NEPA Guide for

NHA Management Plans
April 2013



National Environmental Policy Act Guide
for

National Heritage Area Management Plans

April 2013

Prepared By:

National Heritage Areas Program Office
1201 | Street NW

Washington DC 20005



Acknowledgements

This guidance was developed by members of the National Heritage Areas (NHA) National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) workgroup. The NHA Program Office would like to thank the
following workgroup members for their assistance in developing this guide:

Tracy Atkins, Project Manager, Denver Service Center

K. Lynn Berry, Southeast Regional Coordinator for Heritage Areas

Nicholas Chevance, Midwest Regional Environmental Coordinator

Andrew Coburn, Community Planner, Denver Service Center

Thomas Flanagan, Environmental Protection Specialist, Environmental Quality Division
Jami Hammond, Southeast Regional Environmental Coordinator

David Jacob, National Environmental Policy Act Technical Specialist, Environmental
Quality Division

Jacki Katzmire, Northeast Regional Environmental Protection Specialist

Martha Raymond, National Coordinator for Heritage Areas

Peter Samuel, Northeast Regional Coordinator for Heritage Areas

Alan Schmuerer, Pacific West Regional Environmental Coordinator

Heather Scotten, Assistant Coordinator for Heritage Areas

Valuable review comments were contributed by NPS NHA program coordinators Sue Pridemore,

Gretchen Luxenberg and Linda Stonier, as well as Linda Balough, South Park National Heritage

Area; Marilyn Black, Oil Region National Heritage Area; and Tony Sculimbrene, National Aviation

Heritage Area.

Special thanks to Chick Fagan, National Park Service, Office of Policy and Mike Tiernan,
Department of the Interior, Office of the Solicitor.






Table of Contents

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION .....cettttueuniiiiiieimrtrneniiiisiieirrerseneisiierireesesssssiieemsemsensssieerersssmsssenee 1
L2 INEEOAUCTION. et ettt ettt et e ceee e eee et e e e e e eee et e e enee e e et emeeeaaneeansee e neeeeaneeeneeenneesenneeesnnes 1
1.2 Environmental COMPIIANCE ... .vii ittt ceeeetee et ereee e eeesaneeseree e eeeeneeeanee e neesaaneeesnnes 1
1.3 OVEIVIBW ittt ittt e s e e e fe et e s et et et e e s st a e e eeee e s aeae e 2
CHAPTER 2 NHA MANAGEMENT PLANS & NEPA.........cccoutmiiiiiiiiriirttniin et e eesene 4
2.1 INTFOQUCTION .. ittt ettt ettt ee et ee e eeeeaneeeree e eeeemeeeanreeanneeeaneeeeaneeeseeenneeeaaneeesnneenns 4
2.2 Paralle] PrOCESSES .....uiiieeeeieieaneeniteeeeceeeaneeaaneeeaeeeeeeeesmneenseeeaneeeaaneeeaneeaaneesaaneeesnseesnseseaeeeenneesnes 4
2.3 Management Planning Guidance and ASSISTANCE . ....coiuiiiiiiiiieiiinnie e cceee e eeree e seeeeneenees 6
CHAPTER 3 THREE STEP PROCESS.......ccuuiiiiiiimitieenniiiiiinrtieeisiie i ernrtreesssisenssmneessssssseemssnsenssnses 7
3.1 INEFOQUCTION .ttt ettt et ee et e e et e eee st e e nee e meee e e eeemreeannee e neeeeaneeeneeeaneeeeaneeesnneenas 7
3.2 Step 1: Submit Draft Planning FramewWoOrk ...ttt se e e e seee 7
3.3 Step 2: Determing NEPA Pathway . ...t ccctee e nieencree e seeeeneessnee e seeeeeneeesnneenns 8
3.4 Step 3: NEPA Analysis and DOCUMENTAtION. . ...uiiiiiiriiaie e eieienireereeeeeeeesneeneeeeeeeeeneeesnneas 10
APPENDIX A EXAMPLE ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING FORM.......ccceevviiiiirrmrerneniiisiieemnennennnnn 16
APPENDIX B EXAMPLE CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION FORM ....ccooiimriremniiiiinimrnreenniseieenenneensnne 17
APPENDIX € NOTES .ccietuiiiiiiiirtieeiiiiiiiieiirireeiiiiiisrnrtreisnsetressssississreemeessssssssesssrassssssssennens 18




































