore (CUIS or the Seashore) was established by Congress as a
unit of the N ational P ark S ystem in the A ct of O ctober 23, 1972 ( Public Law (PL) 92 -536,
codified at 16 U.S.C. 4591 et seq. (the Act)). The purpose of the park, as stated in Section 1 of
the A ct, is “to provide for public outdoor recreation us e and e njoyment of cer tain s ignificant
shoreline l ands and w aters o f the United S tates and to preserve r elated s cenic, s cientific, and
historical values.” Section 6 ofthe Act sets forth additional preservation mandates by stating
that “t he s eashore s hall b e ad ministered, pr otected a nd de veloped i n accordance w ith t he
provisions of the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1, 2-4)” which established the
National Park Service (NPS). On September 8, 1982, much of the northern half of Cumberland
Island was designated as wilderness or potential wilderness to be managed as part of the National
Wilderness P reservation S ystem (PL 9 7-250, as amended by PL 108-447, 16 U .S.C. 1131 et

seq.).

At present, the federal government owns most of the upland areas within the Seashore boundary.
Some areas w ithin t he S eashore r emain i n f ull pr ivate ow nership, while a dditional a reas
constitute what are often referred to as “reserved estates” (in this document they will be referred
to as “reserved properties”). These reserved properties are in use by third parties but will convert
to full government possession after a specified period. The enabling legislation for the Seashore
includes a provision that permitted the owners of improved property to reserve for themselves
and t heir s uccessors or a ssigns a | imited r ight of us e a nd oc cupancy after the F ederal
Government or its agents acquired these properties, as follows:

[Alny o wner or o wners of 1 mproved pr operty ont he da te of its a cquisition byt he
Secretary m ay, as a co ndition of's uch a cquisition, r etain f or t hemselves a nd t heir
successors or assigns a right of use and occupancy of the property for noncommercial
residential purposes, for twenty-five years, or, in lieu thereof, for a term ending at the
death of the owner or his spouse, whichever is later.

This provision was exercised by entering into one of two types of Reserved Property Agreements
(RPAs): (1) a term for a specified number of years, or (2) a life estate that ended at the death of
the owner. (Note: Certain landowners concluded RPAs with the National Park Foundation before
establishment of the S eashore. These R PAs had varying terms, including terms of 36 a nd 40
years.) Upon fulfillment of the terms specified in each RPA, the rights of use and occupancy
granted to the former owners, successors, or assigns would terminate and full use of the property
would revert to the NPS. Twenty RPAs were created during the land acquisition process for the
Seashore. The terms of use and occupancy were ne gotiated individually in each RPA and thus
each agreement varies within the established framework. The result is that RPAs will expire at
various points during in the life of Seashore.

In recent years, one RPA concluded in January 2000 and three others expired in late 2010. A
fifth RPA expired in May 2011. Assets associated with these five expired agreements are located

throughout the Seashore. In total, the list of assets associated with these five expired agreements
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includes seven properties or tracts, comprising approximately 50 acres of land; seven residential
homes; and a number of smaller structures.

In recognition of the importance of these expiring RPAs, NPS decided to develop the present
management plan for these properties. This plan will be referred to hereafter as the Former
Reserved Properties Management Plan (“FRPMP” or “plan”).

As noted above, the five RPAs addressed in this FRPMP comprise seven properties or tracts of
land, with associated structures. The location of these tracts is indicated in Figure 1 below.



Figure 1: Park Map with Location of Tracts



Descriptions of the individual tracts are provided below and in Figures 2 through 7:

The Grange (expired 12-15-10) — 4.94 acres. The Grange and its s urrounding property are
contributing features of the Dungeness Historic District, which is listed in the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP). The property is located in the heart of the historic district (see Figure
2) and, until its RPA expired, had been the only private inholding within the district. The Grange
building itself c ontains 7,000 SF of finished interior s pace plus additional attic and ba sement
areas. The Grange has been rehabilitated several times over the years and is in good condition.
A small dock provides intermittent boat access depending on t ide conditions. The Grange and
Beach C reek D ock H ouse ar e 1 isted onthe N PS L ist o f C lassified S tructures. ( The Listo f
Classified Structures is an evaluated inventory of all historic and prehistoric structures that have
historical, architectural and/or e ngineering significance w ithin th e p arks o f the National P ark
System, and in which the National Park Service has, or plans to acquire, any legally enforceable
interest.) Non-historic structures on the tract include a 2-bay, wood-frame garage.

Nancy’s Fancy (expired 12-15-10) — 9.9 acres. Located between Stafford and Little Greyfield
(see Figure 3). This isolated tract is the only d eveloped site in its general environs. It is just
inside the tree-line at the interface with the ocean-side dune field and lies approximately 250
yards from the beach. The wood-frame house is elevated on w ood pilings, with the lower level
partially enclosed.

Phillips Tract (expired 9-29-10) — .38 acres. Located north of Greyfield (see Figure 4) in the
Davisville area on the southern part of the island. The smaller of two tracts under an RPA with
the Cumberland Island Holding Company. Assets include a small, modern bungalow house of
wood-frame construction. The tract is located near existing NPS housing.

Goodsell Tract (expired 9-29-10) — 6.55 acres. Located north of Greyfield (see Figure 4) in the
Davisville area on the southern part of the island. The larger of the two tracts under an RPA with
the Cumberland Island H olding C ompany. A ssets include a m odest-sized, modern, ranch style
house of wood-frame construction. There is an adjacent shed also of wood-frame construction.
The tract is located near existing NPS housing.

Schwartz-Jenkins Tract (expired 10-8-10) — 7.5 acres. Located b etween Stafford and Little
Greyfield on the west side of the island (see figure 5), the tract is approximately 1/3-mile from
the NPS dock on Old House Creek and has frontage on Old House Creek marsh. Assets include a
modern, r anch s tyle house of w ood-frame co nstruction; a m odern ef ficiency-type r esidence
designed for the mobility impaired; a small modern, guest cabin; and a pole shed.

Stafford Beach House (expired 1-02-00) — 1 acre. This tract is located on the western edge of
the dune field at the interface with the maritime oak forest, approximately 250 yards from the
ocean b each (see Figure 6). Itis east ofthe Stafford Historic D istrict, o utside o f th e d istrict
boundary, but potentially eligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places and
List of Classified Structures. Assets include a small, two-wing b each bungalow centered on a
large, wooden deck and a detached, small, modern addition.



Toonahowie (expired 5-27-11) — 20 acres. Located on the west side of Table Point within an
area that is designated wilderness (see Figure 7). It is the only developed site in its general
environs. Structures include a modern, ranch-style house of wood-frame construction built on
brick piers, with lap siding and an attached carport and shed built on a concrete slab. The
property has a dock and deep-water access on Mumford Creek.

[This space intentionally left blank.]



Property Highlights

Primary Structures: A 2-story
residential structure. Approximately
7000 SF of interior space. Includes
finished attic and unfinished
basement. In good condition.

Tract size: 4.94 Acres.
Agreement Status: Expired.

Location: Dungeness Historic District _
near Dungeness ruins. Secondary Structures: Dock House is

wood frame on brick and tabby piers.
Water Access: Fronts on Beach Creek In fair condition.
and marsh. A small dock provides
limited access depending on tide National Register Status: Residence
conditions. and Dock House on NRHP and LCS.

Figure 2: The Grange
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Property Highlights

Tract size: 9.9 Acres.
Primary Structure: Elevated modern
Agreement Status: Expired. wood-frame beach house constructed
on wood piers. First level is partially
Location: Between Stafford and Little enclosed. In fair condition.
Greyfield. Approximately 250 yards

from the beach just inside of the Secondary Structures: None.

Maritime forest. Near the ocean-side

dune line. National Register Status: Determined
not eligible.

Water Access: None.

Figure 3: Nancy’s Fancy
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Property Highlights

Primary Structures: Modern ranch-

Tract size: 7 acres combined. style and bungalow homes of wood
frame construction. Goodsell house
Agreement Status: Expired. in fair condition; Phillips house in

good condition.
Location: North of Greyfield and west

of Main Road. Goodsell tract has Secondary Structures: Goodsell tract
frontage on the marsh at Old House includes a wood-framed shed

Creek. structure.

Water Access: No significant water National Register Status: Determined
access. not eligible.

Figure 4: Goodsell and Phillips Tracts
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Schwartz-Jenkins Tract

Property Highlights

Tract size: 7.5 Acres. Primary Structure: Modest-size
modern ranch-style wood frame

Location: Approximately 1/3 mile house. In poor condition.

from the NPS dock on Old House

Creek. Secondary Structures: Addition to
primary structure, small guest cabin,

Agreement Status: Expired. and storage shed. In poor to fair
condition.

Water Access: Good access on Old

House Creek. National Register Status: Determined
not eligible.

Figure 5: Schwartz-Jenkins Tract
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Property Highlights

Tract size: 1 Acre. Primary Structures: Two adjoining
lap-sided wood structures; multi-level

Agreement Status: Expired. wood deck. In fair condition.

Location: Located on the western Secondary Structures: Detached

edge of the dune field at the interface modern addition. In poor condition.
with the maritime oak forest.

Approximately 250 yards from the National Register Status: East of the
ocean beach. Stafford Historic District and outside

of the district boundary. Potentially
Water Access: No water access. eligible for NRHP and LCS.

Figure 6: Stafford Beach House
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Property Highlights

Tract size: 20 Acres. Primary Structures: Modern ranch-
style home of wood frame

Agreement Status: Expired. construction on brick piers. In fair
condition.

Location: West side of Table Point

with frontage on Mumford Creek. Secondary Structures: Attached

Within boundary of Designated carport and shed on concrete slab;

Wilderness Area. dock. In fair condition.

Water Access: Deep-water access on  National Register Status: Determined
Mumford Creek. Wood pier and not eligible.
floating dock in poor condition.

Figure 7: Toonahowie
15




1.2 Purpose of the Plan

The primary purpose of the plan is to determine the most beneficial and appropriate use of the
land and structures associated with the five expired RPAs. A secondary purpose of the plan is to
create a d ecision m aking process that can be used to analyze assets as sociated with reserved
agreements that expire in the future.

1.3 Need for the Plan

The plan is needed to determine the management approaches that NPS will take with respect to
the land and structures coming into full NPS ownership after the RPAs expire. Each of the seven
tracts coming into NPS ownership has been under private control for decades, with little direct
NPS involvement. NPS needs to identify the most beneficial and appropriate use of these tracts
and the structures located thereon.

1.4 Project Location

The former reserved properties are located at various points within the Seashore, as illustrated in
Figure 1.

1.5 Required Management of the National Seashore

This plan has been developed in a manner consistent with applicable laws, regulations, and other
legal mandates governing management of Cumberland Island National Seashore. A review of
these mandates and related commitments is provided in this section.

1.5.1 Legislative Mandates. Legislative ma ndates a nd s pecial c ommitments in clude th ose
measures t hat apply to the entire N ational P ark System, plus S eashore-specific requirements.
The intent of all the mandates and commitments is to establish sustainable conservation and to
avoid unacceptable impact to the Seashore and its natural and cultural resources.

The National Park Service was established and its general obligations set forth in its Organic Act
(16 U.S.C. 1,2 -4) and the G eneral A uthorities Act (16 U.S.C. 1a-8). T hese acts direct the
agency to conserve the scenery, the natural and historic objects, and the wildlife, and to provide
for the enjoyment of those resources in such a manner as to leave them unimpaired for future
generations. In furtherance o f these acts, the NPS works to protect all resources inits care,
without pr ivileging one s et of r esources over another e xcept a s r equired by s pecificlawor
policy. The enabling 1 egislation for C umberland Island N ational S eashore (16 U.S.C. 4591 et
seq.) o bligates the N ational P ark S ervice to manage the area in a m anner co nsistent w ith the
Organic A ct. T he A ct s pecifically p rovides t hat, ap art f rom ar eas es pecially adaptable t o
recreational uses, t he ““s eashore s hall be pe rmanently preserved in its primitive s tate, and no
development of the project or plan for the convenience of visitors s hall be undertaken which
would be incompatible with the preservation of the unique flora and fauna or the physiographic
conditions now prevailing.” Congress further protected the northern part of the island in 1982 by
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establishing the Cumberland Island Wilderness (see P.L. 97-250). This area is to be managed in
accordance with the Wilderness Act of 1964, 16 U.S.C. 1131-1136.

NEPA: The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) is the Nation’s
basic charter for environmental protection. Among other actions, it calls for an examination of
the 1 mpacts o fa p roposed m ajor f ederal act ion o n t he co mponents o f af fected eco systems.
Various Seashore and NPS policies provide general direction for the protection of natural and
cultural r esources, i ncluding t he Seashore’s General Management Plan (1984), its Resource
Management Plan (1994), N PS Management Policies (2006), Director’s Order # 12
(Conservation P lanning, E nvironmental Impact Analysis, a nd Decision M aking), NPS-28
(Cultural Resource Management Guideline), and NPS-77 (Natural Resources Management).

As part of this planning and environmental analysis e ffort, appropriate federal, state, and local
agencies w ill b e co ntacted f or input a nd r eview ¢ onsistent w ith | egislative a nd e xecutive
requirements.

Special Status Species: S ection 7 of the E ndangered S pecies A ct (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.)
requires all federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that any
act authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency does not jeopardize the continued existence
of listed s pecies or critical habitats. C onsultation with the U.S. Fish and W ildlife Service is
required if any impacts to threatened and endangered species are anticipated.

Cultural Resources: The National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (NHPA) (16 U.S.C.
470 et seq.)s ets f orth t he pol icy of C ongress f or pr eserving “the h istorical a nd ¢ ultural
foundations of t he N ation” a nd pr eserving i rreplaceable e xamples i mportant t o our na tional
heritage t o m aintain “cultural, e ducational, a esthetic, 1 nspirational, economic, a nd e nergy
benefits.” The N HPA also es tablished t he N ational R egister o f Historic P laces, co mposed o f
“districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant in A merican history, architecture,
archeology, engineering, and culture.” Section 106 of the NHPA requires that federal agencies
take into account the effects of their actions on properties eligible for or included in the National
Register o f H istoric P laces, a nd p ermit th e A dvisory C ouncil o n H istoric P reservation a n
opportunity to review such actions. Federal agencies consult as appropriate with state historic
preservation officers, tribal historic preservation officers or representatives, and other interested
parties i n f ulfilling s ection 106 r equirements. S ection 110 of t he N HPA r equires f ederal
agencies, in c onsultation w ith t he s tate hi storic preservation of ficer, t o | ocate, nom inate, a nd
inventory all properties that appear to qualify for the National Register of Historic Places. It also
requires federal agencies to manage and maintain historic properties under their jurisdiction in a
manner t hat ¢ onsiders t he pr eservation of hi storic, a rcheological, a rchitectural, a nd cultural
values. Section 111 of t he N HPA au thorizes f ederal a genciest ol easet o an yp ersono r
organization historic structures that are not needed for current or projected agency purposes. The
agency must determine that any such lease will adequately insure the preservation of the historic
property. NPS Director’s Order # 38 (Real Property Leasing) sets forth guidance for the leasing
of historic structures in the National Park System.

1.5.2 Contractual Mandates: RPAs. Under the S eashore’s enabling legislation, the N ational
Park Service is required to honor valid, pre-existing le gal rights of island residents (see RPAs
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discussion above). T he rights of the current private residents can be traced back to the period
between 1865 and 1890, when three significant occupancies took place: (1) the creation of “the
Settlement a t H alf M oon B Iuff” a tt he nor th e nd, c onsisting of f ormer s laves ( ort heir
descendants) from pl antations on t he island; ( 2) t he e stablishment of the C umberland Island
Hotel (also called “High P oint”), also on the north end, which later was sold to the C andler
family; and (3) the acquisition through the late 19th-century by Thomas Carnegie of most of the
island ( south of t he ot her t wo a reas) and t he construction t hereon o f's everal | arge estates.
Almost all of the present private interests derive from one of these three settlements.

1.5.3 Administrative Mandates: NPS Management Policies. NPS ma nagement policies
prescribe the manner in which the National Park Service will strive to meet its obligations under
the Organic Act and the General Authorities Act, including the requirement that resources in its
care be maintained unimpaired for future generations. The mandate to conserve park resources
and values applies equally to all such resources and values, including natural, cultural, and other
resources. (Management Policies section 1.4.3). The policies recognize, how ever, that not all
impacts to resources constitute imp airment. T he p olicies s pecifically state that “[t]he laws ...
give the S ervice m anagement d iscretion t o al low i mpacts t o p ark r esources an d v alues w hen
necessary and a ppropriate t o fulfill t he pur poses of a park, solongasthe impact doe s not
constitute impairment of the affected resources and values” (Management Policies section 1.4.3).
Impairment is defined as an impact that would harm the integrity of park resources or values, or
opportunities for e njoyment of these resources or values, in the professional judgment of the
responsible NPS manager.

1.6 Relationship of the Proposed Action to Previous Planning Efforts

Management o f'r eserved p roperties atthe S eashore i s ad dressed b y the C umberland Island
National S eashore G eneral M anagement P lan (1984), as well as the S eashore’s S tatement for
Management ( 1990), R esource M anagement P lan (1994), and the S eashore’s current S trategic
Plan.

1.7 Objectives in Taking Action

NEPA requires that any decision made with respect to the proposed action be based on analysis
of a reasonable range of alternatives that are likely to meet project objectives. Objectives, in turn,
are “what must be achieved to alarge degree for the action to be considered a success” (NPS
Director’s Order #12). All alternatives selected for detailed analysis must meet these objectives
to a large degree, as well as fulfill the project purpose and need for action. Objectives for the
proposed a ction must be grounded in the park’s e nabling I egislation, as well as its pur pose,
significance, and m ission g oals. T he obj ectives m ust a Iso be compatible w ith di rection and
guidance provided by the park’s GMP.

The objective in taking this action is to establish preferred uses for each reserved property that:
(a) protect natural, cultural, and wilderness resources, (b) enhance the visitor experience, and (c)
improve the overall operational efficiency of the Seashore.
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The following specific objectives related to management of the former reserved properties were
developed with park staff during internal scoping:

General

e Make a vailable t ot he publ ic t hose pa rts of t he r eserved pr operties t hat ha ve
significant natural, historic, or scenic value.

e Utilize available structures in such a way as to improve operation, management, and
administration of the Seashore.

Natural Resources

e Protect natural resources i ncluding s oil, w ater, ve getation, a nd w ildlife r esources
from impacts associated with proposed future uses for each ofthe former reserved
properties.

Cultural Resources
e Protect cultural resources, including historic features and possible archeological sites.

e Protect the context o f existing features that are on or are eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places.

Wilderness

o Enhance wilderness character of former reserved properties located in wilderness.

1.8 Issues and Impact Topics

Park and regional s taff began internal s coping in early 2009 to identify i ssues and concerns
arising out o f't he pr oposed a ction, following up with de dicated workshops i n A ugust a nd
October 2009. Based on the results of internal scoping, the major issues raised by the proposed
action are as follows:

1.8.1 Issues

Issue 1. Impacts to Natural Resources.
The proposed actions may have environmental impacts on soils, vegetation, wildlife, and other
natural resources at the Seashore.

Issue 2. Impacts to Cultural Resources.
The proposed actions may have impacts to archeological, historic, and other cultural resources at

the Seashore.

Issue 3. Impacts to Wilderness
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The proposed actions may have impacts on the wilderness character of the Seashore’s designated
wilderness.

Issue 4. Impacts to Park Operations.

The proposed actions may have imp acts to a number of the S eashore’s operations, i ncluding
management, budget, maintenance, interpretation, resource management, and law en forcement.
There are also long-term management implications for the park as additional reserved property
agreements expire in the future. The RPAs addressed in this FRPMP are among the first of those
agreements to expire.

1.8.2 Identifying Resources and Concerns

Based in part on the issues raised during internal scoping, the interdisciplinary team identified a
number of resources and va lues t hat pot entially ¢ ould be a ffected b y i mplementation of t he
proposed a ction. T hese resources a nd va lues ge nerated ““ impact topics” f or f urther an alysis,
selected from the universe of impact topics set forth in Table 1.1. Candidate impact topics were
identified ba sed on | egislative r equirements, e xecutive or ders, t opics s pecified i n Director’s
Order #12 and Handbook (NPS 2001), Management Policies 2006 (NPS 2006c¢), guidance from
the National Park Service, input from other agencies, public concerns, and resource information
specific to Cumberland Island National Seashore.

TaBLE 1.1
IMPACT ToPICS AND APPLICABLE LEGAL AND PoLICY REQUIREMENTS
Impact Topic Relevant Regulations or Policies

Climate Change National Park Service Management Policy 1.6 (2006)

Air Quality Federal Clean Air Act (CAA); CAA Amendments of 1990
(CAAA); National Park Service Management Policy, 4.7.1
(2006)

Aquatic Resources National Park Service Management Policy 4.6 (2006); Federal

Water Pollution Control Act [The Clean Water Act of 1972 (as
amended in 1977)]; Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act; Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972

Hydrology and Water Executive Order 12088 (Federal Compliance with Pollution
Quality Control Standards); Executive Order 11990 (Protection of
Wetlands); National Park Service Management Policy 4.6.3
(2006); Federal Water Pollution Control Act [The Clean Water
Act of 1972 (as amended in 1977)]

Floodplains and Wetlands | Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands); Clean Water
Act Section 404; National Park Service Director’s Order #77-
1; Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management); Federal
Coastal Zone Management Act; National Park Service
Management Policies 4.6.4, 4.6.5, and 9.1.1.6 (2006)

Geology National Park Service Management Policy 4.8 (2006)
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Soils

National Park Service Management Policy 4.8.2.4 (2006)

Vegetation National Park Service Management Policy 4.4.2 (2006) ;
Executive Order 13112 (Invasive Species)
Fish and Wildlife National Park Service Management Policy 4.4.2 (2006);

Executive Order 13186 (Migratory Birds)

Species of Special Concern
and their Habitats

Endangered Species Act of 1973; National Park Service
Management Policy 4.4.2.3 (2006); 40 Code of Federal
Regulations 1500 (regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act)

Ecologically Critical Areas
or other Unique Natural
Resources

36 Code of Federal Regulations 62 (criteria for national natural
landmarks); National Park Service Management Policies

(2006)

Natural Soundscape/Noise

National Park Service Management Policy 4.9 (2006)

Natural Lightscape (night
sky)

National Park Service Management Policy 4.10 (2006)

Cultural Resources (i.e.,
important scientific,
archeological, and other
cultural resources,
including historic
properties listed or eligible
for the National Register of
Historic Places)

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16
U.S.C. 470 et seq.); Section 110 of the National Historic
Preservation Act; Section 111 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.); 36 Code of Federal
Regulations 800; Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68); National
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); Executive
Order 13007 (Indian Sacred Sites); National Park Service
Director’s Orders 24, 28, and 38; National Park Service
Management Policy 5.3.5 (2006); Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA); Archeological
Resources Protection Act (ARPA); National Parks Act of
August 25, 1916 (“Organic Act”); Antiquities Act of 1906; 40
CFR 1500 (regulations for implementing National
Environmental Policy Act), section 1508.27

Sacred Sites

Executive Order 13007 (Indian Sacred Sites); National Park
Service Management Policy 5.3.5.3.2 (20006)

Indian Trust Resources

Department of the Interior Secretarial Order No. 3206;
Secretarial Order No. 3175

Visitor Use and Experience

National Parks Act of August 25, 1916 (“Organic Act”);
National Park Service Management Policy 8.2 (2006)

Public Health and Safety

National Park Service Management Policy 8.2.5 (2006); U.S.
Coast Guard Boating Safety Regulations

Park Operations

National Park Service Management Policy 9.1 (2006)
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Concessionaires and
Contracts

National Park Service Management Policy 10.2 (2006)

Economics and
Socioeconomics

40 Code of Federal Regulations 1500 (regulations for
implementing National Environmental Policy Act)

Transportation (local and
regional)

National Park Service Management Policy 9.2 (2006)

Socially or Economically
Disadvantaged Populations

Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice)

Accessibility for
Individuals with
Disabilities

National Park Service Management Policy 9.1.2 (2006);
Architectural Barrier Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4151 et seq.);
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.); Americans
with Disabilities Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-336, 104 Stat.
327);Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards

Mineral and Agricultural
Resources

National Park Service Management Policy 8.7 and 8.6.7
(2006)

Prime and Unique
Agricultural Lands

Council on Environmental Quality 1980 memorandum on
prime and unique farmlands; 40 Code of Federal Regulations
1500 (regulations for implementing National Environmental
Policy Act), section 1508.27

Energy Requirements and
Conservation Potential;
Natural or Depletable
Resource Requirements
and Conservation Potential

National Park Service Management Policy 9.1.7 (2006) ; 40
CFR 1500 (regulations for implementing National
Environmental Policy Act), section 1502.16

Urban Quality, Historic
and Cultural Resources,
and Design of the Built
Environment

40 Code of Federal Regulations 1502.16 (regulations for
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act);
National Park Service Director’s Order #12

Community Character

National Park Service Management Policy 8.11 (2006)

Possible Conflicts between
the Proposal and Land Use
Plans, Policies, or Controls
for the Area Concerned
(including local, state, or
Indian tribe) and the Extent
to which the Park Would
Reconcile the Conflict

40 Code of Federal Regulations 1500 (regulations for
implementing National Environmental Policy Act), sections
1502.16, 1506.2(d))
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All of the impact topics listed above were presented and discussed by the planning team during
the s coping process. At the end of this process, the pl anning team s elected a subset of these
topics for detailed analysis in the EA, as discussed in more detail below.

1.8.3 Impact Topics Analyzed in this Environmental Assessment

Regulations issued by the Council on E nvironmental Quality require the NPS to “identify and
eliminate from detailed study the issues which are not significant or which have been covered by
prior environmental review, narrowing the discussion of these issues in the statement to a brief
presentation o f w hy t hey will not h ave a s ignificant e ffect ont he h uman e nvironment or
providing a reference to their coverage elsewhere” (40 CFR 1501.7(a)(3)).

Of the impact topics initially considered, the following were determined to warrant further study,
and are carried through the EA for detailed analysis:

Archeological Resources. Humans have inhabited Cumberland Island for thousands of years,
and num erous archeological s ites are present w ithin S eashore boundaries. T wo ar cheological
districts (Rayfield and Table Point) have been established at the Seashore in accordance with the
Seashore’s C ultural R esource M anagement P lan. B oth of t hese di stricts a re i ncluded in t he
National Register of Historic Places.

