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Summary

Assateague Island National Seashore (the park) has prepared this Environmental
Assessment (EA) to analyze several alternatives relating to potential future uses and
treatment of the Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station (the Station), a historic former
Coast Guard Facility transferred to the National Park Service (NPS) in 1967.

The Station is located on the southern tip of Assateague Island, on Toms Cove Hook
(the hook), and is within the Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge which is managed
by the US Fish & Wildlife Service. The Station complex is considered to be a fine
example of a period Coast Guard station located in a protected cove, allowing for more
successful rescue operations. The complex consists of the station headquarters or
‘station house’ built in 1922, a cove-side boat house built in 1938 which includes a

wharf and breakwater, a garage and a guard tower. The station complex was in use by
the Coast Guard from 1922 to 1967.

The 1984 Statement of Significance reads: “Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station is a
good example of a facility of this period located on a bay, cove, or sound, as opposed to
a station such as Pope’s Island Life-Saving Station located on a beach. During storms, in
answering calls for assistance, it was frequently impossible for the crews of beach stations
to launch their surfboats through the roaring breakers, while the Coast Guardsmen
posted at an inlet station, such as Assateague Beach, could take their craft out through
the comparatively calmer waters of the cove.”

Formerly utilized as seasonal housing by the park, the Station has not been used
regularly since 2002 due to problems accessing the Station by land during the breeding
season of the threatened Piping Plover and outstanding maintenance and repair needs.
This EA analyzes alternatives to determine the most appropriate course of action
regarding the Station, taking into account its historic nature as well as the sensitive
natural environment in which it is located.

Alternatives analyzed in this EA include Alternative A, the No-action alternative which
proposes to maintain current management practices of stabilization and minimal
rehabilitation with occasional short-term active use such as housing for visiting
researchers and as storage; Alternative B which proposes Rehabilitation for Adaptive
Use to accommodate a range of uses that fall under the umbrella of environmental
research and education; Alternative C which proposes Relocation of the Station
buildings off of Assateague Island by a management entity other than NPS; and
Alternative D which proposes Demolition of the structures, rehabilitation of the site
and management of the site as a natural landscape.

The environmentally preferred alternative is Alternative B. The environmentally
preferred alternative takes into consideration both the natural and historic/cultural
resources associated with the alternative. Alternative B would preserve the historic
integrity of the Station complex by rehabilitating the structures for adaptive reuse to
accommodate research and educational programs. The structures would be rehabilitated
using the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. This alternative would protect the piping
plover and other sensitive wildlife and their habitats by incorporating preservation and
protection lessons in the education program.

The Station House.
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Abandoned boat.

Christine Gobrial, NPS.

The preferred alternative is Alternative B. This alternative best accomplishes the task
of preserving the Station complex in its historic landscape, thereby maintaining its
eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places. By developing partnerships with
groups or institutions interested in utilizing the Station for compatible research and
education activities, it is expected that new funding resources would become available to
augment federal expenditures for maintenance and rehabilitation. In turn, improved
Station facilities would support enhanced programs of environmental research and
education, and thereby assist in achieving the park’s overall goals for resource
management and interpretation.

fil
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Purpose & Need for Action

A. Purpose of the Action

Assateague Island National Seashore (the park) is preparing this Environmental
Assessment (EA) to analyze alternatives relating to potential future uses and
treatment of Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station (Station), a historic former
Coast Guard facility, transferred to the National Park Service in 1967.

Since acquiring ownership, the Station has been used by the park as seasonal
housing for temporary staff, to accommodate visiting researchers and other
cooperators, for equipment and material storage, and as the site of occasional
interpretive and educational activities. The park has not used the Station regularly
as housing since 2002 due to outstanding maintenance and repair needs and
recurring problems accessing the Station by land during the Piping Plover breeding
season. It is still used to accommodate researchers and other cooperators for
overnight stays and for general storage.

The Station, located at the southern end of the barrier island, was determined
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places on January 15, 1980
as a maritime life-rescue service property under criteria C-Design/Construction. In
September 2004, the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer concurred with the
NPS that the cultural landscape associated with the Station was also eligible for the
National Register.

Need for the Action

The 1982 general management plan for Assateague Island National Seashore called
for the rehabilitation of the Station structures for adaptive use as residence,
classroom for environmental education, storage and maintenance. The park has
been relatively successful in maintaining the structures over time, however, the scope
of needed repairs and the recurring costs of maintenance have steadily increased.
The park seeks a long-term, sustainable solution and is reconsidering the GMP’s
recommendation for adaptive reuses. The park is evaluating ways in which the site
can potentially be fully or partially financially self-sustaining.