3.4.1 Categorical Exclusion

Documentation of the CE does not occur until the final draft management plan is reviewed by the
NPS (step 9 1n Figure 2.1). As described in section 3.3.1 above, if the NPS determines that a CE
applies based on the draft planning framework and there are no significant changes to the final draft
management plan that would require reassessment of the NEPA pathway determination, then the
plan can move forward as a CE.

If CE category 3.3R applies, no further analysis 1s needed beyond the analysts that 1s conducted
through the internal scoping and environmental screening processes. NHA regional coordinators, in
coordination with NHA staff, must complete the following steps:

® Notice of CE Determination with 30-Day Draft Plan Review. The draft plan or notice
of the draft plan should include a statement notifying the public that the NPS and NHA
coordinating entity is proposing to use a CE for complying with NEPA. This statement may
be included in the management plan and considered as part of the 30-day review period.
The plan may be made available for public review on the NPS Planning, Environment and
Public Comment (PEPC) website, the NHA website or other locations.

e CE Documentation. The NPS is responsible for preparing the CE Form. NHA staff can
assist in form preparation, but NPS is ultimately responsible for the content of the form.
The CE form should include an explanation of why the NPS believes that CE category 3.3R
1s adequate to meet the requirements of NEPA. Even though explanatory documentation is
not required for CE 3.3R 1n the DO 12 Handbook, the NHA Program has determined that
such documentation is an appropriate and necessary requirement for national heritage area
management plans. See Appendix B for an example CE Form.

Compliance with Section 1006, Section 7, and any other applicable federal requirements must
be completed before a CE Form can be signed and that documentation must be included in
the CE package.

The CE Form must be signed by the Regional Director or his/her designee and should
include an NPS contact. The NPS contact must be someone who can answer questions
about the management plan, NEPA determination and decision document.

The final approved CE Form and Environmental Screening Form are retained in the NPS
regional project file. Both forms must be attached to the final draft management plan that is
sent to the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks for
approval. The management plan is considered final when it is approved by the Principal
Deputy Assistant Secretary.
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locations. EAs must be reviewed for a minimum of 30 days and EISs for a minimum of 60
days. Public feedback will be collected on the NEPA documents.

e Decision Documents - The NPS is responsible for preparing decision documents. NHA
staff can assist in form preparation, but NPS 1s ultimately responsible for the content of
these forms. When an EIS has been prepared, the preferred alternative, mitigation
measures, and the rationale for the decision are documented in a Record of Decision
(ROD). When an EA has been prepared, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 1s
the required decision document. A FONSI must explain, based on the impact analysis in
the EA, why implementing the selected alternative would not result in significant impacts. If
the outcome of an EA indicates the proposed action has the potential to have significant
impacts, then an EIS must be prepared.
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Is project a hot topic (controversial or sensitive issues that should be brought to attention of

Regional Director)? No

C. RESOURCE EFFECTS TO CONSIDER:

vegetation - old
growth timber,
riparian, alpine

Identify potential No . Negligible | Minor | Exceeds | Data Needed to

effects to the Effect | Effects Effects | Minor Determine/Notes

following physical, Effects

natural, or cultural

resources

1. Geologic No No development is proposed that

resources - soils, would affect geologic resources.

bedrock,

streambeds, etc.

2. From geohazards | No N/A

3. Air quality No Any potential for increased visitation
and subsequent traffic/emissions is
speculative.

4. Soundscapes No Any potential for increased visitation
and subsequent noise levels (e.g.,
more visitors, more voices, traffic
noise, etc.) is speculative.

5. Water quality or No Runoff from any potential increase in

quantity visitation that may affect water
quality is speculative.

6. Streamflow No | No development is proposed that

characteristics would disrupt stream flow
characteristics.

7. Marine or No Runoff from any potential increase in

estuarine resources visitation that may affect marine or
estaurine resources is speculative.