Management actions under consideration would involve ground disturbance in five locations in
order to remove existing structures and outbuildings. Each ofthese areas has been previously
disturbed and therefore the likelihood of finding intact archeological resources is low. On the
other ha nd, none of t heses ites ha s be en s urveyed ind etail for ar cheological r esources.
Therefore, archeological resources will be addressed as an impact topic in this document.

Historic Structures. The N ational H istoric P reservation A ct, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et
seq.); t he N ational E nvironmental P olicy A ct (42 U .S.C. 4321 et seq.); th e N ational P ark
Service’s Director’s Order #28, Cultural Resource Management Guideline (1997); Management
Policies (2006); a nd Director’s Order #12, Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact
Analysis, and Decision making (2001) require the consideration of impacts on historic structures
and buildings listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

The Grange and Beach Creek Dock House are contributing features of the Dungeness Historic
District, which is listed in the N ational R egister o f Historic Places. In addition, the S tafford
Beach House is potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. This plan will directly affect future
use and management of those structures, and will establish a process that may apply to other
listed s tructures in the future. T herefore, historic s tructures/buildings will b e ad dressed as an
impact topic in the environmental assessment.

Cultural Landscapes: The National Historic Preservation Act, as amended in 1992 (16 U.S.C.
470 et seq.); t he N ational E nvironmental P olicy A ct of 1969 ( 42 U .S.C. 4321 et seq.); the
National Park Service’s Director’s Order #28, Cultural Resource Management Guideline (1997);
Management Policies (2006); and Director’s Order #12, Conservation Planning, Environmental
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Impact Analysis, and Decision Making (2001) require the consideration of impacts on cultural
landscapes listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

According to the National Park Service’s Cultural Resource Management Guideline (DO-28), a
cultural landscape is

... areflection of human adaptation and use of natural resources and is often expressed in
the w ay |l and i s o rganized a nd di vided, p atterns of s ettlement, 1 and use, s ystems of
circulation, an d t he t ypes o f's tructures t hat are b uilt. T he ch aracter o f a cu Itural
landscape i s de fined bo th b y ph ysical m aterials, s uch a s r oads, bui Idings, w alls, and
vegetation, and by use reflecting cultural values and traditions.

Thus, cultural landscapes are the result of the long interaction between people and the land, the
influence of human beliefs and actions over time upon the natural landscape.

Management a ctions t aken w ith r espect t o t he former reserved properties could af fect t he
integrity of the cultural landscape. Therefore, cultural landscapes will be addressed as an impact
topic in the environmental assessment.

Soils: According to the National Park Service’s Management Policies (2006), the National Park
Service will strive to understand and preserve the soil resources of park units and to prevent, to
the extent possible, the unnatural erosion, physical removal, or contamination of the soil or its
contamination of other resources.

Management actions taken with respect to the expiring RPAs could result in disturbance to soils
on or ne ar a ssociated sites. T herefore, s oils will be a ddressed a s a ni1 mpacttopicint he
environmental assessment.

Water Quality: National P ark S ervice p olicies r equire p rotection o f w ater q uality co nsistent
with the mandates of the Clean Water Act. Management actions under consideration with respect
to the former reserved properties could affect surface water and/or groundwater resources. Land
disturbance as sociated with t he r emoval o fs tructures co uld a ffect surface w aters, w hile
continued use of existing wells and septic s ystems could affect groundwater. T herefore, w ater
quality has been retained as an impact topic in this environmental assessment.

Vegetation and Wildlife: The National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) calls
for an examination of the impacts a proposed action may have on all components of a ffected
ecosystems. National Park Service policy is to maintain all of the components and processes of
naturally o ccurring ecosystems, i ncluding t he natural a bundance, di versity, a nd e cological
integrity of plants and animals (National Park Service Management Policies 2006).

Management actions t aken w ith r espectt ot he former reserved properties couldr esultin

disturbance t o ve getation and w ildlife on or adjacent to the s ites. T herefore, ve getation a nd
wildlife will be addressed as an impact topic in the environmental assessment.
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Wilderness: Congress has designated approximately 9,886 a cres of the Seashore as wilderness
and 1dentified another 10,550 acres as potential wilderness. There are a total of five reserved
properties i nt he S eashore’s de signated w ilderness, one of w hich e xpiredi n M ay 2011.
Management a ctions t aken w ith r espect t o t he former reserved properties could af fect t he
wilderness character of the Seashore’s wilderness area. Therefore, wilderness will be addressed
as an impact topic in the environmental assessment.

Visitor Use and Experience: Visitor Use and E xperience is addressed b ecause each o fthe
possible future uses of the former reserved properties could affect visitor use or experience.

Public Health & Safety, including Accessibility: By policy, NPS will strive to identify hazards
and prevent injuries from recognizable threats to the health and safety of visitors and employees.
See NPS Management Policies (2006) Section 8.2.5. T he proposed action c ould a ffect public
health and safety by opening new structures to use by the public and NPS staff, and by removing
others. Some structures in good condition may be adapted to new uses (e.g., housing or visitor
use), w ith pot ential i mprovements t o publ ic health a nd s afety. O ther s tructures t hat ar e
deteriorating or unoccupied may be removed, in accordance with standard work safety practices.
In addition, any new use of structures on the former reserved properties must be accomplished in
compliance with the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and other applicable laws related to access for
the disabled. Therefore, public health and safety (including accessibility) will be retained as an
impact topic in this document.

Park Operations: The expiration of former reserved properties will expand the Seashore’s land
base and increase the number of structures for which NPS is responsible. Impacts will be felt by
the S eashore’s m aintenance, i nterpretation, r esource m anagement, andl aw en forcement
divisions, among others. Therefore, park op erations will be retained as an impact topic in this
document.

1.8.4 Impact Topics Dismissed from Further Analysis

Climate Change: Climate ch anger eferst o an y s ignificant changesi n av erage cl imatic
conditions (such as mean temperature, precipitation, or wind) or variability (such as seasonality
and storm frequency) lasting for an extended period (decades or longer). Recent reports by the
U.S. C limate C hange S cience P rogram, t he N ational A cademy o f' S ciences, an d t he U nited
Nations Intergovernmental P anel on C limate C hange provide evidence that cl imate ch ange is
occurring as ar esult o frising g reenhouse gas (GHG) em issions an d co uld accel erate in t he
coming d ecades. W hile cl imate ch angei sa global p henomenon, i t m anifests d ifferently
depending on regional and local factors. General changes that are expected to occur in the future
as a result o f climate change in clude h otter, d rier s ummers; w armer w inters; w armer w ater;
higher oc ean 1 evels; m ore s evere w ildfires; de graded a ir qua lity, m ore h eavy do wnpours and
flooding, and increased drought. Climate c hange is a far-reaching, 1 ong-term is sue th at c ould
affect Cumberland Island National Seashore, its resources, visitors, and management. Although
some effects of climate change are considered known or likely to occur, many potential impacts
are unknown, particularly at the local or site-specific level. Much depends on the rate at which
the temperature would continue to rise and whether global emissions of GHGs can be reduced or
mitigated. C limate ch ange s cience is ar apidly advancing field and new i nformation is b eing

25



collected and released continually. The actions in this plan would neither contribute materially
to, nor be affected by, global climate change. Increased emissions of GHGs, if any, would be
negligible, and retained structures would not be affected by rising sea levels for many years, if
ever. Therefore, climate change has been dismissed as an impact topic.

Geology and Topography: The N ational P ark Service’s Management Policies (2006) require
the pr otection of s ignificant ge ologic a nd t opographic f eatures. C umberland Island N ational
Seashore is located on the largest b arrier island on the coast of Georgia. As a barrier island,
Cumberland is inherently dynamic and is characterized by slowly shifting topography caused by
wind and tidal action. Management actions taken with respect to the former reserved properties
would ha ve no, or negligible, e ffect on t he geology or topography o f't he island. T herefore,
geology and topography have been dismissed as impact topics.

Wetlands and Floodplains: Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires federal
agencies t o a void, w here pos sible, a dversely i mpacting wetlands. S imilarly, Executive O rder
11988, Floodplain Management, requires all federal a gencies to avoid construction within the
100-year floodplain unless no other practicable alternatives exist. Proposed actions that have the
potential to have an adverse affect on wetlands and certain construction activities in the 100-year
floodplain must be addressed in a Statement of Findings.

The proposed actions, which are confined to upland areas on Cumberland Island, would have no
effect on the 100-year floodplain or on any tidal or freshwater wetlands. Therefore, a Statement
of F indings for w etlands a nd floodplains w ill n ot be prepared. Because t he pr oposed a ction
would not a ffect wetlands or f loodplains, t his 1 mpact t opic w as di smissed f rom f urther
consideration in this document.

Air Quality: Section 118 of the Clean Air Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) requires
each park unit to meet all federal, state, and local air pol lution s tandards. C umberland Island
National Seashore is designated as a Class II air quality area under the Clean Air Act. A Class II
designation indicates the maximum allowable increase in c oncentrations of sulfur dioxide and
particulate matter over baseline concentrations, as specified in Section 163 of the Clean Air Act.
Further, the Act provides that the federal land manager has an affirmative obligation to protect
air q uality-related v alues ( including v isibility, p lants, a nimals, s oils, water q uality, c ultural
resources, and visitor health) from adverse pollution impacts.

Management actions t aken w ith r espect t o the former reserved properties would have no, o r
negligible, impacts on the air quality of the island. Therefore, air quality has been dismissed as
an impact topic.

Special Status Species: The Endangered Species Act requires an examination of impacts on all
federally listed threatened or endangered species. National Park Service policy also requires an
assessment o f the impacts on al | federal ¢ andidate s pecies, as well as s tate-listed th reatened,
endangered, candidate, rare, declining, and sensitive species. The federally listed threatened or
endangered s pecies, can didate s pecies, and s pecies o f s pecial concern that may b e p otentially
found in Camden County, Georgia, are listed in Appendix A.
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Management actions taken with respect to the former reserved properties would not affect any of
the 1 isted s pecial s tatus s pecies. P roposed act ions r elating t o t he f ormer r eserved p roperties
would not occur near any breeding, foraging, or resting grounds for any special status species.
These actions would not alter behavior of special status species, and would not alter their habitat.
Therefore, t he t opic o f threatened, endangered and can didate s pecies, a nd s pecies o f's pecial
concern will not be addressed as an impact topic in the environmental assessment. The NPS’
specific finding under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is “no effect.”

Lightscape Management: In a ccordance w ith N ational P ark S ervice Management Policies
(2006), the National Park Service strives to preserve natural ambient landscapes that exist in the
absence of human-caused light. Management actions taken with respect to the former reserved
properties would not change to any material degree the extent of lightscape impacts at the park or
the s urrounding e nvironment. Impacts w ould ¢ ontinue to be ne gligible. Therefore, | ightscape
management was dismissed as an impact topic.

Soundscape Management: In a ccordance w ith N ational P ark S ervice Management Policies
(2006) and Director’s Order #47, Sound Preservation and Noise Management, an important part
of the National P ark S ervice mission is pr eservation of n atural s oundscapes associated w ith
national pa rk uni ts. N atural s oundscapes e xist i n t he a bsence of hum an-caused s ound. T he
natural a mbient s oundscape i s t he a ggregate o f'a 1l na tural s ounds t hat occur i n pa rk uni ts,
together with the physical capacity for transmitting natural sounds. Natural sounds occur within
and beyond the range of sounds that humans can perceive and can be transmitted through air,
water, and s olid materials. The frequencies, magnitudes, and duration of human-caused s ound
considered ac ceptable v aries am ong N ational P ark S ervice u nits, a s w ell as p otentially
throughout each park unit, being generally greater in developed areas and less in unde veloped
areas.

Management actions t aken w ith r espectt o t he former reserved properties would have onl y
temporary i mpacts to the park’s s oundscape. R enovation a nd/or de molition s ounds w ould be
temporary, ¢ onfined t o a s mall pa rt of t he 1 sland, a nd ne gligible i n i ntensity. Therefore,
soundscape management was dismissed as an impact topic.

Ethnographic Resources: The N ational H istoric P reservation A ct, as amended in 1992 (16
U.S.C. 470 et seq.); the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); the
National Park Service’s Director’s Order #28, Cultural Resource Management Guideline (1997);
Management Policies (2006); and Director’s Order #12, Conservation Planning, Environmental
Impact Analysis, and Decision Making (2001) r equire t he ¢ onsideration of 1 mpacts on
ethnographic resources listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

Ethnographic resources are defined by the National Park Service as any “site, structure, object,
landscape o r n atural r esource feature as signed traditional legendary, r eligious, s ubsistence, or
other significance in the cultural system of a group traditionally associated with it” (Director’s
Order #28, Cultural Resource Management Guideline: pg. 191). None of the buildings on the
former reserved p roperties have be en assigned traditional 1 egendary, religious, s ubsistence, or
other significance in the cultural system of a group traditionally associated with it. Therefore, the
subject of ethnographic resources will not be addressed as an impact topic.
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Museum Collections: The National Park Service’s Management Policies (2006) and Director’s
Order #28, Cultural Resource Guideline (1997) require the consideration of impacts on museum
collections (historic artifacts, natural specimens, and archival manuscript material). Because the
proposed a ctions do not involve m useum c ollections a nd w ill ha ve no i mpacts on a ny p ark
collections, the subject of museum collections was dismissed as an impact topic.

Socioeconomic Environment: The socioeconomic environment is not addressed b ecause the
direct a nd i ndirect e conomic i mpacts of t he pr oposed a ctions on't he | ocal a rea w ould be
negligible. Neither the removal nor continued use of structures at the former reserved properties
would have a material impact on the local or regional socioeconomic environment.

Prime and Unique Farmland: In August, 1980, the Council on E nvironmental Quality (CEQ)
directed that Federal agencies must assess the effects of their actions on farmland soils classified
by the U.S. D epartment of A griculture’s N atural R esource C onservation S ervice as prime or
unique. P rime or unique farmland is d efined as soil that particularly produces specialty crops
such a s f ruits, ve getables, a nd nut s. N o qua lifying s oils e xist on C umberland Island. T he
proposed action would result in neither the de gradation nor irreversible conversion of existing
prime farmland to nonagricultural uses. Therefore, the topic of prime and unique farmland was
dismissed as an impact topic.

Environmental Justice: According t o t he E nvironmental P rotection A gency, environmental
justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people, regardless of race, color,
national origin, or income, with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of
environmental | aws, r egulations, and pol icies. F air t reatment m eans that no g roup of pe ople,
including a racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group, should bear a disproportionate share of the
negative e nvironmental ¢ onsequences r esulting f rom 1 ndustrial, m unicipal, a nd ¢ ommercial
operations or the execution of federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies.

Presidential E xecutive O rder 12898, “ General Actionst o A ddress E nvironmental J ustice i n
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” requires all federal agencies to incorporate
environmental ju stice into th eir mis sions by identifying and a ddressing the di sproportionately
high and/or adverse human he alth or environmental e ffects of their programs and policies on
minorities and low-income populations and communities. The proposed actions would not have
health or e nvironmental e ffects o n min orities o r lo w-income popul ations or ¢ ommunities a s
defined in the Environmental Protection A gency’s Draft Environmental Justice Guidance (July
1996). Therefore, environmental justice was dismissed as an impact topic.

Note: Title V of the McKinney-Vento Act provides that “suitable” Federal properties categorized
as unutilized, underutilized, excess, or surplus are to be made available for use to assist homeless
persons. Such properties are to be made available to States, units of local government, and non-
profit or ganizations. H owever, a pr operty w ill not be co nsidered s uitable i fi t h as cer tain
specified defects, including documented health and safety deficiencies and alack ofaccess by
public roads. 24 CFR § 581.6. It is anticipated that none of the structures on the former reserved
properties, if declared unutilized, underutilized, excess, or surplus, would qualify as “suitable”
under the McKinney-Vento Act.
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Introduction

Over the past three years the NPS has conducted internal scoping regarding possible future uses
of the structures on former reserved properties. External scoping was also conducted in 2009-10,
including publ ic m eetings, t o s olicit publ ic i nput on t he f uture di sposition of t he r eserved
properties. The NPS used that input to develop five management options potentially applicable
to each property. T hese m anagement alternatives are t hought t o r epresent t he full r ange of
feasible approaches for managing resource conditions and visitor experiences at each tract. The
five types of management are described in section 2.2 below.

It should be e mphasized that the management alternatives d escribed b elow are co nceptual in
nature. Specific design or de velopment decisions related to the imp lementation of a preferred
management opt ion w ould be e xamined a nd d etermined i n s ubsequent pl anning a nd de sign
processes. Specific action plans for each property will need to undergo further NEPA and NHPA
review before implementation to assess potential effects.

2.2 Options for Managing Former Reserved Properties
The five potential management alternatives evaluated in this planning study are:

Reuse for Exclusive Private Residential Purposes

Reuse for Park Operational Purposes

Reuse for Visitor Service/Education/Recreation Purposes
Removal/Disposal

Reuse as Employee, Volunteer, and/or Cooperator Housing

These management alternatives are described in more detail below:

2.2.1 Reuse for Exclusive Private Residential Purposes

A number of comments from the public and interested parties suggested the possibility of using a
lease or s ome o ther m echanism to al low the families and as sociates o fthe former a greement
holders to use historic and non-historic structures on t he former reserved properties for private
residential pur poses. The majority o f these comments d ealt w ith T he G range, lo cated in the
Dungeness H istoric D istrict. Internal and e xternal s coping a Iso r ecommended e valuating t he
option of private residential use not only for T he Grange, but for all o fthe former reserved
properties.

In evaluating the park’s former reserved properties for potential private residential use, the NPS
considered a n umber o f factors. T hese factors w ould b e es pecially relevant i f N PS were to
consider allowing private residential use under a lease, partnership agreement or other similar
arrangement. Some of the factors considered were:
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e Short and long-term maintenance and operational costs for the structure(s);

e Location a nd s etting of t he s tructure i n ¢ onjunction w ith pa rk r esources a nd vi sitor
use/experience;

e Potential f unctions a nd a ctivities o fth e p roperty as d efinedin al ease o r s imilar
instrument;

e Type/duration of residential oc cupancy, i.e. pe rmanent, s easonal, w eekly, etc. and the
inherent consequences of each type

e The number and di versity o f visitors who would be affected by the exclusive, private
residential use and the amount of public access afforded to Seashore resources;

e Status of the structure relative to the NRHP;

e Location of the property relative to the Cumberland Island Wilderness;

e Potential effect of private residential occupants and their activities on cultural and natural
resources on the island;

e Management and administration of private residential sites and activities o f residential
occupants; and

e Compatibility of exclusive, private residential use with guiding park legislation and other
mandates.

Exclusive, private residential use has the potential to provide definite benefits to the Seashore.
As the manager of one of the largest collections of historic and non -historic s tructures in the
United States, the NPS recognizes the ongoing operations and maintenance costs of its facilities
and the need to be able to sustain them over time. In appropriate circumstances, the NPS can
partially defray the cost and management burden associated with its large inventory of historic
and non -historic bui ldings b y e nteringi nto | eases, pa rtnership a greements, ¢ ooperative
agreements, or other similar arrangements that allow private residential use. One frequently used
toolis a lease as provided forunder Part 18 o f Title 36 of the Code o f F ederal R egulations
(Center for Park Management 2010). As lessor, the NPS grants limited exclusive use rights to the
lessee in ex change for the lessee assuming some of the NPS’ risk and liability for maintaining
the leased property. Three objectives encourage the leasing of eligible properties. One is to have
third parties pay for the maintenance and repair of park area property. Another is to obtain rent
revenue for the park area. The third is to encourage uses that support p ark area m anagement
objectives.

In evaluating th e p otential fora le ase itis critical to n ote th atin a ccordance w ith federal
regulations, a lease may not be issued unless the NPS makes specific determinations regarding
protection of the park area. The NPS must determine that:

e The lease will not result in the de gradation of the purposes and values of the park
area;

e The lease will not deprive the park area of property necessary for appropriate park
protection, interpretation, visitor enjoyment, or administration of the park area;

e The lease contains such terms and conditions as will assure the leased property will
be used for activity and in a manner that are consistent with the purposes established
by law for the park area in which the property is located;

e The lease is compatible with the programs of the NPS;
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e The lease is for rent at least equal to the fair market value rent of the leased property
as described in 36 CFR § 18.5;

e The proposed activities under the 1 ease are not subject t o a uthorization through a
concession contract, commercial use authorization or similar instrument; and

e Iftheleaseis to in clude h istoric p roperty, th e le ase w ill adequately in sure th e
preservation of the historic property.

See 36 CFR §18.4. In appropriate circumstances, the NPS may enter into a historic lease with a
non-profit or ganization or uni t of g overnment w ithout g oing t hrough a public s olicitation
process. 36 CFR §18.9. To enter into such a lease, the NPS must determine that the non-profit or
governmental use of the property will contribute to the purposes and programs of the park area.
All ot her r equirements of 36 C FR P art 18 are applicablet o1 eases w ith non -profits or

governmental units.

It s hould be not ed t hat a le ase ma y n ot a uthorize a ¢ ommercial a ctivity th at is s ubject to
authorization by a concessions contract or commercial use authorization or similar i nstrument
(36 CFR §18.6(b)).

Specific details about the terms of any future historic lease agreement or other similar agreement
are beyond the scope of this planning document.

2.2.2 Reuse for Park Operational Purposes

NPS policy provides that when management facilities must be located inside a park, they are to
be located away from primary resources and features of the park and sited so as not to adversely
affect park resources or values or detract from the visitor experience. Thus, when new structures
come into park ow nership by op eration of 1aw, the NPS has a possible opportunity to move
certain management operations away from less than optimal sites and relocate them to new, more
appropriate locations.

The addition of structural assets to the S eashore via ex pired RPAs presents p ark m anagement
with t he oppor tunity t o r elocate, e xpand, or ot herwise be tter pos ition N PS ope rational a nd
administrative w ork s paces ont he 1 sland, i ncluding of fices, w orkshops, 1 abs, a nd s torage
facilities. Locating such activities in developed areas outside of historic and/or high-use visitor
areas would be preferred. Facilities with good access and a high capability for communication
with the mainland would likewise be preferred.

The NPS strives to operate as efficiently as possible with the funds allotted to it b y Congress.
Before d ecisions are m ade with respect to p ossible re-use of ne wly-acquired as sets, the NPS
typically performs ad etailed a nalysis of t he ¢ ost of ope ration, m aintenance andr epair,
recapitalization/replacement, a nd ove rall s ustainment of facilities proposed or planned for re-
use. Cultural r esources personnel are involved int he an alysis forr eal p roperty h eritage
assets. Information obtained by this analysis is used to d etermine w hether it is appropriate or
feasible for NPS to re-use an asset based on cost of ownership over time.
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A fundamental part of this planning effort has entailed a review of the structures on the former
reserved properties to determine whether: (a) their locations would protect park resources and the
visitor experience better than other sites presently occupied by the NPS; and (b) they provide a
more co st-effective fit for S eashore a dministrative functions than other structures c urrently in
use.

2.2.3 Reuse for Visitor Service/Education/Recreation Purposes

During s coping for the FRPMP, it w as s uggested t hat s tructures and grounds on t he former
reserved properties could be adapted or incorporated as facilities for interpretation and education
and/or to provide visitor contact and orientation services. In evaluating a property’s suitability
for in terpretation a nd/or v isitor p rograms, the most imp ortant factor is its significance in the
island’s cultural and/or natural history. Beyond being part of the island’s story, the property may
also have the potential t o support informational and in terpretive facilities that the N PS o ften
provides to a ssist pa rk visitors i n a ppreciating and e njoying p arks a nd unde rstanding t heir
significance. A facility for visitor a ctivities m ay i nclude a n i nformation de sk, 1 ecture rooms,
classrooms, di scoveryl abs, e xhibits, ¢ ollectionsa nda rtifacts, audiovisual pr ograms,
outdoor/living c lassrooms, w ork a reas, a nd ot her s paces ne cessary for a hi gh-quality v isitor
experience.

Newly available p roperties as well as additional infrastructure present the oppor tunity for the
park to implement and even expand interpretation and visitor programs on the island that were
previously not f easible or w ere ot herwise una ttainable. T hese activities ¢ ould i nclude ¢ ore
interpretive pr ograms, heritage a nd environmental e ducation, r ecreation, a nd ot her vi sitor
activities. P rescribing s pecific de velopment de tails for t he r euse of i1 ndividual pr operties f or
visitor activities is beyond the scope of this planning document.

Public commenters also suggested that one or more structures could be used to provide facilities
and/or lodging for disabled visitors. (It should be noted that the NPS does not provide overnight
lodging facilities for the general public at the Seashore.) Still others suggested using some of the
structures for short-term rentals to visitors.

Any use of structures at the Seashore for commercial lodging or temporary visitor rentals would
have to comply with the terms of Chapter 10 of NPS Management Policies 2006 (“Commercial
Visitor Services”). These policies, as well as the provisions of governing Federal 1aw, provide
that ope rating ¢ ommercial a ccommodations w ithin N PS uni ts m ay onl y be a uthorized using
concession contracts, unless otherwise provided by law. 16 U.S.C § 5952. M ore fundamentally,
commercial lodging at the Seashore may only be provided if'it is deemed to be consistent with
the Seashore’s enabling legislation. Section 6(b) of the Seashore’s enabling legislation provides
that,

Except f or ce rtain p ortions o f't he s eashore d eemed t o b e es pecially ad aptable for
recreational uses, particularly swimming, boating, fishing, hiking, horseback riding, and
other recreational activities of similar nature, which shall be developed for such uses as
needed, t he s eashore s hall b e p ermanently p reserved 1 n 1 ts p rimitive s tate, an d n o
development of the project or plan for the convenience of visitors shall be unde rtaken
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which would be incompatible with the preservation of the unique flora and fauna or the
physiographic ¢ onditions now pr evailing, no r s hall any road or ¢ auseway c onnecting
Cumberland Island to the mainland be constructed.