There are two major factors that have made sustaining the Station a challenge for
the park: a remote location and inadequate funding. From March 15 to August 31
the hook is restricted—to both vehicles and pedestrians—because of its intensive use
by Piping Plovers for nesting and breeding. During this time, the Station is
accessible by boat only. Such restricted access makes on-going park programs—
interpretive, educational or scientific—more difficult and expensive. The funding
shortfalls in the recent past (and for the foreseeable future) have prohibited the park
from going beyond minimal level maintenance and pursuing comprehensive
programs of repair and rehabilitation.

The resource conditions of the Station—station house, garage (original boathouse),
boathouse, lookout tower and generator building—range from good to poor due to
exposure to extreme weather conditions and lack of repairs. It is, however,
considered to have “excellent historical integrity” according to the draft Historic

Since acquiring
ownership, the Station
has been used by the
park as seasonal
housing for temporary
staff, to accommodate
visiting researchers
and other
cooperators...
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The Boat House.

New Boat House under construction, 1939.



NPS Photo.

Structure Report completed in 2000 and “the overall landscape appears to retain a
moderate to high degree of integrity from the period of significance” as stated in the
2004 Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station Cultural Landscape Inventory report.

. History of the Coast Guard Station

In 1874 Congress called for the establishment of eight life-saving stations along the
Atlantic Coast between Cape Henlopen, Delaware and Cape Charles, Virginia. The
original Assateague Beach Life-Saving Station was built on what used to be the
southern shoreline of Assateague Island near the lighthouse.

In 1915 the US Life Saving Service merged with the US Revenue Cutter Service to
create the US Coast Guard. The Assateague Beach Life-Saving Station continued to
operate for several years but the effects of wind and currents were adding land to
form a hook, eventually creating Tom’s Cove. Year after year, the station stood
further from the Atlantic Ocean until the 1920’s when it was decided that a new
station was needed on the ocean side of the island. In 1922 the life-saving station
was abandoned.

In 1922 US Coast Guard Station 150 was built on the southeast corner of
Assateague Island, across from Tom’s Cove and the site of the old station. The
Station was sited on a 5.32-acre strip of land that was 100 feet wide and which ran
from the cove to the Atlantic Ocean. Initially, the Station was comprised of a
station house built in the “Chatham” style in the center of the site and a boathouse
to its south. The Station was designed by the last official architect of the Life
Saving Service, Victor Mendleheff. A lookout tower was then built between the two
structures.

The Station is a two-story, five bay, plainly detailed building with a gable-on-hip
roof and a columned hip-roof entrance porch. The boathouse was a simple,
rectangular one room building with a hip roof and two double-wide “boat doors”
facing the Atlantic Ocean to the south. The lookout tower is a small, square, hip-
roof structure perched on top of a steel girder base. In the late 1930s, a one-story
covered porch was added to the Station house along the west elevation and the
lookout tower was raised to three stories.

Because of the effects of shifting sands and the use of larger heavier boats, a new
boathouse was constructed in 1938-1939 on the shore of Tom’s Cove, north of the
Station house. The new boathouse is larger with a more elegant design than the
1922 boathouse, reflecting the “Classical Revival” architectural style that was in
vogue then. The new boathouse has a rectangular hip roof with dormers, a
porticoed entrance porch on the south elevation and three wide boat doors on the
north elevation that face the cove. Connected to the boathouse are catwalks and a
wharf that extends 600’ into the water. There is a T-shaped dock at the north end
and a 220’ breakwater attached to the east side of the wharf. A wooden walkway
connects the boathouse to the station house. Upon completion, the 1922
boathouse was converted into a garage.

The crew performed various duties, chores and drills such as recording sunrise and



sunset and weather and surf conditions throughout the day; daily inspections of the
buildings, grounds and equipment; and practicing drills such as the international
code of signals, motor boat laws, rules of the road, general service signals,
resurrection drills, wigwag practice and the semaphore (signaling at a distance from

a pole) drill.

With modernization of navigation equipment, weather forecasting and safety

equipment on boats, the demand for the traditional role of life-saving had declined
and new duties were assigned to the Coast Guard such as enforcement of the 1936
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. In 1939 the Lighthouse Service merged with the Coast
Guard and the crew of the station eventually took over responsibility of Assateague

Light

In 1941, the Coast Guard was ordered to operate as part of the Navy with
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responsibility for port security during World War II. The station crew began anti- Chief Mass‘;/t& Crew.

submarine, aircraft and beach patrol duties using truck, jeep and horse. As many as
60 men were added to the station, housed in the station house as well as in
temporary elevated housing located south of the garage (1943 photograph). In
1946, the Coast Guard was returned to the US Treasury Department with the end
of the war.