8. Floodplains or No No development is proposed,

wetlands therefore there would be no floodplain
or wetland modification.

9. Land use, No The local coordinating entity does not

including own land or have any regulatory

occupancy, income, authority over land use.

values, ownership,

type of use

10. Rare or unusual No Plan does not propose development

that would adversely affect rare or
unusual vegetation.




11. Species of No Agency consultation complete. Any

special concern potential increase in visitation that

(plant or animal; may affect T&E species behavior

state or federal and/or habitat is speculative.

listed or proposed

for listing) or their

habitat

12. Unique No Non-existent in the corridor.

ecosystems,

biosphere reserves,

World Heritage

Sites

13. Unique or No Agency consultation complete. Any

important wildlife or potential increase in visitation that

wildlife habitat may affect wildlife behavior and/or
habitat is speculative.

14. Unique or No Agency consultation complete. Any

important fish or increase in visitation that may affect

fish habitat fish behavior and/or habitat is
speculative.

15. Introduce or No Any potential for an increase in

promote non-native visitation and/or promotion of

species (plant or existing/traditional recreational

animal) activities that could bring in non-
native species is speculative.

16. Recreation No Any potential increase in visitation

resources, that may affect the amount of

including supply, existing/traditional recreational

demand, visitation, opportunities is speculative.

activities, etc.

17. Visitor No The Corridor provides a variety of

experience, visitor experiences and educational

aesthetic resources opportunities, events, exhibits,
publications, etc.; aesthetic resources
will be better protected and/or
rehabilitated. Beneficial impacts.

18. Archeological No There are no proposed actions that

resources would impact archeological resources.
Any potential increase in visitation
that may affect archeological
resources is speculative.

19. No Have SHPO consultation from all 4

Prehistoric/historic
structure

states. The management approach
does not include undertakings that
would impact historic structures. Any




potential increase in visitation that
may affect prehistoric/historic
structures is speculative.

20. Cultural No The management approach does not

landscapes include undertakings that would
impact cultural landscapes. Any
potential increase in visitation that
may affect cultural landscapes is
speculative.

21. Ethnographic No Descriptive studies of this time in

resources history will not be changed/modified
in any way; these ethnographic
resources would be interpreted to the
public, a beneficial impact.

22. Museum No The management approach would not

collections (objects, adversely impact museum collections.

specimens, and Museum collections could grow as a

archival and result of the management approach, a

manuscript beneficial impact.

collections)

23. No Any potential for an increase in

Socioeconomics, visitation that may create more jobs in

including the tourism/service industry is

employment, speculative. The tourism/service

occupation, income economy could grow as a result of the

changes, tax base, management approach, a beneficial

infrastructure impact.

24. Minority and low | No No actions are proposed that would

income populations, have a disproportionately high and

ethnography, size, adverse affect on minority or low

migration pattern‘s, income populations.

etc.

25. Energy No No actions are proposed that would

resources affect energy resources within the
Corridor.

26. Other agency or | No The management approach would not

tribal land use plans impact other agency or tribal land use

or policies plans or policies.

27. Resource, No Any potential change in resource

including energy, sustainability is speculative.

conservation

potential,

sustainability

28. Urban quality, No Any potential increase in visitation

gateway

that might affect gateway




communities, etc.

communities is speculative; no
actions are proposed that would affect
urban quality.

29. Long-term No
management of
resources or
land/resource
productivity

The Corridor does not own land or
resources. Long-term management of
resources would continue to be the
responsibility of partners.

30. Other important | No
environment
resources (e.g.
geothermal,
paleontological
resources)?

The management approach does not
include actions that would impact
important environmental resources.

Comments: None

D. MANDATORY CRITERIA

Mandatory Criteria: If implemented,
would the proposal:

Yes

No

N/A

Comment or Data Needed to
Determine

A. Have significant impacts on public
health or safety?

B. Have significant impacts on such
natural resources and unique geographic
characteristics as historic or cultural
resources; park, recreation, or refuge
lands; wilderness areas; wild or scenic
rivers; national natural landmarks; sole
or principal drinking water aquifers;
prime farmlands; wetlands (Executive
Order 11990); floodplains (Executive
Order 11988); national monuments;
migratory birds; and other ecologically
significant or critical areas?