For pur poses of t his pl anning e ffort,t he p ossibility of of fering commercial ove rnight
accommodations was assessed for each reserved property, primarily due to the interest expressed
in this concept during public scoping. Ultimately, however, commercial lodging/temporary rental
was not considered a feasible component of the “Visitor Service/Education/Recreation Purposes”
management a lternative. U se of t hef ormerr eserved pr operties f or ove rnight vi sitor
accommodation would likely increase usage of many of these structures, which in the past have
typically been vacant for substantial portions of the year. The increased presence and mobility of
visitors made possible by access to commercial overnight facilities would likely increase impacts
to cultural and natural resources, not only in the vicinity of the property, but elsewhere on t he
island as well. The visitor experience for the greater visiting public could also be impacted by
commercial ove rnight a ccommodations, pa rticularly i n pr ime vi sitor a reas or uni que s ettings
such as wilderness. In addition, providing access to these structures for a succession of renters
has the potential to dramatically increase motorized traffic on the island, thereby increasing noise
and dus ta nda dversely affectingf lora andf auna. Ins hort, commercial ov ernight
accommodations w ould not perpetuate or e nhance the island’s primitive c haracter, but would
undermine the conditions that presently exist.

Regarding facilities for disabled persons, NPS policy provides that all reasonable efforts will be
undertaken to make NPS facilities, programs, and services accessible to and usable by all people,
including those with disabilities. In choosing among methods for providing accessibility, higher
priority will be given to those methods that offer programs and activities in the most integrated
setting ap propriate. S pecial, s eparate, o r alternative f acilities, p rograms, o r s ervices will b e
provided only when existing ones cannot reasonably be made accessible. See NPS Management
Policies 2006 § 8.2.4.

Implementation of this management option does not preclude, but rather encourages, engaging in
historic 1 eases, partnerships and/or other arrangements to achieve its interpretive, educational,
and recreational goals in ways that lower N PS costs and reduce maintenance responsibilities.
Historic | easing ¢ ould be a n i mportant t ool f or pur suing t hese arrangements i nt he f uture.
Negotiation of the terms and conditions of any future leases or other agreements is beyond the
scope of this planning document.

2.2.4 Removal/Disposal

NPS management p olicy requires that structures that are no longer functional in their p resent
locations or are determined to be inappropriately placed in important resource areas be removed
subject to appropriate compliance. Removal of structures may be indicated where removal would
allow t he r estoration of pr imitive ¢ onditions ont hei sland ( pert he S eashore’s e nabling
legislation), where other uses are not necessary or appropriate, or where structural issues make
removal t he m ost cost-effective opt ion. The N PS r ecognizes t he ne ed t 0 a void t he future
operation and maintenance costs o f unnecessary or ineffective facilities, regardless of how the
asset is funded.
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Park staff and stakeholder scoping comments indicate a deep concern about the potential impacts
of non-historic structures in park areas that currently have wilderness ch aracter, or ar eas t hat
could be modified to allow restoration of wilderness character.

In instances w here removal w as the preferred o ption, the N PS would ex ercise an ap propriate
level of sensitivity to the e motional tie s p revious reserve-holders and ot her s takeholders m ay
hold f or s tructures 1 dentified f or r emoval. H owever, p rescribing t he m ethods a nd m eans of
removing specific structures is beyond the scope of this planning document.

2.2.5 Reuse as Employee, Volunteer, and/or Cooperator Housing

Park housing can be provided for persons who are essential to the management and operation of
the park. These may include not only NPS employees, but also Volunteers—In-the-Parks, Student
Conservation A ssociation interns, r esearchers, co ncession em ployees, technical as sistants,
essential cooperators (for example, university field programs, schoolteachers, health personnel,
contractors, s tate or county employees), and e mployees of another federal a gency (see N PS
Director’s Order No. 36).

The Seashore’s staff has continued to grow over the years such that available housing units are
perhaps more important now than ever before. There is every reason to believe that the staff will
continue to increase in order to provide a more positive and s afe e xperience for e ach of the
Seashore’s vi sitors. T herefore, hous ing will be required to fill the ne eds of the S eashore. In
addition, there is an increasing reliance on volunteers and interns to sustain NPS programs. Due
to the remoteness of the island and the lack of viable temporary housing on t he mainland, the
availability of such accommodations is essential for volunteer individuals and groups working on
the island. Researchers, technical assistants, university field programs, and other cooperators also
need temporary housing on t he island to e nable c omprehensive and e fficient a ccess for their
subjects/projects.

Occupancy of pa rk hou sing by NPS pe rsonnel i s e ither p ermissive or r equired. P ermissive
housing i s a vailable w here i t i s de termined t hat s uch oc cupancy i s of be nefitt ot he pa rk.
Required oc cupancy o ccurs w here N PS m ust provide for t imely r esponse t o pa rk pr otection
needs, ensure reasonable deterrence to prevent threats to resources, and protect the health and
safety of visitors and employees.

There are a total of 12 u nits currently used for housing at the Seashore. Five of the 12 are for
required-occupancy pe rsonnel. T he r emaining seven a re oc cupied f or va rious pe riods b y
Volunteers-in-the-Parks, interns, volunteer groups, and other cooperators.

Seven of the 12 hous ing uni ts are hi storic. T hey are: ( 1) D airy M anager’s H ouse, (2) S taff
Quarters, (3) the D ormitory, (4) Black Barracks Apartment, (5) Black Barracks D ormitory (6)
Plum Orchard A partment No. 1, and (7) Plum Orchard A partment No. 2. Structures 1-5 were
builtin thelate 1 9th-century an d ar e | ocated i n t he D ungeness H istoric D istrict. T he P lum
Orchard apartments are located inside the Plum Orchard mansion and were constructed in the
early 20th-century. The Dairy Manager’s House and the Black Barracks Apartment are currently
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used by required-occupancy personnel. H istoric structures occupied by NPS personnel are not
accessible to the public.

The av ailability o f the former reserved p roperties as p otential housing may allow the NPS to
remove some of the existing housing activity from historic districts and in turn remove some of
the non -historic s tructures f rom th e ¢ ultural la ndscape o fth ose d istricts. Acceptable an d
appropriate l ocations for future employee housing would need to be determined based on the
need to provide critical law enforcement, resource protection, maintenance, and safety services
to the public and thus help meet the NPS mission.

2.3 Evaluation of Management Options for Former Reserved Properties

2.3.1 Methodology

A preferred m anagement al ternative for each former reserved p roperty w as s elected using the
Choosing by Advantages ( CBA) pr ocess and s ubsequent va lue a nalysis. C BAisad ecision
making p rocess t hat cal culates an d co mpiles t he ad vantages o f al ternative co urses o f action
based o nav ariety o f factors an d s ubfactors. The f ive p otential m anagement al ternatives
described in Section 2.2 above served as the basis for the CBA analysis. For the purpose of the
analysis, it w as assumed th at each management a lternative would bet he predominant or
exclusive use of the structure being analyzed. This assumption was made in order to highlight the
relative ad vantages among management alternatives for each structure. However, in practice, it
would be possible for some mixture of uses to occur aslongas the primary reuse goals are
achieved in the context of the specific reuse management option identified for each property in
the o verall p referred al ternative. For example, it is p ossible th at s ome r esidential o ccupancy
could be a component of a plan for use that primarily involved reuse for park operations or reuse
for visitor service/education/recreation purposes.

The NPS uses the term “factor” to describe five standard categories of information that should be
considered in the CBA decision making process. The five standard NPS CBA factors are:

Prevent loss, maintain, and improve condition of resources

Protect public and employee health, safety, and welfare

Improve operational efficiency, reliability, and sustainability

Provide visitor services and educational and recreational opportunities
Provide other advantages to the NPS

However, for project-specific CBA analysis, the standard NPS factors can be further defined by a
series of “subfactors” which m ore closely r epresentt he m ost i mportant pr oject-specific
conditions. Ten subfactors were identified and used in this CBA analysis:

e Reduces the visible and audible evidence of human occupation
e Enhances natural resource protection

e Enhances preservation of a historic structure or landscape

e Enhances employee, volunteer, and/or visitor safety

35



e Provides additional office and storage space for NPS use

e Enhances energy conservation or reduces energy consumption

e Providesi nfrastructure f or vi sitors ervice, interpretation, a nd e ducational
programs

e Minimizes the NPS maintenance and operational burden

e Provides additional indoor facilities that would allow persons to stay in the park
overnight

e Improves access for persons with disabilities

Information w as gathered an d an alyzed t o d etermine t he ex tent t o w hich each m anagement
alternative addresses e ach o f't hese factors an d s ubfactors at a given property. T his p rocess
yielded a set of ratings for each management alternative, broken out by subfactor. The planning
team took these ratings and used them to identify the relative advantage of each management
alternative for all subfactors.

Once t he ad vantages f or each m anagement al ternative w ere d etermined, th € mo st imp ortant
subfactor advantage w as s elected from t he co mpiled 1ist f or each p roperty and as signed an
optimal importance value (numerical value of 100). The remaining ad vantages were then given
importance values (numerical value from 0 to <100) relative to the most important advantage and
totals cal culated for e ach al ternative for e ach property. T he management al ternative w ith the
highest score at a particular property was deemed to have the greatest advantage. In addition, a
conceptual cost e stimate w as prepared for each viable management option for e ach property.
These e stimates id entified c osts for internal and e xternal repair and rehabilitation fora given
structure to be retained, as well as removal and disposal costs for the structure to be demolished.
For some alternatives, such as reuse for visitor services/education/recreation, costs were included
that w ould b e n ecessary to ma ke th e s tructure d istinctively f unctional ( exhibits, lig hting,
furnishings, etc.). The p anel w eighed the projected c osts for the m anagement a lternatives for
each property in relation to their respective total of importance values.

A full CBA report describing the CBA analysis for the FRPMP is attached to this document as
Appendix C. Please note that the “Reuse for Exclusive Private Residential Purposes” option is
referred to in the CBA report as “Exclusive R esidential Lease.” The name for this option was
changed after completion of the CBA report to focus attention on the actual use envisioned (i.e.,
reuse s olely for residential purposes), and to avoid the i mplication t hat  easing w as the onl'y
mechanism available to achieve that use.

The outcome of the CBA analysis is included below.
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2.3.2 Preferred Management Alternative for each Former Reserved Property

THE GRANGE

Preferred Management Alternative: Reuse for Visitor Service/Education/Recreation
Purposes.

Overview of Importance Value Assessment: E valuators placed a higher level of importance on
the s ite’s pot ential f or: ( a) p reserving hi storic r esources a nd pr omoting i nterpretation a nd
educational pr ograms w hen r eused f or vi sitor service/education/recreation pur poses, a nd ( b)
minimizing the N PS’s maintenance and operational burden w hen reused for exclusive private
residential purposes. Of the two, preservation via reuse for visitor service/education/recreation
purposes was deemed to have the higher 1evel o f importance. With regard to ot her pot ential
uses, m ore a ppropriate sites e xistt o m eet t he Seashore’s hous ing a nd a dministrative ne eds.
Removal was not considered a feasible management option because of the structure’s historical
significance.

Overview of Value Analysis: Lower cost and moderate importance values were associated with
reuse for exclusive private residential purposes. Lower cost and lower importance values were
associated with park op erations a nd hous ing. H igher c ost and hi gher i mportance v alue w ere
associated with visitor service/education/recreation.

Summary Recommendation: In considering the visitor service/education/recreation option and
the exclusive private residential use option, it w as ultimately determined that the advantages of
reusing The Grange for visitor activities, enjoyment, and education outweighed the advantages of
reusing the structure for exclusive private residential pur poses. A n e ssential a dvantage of the
visitor us e opt ion i s t hat i t w ould i ntegrate T he G range pr operty into t he m ost important
interpretive area and p rogram of t he S eashore, t he Dungeness H istoric D istrict and t he
“Footsteps Tour.” The Grange is situated in the heart of the historic district and is a significant
feature t hat h as n ever b een ac cessible t o t he public. Itis anintegral part of t he s tory of
Cumberland Island and the grounds and interior ought to be accessible to all island visitors.

The features of the property also present an excellent opportunity for adaptation as a center for
heritage and environmental e ducation programs. Such a facility would be in keeping with the
goals o f various NPS, State of Georgia, and park initiatives to foster e ducation and outreach.
While the historic character and features of The Grange building would be preserved, some of its
facilities could be adapted for exhibits, classrooms, and discovery labs. The ample grounds and
dock pr ovide oppo rtunities for out door programs. The G range’s proximity to the Dungeness
Historic District, Beach Creek, and other resources on the island provides direct exposure to the
island’s na tural and cultural resources. Its lo cation is also important to support th e lo gistical
needs of the heritage and environmental education program.

Current NPS Director Jonathan Jarvis has identified four emphasis areas in which all units of the

National Park System should strive to excel. Two specific areas, Education and R elevance, are
areas where C umberland Island N ational S eashore ne eds t o i mprove i ts pe rformance. T he
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Seashore’s use of the Grange for visitor services, including a potential education center, would
allow for marked improvement in these two critical service-wide goals. With respect to costs, the
NPS unde rstands the requirements a ssociated with maintaining T he Grange and the projected
education and interpretation programs. However, the park anticipates developing partnerships or
other a ppropriate agreements t argeted s pecifically t oward s upport of education a nd out reach
programs that would help alleviate the park’s operational and maintenance burdens. One possible
mechanism for achieving this objective is a historic lease.

When evaluating the exclusive private residential use option, the ability to minimize the National
Park Service’s maintenance and operational burden was a very strong advantage. However, in
looking a t ot her f actors, exclusive private residential us e pr ovided I ittle or no ¢ omparative
advantage. While i ncome from ar esidential | ease o r s imilar ag reement w ould h elp f inance
preservation and maintenance of the historic features, these ad vantages would be offset by the
exclusivity o f residential use, particularly because The Grange is located in the middle ofthe
Dungeness Historic District and the primary visitor destination on the island.

As would be the case with commercial overnight accommodations (see p. 34 above), exclusive
private residential use at T he Grange would increase the pot ential for impacts to natural and
cultural resources island-wide, and could similarly affect the visitor ex perience. One potential
impact o f increased residential use is likely to be additional beach driving under the S tate of
Georgia’s b each d riving p ermitting s ystem ( Georgia R ule 3 91-2-2-.03.) M anaging and
supporting a lease also placesits o wn s et of administrative a nd op erational bur dens on t he
Seashore. In addition, exclusive private r esidential u se w ould ef fectively m ake T he G range
available to a v ery s mall s egment o f't he A merican p ublic an d r ender it 1 naccessible to t he
overwhelming m ajority of vi sitors, i n ¢ ontravention of N PS pol icy. For t hese r easons, t he
circumstances o f exclusive private residential us e are not s uitable ¢ onsidering t he pr operty’s
location.

The e xact me thod o fin terpreting T he G range a nd imp lementinga p otential v isitor
service/education/recreation function on t he site is be yond the scope of this plan. Among the
instruments that could be used are partnership agreements, cooperative agreements, and historic
leases ( 36 C FR Part 1 8). Any o ft hese could i nclude pr ovisions f or pa rt-time r esidential
occupancyi fs ucho ccupancyw ered eterminedt of urthert he reuse forvi sitor
service/education/recreation function and be compatible with historic preservation goals for The
Grange.

NANCY’S FANCY

Preferred Management Alternative: Removal/Disposal.
Overview of Importance Value Assessment: E valuators placed a h igher level ofimportance on
reducing the evidence of human occupation, preserving natural resources, and reducing the NPS

maintenance burden when removing the structure.

Overview of Value Analysis: Lower cost and higher i mportance va lue were associated w ith
removal. M oderately 1 ow i mportance va lue and hi gh ¢ osts were associated w ith t he visitor
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service option. Lower i mportance va lues and higher costs w ere a ssociated w ith hous ing, and
park operations options. Reuse for residential purposes provided little advantage.

Summary Recommendation: Removal. The property is located in a natural area near the beach
and dunes that has the potential to revert to a natural, more primitive character. The house is
threatened b y t he e ncroachment of dune s. In a ddition, pr ofessional i nspection of t he hous e
indicates that its c ondition is such that bringing it up t o NPS standards w ould be expensive.
Such a c ost w ould not be w orthwhile g iven t he gr eater a dvantages a ssociated w ith na tural
restoration o f the site and the minimal benefits the lo cation provides for use al ternatives. T he
somewhat remote and isolated location is not ideal for park administrative or housing purposes,
nor is it near visitor use areas where it could readily be incorporated into visitor programs and
activities. Reusing the property for residential purposes provides no other advantage aside from
reducing N PS m aintenance a nd ope rational bur dens, w hich ¢ an be a ccomplished t hrough
removal.

GOODSELL/PHILLIPS

Preferred Management Alternative: Reuse as Employee, Volunteer, and/or Cooperator
Housing.

Note: T he G oodsell a nd P hillips pr operties were a nalyzed t ogether. Theyar el ocated
immediately adjacentt o each o therint hes mall en clave o fh ouses known as D avisville.
Moreover, their age and overall character are similar.

Overview of Importance Value Assessment: E valuators placed a higher level ofimportance on
enhancing preservation of a historic structure or landscape when the Goodsell/Phillips site was
reused for housing or park operations because of the benefits obtained by relocating current non-
compatible pa rk functions f rom non -historic a nd h istoric s tructures in historic a reas to th e
Goodsell/Phillips site. Relocating housing to this site would also allow the park to remove non-
historic structures (associated with the modern W hite Cottage; currently used as housing) from
the Dungeness Historic District.

Overview of Value Analysis: Lower co st an d 1 ower i mportance v alues were as sociated w ith
removal and exclusive private residential use options. Higher cost and higher importance values
were associated with reuse for park housing. (It should be noted those costs would be offset by
the collection of rent from the resident employee.) Higher cost and moderately high importance
were a ssociated w ith r euse f or pa rk ope rations. H igher ¢ ost a nd 1 ower i mportance w ere
associated with reuse for visitor service/education/recreation purposes.

Summary Recommendation: Two houses on this tract are located near existing employee housing
in the “Davisville” portion of the Seashore. Using this site for housing would allow NPS to move
personnel out of non-historic and historic structures in the Dungeness Historic District. The non-
historic structures at Dungeness could then be removed from the housing inventory, the historic
district could be better interpreted to the public, and the cultural landscape restored. (Historic
structures in the district no 1 onger used for housing would be occupied periodically by persons
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using the proposed e nvironmental/heritage education facility at T he Grange.) If further s tudy
reveals th at th e e xisting G oodsell/Phillips s tructure(s) cannot b e repaired an d m aintained at
reasonable cost, the structure(s) could be removed and the site potentially used for new housing.
Maintenance co sts associated with using G oodsell/Phillips for housing would be offset by the
collection of rent from the resident employee.

SCHWARTZ-JENKINS
Preferred Management Alternative: Removal/Disposal

Note: The Schwartz-Jenkins tract includes three residential type structures of varying size as well
as storage structures. Based on t he variety o f available s tructures, the property was originally
considered to have value for several options of reuse despite its relatively isolated location and
detachment from ot her park ope rations a nd a ctivities. T he C hoosing b y A dvantages process
identified reuse for e mployee, vol unteer, and/or cooperator housing as the most advantageous
management alternative. However, the CBA assessment and analysis were conducted prior to the
NPS having s ufficient a ccess to the property and the ability to ¢ ontract/authorize a s tructural
inspection. The NPS has since been able to properly assess the property and a private contractor
has co mpleted a professional i nspection on t he t hree r esidential s tructures. The unfavorable
results from those evaluations, as discussed below, have forced the NPS to reconsider the value
of reuse in comparison to the significantly escalated cost to bring the facilities up to acceptable
standards. Based on the new, more thorough information and subsequent analysis, the Preferred
Management A Iternative is r emoval/disposal. The po tential a dvantages pr ovidedb yt he
Schwartz-Jenkins pr operty, i ncluding a ccessibility for m obility-impaired p ersons, can b e m et
elsewhere on the 1sland in m ore convenient an d cen tral | ocations as well as in a more cost-
effective manner.

Summary Recommendation: Professional inspection of the primary residential structure on this
tract indicates that its condition has deteriorated to the point that it is structurally unsound and
cannot be brought up to NPS standards at a reasonable cost, and most likely would have to be
replaced altogether. Most significantly, structural members have been compromised by extensive
termite damage to the point that interior walls and floors are noticeably sagging. In addition, the
septic s ystem for t he s tructure h as b een ¢ ompromised due t o t he r ecent ¢ onstruction of an
adjacent residential addition over top of the drain field. The septic system for the new addition is
itself inadequate, as it was installed as a temporary measure during the construction and is not
permitted or adequate for permanent use.

The ne w residential a ddition bui It on t he pr operty w as initially t hought t o pr ovide t he m ost
benefit for potential reuse due its design for the mobility-impaired. H owever, inspections and
assessments reveal that there are numerous deficiencies (some of them serious) that would need
to be addressed before the structure could be considered up t o standards. T o begin with, initial
construction of the building was not completed. It is probably at 80% complete, with significant
work needed on the HVAC system and ductwork, trim and finish work, electrical service, roof,
basic fixtures, fire suppression, and access ramps. In addition, no permanent septic system for the
structure has been installed and doing so would require new connecting lines, a tank, and a drain
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field, which could mean potential resource impacts in addition to the financial costs. Above and
beyond construction needs, the structural integrity of the addition may have been compromised
from the outset as it was built on top of the septic system drain field for the primary residence.
The s tructure’s bl ock foundation ha s fractured i n pl aces, but it c annot be de termined i f't his
fracturing is from poor construction or settling. Finally, there is evidence that the structure was
not built by a licensed contractor nor were the proper inspections carried out during construction,
which leaves questions regarding safety and quality of construction.

The third residential building on the property is a small log cabin. New electrical service and the
replacement of logs and interior wood (damaged by termites and water) would be necessary for
the structure to be brought up to standards for reuse.

In summary, any a dvantages i dentified for t he facilities on t he S chwartz-Jenkins tract in the
original CBA analysis are outweighed by the financial burden required to bring those facilities
up to acceptable standards or replace them in kind, based on new information. M oreover, the
tract’s r elatively i solated, d etached 1 ocation m akes it lo gistically p roblematic for in clusion in
operations, visitor services, and/or housing. While the ADA accessibility of the new addition has
significant a dvantages, those t oo m ust be w eighed a gainst t he f inancial ¢ ost a nd pot ential
resource impacts involved in completing the substandard ADA addition, which may have long-
term safety and structural problems. Ultimately, the NPS has determined that efforts to improve
accessibility on the island should be directed toward facilities that are more centrally located and
serve mo re v isitors w ith d isabilities th an w hatis p ossible a t the S chwartz-Jenkins tract.
Therefore, be cause t he N PS ¢ annot i dentify an a ppropriate r euse f or t he pr operty t hati s
financially practical, the management recommendation is for removal/disposal and restoration of
the site to a primitive state.

STAFFORD BEACH HOUSE

Preferred Management Alternative: Reuse as Employee, Volunteer, and/or Cooperator
Housing with the potential removal of non-historic elements.

Overview of Importance Value Assessment: E valuators placed a higher level o f importance on
minimizing th ¢ N PS m aintenance burdeni ft he s ite w ere reused for r esidential pur poses.
Evaluators placed a moderately high level of importance on pr oviding infrastructure for visitor
services, interpretive, and e ducation programs w hen the site was reused for v isitor a ctivities.
Complete removal was not considered a feasible management option because of the structure’s
historic s ignificance. ( However, a d etached b edroom/garage ad dition, w hich is a non -historic
element of the property, may be removed.) While reuse of the site as park housing was included
among the highest importance values in only one subfactor, it was seen as having value across a
relatively b roader range o f's ubfactors t han t he ot her m anagement opt ions a nd r eceived t he
highest aggregate total importance value.

Overview of Value Analysis: Relatively m oderate co st an d I ower i mportance v alues w ere

associated with t he pa rk ope rations opt ion. H igher c ost and | ower i mportance v alues were
associated with the visitor s ervice option. Lower c ost and moderately hi gh i mportance v alues
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were associated w ith t he r esidential r euse opt ion. M oderately hi gh c ost and hi gh i mportance
values were associated with reuse of the site for housing.

Summary Recommendation: The s tructure’s s etting i s w ell s uited f or hous ing r esearchers,
university field s tudents, a nd vol unteers w orking on s cientific and ot her resource projects. I't
could a Iso be us ed t o hous e N PS pe rsonnel. M aintenance costs a ssociated w ith us ing t he
structure for housing would be of fset by the collection of rent from the oc cupant. W hile the
structure’s setting has advantages for visitor interpretation and education programs, its relatively
remote location, well away from most visitor destinations, makes this use impractical. Likewise,
the d istance o ft he s tructure f rom t he p ark’s p rincipal ad ministrative ar eas co untered an y
advantages f or pa rk op erational us e. Residential reuse was s trongly ¢ onsidered but i ts s ole
distinguishing a dvantage w as t o m inimize N PS m aintenance and ope rational bur dens. T hat
advantage would be offset by the effects of private residential use within the park, as previously
discussed. Accordingly, t he N PS’ p referred m anagement alternative f or t he S tafford Beach
House is reuse for employee, volunteer, and/or cooperator housing.

TOONAHOWIE
Preferred Management Alternative: Removal/Disposal.

Overview of Importance Value Assessment: E valuators placed a higher level ofimportance on
reducing t he evidence of hum an oc cupation, enhancing n atural r esource p rotection, a nd
preservation of historic features when the structure was removed. Reuse of the structure for park
operations, visitor services, employee hous ing, or residential pu rposes w ere not ¢ onsidered
feasible management options because of the structure’s location in a designated wilderness area.

Overview of Value Analysis: Relatively higher importance value and lower cost were associated
with removal.

Summary Recommendation: The house and related structures at T oonahowie are located in the
Seashore’s designated wilderness area. Under the Wilderness Act of 1964, designated wilderness
istobe anarea without pe rmanent s tructures. 16 U.S.C. § 1133( b), (c). A ccordingly, t hese
structures need to be removed in order for the area to more fully achieve wilderness character.

2.4 Development of Alternatives for Evaluation in the Environmental Assessment

This section of the E A describes t wo alternatives that will be carried forward for analysis in
Section 4 (“Environmental Consequences”) of this document. These alternatives consist of a “no
action” alternative and an “action” alternative. The no action alternative would continue current
management o f the reserved properties, w hich e ssentially i nvolves m onitoring t heir ¢ ondition
and acting to preserve and protect historic resources. In contrast, the action alternative combines
the Preferred M anagement A Iternatives f or e ach f ormer r eserved p roperty, as d escribed i n
Section 2.3.2 a bove, into a c omprehensive F RPMP. The action al ternative i s N PS’ p referred
alternative.
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2.4.1 Alternative A — No Action (Continue Current Management)

Regulations promulgated by the President’s C ouncil on E nvironmental Quality (C EQ) re quire
NPS to consider a “no action” alternative. The no action alternative serves as a baseline against
which to compare the impacts of the other alternative under consideration.