Additional modernization of the Coast Guard further diminished the role of stations
such as Assateague. Aircraft and helicopter rescues proved to be effective and
efficient as early as the 1950’s and were used in floods and the 1962 storm known as
the Ash Wednesday Nor’easter. This storm was pivotal to the creation of the
Assateague Island National Seashore with 32 out of 50 homes on the island
destroyed. Assateague had proven to be better suited as a recreation and wildlife
refuge area than as a site for residential and commercial development. The Station
sustained considerable damage and flooding and had to be evacuated.

In the early 1960’s the USFWS, perhaps at the direction of the Coast Guard,
created man-made vegetated dunes with sand fences to protect the station from
future storms. By the early 1970’s, maintaining the dunes became too expensive
and the NPS encouraged a more natural dune environment. Although not
maintained, the dunes can still be seen today and are considered an integral part of
the landscape.

On January 15, 1967, the Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station was
decommissioned and the NPS took possession of the site, making it part of the
Assateague Island National Seashore. The structures remaining today include the
Station house, garage (original boathouse), lookout tower, a 1959 generator house
and the 1939 boathouse with its surrounding walkways, launchway and wharf.

. Study Area & Political Context

The Station is part of Assateague Island National Seashore—a National Park Service
site—and is located in the second congressional district of Virginia in Accomack
County. The surrounding lands are part of the Chincoteague National Wildlife
Refuge under the administration of the US Fish and Wildlife Service, while the
adjacent waters are under the administrative jurisdiction of the National Park
Service. The nearest town is Chincoteague, Virginia

Francis Massey.



Chapter I: Purpose & Need for Action

CLI Report, NPS.

Assateague Island National Seashore considers the Town of Chincoteague and the
Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge to be partners in park management, with
the shared goals of maintaining, preserving and protecting the environmental and
cultural heritage and resources of the area.

The study area for this EA is the southern hook of Assateague Island.
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E. Recent Studies & Relationship to Other Projects &
Plans

Information on natural and cultural resources, history and potential alternative
adaptive uses of the Coast Guard Station for this EA was derived from the following
studies and reports:

Assateague Island National Seashore General Management Plan. June
1982. National Park Service.

The GMP set forth long-term management guidelines for natural and cultural
resources, visitor use, facilities development and compliance.

Final Environmental Impact Assessment for the Chincoteague National i
Wildlife Refuge Master Plan. August, 1992. US Fish & Wildlife Service. s m W

. . K R h & N WGhristine " GOP
The EIS presents a comprehensive land use plan setting forth long-term objectives Peeling paint on boat house.
for resource management and public use of the refuge based on an analysis of four
alternatives. The preferred alternative combines management actions which address
both wildlife and public use needs, with an emphasis on wildlife and ecosystem

protection.

The Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station, Station House, Garage and
Boathouse: Historic Structure Report. Draft, September 2000. National
Park Service.

An abbreviated Level II report prepared by the Building Conservation Branch
(BCB) of the NPS. The report includes historical and archival research and physical 8%
and photographic documentation of the structures. No fabric analysis (paint, Oral history project.
mortar, etc.) was conducted.

Memorandum: Biological Opinion on Monitoring and Predator Control
within Piping Plover Nesting Areas of the Chincoteague National Wildlife
Refuge, Virginia. April 11, 2001. US Fish & Wildlife Service.

Memorandum is in response to continued monitoring, nest exclosure and predator
control activities for the piping plover within the refuge as well as off-road vehicle

use by both USF&WS and NPS.

Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station, National Park Service Cultural
Landscapes Inventory, Assateague Island National Seashore. National Park
Service Northeast Region, 2004.

The CLI includes historical research of secondary sources, documentation and on-
site landscape investigations. The inventory identifies and documents each
landscape’s location, physical development, significance, National Register of
Historic Places eligibility, condition, integrity and current management. The report
was submitted to the Virginia Department of Historic Resources, which confirmed
that the landscape was eligible for the National Register.

Market Feasibility Study of Station House, Boat House and Garage.
March, 2002. National Park Service.

Analysis to evaluate the economic feasibility and compatibility with park
management objectives of selected types of potential adaptive uses for the Station.

Scope of Work for the Abatement of Exterior Lead Paint, Repainting and Public meeting, 8.5.03, Chincoteague
Repairs - Fall 2004 Community Center
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.August, 2003 puk;lic meeting,
Chincoteague Community Center
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The project will mitigate the environmental and any potential human health threats
associated with the presence of lead-based exterior paint, and protect the physical
integrity of the structures by repairing or replacing deteriorated components.

The project will remove (abate) exterior lead-based paint throughout the station
complex, repaint most of the exteriors, repair roofs, and repair or replace damaged
portions of the Station. The scope of work and contract specifications for the
project were developed by park staff with the NPS Northeast Region Architectural

Preservation Division.

Bibliographic and Oral History Resource Survey

The report includes an annotated resource list identifying sources and oral histories
associated with the Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station. The survey identifies
primary and secondary source materials associated with the site, and provides useful
information for interpreting the cultural history and significance of the Station.