C. Have highly controversial
environmental effects or involve
unresolved conflicts concerning
alternative uses of available resources
(NEPA section 102(2)(E))?

D. Have highly uncertain and potentially
significant environmental effects or
involve unique or unknown
environmental risks?




E. Establish a precedent for future action N
or represent a decision in principle about
future actions with potentially significant
environmental effects?

F. Have a direct relationship to other N
actions with individually insignificant, but
cumulatively significant, environmental
effects?

G. Have significant impacts on properties N
listed or eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places, as
determined by either the bureau or
office?

H. Have significant impacts on species N
listed or proposed to be listed on the List
of Endangered or Threatened Species, or
have significant impacts on designated
Critical Habitat for these species?

l. Violate a federal law, or a state, local, or N
tribal law or requirement imposed for the
protection of the environment?

J. Have a disproportionately high and N
adverse effect on low income or minority
populations (Executive Order 12898)?

K. Limit access to and ceremonial use of N
Indian sacred sites on federal lands by
Indian religious practitioners or
significantly adversely affect the physical
integrity of such sacred sites (Executive
Order 13007)?

L. Contribute to the introduction, N
continued existence, or spread of
noxious weeds or non-native invasive
species known to occur in the area or
actions that may promote the
introduction, growth, or expansion of the
range of such species (Federal Noxious
Weed Control Act and Executive Order
13112)?

For the purpose of interpreting these procedures within the NPS, any action that has the potential
to violate the NPS Organic Act by impairing park resources or values would constitute an action
that triggers the DOI exception for actions that threaten to violate a federal law for protection of
the environment.



E. OTHER INFORMATION

1.  Are personnel preparing this form familiar with the site? No
1.A. Did personnel conduct a site visit? No

2. Is the project in an approved plan such as a General Management Plan or an
Implementation Plan with an accompanying NEPA document? No

3.  Arethere any interested or affected agencies or parties? Yes
3.A. Did you make a diligent effort to contact them? Yes
4. Has consultation with all affected agencies or tribes been completed? Yes

5. Are there any connected, cumulative, or similar actions as part of the proposed action?
(e.g., other development projects in area or identified in GMP, adequate/available utilities
to accomplish project) No

F. INSTRUCTIONS FOR DETERMINING APPROPRIATE NEPA PATHWAY

First, always check DO-12, section 3.2, "Process to Follow" in determining whether the action is
categorically excluded from additional NEPA analyses. Other sections within DO-12, including
sections 2.9 and 2.10; 3.5; 4.5(G)(4) and (G)(5), and 5.4(F), should also be consulted in determining
the appropriate NEPA pathway. Complete the following tasks: conduct a site visit or ensure that
staff is familiar with the site's specifics; consult with affected agencies, and/or tribes; and
interested public and complete this environmental screening form.

If your action is described in DO-12 section 3.3, "CEs for Which No Formal Documentation is
Necessary," follow the instructions indicated in that section.

If your action is not described in DO-12, section 3.3, and IS described is section 3.4, AND you
checked YES or identified "data needed to determine"” impacts in any block in section D
{Mandatory Criteria), this is an indication that there is potential for significant impacts to the
human environment, therefore, you must prepare an EA or EIS or supply missing information to
determine context, duration, and intensity of impacts.

If your action is described in section 3.4 and NO is checked for all boxes in section D (Mandatory
Criteria), AND there are either no effects or all of the potential effects identified in section C
(Resource Effects to Consider) are no more than minor intensity, usually there is no potential for
significant impacts and an EA or EIS is not required. If, however, during internal scoping and
further investigation, resource effects still remain unknown, or are at the minor to moderate level
of intensity, and the potential for significant impacts may be likely, an EA or EIS is required.

In all cases, data collected to determine the appropriate NEPA pathway must be included in the
administrative record.

G. INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM SIGNATORIES

All interdisciplinary team members sign as directed or deemed necessary by the Superintendent.
By signing this form, you affirm the following: you have either completed a site visit or are familiar
with the specifics of the site; you have consulted with affected agencies and tribes; and you, to
the best of your knowledge, have answered the questions posed in the checklist correctly.