In the present instance, the no action alternative would entail leaving in place all non-historic and
historic s tructures ont he f ormer reserved p roperties. A 1l non -historic s tructures w ould be
maintained in such a way as to prevent their deterioration and to rectify any safety hazards, but
they would not be occupied or used for any purpose. All historic structures (i.e., The Grange,
Beach Creek D ock House, and S tafford B each H ouse) would be maintained and preserved in
accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, as
well as other applicable laws governing historic preservation. For all structures, the NPS would
conduct pe riodic i nspections a nd g eneral m aintenance t o e nsure r oofs a re i ntact, | eaks a re
blocked, dr ainage pr oblems a re ¢ orrected, a nd r odent a nd i nsect ¢ ontrols a re i n pl ace. F or
historic structures, any damage would be repaired in accordance with the Secretary’s standards.

2.4.2 Alternative B — Implement a Mixture of Removal and Adaptive Re-use of Structures
(Preferred Alternative)

Under this alternative, the NPS would implement a c omprehensive F RPMP c onsisting of the
preferred management alternative for each reserved property as developed in the CBA process
and subsequent evaluations. (See summary in Section 2.3.2 above.) These uses are:

e The Grange — Reuse property and s tructures f or vi sitor i nterpretation, education, and
recreation services. Remove secondary non-historic structures.

¢ Goodsell tract — Reuse structure for employee, volunteer, and/or cooperator housing. Use
site for new housing structure if existing structure cannot be adapted at reasonable cost.

e Phillips tract — Reuse structure for employee, volunteer, and/or cooperator housing. Use
site for new housing structure if existing structure cannot be adapted at reasonable cost.

e Schwartz-Jenkins tract — Remove structures.
e Nancy’s Fancy — Remove structures.

e Stafford B each H ouse — Reuse s tructure f or e mployee, vol unteer, a nd/or ¢ ooperator
housing. Remove non-historic additions.

e Toonahowie — Remove structures.

Specific de sign c onsiderations and c onstruction plans for the structures reused or d emolished
under t his a lternative a re be yond t he s cope o f this doc ument. No action i nvolving hi storic
properties ¢ an be i mplemented unt il ¢ ompliance w ith S ection 1 06 o f the N ational H istoric
Preservation A ct has be en ¢ ompleted, 1 ncluding c onsultation w ith the Georgia S tate H istoric
Preservation Officer as appropriate.
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2.5 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed

As previously discussed, t he planning t eam ¢ onsidered five alternative future u ses f or each
reserved p roperty. T hese p otential future uses were ev aluated u sing the C BA process, and a
preferred m anagement alternative w as generated f or each r eserved p roperty. T he p referred
management al ternatives w ere in tu rnr olled in to a n a ction a Iternative ( Alternative B) f or
analysis in this E A. Those management options not included in A lternative B were either not
feasible or offered fewer advantages to NPS or the public than the option carried forward for EA
analysis. All potential future uses that were evaluated but not included in the action alternative
constitute alternatives considered but dismissed.

2.6 Mitigation

For all action alternatives, best management practices and mitigation measures would be used to
prevent or minimize p otential ad verse e ffects as sociated with the project. T hese practices and
measures would be incorporated into the project implementation documents and plans.

Resource p rotection m easures und ertaken dur ing p roject i mplementation w ould i nclude, but
would not be limited to those listed in Appendix B. The impact analyses in the “Environmental
Consequences” s ection were p erformed as suming t hat t hese b est m anagement p ractices an d
mitigation measures would be implemented as part of the action alternative.

2.7 Environmentally Preferable Alternative

The N PS H andbook fori mplementing D irector’s O rder #12 ( Conservation Planning,
Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision Making) requiresth at E Asid entify th e
environmentally p referred al ternative. S imply p ut, “t his m eans t he al ternative t hat cau ses t he
least damage to the biological and physical environment; it also means the alternative which best

protects, preserves, and e nhances hi storic, ¢ ultural, and natural resources.” (Q6a) (516 DM 6
4.10(A)(5)).

The C ouncil on E nvironmental Q uality (CEQ) r egulations a nd NPS policy s tate th at E As
prepared pursuant to NEPA must include a section stating how each alternative analyzed in detail
would or would not achieve t he requirements of N EPA s ections 101 and 102( 1) a nd ot her
environmental laws and policies. 40 CFR 1502.2(d). This requirement is met within the National
Park Service by: (a) describing how each alternative meets the criteria set forth in NEPA section
101(b), and (b) identifying any conflicts between the alternatives analyzed in detail and other
environmental laws and policies.

Section 101(b) of NEPA identifies six criteria for assessing whether a proposed federal action
complies w ith th e n ational e nvironmental p olicy as s et forth in the act. S pecifically, NEPA

directs that a proposed federal action should:

e Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding
generations.
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e Ensure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and esthetically and culturally pleasing
surroundings.

e Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without de gradation, risk of
health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences.

e Preserve i mportant hi storic, ¢ ultural a nd n atural a spects of our n ational he ritage and
maintain, wherever possible, an environment that supports diversity and variety of individual
choice.

e Achieve abalance between p opulation and resource use that will permit high standards o f
living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities

e Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling
of depletable resources.

Alternative B is the alternative that best achieves consistency with the above six bulleted values
of Sections 101 and 102(1) of NEPA. Alternative B would allow maximum public access to The
Grange, and would create important new opportunities for interpretation and environmental and
cultural education. A Iternative B would also improve overall management of the S eashore by
moving employee housing to more appropriate areas. Relocating housing would open up historic
structures to visitation by the public, allow the removal of non-historic structures and activities
from historic areas, and/or dispose of facilities not suitable for housing. Alternative B would also
allow for the enhancement of wilderness character in the Seashore’s designated wilderness area
by removing p ermanent s tructures f rom w ilderness. B oth a Iternatives A and B w ould fully
protect historic structures on the former reserved properties. The principal environmental benefit
of Alternative A is that it would have the fewest impacts to soils, vegetation, wildlife, and water
quality because it calls for no demolition and removal of structures.

In summary, Alternative B attains the widest r ange of beneficial us es o f the e nvironment. It
would also preserve diversity and variety of individual choice, a sharing of life’s amenities, and
healthful and pleasing surroundings. Therefore, Alternative B (preferred alternative) is also the
environmentally preferable alternative.

2.8 How the Alternatives Meet the Objectives of the Proposed Action

Table 2.5 (below) provides a comparative summary of the two alternatives and w hether each
alternative would meet the project objectives. As shown on the table, the action alternative would
successfully meet all o fthe o bjectives o f'this project. T he alternative of no a ction/continue
current management would meet only half of the project objectives, principally because it would
not make historic structures available to the public and would not improve administration of the
Seashore.
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Table 2.5: Ability of the Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives

Objectives

Alternative A
No Action/Continue
Current Management

Alternative B

Mixture of Removal and
Adaptive Re-use
(Preferred Alternative)

Make available to the public those parts of
the reserved properties that have significant
natural, historic, or scenic value.

No

Yes

Utilize available structures in such a way as
to improve administration of the Seashore.

No

Yes

Protect soil, vegetation, and wildlife
resources from impacts associated with
proposed future uses for each of the former
reserved properties.

Yes

Yes

Protect cultural resources, including historic
structures and possible archeological sites.

Yes

Yes

Protect the context of existing features that
are on, or are eligible for listing on, the
National Register of Historic Places.

Yes

Yes

Enhance wilderness character of former
reserved properties located in wilderness.

No

Yes

2.9 Summary of Impacts

Table 2.6 (below) briefly summarizes the effects of each of the alternatives on the impact topics
that w ere retained for analysis. M ore d etailed i nformation on the effects o f the al ternatives is
provided in Section 4.0 (“Environmental Consequences”).

[This space intentionally left blank]
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Table 2.6: Summary of Environmental Impacts

Impact Topic | Alternative A Alternative B
No Action/Continue Current Mixture of Removal and Adaptive
Management Re-use (Preferred Alternative)
Archeological If archeological resources should exist | If archeological resources exist at
Resources at one or more of the reserved one or more of the reserved
properties, maintaining all existing properties, removal of non-historic
structures in place would ensure that structures could result in injury or
impacts would be negligible, direct, destruction to these resources.
long-term, and adverse. However, Impacts would be greater than under
cumulative impacts would be Alternative A because no structures
moderate to major, long-term, and would be removed under Alternative
adverse. Alternative A would A. Mitigation actions would ensure
contribute a negligible increment to that any impacts to archeological
this cumulative impact. resources under Alternative B would
be negligible to minor, direct, long
term, and adverse. However,
cumulative impacts would be
moderate to major, long-term, and
adverse. Alternative B would
contribute a negligible to minor
increment to this cumulative impact.
Historic Alternative A would preserve the Under Alternative B, The Grange,
Structures fabric of The Grange, Beach Creek Beach Creek Dock House, and

Dock House, and Stafford Beach
House, but neither site would be
occupied. Impacts to historic
structures would be negligible to
minor, indirect, long-term, and
adverse. However, cumulative
impacts would be long-term, minor to
major, and adverse. The actions in
Alternative A would contribute a

negligible to minor increment to these

cumulative impacts.

Stafford Beach House would be re-
used and NPS would undertake a
more active maintenance and repair
program for both structures than
under Alternative A. Impacts to
historic structures would be direct
and indirect, long-term, and
beneficial. However, cumulative
impacts would be long-term, minor
to major, and adverse. The actions
in Alternative B would offset
adverse cumulative impacts to a
minor degree.
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Impact Topic Alternative A Alternative B
No Action/Continue Current Mixture of Removal and Adaptive
Management Re-use (Preferred Alternative)

Cultural Retention of non-historic structures at | Removal of non-historic structures

Landscapes The Grange would result in direct, at The Grange and elsewhere in the
long-term, moderate, and adverse Dungeness Historic District would
impacts to the cultural landscape. result in long-term, direct and
Overall cumulative impacts would be | beneficial impacts to the cultural
long-term, minor to moderate and landscape. Overall cumulative
adverse. Alternative A would impacts would be long-term, minor
contribute to these cumulative impacts | to moderate and adverse.
to a minor degree. Alternative B would offset these

cumulative impacts to a minor
degree.

Soils Retention of structures and resulting Removal of structures and resulting
diminution of human disturbance diminution of human disturbance
would result in direct and indirect, would result in direct and indirect,
long-term, and beneficial impacts to long-term, and beneficial impacts to
soils. Cumulative impacts would be soils. Cumulative impacts would be
long-term, minor to moderate, and direct, long-term, minor to moderate,
adverse. Alternative A would offset and adverse. Alternative B would
these cumulative impacts to a offset these cumulative impacts to a
negligible degree. negligible degree, and slightly more

than Alternative A.
Water Quality Retention of existing structures would | Adverse impacts to water quality

result in slightly less soil disturbance
than at present. This beneficial impact
would be supplemented by the
discontinued use of septic systems,
resulting in impacts to water quality
that were direct, long-term, and
beneficial. Cumulative impacts would
be direct, long-term, minor to
moderate, and adverse. Alternative A
would offset these cumulative impacts
to a minor degree.

from the removal of structures
would be more than offset by
discontinued use of septic systems,
resulting in impacts to water quality
that were direct, long-term, and
beneficial. Beneficial impacts
would be less than under Alternative
A because fewer septic systems
would be taken out of operation
under Alternative B. Cumulative
impacts would be direct, long-term,
minor to moderate, and adverse.
Alternative B would offset these
cumulative impacts to a minor
degree.
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Impact Topic Alternative A Alternative B
No Action/Continue Current Mixture of Removal and Adaptive
Management Re-use (Preferred Alternative)

Vegetation and

Impacts to vegetation and wildlife

Impacts to vegetation and wildlife

Wildlife under this alternative would be direct | under this alternative would be
and indirect, short- and long-term, and | direct and indirect, short- and long-
beneficial. There would be direct and | term, and both beneficial and
indirect, short- and long-term, minor, | adverse. Adverse impacts would be
and adverse cumulative impacts to short-term. The long-term impacts
vegetation and wildlife at the of revegetation and habitat
Seashore. Alternative A would offset | restoration would be direct and
these cumulative impacts to a indirect and beneficial. Cumulative
negligible degree. impacts would be the same as
Alternative A, but Alternative B
would offset these cumulative
impacts to a greater degree than
would Alternative A.
Wilderness Alternative A would result in the Alternative B would result in the

retention of structures at Toonahowie,
thereby perpetuating existing adverse
impacts to the wilderness character of
the Cumberland Island Wilderness.
Impacts to wilderness character would
be long-term, direct, moderate, and
adverse. However, cumulative
impacts would be long-term, moderate
to major, and adverse. Alternative A
would contribute to these cumulative
impacts to a moderate degree.

removal of structures at
Toonahowie, thereby enhancing the
wilderness character of the
Cumberland Island Wilderness.
Impacts to wilderness character
would be long-term, direct, and
beneficial. However, cumulative
impacts would be long-term,
moderate to major, and adverse.
Alternative B would offset these
cumulative impacts to a moderate
degree.

Visitor Use and
Experience

Maintaining structures in multiple out-
of-the-way locations would result in
direct, long-term, and neutral impacts
to visitor use and experience.
Cumulative impacts would be long-
term, direct, and beneficial.

Making various historic structures in
the Dungeness Historic District
available for visitation would result
in direct, long-term, and beneficial
impacts to visitor use and
experience. Beneficial impacts
would be substantially greater than
under Alternative A, which lacks a
public access component.
Cumulative impacts would be long-
term, direct, and beneficial.
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Impact Topic Alternative A Alternative B
No Action/Continue Current Mixture of Removal and Adaptive
Management Re-use (Preferred Alternative)

Public Health
and Safety,
including
Accessibility

Alternative A would maintain non-
historic and historic structures at the
seven former reserved estates, but
none would be occupied. Impacts to
public health and safety would be
negligible to minor, direct, long-term,
and adverse. Cumulative impacts
would be direct, long-term, minor to
moderate, and adverse. Alternative A
would add a negligible increment to
this cumulative impact.

Under Alternative B, four of the
former reserved properties would be
re-used, and NPS would undertake a
more active maintenance and repair
program for associated structures
than under Alternative A. The
structures would also be made
accessible to the public and/or NPS
staff. The resulting impacts to
public health and safety, including
accessibility, would be direct, long-
term, and beneficial. Cumulative
impacts would be direct, long-term,
minor to moderate, and adverse.
Alternative B would offset this
cumulative impact to a minor
degree.

Park Operations
and
Management

Increased maintenance obligations and
reduced options for operational
efficiency would produce direct and
indirect, long-term, minor to moderate
and adverse impacts to park
operations. Cumulative impacts
would be long-term, moderate, and
adverse.

Maintenance obligations for
structures coming under NPS care
would be greater than under
Alternative A. These impacts would
be partially offset by increased
operational efficiencies related to
revamping the park housing
program. Obligations for the
interpretive program would increase
with the development of visitor
activities at The Grange. These
obligations could be offset through
partnerships with non-government
organizations. Overall impacts to
park operations and management
would be direct and indirect, long-
term, moderate and adverse.
Cumulative impacts would be long-
term, moderate, and adverse.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1 Overview

This section describes the existing environmental resources of those areas that would be affected
if any of the alternatives were implemented. Only those environmental resources that are relevant
to the decision to be made are described. This section, together with the description of conditions
in t he no -action a lternative, de picts t he ba seline c onditions a gainst w hich t he environmental
impacts of the proposed action are measured.

3.2 Natural Environment

Cumberland Island i s t he | argest a nd s outhernmost of G eorgia’s b arrier i slands. Located i n
Camden County, the island is about 17 /2 m iles long and 3 miles wide at its widest point. The
closest upland area on the mainland is approximately 2 % miles away.

Cumberland Island National Seashore is bounded by the Cumberland River on the west, by St.
Andrews Sound on the north, and by Cumberland Sound on the south. The authorized boundary
of the S eashore e ncompasses bot h C umberland and Little C umberland i slands, but C ongress
directed t hat Little C umberland Island r emain i n pr ivate ow nership s o 1 ong a s t he r esidents
maintain an irrevocable trust or other irrevocable agreement that insures the preservation of that
island’s resources. O f the Seashore’s 36,415 a cres, approximately 19,565 acres are considered
upland and 16,850 acres c ontain marsh, mud flats, and tidal creeks. T he federal government
(National P ark S ervice) ow ns 18,815 a cres w ithin t he S eashore bounda ry, w ith m ost of t he
remainder being privately owned, owned by the State of Georgia, or owned by the National Park
Service subject to reserved agreements. (Two other federal entities own land at the Seashore: the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (518 acres) and the U.S. Navy (139 acres).) In 1982, C ongress
designated a pproximately 8,840 acres in the no rthern s ection of the S eashore as part of the
National Wilderness Preservation System. This area was expanded to 9,886 acres in 2004.

The barrier island landscapes are d ynamic, with the ocean being the primary force of change.
Beach s ands a re 1 n ¢ onstant m otion a s a r esult of s outhwest 1 ittoral ( i.e., a long-the-shore)
currents, high waves and surge caused by storms, routine wave action, and rising sea levels. Sand
movement changes the appearance of the island, sometimes accreting and sometimes eroding the
shoreline.

Vegetation is critical in ma intaining w hat little s tability e xists o n th e island. E xtensive r oot
systems o fma ritime grasses and h erbaceous plants h elp to s tabilize s ediments, w hether
windblown or waterborne. The grasses themselves trap windblown sand. In this way, sand dunes
build naturally and the topography is elevated just enough so that other plant life can take root.
Shrubs and trees shield other vegetation from the harsh salt-spray allowing different plant life to
grow. Therefore, the vegetation forms distinctive ecological zones across the island.
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Just over 10% of the island is composed of dune plant communities. This includes sparse stands
of grasses, forbs, and sedges along the primary dunes, interdune meadow and secondary dunes
along the 17 “2-mile beach. Sea oats (Uniola paniculata), railroad vine (Ipomoea pes-caprae),
beach morning glory (Ipomoea stolonifera), and beach pennywort (Hydrocotyle bonariensis) are
important stabilizing plants.

The e ntire tid al area o fthe w est side o fth e is land is lin ked in to a s ingle functional u nit.
Extensive s alt m arshes meander al ong t he s treams an d cr eate p ockets of s tabilizing grasses
dominated by salt-marsh cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora). Spartina grows over the entire marsh,
is eaten by insects, dies, decomposes, and, as detritus, furnishes food for most of the other marsh
fauna. Shrimp, crabs, and small fish use the marshes as a nursery and feeding area, moving in
and out with the tides. Fiddler crabs are the most conspicuous animals that feed on the detritus
covering the soft mud. The tidal amplitude in Georgia is large — approximately seven feet — so
these “bar-built” estuaries are energy absorbing systems.

The aquatic systems of Cumberland Island are more extensive and diverse than those o f other
Georgia barrier islands. Permanent ponds comprise 0.2% of the island. Three quarters of these
are freshwater ponds. Water levels in ponds and sloughs fluctuate, changing their salinity. These
areas provide nesting, feeding, and roosting areas for a large number of wading birds and shore
birds, as well as many amphibians, reptiles, and mammals.

Fire, s torms, a nd grazing ha ve be en i mportant dr iving f orces i n de termining t he pr esent
vegetation ¢ ommunities of C umberland Island. T wenty-two pl ant ¢ ommunities ha ve be en
described and mapped (Hillestad 1975). M ature forests are dominated by broadleaf evergreen
species. Thirty-nine percent of the island is made up of five upland forest communities, with oak
species playing an important role in every one. Important tree species include live oak (Quercus
virginiana), laurel oak (Quercus laurifolia), several species of pine (Pinus spp.), and bayberry
(Myrica cerifera). C ommon unde rstory pl ants i nclude s aw pa Imetto ( Serenoa repens), b ristly
panic grass (Panicum aciculare), other grasses and many vine s pecies. No endangered pl ants
have been found on the island.

The acorn crop provides an important food source for many native animals, including deer and
turkey. There are r esident popul ations of w hite-tailed d eer ( Odocoileus virginianus), gr ay
squirrels (Sciurus carolensis), and raccoons (Procyon lotor). There are many smaller mammals,
including r odents, ba ts, opos sums, m arsh r abbits, m ice, a nd vol es. Armadillos w ere fi rst
documented on the island in 1974. NPS reintroduced the bobcat in 1989.

Birds are by far t he m ost num erous a nimals o n t he i sland, w ith a pproximately 323 s pecies
recorded within Seashore boundaries. Their abundance is due to the Seashore’s location on the
Atlantic Flyway and to the lack of development and human disturbance. Of special importance
are the bald eagle and peregrine falcon that use the Seashore in limited numbers for feeding and
resting. The piping plover is threatened along the Atlantic coast. At least 101 species are known
to ne st on t he island. Cumberland pr ovides critical ne sting h abitat for 1 8 s pecies of ¢ olonial
nesters such as least and gull-billed terns, wood storks, herons, and egrets. Least terns nest in
colonies be hind be ach/berm, a mong s cattered 1 ow dune s, and on t idal flats. T he m ature oa k
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forest provides nesting habitat for 77 species of tree nesting birds and feeding habitat for over
100 species of insect-eating birds. Large multi-species flocks of shorebirds frequent the beaches.

The he rpetofauna of C umberland Island includes 34 s pecies of r eptiles a nd 18 s pecies of
amphibians. T he 1 oggerhead s ea t urtle ( Caretta caretta), a federally t hreatened s pecies, is a
regular summer visitor to Cumberland Island, nesting on or near the base of dunes fronting the
beach. In past years, the park has documented an average of 229 sea turtle nests laid per year.
During the 20 10 nesting s eason, as many as 3 8,274 hatchlings c rossed Cumberland I sland’s
beaches to enter the Atlantic Ocean. The park also reports strandings of green, Kemps ridley, and
leatherback s ea t urtles. The A merican alligator o ccurs co mmonly t hroughout aq uatic a reas.
Many varieties of tree frogs, toads, snakes, and lizards are also common residents.

Marine a nimals in habit th e in tertidal z ones o fth e b eaches, tid al f lats a nd s alt ma rshes.
Burrowing mole crabs, ghost crabs, and c oquina ¢ lams are found on t he oc ean be aches, and
crustaceans and worms on the tidal flats. Many species o f commercially valuable invertebrates
and fish are supported by the food chain of the Seashore’s salt marshes and tidal creeks.

3.3 Cultural Environment

For more than 4,000 years, a variety of human visitors and residents have interacted with and
relied upon t he n atural resources of C umberland Island. T he i sland and i ts i nhabitants ha ve
played i mportant roles i n num erous s ignificant periods of A merican history. T he first Indian
occupation dates back to before 3000 BC, with early ceramic cultures appearing around 2000
BC. Cultural affiliations shifted over time, but at the time of first contact with Europeans the
Timucuan Indians occupied Cumberland Island. Later, a tribe named the Guale by the Spanish
used Cumberland Island seasonally, harvesting fish and shellfish.

Numerous shell middens and other archeological sites remain on Cumberland as a reminder of
the long occupation by native people. Soon after the European discovery of the New World, the
Sea Islands o f N orth America’s s outheast co ast w ere d rawn into t he | arger Atlantic tr ading
economy. Int he s ixteenth c entury, t he na tural a bundance of C umberland a nd ot her ¢ oastal
islands attracted European galleons, which stopped long enough to load game birds, pelts, and
naval stores. The sailors on these ships were drawn from various European and A frican trading
areas, and these visits witnessed some of the first encounters among Europeans, A fricans, and
North American Indians.

The s outheastern ¢ oast of N orth A merica, | ying be tween S panish F lorida a nd t he B ritish
settlements in Virginia, was contested ground from the early seventeenth to the late eighteenth
century. Around 1600, S panish priests and soldiers established a string of missions and related
forts on the Georgia sea islands, including the missions of San Pedro de Mocama and San Pedro
y San Pablo de Porturibo on Cumberland Island. The Spanish sought to Christianize the Indians
and guard their more valuable possessions to the south.

The settlement of Carolina in 1670 led to increasing conflict between the British and Spanish and
their respective Indian allies. Indian raids instigated by the British pushed the Spanish farther and
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farther south. During King George’s War in the 1740s, General James Oglethorpe, founder of the
Georgia colony, fortified Cumberland Island a gainst the S panish with Fort St. Andrew at the
north end of the island and Fort Prince William at the south end. The Battle of Bloody Marsh on
St. Simons Island in 1742 ended the near-term threat of Spanish occupation in Georgia, but the
fate o ft he G eorgia sea i slands ¢ ontinued t o be disputed in the F rench and Indian W ar, the
American Revolution, and the War of 1812.

The pl antation s ystem b egan t o take r oot on C umberland in the 1 ate e ighteenth ¢ entury. T he
primary engine of development in the New World, the plantation was based on A frican slavery
and t he pr oduction of staple crops for e xport. Although timber, c itrus fruit, and ol ives w ere
cultivated on Cumberland, long-staple cotton, commonly known as sea-island cotton, emerged as
the most profitable crop, commanding as much as one dollar per pound in international markets.
Revolutionary W ar hero Nathaniel Greene b egan the de velopment of plantation a griculture on
Cumberland in the 1780s, but his widow, Catherine, and their descendants were the key players.
An 1802 map of the island shows a system of roads and cotton fields cleared by slave labor. By
the 1840s, m uch of the island w as unde r c ultivation by s ome 200 t o 400 e nslaved A frican-
Americans under the direction of two to three dozen whites. The substantial black majority in
coastal S outh C arolina and G eorgia and the area’s r elative i solation f rom out side i nfluences
produced a unique A frican-American cultural complex known as Gullah (in South Carolina) or
Geechee (more commonly used in Georgia). Hallmarks of this culture are a distinctive Gullah
language, and artistic, culinary, and religious traditions strongly influenced by African heritage.
Although little i s know n s pecifically about G eechee ¢ ulture on C umberland, i t undoubt edly
resembled the more intensively studied Gullah culture of South Carolina.

Agricultural production on Cumberland peaked during the two decades preceding the Civil War.
It was at this time that planter R obert Stafford assembled holdings on the island totaling some
8,000 acres. Early in the war, most w hite pl antation m asters a bandoned their 1ands and field
slaves when it became apparent that Confederate forces could not defend the sea islands. Union
troops oc cupied C umberland and surrounding waters in M arch 1862, ho 1ding the area for the
remainder of the war. Much of the A frican-American popul ation of Cumberland sought refuge
under federal auspices on nearby Amelia Island, just across the sound in Florida. Following the
war and short-lived efforts to redistribute confiscated land to freed people, the landholdings on
Cumberland reverted to their pre-war owners.

In the 1870s, an expanding railroad and steamship network opened the coastal South to more
intensive recreational use. By 1878, two hotels were operating at High Point on the northern end
of Cumberland Island, served by steamers from Brunswick. The hotel operations at High Point
reached a peak in the 1890s and 1900s, when groups like the Georgia Teachers Association and
the G eorgia State D ental S ociety held their annual m eetings there. Starting in 1890, t he hotel
owners sold small plots of land at the nearby Settlement (also known as Half M oon Bluff) to
several A frican-American families in order to ensure a steady supply of labor. The hotel s hut
down in 1920, when the Cumberland Island Club, a private organization, purchased the property.
Eight years later, the property was acquired by the Candler family, which had made its fortune
through the Coca-Cola Company.
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Wealthy northern industrialist families also saw the potential for winter homes on the sea islands.
In 1881, T homas M orrison C arnegie — brother of A ndrew C arnegie — purchased the Greene-
Miller plantation at Dungeness for his wife Lucy Coleman Carnegie and their growing family.
Despite Thomas’ death in 1886, Lucy went on to acquire 90 percent of Cumberland Island and
proceeded to turnitinto a c omplex of family estates, w hich i ncluded hom es w ith e xtensive
landscaped grounds for four of her children. Lucy’s home, Dungeness Mansion, was built on the
ruins of C atherine G reene’s o riginal Dungeness pl antation hous e. D uring Lucy’s | ifetime,
Cumberland Island was a highly organized, largely self-sufficient private preserve. It was staffed
by s ome 200 e mployees, m ost of w hom w ere bl ack, a nd t hrough t heir I abor t he e xtended
Dungeness family was supplied with produce and livestock, supplemented by provisions brought
daily from Amelia Island on the family yacht.

Lucy Carnegie established a trust that kept the family’s holdings intact until the death of her last
child, which oc curred in 1962. B y this time, plans for e xploiting and de veloping the island’s
natural and scenic resources threatened the island’s future preservation. Wishing to maintain its
character, C arnegie and C andler d escendants who w ere i nterested in pr eserving t he i sland
banded together to seek alternative ways to protect Cumberland from development. They, along
with e nvironmental o rganizations a nd t he D epartment of t he Interior, s ucceeded i n ha ving
Cumberland Island set aside in 1972 as a national seashore for all Americans.

The appearance of Cumberland Island today is largely a result of the overlay of these successive
waves of hum an ha bitation and de velopment. Many individual s ites, s uch as D ungeness a nd
Plum Orchard, bear the imprint of Indian settlement, followed by the plantation regime, with a
final ove rlay of C arnegie-era de velopment. From t he 1 ate 1700s t he b ulk of t he 1 abor t hat
developed and m aintained hum an |l ife on t he island w as s upplied b y A frican-Americans,
enslaved until the 1860s, and as paid laborers thereafter. Although many of the prominent extant
structures on the island represent the leisure activities of the island residents, the artifacts below
ground — the ruins of slave villages, p atterns o f field and forest, gardens and o utbuildings —
represent t he ¢ onsiderable ¢ ontributions of N ative A mericans a nd A frican-Americans to th e
development of the island.

Historic districts have been established around the historic features at Dungeness, Plum Orchard,
Stafford, and High Point — Half Moon Bluff. Each of these historic districts has been included in
the N ational R egister of H istoric P laces. A rcheological d istricts h ave b een e stablished a t
Rayfield a nd T able P oint, a nd t hese di stricts have | ikewise be en i ncluded i n 't he N ational
Register of Historic Places.

3.4 Historic Structures on Former Reserved Properties

The Grange and Beach Creek Dock House — The Grange and its s urrounding property are
contributing features of the Dungeness Historic District, which is listed in the National Register
of Historic P laces. T he Grange bui lding i tself contains 7,000 square feet of finished interior
space plus additional attic and basement areas. The Grange has been rehabilitated several times
over t he years. A Ithough i n g ood c ondition a t present, T he G range will n eed s ubstantial
maintenance attention in the years to come. The Beach Creek Dock House provides intermittent
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boat a ccess de pending on tide c onditions. T he dock house is in relatively poor c ondition and
needs immediate maintenance attention.

Stafford Beach House — This structure is located on the western edge of the dune field at the
interface with the maritime oak forest, approximately 250 yards from the ocean beach. It is east
of th e S tafford Historic D istrict, o utside o f th e d istrict boundary, but potentially e ligible for
nomination to the N ational R egister o f Historic P laces and List o f C lassified S tructures. T he
beach house is a s mall, two-wing be ach bun galow c entered on a large, wooden deck. It also
includes a small, detached addition that is not historic. The bungalow is in fair condition and has
recently received maintenance attention. The detached addition is in poor condition.

3.5 Non-historic Structures on Former Reserved Properties

Nancy’s Fancy — This structure is lo cated b etween S tafford and Little Greyfield. It lies just
inside the tree-line at the interface with the ocean-side dune field and is approximately 250 yards
from t he be ach. The w ood-frame hous e i s e levated on pi ers, with t he | ower 1 evel p artially
enclosed. The metal roof is at the end of its useful life, as is the air conditioning /heating system
and internal c opper piping. S everal areas of soft and rotted wood exist on t he exterior of the
structure, and po rtions of t he i nternal woodwork an d s heetrock are inn eed o fr epair. An
inspection of t his s tructure ¢ ommissioned b y NPS r ecommended further e valuation b y a
structural/geotechnical engineer.

Phillips House — The house on this tract is located north of Greyfield in the Davisville area on
the s outhern pa rt of t hei sland. Iti sa s mall, m odern bung alow hous e of w ood-frame
construction. An inspection of this structure commissioned by NPS noted that the structure is in
relatively good condition overall, but has several areas of rotted wood and other areas needing
repair.

Goodsell House and Outbuildings — The house on this tract is located north of Greyfield in the
Davisville area on the southern part of the island. It is a modest-sized, modern, ranch style house
of wood-frame construction. There is an adjacent shed and a laundry/pump house that are also of
wood-frame construction. An inspection of these structures commissioned by NPS noted that the
main house was in good condition overall, but has several areas of rotted wood and other areas
needing repair. The roofs on all of the structures are at the end of their useful lives and need to be
replaced.

Schwartz-Jenkins House and Outbuildings — These structures are 1 ocated b etween S tafford
and Little Greyfield on the west side of the island, approximately 1/3-mile from the NPS dock on
Old H ouse Creek. A ssets include a m odern, ranch s tyle hous e of wood-frame co nstruction; a
modern ef ficiency-type r esidence de signed f or t he m obility i mpaired; a s mall m odern, g uest
cabin; and a pole shed. An inspection of these structures commissioned by NPS noted soft rotted
flooring, floor joists, and structural walls in parts of the main house. Extensive repairs are needed
throughout the structure. The guest cabin is in better condition, but has areas of rotted wood and
improper, unsafe wiring. The efficiency type structure is new, but has a number of areas where
construction is incomplete. It is built over the drainfield of the main house’s septic system and

56



appears to be experiencing settling issues as a result. It also lacks a p ermanent, permitted septic
system of its own.

Toonahowie — This house is 1ocated ont he w est s ide of T able P oint within an area that is
designated wilderness. It is a modern, r anch-style hous e of wood-frame construction built on
brick pi ers, with 1 ap siding and an attached ¢ arport and s hed built on a c oncrete s lab. T he
property has a dock and deep-water access on M umford C reek. A n i nspection of t he hous e
commissioned by NPS noted that the roofis at the end of its useful life and several areas of
rotted wood need repair. Various appliance and utility repairs are needed as well.

3.6 Visitor Activities and Park Operations

The onl y a vailable a ccesst o C umberland Islandi s vi aw ater. A ¢ oncession t our boa t
accommodating 146 passengers operates twice a day, five days a week, from December through
February, and seven days a week the remainder of the year. Additional ferry trips are scheduled
twice a month to Plum Orchard. Charters are also available.

Visitation to the Seashore from 2007 through 2010 ranged between 72,449 and 91,996 persons,
which includes both island and mainland visitation. March, April, and May are consistently the
busiest months of the year, accounting for about 40 percent of total annual visitation. Visitation
is generally lowest during December. Visitation to Cumberland Island is limited to 300 persons
per day (year round) by the General Management Plan.

Guests of Greyfield Inn, which is privately owned and operated, arrive at Greyfield Dock from
Fernandina B each via Greyfield’s ferry s ervice. N either G reyfield’s guests nor the guests o f
other island residents are counted against the 300 visitor per day use limit.

The first stop for the NPS concession’s ferry is at Dungeness Dock, near the southern end of the
island, where visitors can walk through the Dungeness Historic District, to the mansion ruins and
other bui ldings f rom t he C arnegie e ra. The | atter i nclude the Ice H ouse M useum and the
Dungeness Dock House. The second ferry stop is at Sea Camp, one mile to the north. Sea Camp
facilities consist of a dock (also available for public docking), a front country campground with
16 sites and two group campsites (total 60 campers), an information c enter, and a bo ardwalk
over the dunes providing access to the beach.

Four backcountry c ampgrounds, accommodating a m aximum of 20 pe rsons e ach ( total not to
exceed 60 permitted campers per night), are located in the middle and northern part of the island.

Brickhill campground is the only campground on the water and is a favorite stop for canoe and
kayak tours and camping guides. Plum Orchard mansion also has a dock open to the public that
is used by boaters.

As authorized by the S eashore’s enabling | egislation, the N ational P ark S ervice c onducts s ix
managed hunt s pe r year. H unters m ay t ake de er and f eral ho gs i n accordance w ith S tate
regulations. The Plum Orchard area and Brickhill campground are designated hunt campsites.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.1 Introduction

The N ational E nvironmental P olicy Act requires that be fore any federal a gency undertakes a
major action, it mu st discuss th e environmental i mpacts o f that action, feasible alternatives to
that action, and any adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed action
is implemented. A ccordingly, this section describes the environmental consequences associated
with the alternatives described in Section 2 above. It is organized by impact topics, which allow
a s tandardized c omparison be tween a Iternatives ba sed on i ssues. Consistent w ith N EPA, t he
analysis a Iso ¢ onsiders t he ¢ ontext, intensity, a nd dur ation of i1 mpacts, i ndirect i mpacts,
cumulative impacts, and measures to mitigate impacts.

National Park Service policy also requires that the potential for “impairment” of resources be
evaluated i n al | major a ctions. T he imp airment a nalysis is not pa rt of t he environmental
assessment, but is treated separately, as appropriate, in the Finding of No Significant Impact.

The first part of this section discusses the methodology used to identify impacts and includes
definitions o f t erms. T he 1 mpact t opics ar € t hen an alyzed with r eference to each ofthe two
alternatives. The d iscussion o f eachi mpactt opici ncludesa descriptiono ft he affected
environment for that topic, an analysis of the positive and negative effects of each alternative, a
discussion of cumulative effects, if any, and a conclusion.

4.2 Methodology

Generally, the methodology for resource impact assessments follows direction provided in the
Council on E  nvironmental Q uality ( CEQ) R egulations f or Implementingt he N ational
Environmental Policy Act, Parts 1502 and 1508. The impact analysis and the conclusions in this
part are based largely on the review of existing literature and park studies, information provided by
experts within the National Park Service and other agencies, park staff insights and professional
judgment.

The imp acts from the two alternatives w ere evaluated in terms of the context, dur ation, and

intensity of the impacts, as defined below, and whether the impacts were considered beneficial or
adverse to park resources and values.

4.2.1 Context

Each impact topic addresses effects on resources inside and outside the park, to the extent those
effects are traceable to the actions set forth in the alternatives.

4.2.2 Duration

Short term Impacts — Those that would occur within one year of implementation.
Long-term Impacts — Those that would continue to exist after implementation.
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4.2.3 Impact Intensity

Intensity definitions for the impact topics analyzed in this document are set forth in the following

table:

Impact Topic

TABLE 4.1: IMPACT INTENSITY DEFINITIONS

NETo] [Ts [ o] [

Moderate

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Archeological

The impact would

The disturbance

Disturbance of a

Disturbance of a

Resources be at the lowest of a site(s) would | site would not site would be
levels of detection | be confinedtoa | resultina substantial and
or barely small area with substantial loss of | would result in the
measurable, with | little, if any, loss | important loss of most or all
no perceptible of important information. For | of the site and its
consequences, information purposes of potential to yield
either adverse or | potential. For section 106, the important
beneficial, to purposes of determination of | information. For
archeological section 106, the effect would be purposes of
resources. For determination of | no adverse effect. | section 106, the
purposes of effect would be determination of
section 106, the no adverse effect. effect would be
determination of adverse effect.
effect would be
no adverse effect.

Historic The impact would | The impact The impact would | The impact would

Structures be at the lowest would not affect | alter a character alter a character

level of detection
or barely
perceptible and
not measurable.
For purposes of
section 106, the
determination of
effect would be
no adverse effect.

the character
defining features
of a structure or
building listed in
or eligible for the
National Register
of Historic
Places. For
purposes of
section 106, the
determination of
effect would be
no adverse effect.

defining feature(s)
of the structure or
building but
would not
diminish the
integrity of the
resource to the
extent that its
national register
eligibility would
be jeopardized.
For purposes of
section 106, the
determination of
effect would be

defining feature(s)
of the structure or
building,
diminishing the
integrity of the
resource to the
extent that it is no
longer eligible to
be listed in the
national register.
For purposes of
section 106, the
determination of
effect would be
adverse effect.
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Impact Topic

Negligible

Moderate

no adverse effect.

Cultural The impact is at The impact The impact would | The impact would
Landscapes the lowest levels | would not affect | alter a character alter a character-
of detection or the character- defining feature or | defining feature(s)
barely perceptible | defining features | features of the of the cultural
and not of a cultural cultural landscape | landscape,
measurable. For | landscape listed | but would not diminishing the
purposes of in or eligible for | diminish the integrity of the
section 106, the the National integrity of the resource to the
determination of | Register of landscape to the extent that it
effect would be Historic Places. extent that its would no longer
no adverse effect. | For purposes of | national register be eligible to be
section 106, the eligibility would listed in the
determination of | be jeopardized. national register.
effect would be For purposes of For purposes of
no adverse effect. | section 106, the section 106, the
determination of | determination of
effect would be effect would be
no adverse effect. | adverse effect.
NATURAL RESOURCES
Soils The action would | The action would | The action would | The action would

result in a change
in soils but the
change would be
at the lowest level
of detection, or
not measurable.

result in a
detectable
change, but the
change would be
slight and local.
Soils might be
slightly altered in
a way that would
be noticeable.
There could be
changes in a
soil’s profile in a
relatively small
area, but the
change would not
appreciably
increase the
potential for
erosion.

result in a clearly
detectable change
in soils— soils
would be
obviously altered,
or a few features
would show
changes. There
could be a loss or
alteration of the
topsoil in a small
area, or the
potential for
erosion to remove
small quantities of
additional soil
would increase.

result in the
permanent loss of
an important soil
or there would be
highly noticeable,
widespread
changes in many
soils. There would
be a permanent
loss or alteration
of soils in a
relatively large
area, or there
would be a strong
likelihood for
erosion to remove
large quantities of
additional soil as a
result of the
action.
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Impact Topic

Negligible

Moderate

Water
Quality

Impacts are
chemical,
physical, or
biological effects
that would not be
detectable, would
be well below
water quality
standards or
criteria, and
would be within
historical or
desired water
quality
conditions.

Impacts
(chemical,
physical, or
biological
effects) would be
detectable but
would be well
below water
quality standards
or criteria and
within historical
or desired water
quality
conditions.

Impacts
(chemical,
physical, or
biological effects)
would be
detectable but
would be at or
below water
quality standards
or criteria;
however,
historical baseline
or desired water
quality conditions
would be altered
on a short-term
basis.

Impacts (chemical,
physical, or
biological effects)
would be
detectable and
would be
frequently altered
from the historical
baseline or desired
water quality
conditions; and/or
chemical,
physical, or
biological water
quality standards
or criteria would
be slightly and
singularly
exceeded on a
short-term basis.
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Impact Topic

Negligible

Moderate

The action would

The action would

Vegetation The action might | The action might
result in a change | result in a detec- | result in a clearly | be severely ad-
in vegetation, but | table change, but | detectable change | verse to a vegeta-
the change would | the change would | in a vegetation tion community.
not be measurable | be slight. This community and The impacts would
or would be at the | could include could have an be substantial and
lowest level of changes in the appreciable effect. | highly noticeable,
detection. abundance, This could include | and they could re-
distribution, or changes in the sult in widespread
composition of abundance, distri- | change. This
individual bution, or compo- | could include
species in a local | sition of nearby changes in the
area, but would vegetation com- abundance,
not include munities, but distribution, or
changes that would not include | composition of a
would affect the | changes that nearby vegetation
viability of would affect the community or
vegetation viability of plant | plant populations
communities. populations in the | in the park to the
Changes to local | park. Changes to | extent that the
ecological local ecological population would
processes would | processes would not be likely to
be minimal. be of limited recover. Key
extent. ecological
processes would
be altered, and
“landscape-level”
(regional) changes
would be
expected.
Wildlife There would be Impacts would be | Impacts on native | Impacts on native
no observable or | detectable, but species, their species, their
measurable they would not habitats, or the habitats, or the

impacts to native
species, their
habitats, or the
natural processes
sustaining them.
Impacts would be
of short duration
and well within
natural
fluctuations.

be expected to be
outside the
natural range of
variability and
would not be
expected to have
any long-term
effects on native
species, their
habitats, or the
natural processes
sustaining them.

natural processes
sustaining them
would be
detectable, and
they could be
outside the natural
range of
variability for
short periods of
time.

natural processes
sustaining them
would be
detectable, and
they would be
expected to be
outside the natural
range of variability
for long periods of
time or be
permanent.
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Impact Topic Negligible Moderate
Wilderness There would be One or more One or more One or more
little or no change | attributes of attributes of attributes of
in wilderness wilderness wilderness wilderness
character or character and character and character and
wilderness wilderness wilderness wilderness
experience. experience would | experience would | experience would
change change in change
temporarily or in | substantial ways substantially
small ways in in a single distinct | across more than
one or more area, or it affects one distinct area
locations. multiple areas but | on either a
is not permanent. | permanent or
temporary but
frequent basis.
VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE
Visitor Use Visitors would Changes in Few critical char- | Multiple critical
and likely be unaware | visitor use and/or | acteristics of the characteristics of
Experience of any effects experience would | desired visitor ex- | the desired visitor

associated with
implementation of
the alternative.
There would be
no noticeable
changes in visitor
use and/or
experience or in
any defined
indicators of
visitor satisfaction
or behavior.

be slight but
detectable, but
would not
appreciably
diminish or
enhance critical
characteristics of
the visitor experi-
ence. Visitor
satisfaction
would remain
stable.

perience would
change and/or the
number of partici-
pants engaging in
an activity would
be altered. The
visitor would be
aware of the ef-
fects associated
with implementa-
tion of the alterna-
tive and would
likely be able to
express an
opinion on the
changes. Visitor
satisfaction would
begin to either
decline or
increase as a
direct result of the
effect.

experience would
change and/or the
number of partici-
pants engaging in
an activity would
be greatly reduced
or increased. The
visitor would be
aware of the ef-
fects associated
with implementa-
tion of the alter-
native and would
likely express a
strong opinion
about the change.
Visitor satisfaction
would markedly
decline or
increase.
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Impact Topic

Negligible

Moderate

Public Health | Public health and | The effect would | The effect would | The effects would
and Safety, safety would not | be detectable, but | be readily be readily
including be affected, or the | would not have apparent, and apparent, and
Accessibility | effects would be | an appreciable would result in would result in
at low levels of effect on public substantial, substantial,
detection and health and safety. | noticeable effects | noticeable effects
would not have an on public health on public health
appreciable effect and safety on a safety on a
on the public local scale. regional scale.
health or safety. Changes in rates Changes could
or severity of lead to changes in
injury could be mortality.
measured.
PARK OPERATIONS
Park The effect would | The effects The effects would | The effects would
Operations be at or below the | would be result in a change | resultina

level of detection,
and would not

detectable, but
would be of a

in park operations
and management

substantial and
widespread change

have an magnitude that in a manner in park operations
appreciable effect | would not have readily apparent and management
on park an appreciable to staff and in a manner
operations and effect on park possibly to the readily apparent to
management. operations and public. staff and the
management. public.

4.2.4 Impact Type and Mitigation

For each alternative, the impacts under each impact topic are described as being either beneficial,
adverse, or neutral.

CEQ regulations and the National Park Service’s Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact
Analysis and Decision-making (Director’s Order #12) call for a discussion of the appropriateness
of mitigation, as well as an analysis of how effective the mitigation would be in reducing the
intensity of a potential impact, e.g. reducing the intensity of an impact from major to moderate or
minor. The action alternative assumes that park managers would apply mitigation measures to
minimize o r a void imp acts ( see Appendix B ). If appropriate m itigation m easures w ere not
applied, the potential for resource impacts would increase and the magnitude of those impacts
would rise.

4.2.5 Direct versus Indirect Impacts

Direct effects would be caused by an action and would occur at the same time and place as the
action. Indirect effects would be caused by the action and would be reasonably foreseeable but
would occur later in time, at another place, or to another resource.
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4.3 Specific Methodology for Assessing Effects on Cultural Resources

This E A includes an an alysis o f't he ef fects t hat t he t wo al ternatives may ha ve on relevant
cultural r esources at t he Seashore (i.e., on historic s tructures a nd ¢ ultural 1 andscapes). T he
method for assessing effects on cultural resources is designed to comply with the requirements of
both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation A ct (NHPA), and with implementing regulations 40 C FR 1500 and 36 C FR 800,
respectively, w hile considering t he di fferences be tween NEPA a nd NHPA | anguage and
recognizing that compliance with one does not automatically mean compliance with the other.
Accordingly, the assessment of effects discusses the following characteristics of effects:

e Direct and indirect effects

e Duration of the effect (short-term, long-term)

o Context of the effect (site-specific, local, regional)

o Intensity o ft he effect ( negligible, m inor, m oderate, m ajor, bot h a dverse and
beneficial)

e Cumulative nature of the effect

In accordance with 36 CFR 800, the regulations implementing Section 106 of NHPA, effects on
cultural resources are identified and evaluated by:

e Determining the area of potential effect (APE) [36 CFR 800.4(a)]

o Identifying historic properties in the APE that are listed in or eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places [36 CFR 800.4(b)-(c)]. The results are either:

o0 No historic properties affected — either there are no historic properties present
or there are historic properties present but the undertaking will have no e ffect
upon them [36 CFR 800.4(d)(1)]; or

0 Historic properties affected — there are historic properties that may be affected
by the undertaking [36 CFR 800.4(d)(2)].

e Applying the criteria o f adverse e ffect t o af fected historic properties in the areaof
APE [36 CFR 800.5.(a)(1)], as follows:

O An adverse effect is f ound w hen a n unde rtaking m ay a Iter, di rectly or
indirectly, any o fthe characteristics of a hi storic pr operty t hat qua lify t he
property f or i nclusion i nt he N ational R egister i na m anner that would
diminish th e in tegrity of th e p roperty’s lo cation, d esign, s etting, ma terials,
workmanship, f eeling, or a ssociation. Consideration s hall be givento all
qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including those that may have
been i dentified s ubsequentt ot he or iginal e valuation of t he pr operty’s
eligibility for the National R egister. Adverse effects may include reasonably
foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be
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farther removed in distance or be cumulative. [ Examples of adverse effect are
provided in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2).]

0 A finding of no adverse effect is found when the undertaking’s effects do not
meet the criteria of 800.5(a)(1) [36 CFR 800.5.(b)].

e Considering w ays t o a void, m inimize, or m itigate or ot herwise r esolve a dverse
effects. The following are considered:

0 Consultation w ith t he S HPO/THPO a nd ot hers t o de velop and e valuate
strategies to mitigate adverse effects [36 CFR 800.6].

0 CEQ regulations and Director’s Order 12 call for the discussion of mitigating
impacts and an analysis of how effective the mitigation would be in reducing
the 1 ntensity of an i mpact, s uch a s r educing i t f rom m oderate t o m inor
intensity. Any resultant reduction in impact intensity is, however, an estimate
of the effectiveness of mitigation under NEPA only.

0 Such reduction in impact intensity does not suggest that the level of effect as
defined b y S ection 106 a nd36 C FR 8001 s similarly reduced. C ultural
resources are non-renewable resources and adverse effects generally consume,
diminish, or destroy the original historic materials or form, resulting in a loss
of 1 ntegrityt hat can neverb e recovered. T herefore, although a ctions
determined to have an adverse effect under Section 106 and 36 CFR 800 may
be mitigated, the effect remains adverse.

A Section 106 Summary is included in the impact analysis sections. The Section 106 summary
provides a n a ssessment of e ffect of t he und ertaking (implementation of't he al ternative), on
historic properties, based on the Section 106 regulations cited above.

Note: Section 106 a nalysis is provided in this document for informational purposes only. This
EA is not intended to satisfy the requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA. For purposes of this
project, the NPS is not combining the NEPA and Section 106 processes, but is pursuing separate
Section 106 consultation with the Georgia SHPO.

Definitions o f imp act in tensity w ith r espect to historic s tructures and cultural | andscapes are
provided in Table 4.1 above.

4.4 Cumulative Impacts

Regulations implementing NEPA issued by the CEQ require the assessment of cumulative impacts
in the decision-making process for federal actions. Cumulative impacts are defined as "the impact
on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other
past, p resent, and reasonably foreseeable future a ctions r egardless of w hat a gency (federal or
non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions" (40 CFR 1508.7). Cumulative impacts can
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result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of
time.