Field of Expertise
Project Leader

Field of Expertise
Superintendent

NPS Liaison to the Gullah/Geechee Corridor
Other Advisor
Community Planner
Community Planner
NHPA Specialist
NEPA Specialist
Community Planner
Other Advisor
Other Advisor

Other Advisor

Other Advisor

Other Advisor

Other Advisor

Other Advisor

H. SUPERVISORY SIGNATORY

Andrew Coburn

Technical Specialist
Timothy Stone
Michael Allen
Aaron Gagné
Andrew Coburn
Tracy Atkins
Carrie Miller
Christina Miller
Sarah Bodo
Martha Raymond
Chris Abbett

K. Lynn Berry
Patty Wissinger
Bob Dodson

Pat Kenney
Mary McVeigh

Based on the environmental impact information contained in the statutory compliance file and in
this environmental screening form, environmental documentation for this stage of the subject

project is complete.
Recommended:
Compliance Specialist:

NEPA
Christina Miller /s/ Christina Miller

Date: July 26,2011

NHPA

Carrie Miller /' 77 "LZ/L\ / /(// (/i”éék

Date: W%}/Q 7 20/
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Mational Park Service Southeast Regional Office
.S, Department of the Interior Date: 07/26/2011

Categorical Exclusion Form

Project: Gullah/Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor, NHA
PEPC Project Number: 24119

Project Description:

The purpose of this project is to prepare a Management Plan for the Guilah/Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor
((GUGE) as directed by the enabling legislation {Public Law 109-338). To ensure long-term flexibility, the
management plan is intended to be goal-based und provide a decision-making framework rather than identifying ali
potential implementation decisions. Inclusion of an interpretive plan and five-year implementation plan is mandated
in the enabling legistation. The management plan would establish guidance for implementation throughout the life
of the plan.

Project Locations:

l.ocation 1 :

County: Beaufort, Berkeley, Charleston, State: SC
Colleton, Dorchester, Georgetown,
Horry, Jasper. Marion, and
Williamsburg

District: Section:

Geo. Marker: ' Other:

Location 2

County: Brantley. Bryan, Camden, Chatham, State: GA
Effingham, Glynn, Liberty, Long,
MclIntosh, and Wayne

District: Section:

Geo. Marker: Other:

Location 3 _

County: Duval, Nassau, and 5t. Johns State: FL

District: Section:

Geo. Marker: Other:

Location 4 .

County: Brunswick, Columbus, New Hanover, State: NC
and Pender

District: o Section:

Geo. Marker: ' Other:

Mitigation(s):



e No mitigations identified.

Describe the category used to exclude action from further NEPA analysis and indicate the number
of the category {see Section 3-4 of DO-12):

3.3 CEs for Which No Formal Documentation is Necessary
3.3 code =R, Adoption or approval of surveys, studies, reports, plans and similar documents which will result in
recommendations or proposed actions which would cause no or only minimal environmental impact.

CE 3.3 R is the appropriate NEPA pathway for the Gullah/Geechee Culturat Heritage Corridor Management Plan
because there would be no or almost noe environmental effects and no exceptions are triggered. The management
plan is a strategic planning document that identifies the local coordinating entity’s vision, mission, goals, primary
interpretive themes, and strategies that they would like to implement in cooperation with partners over the life of the
pian. Primary efforts of the local coordinating entity are focused on education and interpretation of Gullai/Geechee
fiistory and culture. No construction is proposed and the potential for impacts resulting from increased visitation is
wo specufative to identify at this time because no site specific projects are known.

(See Attached Environmental Screening Form)
On the basis of the environmental impact information in the statutory compliance file, with which i
am familiar, | am categoricaily excluding the described proiect from further NEPA analysis. No

exceptional circumstances (e.g. all boxes in the ESF are marked "no"} or conditions in Section 3-6
apply, and the action is fully described in Section 3-4 of DO-12.

Regionat Director
or designee: . I
Chris Abbett Py

NPS Contact; /
Andrew Coburn /J/ e
IZ [

Date: Y ,/2’,/4/

Date: Jy;;(// 92;/;, Dj@//
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