The cumulative impacts analyzed in this document consider the incremental effects of the two
alternatives in co njunction w ith past, c urrent, and future a ctions at the Seashore. C umulative
impacts were determined by combining the effects of a given alternative with other past, present,
and r easonably foreseeable future a ctions. T he i mpact analysis and c onclusions are based on
information available in the literature, data from National Park Service studies and records, and
information provided by e xperts w ithin the N ational P ark S ervice and ot her a gencies. U nless
otherwise stated, all impacts are assumed to be direct and long-term.

To assess cumulative impacts, it w as ne cessary to identify ot her past, ongoing, or r easonably
foreseeable future actions at and around Cumberland Island National Seashore. Past and ongoing
actions include, but are not limited to:

e The letter andi ntent oft he pa rk’s guiding documents, pa rticularly i ts e nabling
legislation;

e NPS Management, responsibilities, and coordination associated with private inholdings
on the island;

e Past d eterioration o f's tructures associated w ith t he D ungeness an d P lum O rchard
historic districts;

e Recent maintenance and repair activities at Plum Orchard mansion;

e Imminent institution of motorized tours to the middle and north end of Cumberland
Island;

e Possible issuance of a Commercial Use Authorization (CUA) to the Greyfield Inn for
motorized t ours of the island (an application fora C UA hasbeen received by the
Seashore);

e Ongoing interpretation and education programs at the park;

e Continuing loss of historic structures in the region surrounding the Seashore;

e The expiration of 14 other reserve property agreements (all lifetime agreements) in the
foreseeable and long-range future;

Other reasonably foreseeable projects and plans include the continuing development of the St.
Marys, Georgia, area and surrounding region.

4.5 NPS Management Policies 2006, Section 1.4: The Prohibition on Impairment of Park
Resources and Values

By enacting the NPS Organic Act of 1916 (Organic Act), Congress directed the U.S. Department
of Interior and the NPS to manage units “to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic
objects and wildlife therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such a manner and
by such a means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment o f future generations” (16
USC § 1) . Congress reiterated t his m andate in the R edwood N ational P ark E xpansion A ct of
1978 by stating that NPS must conduct its actions in a manner that will ensure no “derogation of
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the values and purposes for which these various areas have been established, except as may have
been or shall be directly and specifically provided by Congress” (16 USC 1a-1).

NPS Management Policies 2006, S ection 1.4.4, e xplains the prohibition on impairment of park
resources and values:

While Congress has given the Service the management discretion to allow impacts within
parks, that discretion is limited by the statutory requirement (generally enforceable by the
federal courts) that the Park Service must leave park resources and values uni mpaired
unless a particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise. This, the cornerstone
of the Organic Act, establishes the primary responsibility of the Nation Park Service. It
ensures that park resources and values will continue to exist in a condition that will allow
the American people to have present and future opportunities for enjoyment of them.

The N PS ha s di scretion t o a llow i mpacts on Park r esources a nd va lues w hen ne cessary and
appropriate to fulfill the purposes of a Park (NPS 2006¢ sec. 1.4.3). However, the NPS cannot
allow an adverse impact that would constitute impairment of the affected resources and values
(NPS 2006c¢ sec 1.4.3). An action constitutes an impairment when its impacts “harm the integrity
of Park resources or values, including the opportunities that otherwise would be present for the
enjoyment o f those resources or values” (NPS 2006c sec 1.4.5). To determine impairment, the
NPS must ev aluate “t he p articular r esources an d v alues t hat w ould b e affected; t he s everity,
duration, a nd timin g o f th e imp act; th e d irect a nd in direct e ffects o fth e imp act; and th e
cumulative effects of the impact in question and other impacts” (NPS 2006¢ sec 1.4.5).

4.6 Topics Dismissed from Further Analysis
The topics dismissed from further analysis, and the reasons therefore, are discussed in section
1.8.4 above.

4.7 Methodology for Analyzing Individual Impact Topics

Set forth below is an analysis of the effects of implementing each alternative, by impact topic.
Developing the analysis for each impact topic has involved the following steps:

» Define issues of concern, based on internal and external scoping.

> Identify the geographic area that could be affected.

> Define the resources within that area that could be affected.

» Impose the action on the resources within the area of potential effect.

» Identify the effects caused by the alternative, in comparison to the baseline represented by
the No Action Alternative, to determine the relative change in resource conditions.
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» Characterize the effects based on the following factors:

=  Whether the effect would be beneficial or adverse.

= The intensity of the effect, either negligible, minor, moderate, or major. Impact-topic-
specific t hresholds f or each o ft hese cl assifications ar e providedi n Table 4.1.
Threshold values were developed based on federal and state standards, consultation
with regulators from applicable agencies, and discussions with subject matter experts.

= Duration of the effect, either short-term or long-term, as well as the area affected by
the alternative.

=  Whether the effect would be a direct result of the action or would oc cur indirectly
because of a change to another resource or impact topic. An example of an indirect
impact would be increased structural deterioration that would occur due to opening a
structure to visitation without appropriate safeguards.

» Determine cumulative effects by evaluating the effect in conjunction with the past, current,
or foreseeable future actions for Cumberland Island National Seashore and the region.

The analyses of individual impact topics follow below.

4.7.1 Archeological Resources

Effects of Alternative A

Analysis: Alternative A would not involve any ground disturbance on any of the seven reserved
properties, as no hi storic or non -historic r esidential s tructures and/or o utbuildings w ould be
removed. Furthermore, each of the seven reserved properties has been previously disturbed. As a
result, there is a very low likelihood of disturbing archeological resources under this alternative.
At this point, any impact to archeological resources is purely speculative since s ystematic site
surveys have not been completed; however, if such resources exist, impacts would be negligible,
direct, long-term, and adverse.

Cumulative Impacts: Archeological resources on C umberland Island are protected by law and
NPS policy. Some loss of archeological resources occurs on a continuing basis due to erosion on
the sound side of the island, where many of the Seashore’s archeological resources are located.
In addition, a recent land exchange with a private landowner on the island resulted in the transfer
of archeological resources out of NPS ownership and protection. On balance, cumulative impacts
to archeological resources at the Seashore are moderate to major, direct and indirect, long-term,
and a dverse. W hent he pot ential ne gligible, di rect, 1 ong-term, and ad verse effectso f
implementing A Iternative A are added to the m oderate to major adverse effects of other past,
present, a nd r easonably f oreseeable a ctions a s de scribed a bove, t here w ould be 1 ong-term
moderate to m ajor ad verse cumulative impacts to the archeological resources at the S eashore.
Alternative A would contribute a negligible increment to this cumulative impact.

Conclusion: If archeological resources should exist at one or more of the reserved properties,
maintaining a 1l e xisting s tructures in p lace w ould e nsure th at imp acts w ould b e n egligible.
Cumulative impacts would be moderate to major, long-term, and adverse. Alternative A would
contribute a negligible increment to this cumulative impact.
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Effects of Alternative B

Analysis: Under a Iternative B , non -historic s tructures w ould be r emoved from fi ve fo rmer
reserved pr operties. (The f ive p roperties ar e: The G range ( non-historic out buildings onl y),
Stafford B each House (non-historic additions only), S chwartz-Jenkins (all s tructures), Nancy’s
Fancy (all s tructures), and T oonahowie (all s tructures).) Impactst o archeological r esources,
assuming they exist, would be correspondingly greater than under Alternative A. The NPS would
consult with the Georgia SHPO prior to removal of any structures. Any necessary mitigation or
avoidance measures would be adopted in consultation with the SHPO. Impacts after mitigation
would be confined to a small area with little, if any, loss o f imp ortant information p otential.
Impacts would thus be negligible to minor, direct, long-term, and adverse.

Cumulative Impacts: Same as Alternative A.

Conclusion: Ifarcheological resources exist at one or more of the reserved properties, removal
of non-historic structures could result in injury or destruction to these resources. Impacts would
be greater than under Alternative A because no structures would be removed under Alternative
A. Mitigation actions would ensure that any impacts to archeological resources under Alternative
B would be negligible to minor, direct, long term, and adverse. Cumulative impacts would be
moderate to major, long-term, and adverse. Alternative B would contribute a negligible to minor
increment to this cumulative impact.

Section 106 Summary: After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s criteria
of adverse effects (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects), the National Park Service
concludes that implementation of A lternative B (preferred alternative) would have no adverse
effect on archeological resources at the Seashore. The NPS will consult with the Georgia SHPO
prior to a nyr emoval a ctivities 1 n a ccordance w ith S ection 106 of t he N ational H istoric
Preservation A ct. Archeological surveys may be performed at that time, and appropriate w ork
practices and mitigation measures will be established in coordination with the SHPO.

4.7.2 Historic Structures
Effects of Alternative A

Analysis: Under this alternative, The Grange, Beach Creek Dock House, and the Stafford Beach
House would be maintained and preserved, but not occupied or otherwise used for any particular
purpose. Periodic inspections would occur to ensure structural integrity and cyclic maintenance
would be performed. S ome minor de terioration associated with 1eaving structures uno ccupied
would result. However, these impacts would not affect the character-defining features of these
structures. Impacts to historic structures would thus be minor to moderate, direct and indirect,
long-term, and adverse.

Cumulative Impacts: The climatic conditions at Cumberland Island are very hard on hi storic
structures. Harsh climate, funding shortfalls, and poor condition at the time of NPS acquisition
have resulted over the years in the deterioration or outright loss of some historic structures. Other
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historic structures on reserved properties or private inholdings have been modified or destroyed.
Overall cumulative impacts to historic structures at the Seashore are minor to major, direct and
indirect, long-term, and adverse. When the potential minor to moderate, direct and indirect, long-
term, and adverse impacts of imp lementing A Iternative A are added t o t he m inor t o m ajor,
adverse ef fects o f o ther p ast, present, and r easonably foreseeable actions as described ab ove,
there would be 1ong-term, minor to major, adverse cumulative imp acts to historic structures at
the Seashore. Alternative A would contribute a minor increment to these cumulative impacts. In
other w ords, t he r esults of pa st a nd ong oing adverse i mpacts w ould s till r emain, and the
management actions in Alternative A would add to them in a minor way. As ar esult, ad verse
cumulative impacts would have no “adverse effect” (within the meaning of Section 106 of the
NHPA) to any historic structure under consideration in this plan.

Conclusion: Alternative A would preserve the fabric of The Grange, Beach Creek Dock House,
and S tafford B each H ouse, but ne ither site would be oc cupied. Impacts to historic s tructures
would be negligible to minor, indirect, 1 ong-term, and ad verse. Cumulative impacts would be
long-term, m inor t o m ajor, a nd a dverse. T he actions i n A Iternative A w ould ¢ ontribute a
negligible to minor increment to these cumulative impacts.

Effects of Alternative B

Analysis: Under A lternative B, The Grange and B each Creek D ock House would be used for
visitor service/education/recreation purposes and the Stafford Beach House would be occupied
by N PS e mployees or other pe rsons e ngaged in a ctivities on be half of the S eashore. B oth
structures would benefit from being occupied and used on a daily basis. Because they would be
occupied a ndus ed, b oths tructures w ould be s ubjectt om oret horoughgoingr epairs,
maintenance, a nd up grades t han unde r A Iternative A. NPS treatment an d u se o fal I t hree
structures will be subject to Section 106 consultation with the Georgia SHPO. Impacts to historic
structures would be direct and indirect, long-term, and beneficial.

Cumulative Impacts: Past and on going adverse cumulative impacts are generally the same as
under Alternative A. These impacts would still remain under Alternative B, but they would be
offset to a minor degree by the beneficial impacts of the actions in Alternative B. As a result, the
cumulative imp acts o f Alternative B would have no “adverse effect” ( within the m eaning o f
Section 106 of the NHPA) to any historic structure under consideration in this plan.

Conclusion: Under Alternative B, The Grange, Beach Creek Dock House, and Stafford Beach
House w ould be re-used and N PS w ould unde rtake a m ore a ctive m aintenance a nd r epair
program for both structures than under A Iternative A . Impacts to historic s tructures would be
direct and indirect, long-term, and beneficial. Adverse cumulative impacts would be offset to a
minor d egree b y th e b eneficial imp acts o fth e a ctions in A lternative B. A s aresult, the
cumulative i mpacts of Alternative B would ha ve no “ad verse effect” ( within the m eaning o f
Section 106 of the NHPA) to any historic structure under consideration in this plan.

Section 106 Summary: After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s criteria
of adverse effects (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects), the National Park Service
concludes that implementation of A lternative B (preferred alternative) would have no a dverse
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effect on hi storic structures at Cumberland Island National Seashore. NPS will consult with the
Georgia S HPO on i ts t reatment an d u se o f The G range, Beach C reek D ock H ouse, ort he
Stafford Beach House.

4.7.3 Cultural landscapes
Effects of Alternative A

Analysis: Under Alternative A, all non-historic structures on seven former reserved properties
would remain in place. Of these tracts, only one — The Grange — lies within a recognized cultural
landscape. T he retention of non -historic s tructures at T he Grange w ould p erpetuate adverse
impacts to the cultural landscape in the Dungeness Historic District. The impact would continue
the ex isting al teration o fa character-defining feature or features of the cultural 1andscape but
would not diminish the integrity of the landscape to the extent that its national register eligibility
would be jeopardized. Accordingly, impacts to the cultural landscape would be direct, long-
term, moderate, and adverse.

Cumulative I mpacts: E stablishment of the S eashore r esulted i n t he c reation of 20 r eserved
agreements, and with them the construction of a number of modern residential s tructures and
outbuildings in the Seashore’s cultural landscapes. T he impacts of these structures on ¢ ultural
landscapes h ave be en c ompounded b y t he d eterioration and 1 oss o f's ome hi storic s tructures.
Overall cumulative impacts to cultural landscapes at the Seashore are minor to moderate, direct
and indirect, long-term, and adverse. W hen the direct, long-term, moderate, and adverse effects
of imp lementing A Iternative A are added to the minor to moderate, direct and indirect, l ong-
term, and adverse effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions as described
above, t here w ould be 1 ong-term, min or to mo derate adverse c umulative imp acts to ¢ ultural
landscapes at the S eashore. A lternative A would contribute to these cumulative impacts to a
minor degree.

Conclusion: Retention of non-historic structures at The Grange would result in direct, long-term,
moderate, and adverse impacts to the cultural landscape. Overall cumulative impacts would be
long-term, minor to moderate and adverse. A lternative A would contribute to these cumulative
impacts to a minor degree.

Effects of Alternative B

Analysis: Alternative B calls for the removal of s pecified non -historic s tructures from five
former reserved properties at the Seashore, including The Grange. The removal of non-historic
structures at The Grange would enhance the cultural landscape in the Dungeness Historic District
by restoring conditions m orel ike t hose t hat e xistedi nt he C arnegie e ra, i .e.,p riort o
establishment of the Seashore and the execution of RPAs. In addition, moving park housing out
of historic structures in the Dungeness Historic District would enhance the cultural landscape by
removing i ntruding m odern elements s uch as v ehicles, g rills, an d recreational eq uipment.
Alternative B would also allow existing park housing to be moved from a non-historic structure
in the D ungeness H istoric District. M oving hous ing out of this non -historic s tructure w ould
make it possible to remove the structure, with corresponding beneficial impacts to the cultural
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landscape. The impacts to the cultural landscape under Alternative B would thus be direct and
indirect, long-term, and beneficial.

Cumulative Impacts: As noted under Alternative A, overall impacts to cultural landscapes at the
Seashore are minor to moderate, direct and indirect, long-term, and adverse. W hen the direct,
long-term, an d b eneficial effects o f imp lementing A Iternative B are addedtothe minorto
moderate, di rect a nd 1 ndirect, | ong-term, an d ad verse effects o fo ther p ast, p resent, an d
reasonably foreseeable actions as described above, there would be long-term, minor to moderate
adverse cumulative impacts to cultural landscapes at the Seashore. Alternative B would offset
these cumulative impacts to a minor degree.

Conclusion: Removal of non-historic structures at The Grange and elsewhere in the Dungeness
Historic D istrict w ould r esult in long-term, d irect an d b eneficial impacts to th e ¢ ultural
landscape. O verall c umulative imp acts w ould be long-term, minor to moderate and adverse.
Alternative B would offset these cumulative impacts to a minor degree.

Section 106 Summary: After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s criteria
of adverse effects (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects), the National Park Service
concludes that imp lementation o f A Iternative B (preferred alternative) would have no adverse
effect on the cultural landscape at Cumberland Island N ational S eashore. T he NPS finds that
removal of non-historic structures and uses would enhance the cultural landscape and improve
the visitor experience.

4.7.4 Soils

Effects of Alternative A

Analysis: The retention and maintenance of hi storic and non -historic s tructures on the seven
reserved properties would have beneficial impacts to soils. C ompaction and other impacts to
soils would diminish due to decreased use of the properties. F uture use would principally be
limited to periodic maintenance activities, and would take place in previously disturbed areas.
Impacts to soil resources under this alternative would thus be direct and indirect, long-term, and
beneficial.

Cumulative Impacts: A number of residential and related structures have been constructed on the
reserved properties and private inholdings at the Seashore. Initial construction of these structures
and subsequent maintenance activities have resulted in soil compaction and disturbance of soil
profiles. O ther maintenance and construction activities on t he island have impacted soils in a
similar fashion. O verall cumulative impactst o s oils h ave b een direct, long-term, minor t o
moderate, a nd a dverse. Impacts to s oils from maintenance a nd m inor ¢ onstruction a nd r e-
construction can be expected to continue for the next several decades. A dditional impacts to
soils will continue to occur as a result o froad trafficon theisland. T he latter imp acts will
increase when t he S eashore be gins of fering m otorized t ours t o t he no rth e nd of t he i sland
(expectedi n2011) . W hent he di rect a nd 1 ndirect, | ong-term, an d b eneficial e ffects o f
implementing A lternative A are added to the direct, 1 ong-term, minor, and ad verse effects of
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions as described above, there would be long-
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term, minor to moderate, and adverse cumulative impacts to soils at the Seashore. Alternative A
would offset these cumulative impacts to a negligible degree.

Conclusion: Retention of structures and resulting diminution of human disturbance would result
in direct and indirect, long-term, and beneficial impacts to soils. Cumulative impacts would be
long-term, minor to moderate, and adverse. Alternative A would offset these cumulative impacts
to a negligible degree.

Effects of Alternative B

Analysis: The removal of non-historic structures from five reserved properties would necessarily
entail impacts to soils. Impacts would include compaction from the staging and use of heavy
equipment, as well as s oil disturbance a ssociated w ith r emoving s tructures. Impacts to s oils
would b el imited i n extent an d w ould o ccuri n ar eas t hat h ave already experienced s oil
compaction and disturbance. Although removal of structures would initially cause more impacts
to soils than under Alternative A, the resulting diminution of human disturbance could eventually
result in revegetation and o ther b eneficial impacts to soils. O verall impacts to soil resources
under this alternative would thus be direct and indirect, long-term, and beneficial.

Cumulative Impacts: Same as Alternative A, but Alternative B would o ffset these cumulative
impacts to a slightly greater degree than would Alternative A.

Conclusion: Removal of structures and resulting diminution of human disturbance would result
in direct and indirect, long-term, and beneficial impacts to soils. Cumulative impacts would be
direct, long-term, minor to moderate, and adverse. Alternative B would offset these cumulative
impacts to a negligible degree, and slightly more than Alternative A, in the long term.

4.7.5 Water Quality

Effects of Alternative A

Analysis: Alternative A would leave existing structures in place but the structures would not be
actively used. The result would be slightly less soil disturbance than occurs at present. Impacts
to surface w ater q uality would lik ely b e b eneficial to a s light d egree. W ith r espect to

groundwater quality, septic systems would no longer be in use at five of the reserved properties
(Toonahowie, Schwartz-Jenkins, Nancy’s Fancy, Goodsell, Phillips), since the structures would
be maintained but not used. T he result would be beneficial i mpacts to groundwater qua lity.
Septic systems would be maintained at The Grange and S tafford Beach House, but would be
minimally used. O verall imp acts to w ater q uality u nder th is a Iternative w ould th erefore b e
direct, short- term, and beneficial.

Cumulative Impacts: A number of residential and related structures have been constructed on
the reserved pr operties and pr ivate i nholdings at t he S eashore. Initial c onstruction of t hese
structures and subsequent maintenance activities has resulted in negligible to minor impacts to
water q uality from increased erosion. O ther maintenance and c onstruction a ctivities on t he
island have imp acted water quality in a similar fashion. Impacts to groundwater at the island
from poorly maintained septic systems is unknown, but is suspected to be ne gligible to minor
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and adverse. Overall cumulative impacts to water quality have been direct, long-term, minor to
moderate, and adverse. Impacts to water quality from maintenance/construction activities and
the use of septic systems can be expected to continue for the next several decades. A dditional
impacts to w ater q uality w ill c ontinue to o ccur as a result o froad tr affic on th e is land and
attendant erosion. The latter impacts will increase when the Seashore begins offering motorized
tours t o the nor th e nd of t he island (expected in 2011). When the direct, short- term, a nd
beneficial e ffects o f implementing A lternative A are added to the direct, l ong-term, minor to
moderate, a nd adverse effects of ot her pa st, p resent, a nd r easonably foreseeable actions as
described above, there would be long-term, minor to moderate, and adverse cumulative impacts
to water quality at the Seashore. Alternative A would offset these cumulative impacts to a minor
degree.

Conclusion: Retention of existing structures would result in slightly less soil disturbance than at
present. T his be neficial 1 mpact w ould be s upplemented b y t he di scontinued us e of s eptic
systems, r esulting in i1 mpacts to w ater q uality that were d irect, lo ng-term, an d b eneficial.
Cumulative impacts would be direct, long-term, minor to moderate, and adverse. Alternative A
would offset these cumulative impacts to a minor degree.

Effects of Alternative B

Analysis: Alternative B would generate new soil disturbance over localized areas as a result of
the r emoval of s pecified non -historic s tructures fro m fi ve former re served p roperties (The
Grange, S tafford Beach House, Nancy’s Fancy, Schwartz-Jenkins, and T oonahowie). E rosion
levels could increase temporarily, but impacts would be small due to the use of best management
practices and t he fact t hat m ost o f t he r eserved p roperties ar e s ome d istance from r eceiving
waters. In addition, the removal of the T oonahowie dock structure on Mumford Creek would
create temporary impacts associated with bottom disturbance and equipment operation. S hort-
term impacts from the dock removal would be 1ocalized and minor, but the 1 ong-term e ffects
would be beneficial. R egarding groundwater, after structures had been removed septic systems
at three of the reserved properties would no longer be in use (Toonahowie, S chwartz-Jenkins,
Nancy’s Fancy), resulting in beneficial impacts to groundwater quality. However, septic systems
would continue to be used at The Grange, Stafford Beach House, Goodsell, and Phillips, which
would be occupied and used for park purposes. For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that
septic systems have greater impacts on water quality in the vicinity of reserved properties than
do construction and maintenance activities, which for the most part take place well away from
receiving waters. If this is the case, then overall impacts to water quality from A lternative B
would be direct, short- term, and beneficial, but less so than under Alternative A, since septic
systems a t hi storic s tructures w ould r eceive gr eater us e unde r t his a Iternative t han unde r
Alternative A.

Cumulative Impacts: Same as Alternative A, but Alternative B would o ffset these cumulative
impacts to a lesser degree than would Alternative A.

Conclusion: Adverse impacts to water quality from the removal of structures would be more
than offset by discontinued use of septic systems, resulting in impacts to water quality that were
direct, l ong-term, and b eneficial. Beneficial i mpacts would be 1ess than under A lternative A
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because fewer septic systems would be taken out of operation under Alternative B. Cumulative
impacts would be direct, long-term, minor to moderate, and adverse. Alternative B would offset
these cumulative impacts to a minor degree.

4.7.6 Vegetation and Wildlife

Effects of Alternative A

Analysis: The retention an d m aintenance of non-historic a nd hi storic s tructures at t he s even
reserved properties would maintain the status quo and result in negligible impacts to vegetation.
Because t he s tructures would not be oc cupied or used, it1is pos sible t hat ve getation w ould
recover to some small degree, although some regenerating vegetation could consist of non-native
invasive species associated with human disturbance.

Impacts t o wildlife w ould be ne gligible and t emporary and w ould result primarily from the
sounds generated by maintenance activities. In the long term, the discontinuation of use of the
structures on t he former reserved properties w ould r esult in b eneficial imp acts to wildlife by
removing s ources of human disturbance. Overall impacts to ve getation and wildlife would be
direct and indirect, short- and long-term, and beneficial.

Cumulative Impacts: A number of residential and related structures have been built on reserved
properties and p rivate inholdings at the S eashore. Initial c onstruction of these s tructures and
subsequent m aintenance a ctivities ha s r esulted in r emoval of ve getation a nd di sturbance t o
wildlife. O ther maintenance and construction activities on the island have impacted vegetation
and wildlife in a similar fashion. O verall cumulative impacts to vegetation and wildlife from
construction and oc cupation of structures have been direct and indirect, short- and long-term,
minor, and adverse. Impacts to ve getation and wildlife from m aintenance and oc cupation of
structures can b e ex pected t o co ntinue for t he next s everal d ecades. Additional imp acts to

vegetation a nd w ildlife will c ontinue t o oc cur as a result of road traffic ont heisland a nd
attendant t rimming of v egetation a nd pot ential for ve hicle s trikes. Impacts due to ve hicular
traffic will increase when the Seashore be gins of fering motorized tours to the north end of the
island (expected in 2011). W hen the direct and indirect, l ong-term, an d b eneficial e ffects o f
implementing Alternative A are added to the direct and indirect, short- and long-term, minor, and
adverse ef fects o f o ther p ast, present, and r easonably foreseeable actions as described ab ove,
there would be direct and indirect, short- and long-term, minor, and adverse cumulative impacts
to vegetation and wildlife at the Seashore. Alternative A would offset these cumulative impacts
to a negligible degree.

Conclusion: Impacts t o ve getation and w ildlife unde r t his a Iternative w ould be di rect and
indirect, short- and 1ong-term, and beneficial. There would be direct and indirect, short- and
long-term, minor, and adverse cumulative impacts to vegetation and wildlife at the Seashore.
Alternative A would offset these cumulative impacts to a negligible degree.

Effects of Alternative B

Analysis: The removal of specified non -historic s tructures at fi ve fo rmer re served p roperties
(The Grange, Stafford Beach House, Nancy’s Fancy, Schwartz-Jenkins, and Toonahowie) would
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initially result in minor damage and destruction to vegetation (primarily non-native lawn grasses)
resulting from the use o f heavy equipment. R emoval a ctivities ¢ ould a Iso p otentially create
favorable c onditions for t he s pread of non -native in vasive v egetation. M itigation me asures
would be put in place to minimize the establishment and spread of invasives. Intime, native
vegetation w ould recolonize ar eas w here s tructures h ad b een r emoved. A ctive r evegetation
would occur on some sites, as appropriate.

With respect to wildlife, a dverse imp acts to w ildlife w ould b e n egligible and t emporary a nd
would r esult pr imarily from t he s ounds g enerated b y r emoval a ctivities. Inthelongterm,
removal o f s tructures w ould r esult in b eneficial imp acts to w ildlife by r emoving s ources o f
human disturbance and allowing habitat to regenerate. Impacts to vegetation and wildlife would
be direct and indirect, s hort- and 1ong-term, and both beneficial and adverse. The 1 ong-term
impacts of revegetation and habitat restoration would be direct and indirect and beneficial.

Cumulative Impacts: Same as Alternative A, but Alternative B would offset these cumulative
impacts to a greater degree than would Alternative A.

Conclusion: Impacts t o ve getation and w ildlife unde r t his a Iternative w ould be di rect and
indirect, short- and long-term, and both beneficial and adverse. Adverse impacts would be short-
term. The long-term impacts of revegetation and habitat restoration would be direct and indirect
and be neficial. C umulative i mpacts w ould be the same a s A lternative A, but Alternative B
would offset these cumulative impacts to a greater degree than would Alternative A.

4.7.7 Wilderness
Effects of Alternative A

Analysis: The reserved property known as Toonahowie is located in the Seashore’s designated
wilderness a rea. U nder A lternative A , al | structures at Toonahowie would be r etained i n
designated wilderness. Retention of the house and dock s tructures w ould pe rpetuate adverse
impacts to wilderness character by maintaining incompatible development within the wilderness
boundary. T he imprint of humans’ work would remain noticeable within the wilderness area.
One el ement o f wilderness ch aracter (specifically, an undeveloped 1 andscape) w ould b e
adversely affected in a single location for a long period of time, and thus impacts to wilderness
character would be long-term, direct, moderate, and adverse.

Cumulative I mpacts: Wilderness ch aracter at t he S eashore i s af fected by b oth i nternal an d
external factors. External factors include noise and human activities on adjoining lands, such as
on the Main Road (which splits the wilderness) and from the adjacent Plum Orchard and High
Point/Half M oon B luff historic districts. Internal factors include five reserved properties, with
permanent structures, located w ithin the wilderness boundary. ( One of these, T oonahowie, is
addressed in A Iternative A .) Additional imp acts to wilderness ch aracter will occur w hen t he
Seashore be gins of fering m otorized t ours t o t he nor th e nd of the island ( expected in 2011).
Cumulative impacts to wilderness ch aracter from these internal and ex ternal factors are direct
and indirect, long-term, moderate to major, and adverse. When the long-term, direct, moderate
and adverse impacts of Alternative A are added to the direct and indirect, long-term, moderate to
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major, and adverse effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions as described
above, t here would be 1 ong-term, m oderate t o m ajor, an d ad verse cu mulative i mpacts t o
wilderness character at the Seashore. Alternative A would contribute to these cumulative impacts
to a moderate degree.

Conclusion: Alternative A would result in the retention of structures at Toonahowie, thereby
perpetuating ex isting ad verse i mpacts t o t he wilderness ch aracter o f't he C umberland Island
Wilderness. Impacts to wilderness character would be long-term, direct, moderate, and adverse.
Cumulative impacts would be long-term, moderate to major, and adverse. Alternative A would
contribute to these cumulative impacts to a moderate degree.

Effects of Alternative B

Analysis:  Alternative B w ould r esult i n t he r emoval of all s tructures a t T oonahowie f rom
designated w ilderness. Removal of t he hous e and doc k s tructures w ould e nhance w ilderness
character by reducing the level of development within the wilderness boundary. The imprint of
humans’ w ork w ould become correspondingly | ess not iceable within t he w ilderness area.
Impacts to wilderness character would be long-term, direct, and beneficial.

Cumulative Impacts: Same as A lternative A . Alternative B would offset adverse cumulative
impacts to wilderness character to a moderate degree.

Conclusion: Alternative B would result in the removal of structures at T oonahowie, t hereby
enhancing the wilderness character of the Cumberland Island Wilderness. Impacts to wilderness
character would be long-term, direct, and beneficial. Cumulative impacts would be long-term,
moderate to ma jor, and ad verse. Alternative B would offset th ese cumulative imp actsto a
moderate degree.

4.7.8 Visitor Use and Experience
Effects of Alternative A

Analysis: Under A lternative A, visitor experience would remain largely unchanged. S tructures
would be retained and maintained in multiple locations, but these structures would be located for
the most part in areas not usually visited by the public. Impacts to visitor use and ex perience
would be negligible, long-term, direct, and neutral.

Cumulative Impacts:  The S eashore currently offers a range o f i nterpretive an d r ecreational
opportunities for visitors. T hese include the ranger-guided F ootsteps T our of the D ungeness
Historic District, museum-type exhibits at the Dungeness Ice House, plus various waysides for
visitors exploring on their own. Cumulative impacts are long-term, direct, and beneficial. These
visitor of ferings are expected t o continue 1 ndefinitely i nto the future. When t he |l ong-term,
direct, and neutral impacts of A lternative A are added to the long-term, direct, and b eneficial
impacts of o ther p ast, p resent, an d r easonably f oreseeable actions as d escribed ab ove, t here
would be long-term, direct and beneficial cumulative impacts to visitor use and experience at the
Seashore. Alternative A would contribute a negligible increment to these cumulative impacts.
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Conclusion: Maintaining structures in multiple out-of-the-way locations would result in direct,
long-term, and ne utral i mpacts t o vi sitor us e and e xperience. Cumulative imp acts would be
long-term, direct, and beneficial.

Effects of Alternative B

Analysis: Under Alternative B, visitor experience would be improved by making The Grange
and other structures in the Dungeness Historic District available for visitor use. Opening The
Grange up to the public would substantially enhance the existing “Footsteps Tour” by allowing
visitors access to the interior of a historic Carnegie-era structure. At present, the tour is confined
to the Dungeness ruins and the exteriors of other historic structures. S ome of the latter are not
available to the public because they are currently de voted to park housing. T his alternative
would also allow The Grange and adjacent grounds to be used for additional visitor services,
such as an environmental/cultural education or similar facility for visiting groups of students or
others. Making The Grange and other historic structures available to the public would provide a
more immediate, immersive experience and allow more in depth interpretation of the social and
natural history of Cumberland Island. Impacts to visitor use and experience would be long-term,
direct, and beneficial.

Cumulative Impacts: Existing and foreseeable impacts are as described for Alternative A. When
the long-term, direct, and beneficial impacts of Alternative B are added to the long-term, direct,
and beneficial impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions at the Seashore,
there would be long-term, direct and beneficial cumulative impacts to visitor use and experience.
Alternative B would contribute a moderate increment to these cumulative impacts.

Conclusion: Making various historic structures in the Dungeness Historic District available for
visitation would result in direct, long-term, and beneficial impacts to visitor use and experience.
Beneficial impacts would be substantially greater than under Alternative A, which lacks a public
access component. Cumulative impacts would be long-term, direct, and beneficial.

4.7.9 Public Health and Safety, including Accessibility
Effects of Alternative A

Analysis: Under Alternative A, historic and non-historic structures at the seven former reserved
properties would be maintained but not occupied or otherwise used for any particular purpose.
Periodic inspections would occur to ensure structural integrity and cyclic maintenance would be
performed. These measures would work to ensure the safety of the public and NPS staff. The
structures would not be open to the public so public accessibility would not be an issue. Overall,
impacts to public health and safety would be barely detectable, ifat all, and hence would be
negligible.

Cumulative Impacts: The Seashore maintains a good s afety record for visitors and employees.
Over the years, few injuries to visitors and staff have occurred at the Seashore due to conditions
at historic and non-historic structures. However, accessibility for the public and staff is not what
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it should be, and the Seashore is in the process of rectifying this situation, as funding allows.
Overall cumulative impacts to public health and safety as a result of conditions at historic and
non-historic s tructures at the S eashore are minor to m oderate, direct, l ong-term, and a dverse.
When the potential negligible to minor, direct, long-term, and adverse e ffects of implementing
Alternative A are added to the minor to moderate a dverse e ffects of ot her past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions as described above, there would be long-term, minor to moderate,
adverse cumulative impacts to public health and safety at the Seashore. Alternative A would add
a negligible increment to this cumulative impact.

Conclusion:  Alternative A w ould ma intain n on-historic a nd hi storic s tructures at t he s even
former reserved estates, but none would be occupied. Impacts to public health and safety would
be negligible to minor, direct, l ong-term, and adverse. Cumulative impacts would be direct,
long-term, minor to moderate, and adverse. Alternative A would add a negligible increment to
this cumulative impact.

Effects of Alternative B

Analysis: Under A lternative B, The Grange and Beach Creek D ock House would be used for
visitor activities and the structures on three other former reserved properties (the Stafford Beach
House, Phillips, and Goodsell) would be occupied by NPS employees or other persons engaged
in activities on behalf of the Seashore. All of these structures would benefit from being occupied
and used on a daily basis. Because they would be occupied and used, all ofthese structures
would be s ubjectt o more t horoughgoing r epairs, m aintenance, and upg rades t han unde r
Alternative A, with attendant beneficial impacts on health and safety. In addition, steps would
also be taken to make these structures accessible to the public and/or NPS staff (ADA upgrades).
The increased accessibility of these structures would also make them safer for disabled staff and
the public. Taken t ogether, t he ¢ ontinued us e, enhanced m aintenance of t he s tructures, a nd
improved a ccessibility would have direct, 1 ong-term, beneficial i mpacts on publ ic he alth and
safety, including accessibility.

Cumulative Impacts: Cumulative impacts are generally the same as under Alternative A, except
that 1 ncreased m aintenance e fforts a nd i mproved a ccessibility f or oc cupied s tructures w ould
partially offset cumulative long-term adverse impacts to public health and safety.

Conclusion: Under Alternative B, four of the former reserved properties would be re-used, and
NPS would undertake a more active maintenance and repair program for these structures than
under Alternative A. The structures would al so be made accessible to the public and/or NPS
staff. The resulting impacts to public health and safety, including accessibility, would be direct,
long-term, and beneficial. Cumulative impacts would be direct, long-term, minor to moderate,
and adverse. Alternative B would offset this cumulative impact to a minor degree.
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4.7.10 Park Operations
Effects of Alternative A

Analysis: Alternative A would in crease N PS management o bligations with respect to existing
historic a nd non -historic s tructures ont he s even former reserved pr operties. Long-term
responsibility for upkeep and repair of these structures would devolve to the NPS. Maintaining
butnot us inga nyo ft hes tructures on t her eserved pr operties w ould m ean f oregoing
opportunities for increased operational efficiency. The overall effects of this alternative would
result in a change in Seashore operations and management, principally in the form of increased
maintenance obl igations, thatw asr eadily apparentt os taff. Therefore, impactst o pa rk
operations and management would be long-term, direct, minor to moderate, and adverse.

Cumulative Impacts: At Cumberland Island National S eashore, the National Park Serviceis
directly or i ndirectly r esponsible for 18,815 acres of 1and, 106 s tructures (over 83 of them
historic), and as many as 92,000 a nnual visitors. M anagement and op erational responsibilities
include: preservation and protection of natural and cultural resources; visitor services, education,
and recreation; visitor protection; facility maintenance; law enforcement; wildland fire; financial
and s taff a dministration; ¢ oncessions; a nd c ommunity r elations. T he park aIso has m ultiple
private i nholdings w ithin i ts bounda ries, w hich a dds a nother s et o f du ties. H owever, t hose
requirements will change as reserved property agreements expire. The park will soon begin a
north end tour program on the island, w hich will add to operational requirements. H owever,
demands of the tours will be moderately offset by tour fees. O ver the past decade the park has
been able to address many of its operational and maintenance needs such as a mainland visitor
center, m useum bui lding, h eadquarters bui lding, and r epair/rehab o f many i sland hi storic
structures including Plum Orchard and stabilization of the Dungeness Mansion ruins. Park base
funding increased in two of the past three years. H owever, base and project funding for the
foreseeable future is not expected to increase. When the long-term, direct, moderate, and adverse
impacts of Alternative A are added to the direct and indirect, long-term, moderate, and adverse
effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions as described above, there would
be long-term, moderate, and a dverse cumulative i mpacts t o p ark o perations at t he S eashore.
Alternative A would add a moderate increment to these cumulative impacts.

Conclusion: Increased maintenance obligations and reduced options for operational e fficiency
would produce direct and indirect, 1 ong-term, minor to moderate and ad verse i mpacts to p ark
operations. Cumulative impacts would be long-term, moderate, and adverse.

Effects of Alternative B

Analysis: Under Alternative B, the NPS would experience increased maintenance, op erational,
and s taff c osts r elated t o a ctively us ing, a s op posed t o s imply m aintaining, newly r eceived
historic s tructures. Long-term m aintenance co sts for T he G range an d S tafford Beach H ouse
would be substantial. S upporting visitor activities at The Grange would increase the costs for
interpretive and educational services, which could be offset by the development of partnerships,
a historic lease, or other agreements with non-governmental organizations. A dditional expense
and staff resources would be necessary to maintain non-historic structures converted for use as
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park hous ing. O n t he o ther ha nd, ope rational e fficiencies w ould be e xperienced b y m oving
personnel from historic buildings to more modern residential structures. Relocating housing to
newly received s tructures would also allow the park to dispose of some of the existing, non -
historic s tructures th at a re n ot s uitable o r are o therwise imp ractical to maintain a s h ousing.
Overall, this alternative would result in a change in S eashore op erations and management that
was readily apparent to staff. Impacts to park operations and management would thus be long-
term, direct, moderate, and adverse.

Cumulative Impacts: Existing and foreseeable impacts are as described for Alternative A. When
the long-term, direct, moderate, and adverse impacts of Alternative B are added to the long-term,
direct, moderate, and adverse impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions
at the Seashore, there would be long-term, direct, moderate and ad verse cumulative impacts to
park operations and management. A lternative B would contribute a greater increment to these
cumulative impacts than Alternative A, but one that was still moderate.

Conclusion: Maintenance obligations for structures c oming under N PS care would be greater
than unde r A lternative A. T hese i mpacts w ould be p artially o ffset b y i ncreased o perational
efficiencies r elated t o r evamping t he p ark hou sing pr ogram. O bligations f or t he i nterpretive
program w ould i ncrease w ith t he d evelopment of vi sitor activities atT he Grange. T hese
obligations could be offset through partnerships, a historic lease, or other agreements with non-
governmental organizations. O verall i mpacts t o park ope rations and management w ould be
direct and indirect, long-term, moderate and adverse. Cumulative impacts would be long-term,
moderate, and adverse.
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5.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION
Agencies and Organizations
Agencies and organizations that will review this environmental assessment include:

Federal Agencies

N/A

State Agencies

Georgia D epartment o f N atural R esources, H istoric P reservation D ivision ( State H istoric
Preservation Office)

In accordance with 36 CFR 800, and the 2008 programmatic agreement among the National Park
Service, t he National C onference o f'S tate H istoric P reservation O fficers, an d t he A dvisory
Council on Historic Preservation, the National Park Service will consider and address comments
of the SHPO pertaining to project impacts on historic properties.

Preparers

Tim Bemisderfer, Landscape Architect, Southeast Regional Office, Atlanta
Mark Kinzer, Environmental Protection Specialist, Southeast Regional Office, Atlanta
John Fry, Chief, Resource Management, Cumberland Island National Seashore

Contributors

Fred Boyles, Superintendent, Cumberland Island National Seashore

Dennis Parsons, Chief Ranger, Cumberland Island National Seashore

Carl David, Facility Manager, Cumberland Island National Seashore

Julie Meeks, former Administrative Officer, Cumberland Island National Seashore
Doug Hoffman, Biologist, Cumberland Island National Seashore

Ben West, Chief, Planning and Compliance, Southeast Regional Office, Atlanta
Tommy Jones, Cultural Resource Specialist, Southeast Regional Office, Atlanta

Recipients of the Environmental Assessment

This document will be posted on the NPS Planning Environment and Public Comment (PEPC)
web site.
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APPENDIX A

Federal and State Listed Species Known to Occur
in Camden County, Georgia
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FEDERAL AND STATE LISTED SPECIES KNOWN TO OCCUR
IN CAMDEN COUNTY, GEORGIA

Species Federal State Habitat Threats
Status Status
Mammal
Humpback E E Coastal waters Entanglement in commercial
whale during migration fishing gear and
collisions/disturbance associated
Megaptera with boats and barges
novaeangliae
Right whale E E Mate and calve in Initial decreases probably due to
shallow coastal overharvesting. Slow population
Eubalaena waters; critical growth after exploitation halted
glacialis habitat designated may be due to
from the mouth of collisions/disturbance associated
Altamaha River with boats and barges,
south to Sebastian inbreeding, inherently low
Inlet, FL (from reproductive rates, or a reduction
shoreline east 5-15 in population below a critical size
nautical miles) for successful reproduction.
Round-tailed | No Federal T Bogs and ponds; Habitat loss from human
muskrat Status creates pyramid- activities and natural succession.
shaped nest in Loss of bog/floating mat
Neofiber alleni vegetation vegetation-type habitat due to
man’s suppression of wildfires.
West Indian E E Coastal waters, Initial decreases probably due to
manatee estuaries, and warm | overharvesting for meat, oil and
water outfalls leather. Current mortality due to
Trichechus collisions with boats and barges
manatus and from canal lock operations.
Declines also related to coastal
development and loss of suitable
habitat, particularly destruction
of seagrass beds.
Bird
Bachman's E E Probably extinct; last
warbler seen in Georgia in
1976
Vermivora
bachmanii
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Bald eagle No Federal Inland waterways Major factor in initial decline
Status and estuarine areas was lowered reproductive
Haliaeetus in Georgia. Atleast | success following use of DDT.
leucocephalus two active eagle Current threats include habitat
nests were destruction, disturbance at the
documented in 2008. | nest, illegal shooting,
electrocution, impact injuries,
and lead poisoning.
Peregrine No Federal Extreme north Major factor in initial decline
Falcon Status Georgia is the was lowered reproductive
southern limit of the | success from DDT
Falco historic nesting concentrations. While DDT use
peregrinus range. Peregrines in South America is still a
are commonly seen | concern, expansion of human
along the Georgia population and subsequent loss
coast during winter | of undisturbed nesting habitat
migration. and foraging areas is a factor
currently.
Gull-billed No Federal Nests in colonies on | Nest disturbance and loss of
tern Status sandy sites; forages | habitat to beach-front
over salt marsh, development are the major
Sterna nilotica dunes and other threats to this species.
grassy areas for
insects, spiders, and
other invertebrates
Piping plover T Winter on Georgia's | Habitat alteration and destruction
coast; prefer areas and human disturbance in nesting
Charadrius with expansive sand | colonies. Recreational and
melodus or mudflats commercial development has
(foraging) in close contributed greatly to loss of
proximity to a sand | breeding habitat.
beach (roosting)
Wilson’s No Federal Atlantic Coast Loss of nesting habitat from
Plover Status breeding populations | human development; predation
range from New from wild, feral, and domestic
Charadrius Jersey to northern animals; and human disturbance
wilsonia South America. in the form of pedestrians and
Nesting habitat vehicles are primary threats to
includes beaches, this species.
sand flats and spits.
Least Tern Not listed in Atlantic Coast Human disturbance of nesting
GA; interior breeding populations | colonies is the primary threat to
Sterna U.S. range from this species’ success. Predation
antillarum populations Massachusetts to also is a concern.
Endangered Florida. Nesting

colonies have been
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documented in all
Georgia coastal
counties.

American Not Listed Nests on marsh Human disturbance, loss of
Oystercatcher islands, upland nesting habitat to development,

dunes, beaches, and | and predation are known threats
Haematopus dredge spoils. to this species’ success.
palliates Atlantic Coast

population nests

from Massachusetts

to southern Florida.
Black Not Listed Atlantic Coast Main threats include loss of
Skimmer population nests on | nesting habitat due to beachfront

barrier island development and human
Rynchops niger beaches and man- disturbance at nesting colony

made dredge spoil sites.

islands primarily in

the mid-Atlantic

states. Winters in

southern U.S. and

Caribbean.
Red Knot C Nests in the Arctic Reduction in population is

and winters on thought to be related to lack of
Calidris southern tip of South | preferred food sources during
canutus America. Georgia migration and subsequent decline

coast serves as a in body condition.

stopover for

winter/early spring

migrants.
Red-cockaded | E Nest in mature pine | Reduction of older age pine
woodpecker with low understory | stands and encroachment of

vegetation (<1.5m); | hardwood midstory in older age
Picoides forage in pine and pine stands due to fire
borealis pine hardwood suppression

stands > 30 years of

age, preferably > 10"

dbh
Wood stork E Primarily feed in Decline due primarily to loss of

fresh and brackish suitable feeding habitat,
Mycteria wetlands and nest in | particularly in south Florida.
americana cypress or other Other factors include loss of

wooded swamps.
Active rookeries
were located in
Camden County
1991-2002.

nesting habitat, prolonged
drought/flooding, raccoon
predation on nests, and human
disturbance of rookeries.
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Reptile

Easternindigo | T During winter, den in Habitat loss due to uses such
snake xeric sand ridge habitat as farming, construction,
preferred by gopher forestry, and pasture and to
Drymarchon tortoises; during warm overcollecting for the pet
corais couperi months, forage in creek | trade
bottoms, upland forests,
and agricultural fields
Gopher No Federal Well-drained, sandy soils | Habitat loss and conversion
tortoise Status in forest and grassy to closed canopy forests.
areas; associated with Other threats include
Gopherus pine overstory, open mortality on highways and
polyphemus understory with grass and | the collection of tortoises for
forb groundcover, and pets.
sunny areas for nesting
Green sea T Rarely nests in Georgia; | Exploitation for food, high
turtle migrates through levels of predation, loss of
Georgia's coastal waters | nesting habitat due to human
Chelonia encroachment, hatchling
mydas disorientation due to
artificial lights on beaches,
and drownings when trapped
in fishing and shrimping nets
Hawksbill sea | E Migrates through Primary causes of population
turtle Georgia's coastal waters | decline are development and
modification of nesting
Eretmochelys beaches and exploitation for
imbricata the shell. Secondary causes
include egg consumption,
use of the skin for leather,
and heavy predation of eggs
and hatchlings.
Kemp'sridley | E Migrates through Overharvesting of eggs and
sea turtle Georgia's coastal waters | adults for food and skins and
drowning when caught in
Lepidochelys shrimp nets
kempi
Leatherback E Rarely nests in Georgia; | Human exploitation, beach
sea turtle migrates through development, high predation

Dermochelys
coriacea

Georgia's coastal waters

on hatchlings, and drowning
when caught in nets of
commercial shrimp and fish
trawls and longline and
driftnet fisheries
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Loggerhead T Nests on Georgia's Loss of nesting beaches due
sea turtle barrier island beaches; to human encroachment,
forages in warm ocean high natural predation,
Caretta caretta waters and river mouth drownings when turtles
channels trapped in fishing and
shrimping trawls, and marine
pollution
Fish
Shortnose E Atlantic seaboard rivers | Construction of dams and
sturgeon' pollution, habitat alterations
from discharges, dredging or
Acipenser disposal of material into
brevirostrum rivers, and related
development activities.
Plant
Ball-moss No Federal Branches of live oak in
Status Georgia, especially near
Tillandsia the coast
recurvata
Climbing No Federal Calcareous rocky bluffs,
buckthorn Status forested shell middens on
barrier islands, and
Sageretia evergreen hammocks
minutiflora along streambanks and
coastal marshes
Hartwrightia | No Federal Peaty muck of pine
Status flatwoods, sedge
Hartwrightia meadows, and wettest
floridana parts of poorly drained
ditches/sloughs; often
with water-spider orchid
(Habenaria repens)
Pondspice No Federal Margins of swamps,
Status cypress ponds, and
Litsea sandhill depression ponds
aestivalis and in hardwood swamps
Wagner No Federal Marl outcrops, damp
spleenwort Status limestone ledges, and
tabby masonry
Asplenium

heteroresiliens

Key: E =Endangered; T = Threatened; C= Candidate for listing; SC = Species of Concern; R =

Rare

Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Georgia Ecological Service Field Office
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Mitigation Measures and Best Management Practices
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MITIGATION MEASURES AND BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Potential Mitigation Measure or Best Management Practice
Adverse

Effect on:

Cultural All treatment of The Grange, Beach Creek Dock House, and Stafford
Resources Beach House will be in accordance with the Secretary of the

Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (NPS
1995b)

Historic Structure Reports will be developed for The Grange, Beach
Creek Dock House, and Stafford Beach House to guide rehabilitation
of the structures. Documentary evidence from period plans, maps,
drawings, photographs and other sources along with investigation of
the existing buildings will be used to ensure accurate repair,
rehabilitation, and restoration of these structures.

To minimize ground disturbance, all staging areas, materials stockpiling,
vehicle storage, and other construction-related facilities and areas
would be located in a previously disturbed area determined to be
clear of archeological resources or on hardened surfaces such as
existing parking areas. Mortar would be mixed at the staging areas
and transported to the part of the structure under restoration,
rehabilitation, or repair.

The Cultural Landscape Report for the Dungeness Historic District will
be amended to include the grounds of The Grange and will include
recommendations for appropriate treatment and use.

Areas around the exterior of Stafford Beach House disturbed by
restoration or rehabilitation would be revegetated with native grass
and landscape plantings and other landscape elements as appropriate.

Potential ground-disturbing activities such as removal of existing walks
or full demolition would be carefully planned because these areas
may harbor presently unknown archeological resources. Construction
documents would include stop-work provisions should archeological
resources be uncovered and the contractor would be apprised of these
protective measures during the pre-construction conference.

Work limits would be established and clearly marked to protect
resources, and all protection measures would be clearly stated in any
construction/demolition specifications. Workers would be instructed
to avoid conducting activities beyond the construction/demolition
zone and their compliance monitored by the project Contracting
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Officer’s Technical Representative.

Archeological monitoring of any ground disturbance in currently
unsurveyed areas, including inaccessible paved areas or areas beneath
and adjacent to existing structures (walkways, steps, flooring, etc.)
will help ensure that all cultural resources are identified and
documented during the construction/demolition process.

If previously unknown archeological resources are discovered, work will
be stopped in the area of any discovery, protective measures will be
implemented, and procedures outlined in 36 Code of Federal
Regulations 800 will be followed. In consultation with a qualified
archeologist, resources will be evaluated for their National Register
of Historic Places eligibility, and in consultation with appropriate
agencies, adjustment of the project design would take place to avoid
or limit any adverse effects on resources.

To reduce unauthorized collecting, construction/demolition personnel
would be educated about cultural resources in general and the need to
protect any cultural resources encountered. Work crews would be
instructed regarding the illegality of collecting artifacts on federal
lands to avoid any potential Archeological Resources Protection Act
violations. This would include instructions for notifying appropriate
personnel if human remains are discovered.

Construction-

Standard best management practices to limit erosion and control

related sediment release would be employed during any ground-disturbing

effects on activities. Such measures include use of silt fencing, limiting the area

soils of vegetative disturbance, use of erosion mats, and covering banked
soils to protect them until they are reused.

Public Health | An accident prevention program would be a required submittal. This plan

and Safety would include job hazard analyses associated with each major phase

of the proposed project and would emphasize both worker and public
safety. It would include planning for emergency situations, including
fires, tornados, building collapse, explosions, power outages, and
rainstorms.

The plan would also take into consideration the nature of the
construction, site conditions, including seasonal weather conditions
and the degree of risk or exposure associated with the proposed
activity. Regular project inspections and safety meetings would
ensure the safety of the premises both to construction staff and
visitors.

A defined work area perimeter would be maintained to keep all work-
related impacts within the affected area. All areas that are subject to
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vehicular and pedestrian traffic would be kept clean of construction
debris and soils. Sweeping of these areas would be implemented as
necessary.

Visitor safety would be ensured both day and night by fencing of the
construction/demolition limits of the proposed action. Areas not safe
for public entry would be marked and signed for avoidance. Unsafe
conditions would be inspected for and corrected as soon as
practicable to minimize the potential for staff or visitor injury.

To the degree possible, impacts would be mitigated by the use of best
management practices to reduce generation of dust and by limits on
the types of chemicals (e.g., ones with high VOC ratings) used in new
construction and rehabilitation.

Visitor
Experience

Specific provisions would ensure that the majority of material deliveries
were made during the week, rather than on weekends or holidays.

All construction equipment would be equipped with mufflers kept in
proper operating conditions, and when possible, equipment would be
shut-off rather than allowed to idle. Standard noise abatement
measures would include the following elements: a schedule that
minimizes impacts to adjacent noise-sensitive areas, use of the best
available noise control techniques wherever feasible, use of
hydraulically or electrically powered impact tools when feasible, and
location of stationary noise sources as far from sensitive public use
areas as possible.

Sustainability
and
Conservation
Potential

Shipment of materials in full loads would be encouraged, and vehicles
and equipment would be maintained to minimize pollution
generation.

Restoration and rehabilitation work would incorporate energy efficient
and sustainable design to minimize energy consumption where such
design considerations would not compromise the integrity of historic
properties.
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Choosing By Advantages / Value Analysis Report

Note to Reader: This choosing by advantages/value analysis (CBA/VA) report was completed
prior to preparation of the public release draft of the Former Reserved Properties Management
Plan and Environmental Assessment (FRPMP). Please note that as a result of subsequent
deliberation and consideration of additional information that was not available during the initial
CBA workshop, there exist some discrepancies between the terminology and recommendations
found herein and the text of the FRPMP. Specifically, the “Exclusive Residential Lease”
management option described below is called ““Reuse for Residential Purposes” in the FRPMP.
In addition, the CBA/VA report below recommends that certain structures on the Schwartz-
Jenkins property be reused as park housing, while the FRPMP calls for all structures on the
property to be removed. Please refer to pages 36-37 and page 40 of the FRPMP for a detailed
explanation of the rationale for both of these changes/discrepancies.

Preparation Date:  February 28, 2011

Park: Cumberland Island National Seashore
Project Title(s): Former Reserved Properties Management Plan
Background

Stakeholder input was solicited regarding possible future uses of structures associated with
expiring reserved estates in a series of internal and public scoping meetings held in 2009. The
National Park Service (NPS) used that input to develop five management actions potentially
applicable to each estate. These management actions (alternately referred to as management
options) are thought to represent the full range of feasible approaches for managing resource
conditions and visitor experiences at each tract. The management options are conceptual in
nature. Specific design or development decisions related to the implementation of a preferred
management option will be explored and determined in subsequent planning and design
processes.

During the week of August 23, 2010, a value analysis panel convened for three days at
Cumberland Island National Seashore (CUIS) in St. Mary’s Georgia. The purpose of the meeting
was to identify a preferred management option for the following tracts:

The Grange

Goodsell-Phillips

Schwartz-Jenkins

Nancy’s Fancy

Stafford Beach House

Toonahowie

Participants

Tim Bemisderfer facilitated the CBA and VA processes. An evaluation panel composed of Fred
Boyles, CUIS Superintendent; Carl David, CUIS Chief of Maintenance; John Fry, CUIS Chief of
Resources Management; Dennis Parsons, CUIS Chief Ranger; and Julie Meeks, CUIS
Administrative Officer formed the CBA decision making body.
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Management Options

The five potential management options considered for this analysis are:
Exclusive Residential Lease
Reuse for Park Administrative Purposes
Reuse for Visitor Service/Education/Recreation Purposes
Removal and Disposal
Reuse as Employee Housing

Exclusive Residential Lease

The NPS provides for leasing of historic as well as non-historic properties in park areas. A lease
may not authorize an activity that could be authorized by a concessions contract or commercial
use authorization. All leases must provide for fair market value rent as determined by an
appraisal. All net income is reinvested to fund historic preservation, capital improvements of the
historic properties, park infrastructure, and any deferred maintenance needs.

In appropriate circumstances, the NPS may enter into a historic lease with a non-profit
organization or unit of government without going through a public solicitation process. 36 CFR
§18.9. To enter into such a lease, the NPS must determine that the non-profit or governmental
use of the property will contribute to the purposes and programs of the park area. All other
requirements of 36 CFR Part 18 are applicable to leases with non-profits or governmental units.

The NPS Director may issue a request for bids if the amount of rent is the only criterion for
award of a lease. The Director must issue a request for proposals when the award of a lease is
based on selection criteria other than the rental rate. A request for proposals may be preceded by
issuing a request for qualification. The purpose of the qualifications solicitations is to select a
"short list" of potential offerors that meet minimum management, financial and other
qualifications necessary for submission of a proposal in response to a request for proposals.

The NPS recognizes the ongoing operations and maintenance costs of its facilities and the need
to be able to sustain them over time. The NPS must also avoid the future operation and
maintenance costs of unnecessary or ineffective facilities, regardless of how assets are funded.

Implementation of this management option presumes that the terms of a historic or non-historic
lease would insure some level of benefit to the American public. As lessor, the NPS would
exchange some of its risk and liability for maintaining the property for granting limited exclusive
use rights to the lessee.

Negotiation of the terms and conditions of any future lease agreement is beyond the scope of this
planning process.

Reuse for Park Administrative Purposes

Scoping comments indicate a need for additional NPS administrative office space, storage,
etc...on the island. Facilities with high communication capability are preferred.
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When management facilities must be located inside the park, they will be located away from
primary resources and features of the park and sited so as to not adversely affect park resources
or values or detract from the visitor experience.

Existing non-historic structures may be used for management facilities, including administrative
offices, storage, and maintenance structures. Historic properties will be used to the maximum
extent practicable, provided that the use will not affect their significance.

Architectural details of renovations or rehabilitations will be modified to (1) reflect regional and
park design themes and harmonize with the natural surroundings; (2) preserve the natural and
cultural environments; (3) provide for resource conservation; (4) provide for energy efficiency or
the use of renewable energy sources; (5) limit chemical emissions; and (6) foster education about
sustainable design.

Negotiation of the terms and conditions of any future lease agreement is beyond the scope of this
planning process.

Reuse for Visitor Service/Education/Recreation Purposes

Scoping comments indicate a need for additional infrastructure that supports visitor service,
interpretive and educational programs for visitors.

Informational and interpretive facilities are provided to assist park visitors in appreciating and
enjoying the park and understanding its significance.

Such facilities must be developed without impairing the park’s natural or cultural resources and
will be constructed only when it has been determined that indoor media are the most effective

means of communicating major elements of the park story and that a central public contact point
is needed.

A visitor service facility may include information services, sales of educational materials and
theme-related items, audiovisual programs, exhibits, and other staffed or self-help programs and
spaces necessary for a high-quality visitor experience.

Additionally, the need for restrooms, drinking fountains, and other basic visitor requirements
will be considered during the planning and design stage. The size and scope of all visitor centers
will be evaluated using the Visitor Center Planning Model or similar tool before submitting any
visitor center project to the Director for approval. Prescribing specific development details or
construction techniques is beyond the scope of this planning process.

Implementation of this management option does not preclude, but rather encourages engaging in
partnerships and lease arrangements to achieve its informational and interpretive goal in ways
that lower NPS costs and reduce maintenance responsibilities. Negotiation of the terms and
conditions of any future lease agreement is beyond the scope of this planning process.
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Removal/Disposal

NPS management policy requires that structures that are no longer functional in their present
locations or are determined to be inappropriately placed in important resource areas, will be
removed subject to appropriate compliance.

Park staff and stakeholder scoping comments indicate a deep concern about the potential impacts
of non-historic structures in park areas that currently express wilderness character, or areas that
could be modified to express more wilderness character.

The NPS will exercise an appropriate level of sensitivity to the emotional ties previous reservers
and other stakeholders may sustain for structures identified for removal. However, prescribing
the methods and means of removing specific structures is beyond the scope of this planning
process.

Reuse as Employee Housing

When management facilities must be located inside the park, they will be located away from
primary resources and features of the park and sited so as to not adversely affect park resources
or values or detract from the visitor experience. Historic properties will be used to the maximum
extent practicable, provided that the use will not affect their significance. Design and
development plans will be modified to (1) reflect regional and park design themes and harmonize
with the natural surroundings; (2) preserve the natural and cultural environments; (3) provide for
resource conservation; (4) provide for energy efficiency or the use of renewable energy sources;
(5) limit chemical emissions; and (6) foster education about sustainable design.

Occupancy of NPS employee housing is permitted or may be required to provide for timely
response to park protection needs, to ensure reasonable deterrence to prevent threats to resources,
and to protect the health and safety of visitors and employees. Acceptable and appropriate
locations for employee housing will be determined based on these prevention or response
services provided for the benefit of the government in meeting the NPS mission.

Park housing can be provided for persons who are essential to the management and operation of
the park. These may include not only NPS employees, but also concession employees, volunteers
in the parks, Student Conservation Association volunteers, researchers, essential cooperators (for
example, schoolteachers, health personnel, contractors, state or county employees), and
employees of another federal agency.

Evaluation of Management Options

Methodology
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A preferred management option was selected using Choosing by Advantages (CBA) - a decision
making process based on calculating and compiling the advantages of different alternatives for a
variety of factors and subfactors.

Factors and Subfactors

The NPS uses the term “factor” to describe five standard categories of information that should be
considered in the CBA decision making process. The five standard NPS CBA factors are:

Prevent loss, maintain and improve condition of resources

Protect public and employee health, safety, and welfare

Improve operational efficiency, reliability, and sustainability.

Provide visitor services and educational and recreational opportunities
Provide other advantages to the NPS

For project-specific CBA analysis, the standard NPS factors can be further defined by a series of
“subfactors” which more closely represent the most important on-site project conditions.

Ten subfactors were identified for use in this CBA analysis.

Reduces the visible and audible evidence of human occupation

Enhances natural resource protection

Enhances preservation of a historic structure or landscape

Enhances employee, volunteer, and/or visitor safety

Provides additional office and storage space for NPS use.

Enhances energy conservation or reduces energy consumption.

Provides infrastructure for visitor service, interpretation, and educational programs.
Minimizes the NPS maintenance and operational burden.

Provides additional indoor facilities that would allow persons to stay in the park
overnight.

e Improves access for persons with disabilities.

High and Minimum Assessment Criteria

High and minimum assessment criteria were developed for each subfactor. High criteria
generally describe the most favorable or desirable conditions that could be achieved under ideal
circumstances. Minimum criteria generally reflect the associated minimum standards permitted
by Federal Law or NPS policy. In instances where minimum criteria have not been established
by law or policy, none are specified. High and minimum assessment criteria for each subfactor
are described below:

Reduces the visible and audible evidence of human occupation

e High Criteria: Site exists in an untrammeled condition. Removing structures within
existing designated wilderness or areas with existing high wilderness character is
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preferred. The absence of sounds related to human occupation, particularly noise
associated with motor traffic, is the preferred condition.

Minimum Criteria: Changes to existing conditions would comply with applicable
Federal and State laws and NPS policy. Management options that do not meet the
minimum criteria are considered not feasible.

Enhances natural resource protection

High Criteria: Natural resources are preserved in such a manner that life cycles,
processes, and/or systems are virtually undisturbed from their inherent course.
Preserving threatened, endangered, and rare species is a high priority along with
unique and critical habitat. Activities that promote the health of natural resources are
preferred. Also preferred is the removal of activities that would destroy or disturb
individuals, communities, processes, or systems.

Minimum Criteria: Changes to existing conditions that comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Species Act, other Federal and Georgia
regulations relevant to natural resources, and/or agency policies and orders.
Management options that do not meet the minimum criteria are considered not
feasible.

Enhances preservation of a historic structure or landscape

High Criteria: Historic landscapes and the interiors and exteriors of historic
structures are preserved in a condition that best reflect the period of their historic
significance. Preserving National Register or National Register eligible properties is a
high priority. Preservation of existing material is preferred over restoration. The use
of non-historic structures to relocate non-compatible uses from existing historic
structure is encouraged.

Minimum Criteria: Rehabilitation of a historic structure or landscape would comply
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.
Changes to existing conditions would comply with applicable Federal and State laws
and NPS policy. Management options that do not meet the minimum criteria are
considered not feasible.

Enhances employee, volunteer, and/or visitor safety

High Criteria: Minimizing risk to personnel and maintaining environmental
conditions that are healthy and safe is the preferred condition. Improving the safety
level to reflect the risks associated with the island’s remote location and existing
environmental conditions is strongly desired.

Minimum Criteria: Alternatives will satisfy all applicable NPS health and safety
standards. Changes to existing conditions would comply with applicable Federal and
State laws and NPS policy. Management options that do not meet the minimum
criteria are considered not feasible.

Provides additional office and storage space for NPS use

High Criteria: New facilities satisfy an identified need. Space provides opportunities
for personnel or equipment essential to the enjoyment of the area by visitors
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Minimum Criteria: Facility is consistent with the protection of park values. Changes
to existing conditions would comply with applicable Federal and State laws and NPS
policy.

Enhances energy conservation or reduces energy consumption

High Criteria: All facilities and operations incorporate sustainable design elements
and practices to ensure that water and energy efficiency, pollution prevention, and
waste prevention and reduction are standard practice. Opportunities to demonstrate
energy conservation leadership by NPS are preferred. Energy conservation measures
that lower operating costs are preferred.

Minimum Criteria: New facilities and operations incorporate sustainable design
elements and practices to ensure that water and energy efficiency, pollution
prevention, and waste prevention and reduction are standard practice. Existing
facilities and operations are modified as practicable. Changes to existing conditions
would comply with applicable Federal and State laws and NPS policy.

Provides infrastructure for visitor service, interpretation, and educational programs

High Criteria: Creating multi-use facilities that can support a variety of visitor
services is preferred. Alternatives that support large and small interpretation
programs are preferred. Alternatives that support opportunities for interpretation of
historic and natural resources are preferred. Alternatives that provide new visitor
services that are not already provided are preferred. Public use facilities that satisfy an
existing or anticipated visitor operational need (visitor contact stations, comfort
stations, first aid station, overnight cabins, etc) are preferred. Structures that increase
personal interpretive services are preferred. Structures situated to stimulate the use of
alternate transportation routes, bicycle routes, and pedestrian routes are preferred.
Structures that harmonize with the area and cultural resources in proportion, color and
texture are preferred. Structures that are not vulnerable to wildfire and other natural
hazards are preferred.

Minimum Criteria: New facilities must be necessary for the enjoyment of the area
and consistent with the protection of park values. Changes to existing conditions
would comply with applicable Federal and State laws and NPS policy. Management
options that do not meet the minimum criteria are considered not feasible.

Minimizes the NPS maintenance and operational burden

High Criteria: Allows the NPS to efficiently maintain resources and conduct
operations without the need to increase staff or purchase specialized equipment.
Minimum Criteria: Minimum maintenance standards as specified by NPS
management policy, including the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties where appropriate, and other Federal and State
regulations.

Provides additional indoor facilities that would allow persons to stay in the park overnight

High Criteria: Well built and fully functional structures are preferred. Structures with
adequate and existing utility connections are preferred. Structures capable of housing
a variety of group types are preferred. Structures that provide types of overnight
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accommodation not currently available are preferred. Flexibility in use is preferred
over non-flexibility in use. Structures with full kitchens and multiple bathrooms are
preferred. Structures not located in environmentally sensitive areas are preferred.
Facilities that serve the entire scope of the American or visiting public are preferred.

e Minimum Criteria: New facilities must be necessary for the enjoyment of the area
and consistent with the protection of park values. Changes to existing conditions
would comply with applicable Federal and State laws and NPS policy. Management
options that do not meet the minimum criteria are considered not feasible.

Improves access for persons with disabilities

e High Criteria: Universally accessible structures are preferred. Structures located near
accessible transportation are preferred. Structures with water access are preferred.
Structures situated to stimulate the use of alternate transportation routes, bicycle
routes, and pedestrian routes are preferred. Structures that harmonize with the area
and cultural resources in proportion, color and texture are preferred. Structures that
are not vulnerable to wildfire and other natural hazards are preferred.

¢ Minimum Criteria: Visitor facilities must be necessary for the enjoyment of the area
and consistent with the protection of park values. Wilderness recreation should
balance the intent of access and wilderness laws and provide the highest levels of
protection to the wilderness resource.

Assessment of Alternatives
The scale below was used by the CBA evaluation team to measure the extent each alternative
satisfied the established criteria for each reserved property.

e Exceptional — results of implementing the alternative clearly meet and exceed the high
criteria. An assessment of exceptional is the most desirable assessment and indicates
that implementing the alternative would most likely result in a highly desirable, unique,
or beneficial condition.

e Moderate — results of implementing the alternative generally satisfy many of the
conditions described in the high criteria. An assessment of moderate is a positive
assessment and indicates that implementing the alternative would result in a
significantly improved and beneficial, but not perfect, condition.

e Minor — results of implementing the alternative do not satisfy conditions described in
the high criteria but clearly exceed the minimum criteria and fall well short of resource
impairment. An assessment of minor is a neutral assessment acknowledging that
implementing the alternative would result in a less than optimum condition but that the
associated negative issues can be successfully managed to minimize their impact on
park efficiency, visitor experience, or resource protection goals.

e Negligible — results of implementing the alternative fall well short of the high criteria
but still exceed minimum criteria for the factor and do not cause resource impairment.
An assessment of negligible generally indicates that implementation of the alternative
would result in a flawed condition that negatively affected park efficiency and/or was
perceived by visitors as a negative distraction, inconvenience, or unfulfilled desire.
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A Summary Table that highlights the subfactor assessments for each alternative is shown in
Attachment 3.

Differences

Differences between alternatives were determined by comparing the subfactor assessments. The
table shown in Figure 1 was used to express the advantage of one alternative over another for
each subfactor.

Lowest subfactor assessment for alternatives
(noted by an underline in CBA Analysis Summary Table)

Moderate Minor Negligible
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Note: a "no advantage” advantage is represented in the CBA Analysys Summary Table by a blank cell

Figure 1. Subfactor to Advantage Conversion Table

Total Importance Value

Once the advantages for each subfactor were determined, a compiled list of advantages was
created. A most important advantage was selected from the compiled list and assigned an
importance value of 100. The remaining advantages were then given importance values relative
to the most important advantage and totals calculated for each action alternative.

A summary matrix of Total Importance Values for each property for all management options is
shown in Attachment 1. A more detailed matrix of subfactor assessments and total importance
values for each alternative is shown in Attachment 2.

Cost Estimates
A Class C cost estimate was prepared for each viable management option.

Value Analysis

A cost/importance curve was created for each alternative based on the total importance value
calculated in the CBA process and a Class C cost estimate. Cost Importance Curves are shown
for each alternative in Attachment 2.
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Selection of Preferred Alternative Action

The preferred alternative action for each property was selected based on its superior
cost/importance curve relative to the other alternative actions. Superior cost importance curves
typically exhibit a higher importance value relative to cost. Cost curves that rise at a slope
greater than 45 degrees were considered more desirable. Cost curves that are flat or descending
were considered less desirable.

Summary of Analysis

The Grange

Overview of Importance Value Assessment: Evaluators placed a higher level of importance on
the site’s potential for preserving historic resources and promoting educational programs when
used for visitor services than minimizing the NPS’s maintenance and operational burden when
leased. Removal was not considered a feasible management option because of the structure’s
historic significance.

Overview of Value Analysis: Lower cost and moderate importance value was associated with
leasing, lower cost and lower importance values were associated with park operations and
housing, and higher cost and higher importance value was associated with visitor services.

Summary Recommendation: Reuse for Visitor Service/Education/Recreation Purposes.
Incorporating the Grange into the Seashore’s interpretive program for cultural and natural
resources would significantly enhance visitor experience and understanding. This structure is
ideally situated for inclusion in the “Footsteps Tour” presently offered to visitors. The house and
grounds are well suited for use as an environmental and cultural education facility. A historic
lease for exclusive, private residential use would not allow nearly the same level of public access
and appreciation. Better sites exist to meet the Seashore’s housing and administrative needs.

Nancy’s Fancy

Overview of Importance Value Assessment: Evaluators placed a higher level of importance on
reducing the evidence of human occupation, preserving natural resources, and reducing the NPS
maintenance burden when removing the structure.

Overview of Value Analysis: Lower cost and higher importance value was associated with
removal. Moderately low importance value and high costs associated with the visitor service
option. Lower importance values and higher costs were associated with lease, housing, and park
operations options.

Summary Recommendation: Removal. Nancy’s Fancy is deteriorated and cannot be brought up
to NPS standards at reasonable cost. It is located in a natural area near the beach and dunes that
has the potential to revert to a more primitive character. The location is not ideal for park
administrative or housing purposes.
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Goodsell/Phillips

Overview of Importance Value Assessment: Evaluators placed a higher level of importance on
enhancing preservation of a historic structure or landscape when the site was reused for housing
or park operations because of the benefits obtained by relocating current non-compatible park
functions from historic structures near the historic district to this site.

Overview of Value Analysis: Lower cost and lower importance values were associated with
removal and lease options. Higher cost and higher importance values were associated with reuse
for housing. Higher cost and moderately high importance were associated with reuse for park
operations. Higher cost and lower importance were associated with reuse for visitor
Service/education/recreation purposes.

Summary Recommendation: Reuse as Housing. Two houses on this tract are located near
existing employee housing in the “Davisville” portion of the Seashore. Using this site for
housing would allow NPS to move personnel out of historic structures in the Dungeness Historic
District. The historic structures could then be better interpreted to the public. If further study
reveals that the existing structure cannot be adapted at reasonable cost, the structure can be
removed and the site used for new housing.

Schwartz-Jenkins

Overview of Importance Value Assessment: Evaluators placed a higher level of importance on
improving access for persons with disabilities when the site was not removed. Evaluators placed
a higher level of importance on minimizing the NPS maintenance burden when the site’s
structures were leased or removed. Evaluators placed a higher level of importance on providing
storage space for the NPS when the site was reused for park operations, visitor services, and
housing.

Overview of Value Analysis: Lower cost and lower importance values were associated with
removal and lease options. Higher cost and higher importance values were associated with reuse
for housing. Higher cost and moderately high importance were associated with reuse for park
operations. Higher cost and lower importance were associated with reuse for visitor
Service/education/recreation purposes.

Summary Recommendation: Reuse efficiency-type structure and guest cabin as Housing. The
original house on this tract is deteriorated and cannot be brought up to NPS standards at
reasonable cost and should be removed.

Stafford Beach House
Overview of Importance Value Assessment: Evaluators placed a higher level of importance on
minimizing the NPS maintenance burden when the site was leased. Evaluators placed a

moderately higher level of importance on enhancing energy conservation when the site was
reused for visitor services, housing, or leased. Evaluators placed a moderately high level of
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importance on providing infrastructure for visitor services, interpretive, and education programs
when the site was reused for visitor services. Removal was not considered a feasible
management option because of the structure’s historic significance. While reuse of the site as
housing was included among the highest importance values in only one subfactor, it was seen as
having value across a relatively broader range subfactors than the other management options and
received the highest aggregate total importance value.

Overview of Value Analysis: Relatively moderate cost and lower importance values were
associated with the park operations option. Higher cost and lower importance values were
associated with the visitor service option. Lower cost and moderately high importance values
were associated with the lease management option. Moderately high cost and high importance
values were associated with reuse of the site for housing.

Summary Recommendation: Housing. This structure is well placed to house personnel,
researchers, and volunteers working on scientific and other research projects.

Toonahowie

Overview of Importance Value Assessment: Evaluators placed a higher level of importance on
reducing the evidence of human occupation, enhancing natural resource protection, and
preservation of a historic structure or landscape when the structure was removed. Reuse of the
structure for park operations, employee housing and leasing were not considered feasible
management options because of the structure’s location in a designated wilderness area.

Overview of Value Analysis: Relatively higher importance value and lower cost were associated
with removal.

Summary Recommendation: Removal. The house and related structures at Toonahowie are
located in the Seashore’s designated wilderness area. Under the Wilderness Act of 1964,
designated wilderness is to be an area without permanent structures. 16 U.S.C. § 1133(b), (c).
Accordingly, these structures need to be removed in order to restore the area’s wilderness
character.
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