Energy Efficiency Improvements

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve the energy efficiency of the
historic Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station House and provide emergency
electrical service during power outages. The project includes replacement of major
utilities (furnace, water heater) and kitchen appliances, retrofitting windows and
doors with high efficiency glass, and the installation of additional attic insulation.
Deteriorated components of doors and windows will be repaired or replaced. An
electrical generator will be installed in the existing generator shed and a new fuel
supply line run across the Station grounds.

Ongoing USFWS “Compatibility” Determination

The compatibility determination process is required by the National Wildlife Refuge
Improvement Act of 1997 (PL 105-57, October 9, 1997). This process is revisiting
the 1994 evaluation of all public uses to evaluate their compatibility with the overall
purpose of the Refuge. Increasing human populations mean more demands on
natural areas like the Refuge for recreation. Public uses on all National Wildlife
Refuges, including Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge, are subject to review
under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s compatibility regulations, which define a
compatible use as “an allowable use which will not materially interfere with or
detract from the purpose(s) for which the Refuge was established”. The U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service has developed this concept as a means of determining the
compatibility of proposed and existing uses on each National Wildlife Refuge.

Public Involvement

Public meetings were held at the park on Monday, August 4, 2003 at the Barrier
Island Visitor Center located at the northern entrance to the Seashore in Maryland,
and on Tuesday, August 5, 2003 at the Chincoteague Community Center in
Chincoteague, Virginia. Both workshops were from 2:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. NPS
staff were on hand to answer questions and display boards presented information on
the resources and issues. Comment forms were available. In addition, the public
used and continues to use regular mail and the internet to e-mail questions and
comments.



Issues and comments expressed included a broad range of desires from wanting the
Station preserved and used; moving the Station; re-using the Station but without
over-night accommodations; re-using the Station but for non-profit uses only such
as for education and environmental research; using the Station as a recreational
lodge. Other comments expressed a preference to see the Station complex removed
or abandoned for financial and environmental reasons.

. Impact Topics Addressed

Impact topics are resources of concern that could be affected, either beneficially or
adversely, by the range of management alternatives. Impact topics were identified
based upon Federal laws, regulations, Executive orders, NPS Management Policies,
and from NPS knowledge of the resources present within the affected area. Chapter
Three discusses the affected environment and the potential impacts of the
alternatives on cultural and natural resources, the social and economic environment,
park operations and administration and costs.

. Impact Topics Eliminated from Further Analysis

The topics listed below would either not be affected or would be affected negligibly
by the alternatives evaluated in this document. Therefore, these topics are briefly
discussed in this section of the Environmental Assessment and then dismissed from
further consideration or evaluation. Negligible impacts are impacts that are
localized and immeasurable at the lowest level of detection.

1. Monuments & Commemorative Resources
There are no monuments or commemorative resources in the immediate
vicinity of the Station.

2. Land Use
The Station is the only permanent structure on Toms Cove Hook, the
southernmost area of Assateague Island. It is accessible only by foot, boat or
ranger-escorted vehicle during Piping Plover nesting season, March 15 to
August 31. The Station is in the Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge,

which effectively prohibits any new structures or access roads.

Land use at the Station or in adjacent areas would not be altered as a result of
any of the alternatives selected, therefore there are no anticipated land use
impacts.

3. Prime & Unique Agricultural Lands
Prime farmland is farmland with the best combination of physical and chemical
qualities to sustain a variety of crops—such as food, oilseed or trees—and can
include farmland to forest land. Unique farmland is other than prime farmland
and has special characteristics such as soil quality, location and growing season,
for growing crops such as citrus. Both are treated and managed for high-yield
production of high-value food and fiber crops.

No prime or unique farmlands exist in the study area.

The park and refuge
are ideal places to
experience the sounds
of nature absent
human intrusions.



Assateague Island
National Seashore is
classified as a Class 11

clean air area.

Geology, Soils & Topography

None of the alternatives would have an impact on geology, soils or topography.

Soundscape

Natural soundscapes exist in the absence pf human-caused sound and are the
aggregate of all the natural sounds that occur in parks, 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, or solid materials. (NPS Management Policies
4.9, Soundscape Management, NPS 2001).

The park and refuge are ideal places to experience the sounds of nature absent
human intrusions. Toms Cove Hook is relatively isolated, with only authorized
vehicle traffic, making the hook an ideal location for kayakers and other
recreational boaters. None of the alternatives would change existing soundscape
conditions.

Lightscapes/Night Sky

Natural lightscapes and night sky are natural resources that exist in the absence
of human-caused light.

Recognizing the roles that light and dark periods and darkness play in natural
resource processes and the evolution of species, the NPS seeks to preserve, to the
greatest extent possible, natural darkness and other components of the natural
lightscape in parks. (Management Policies 4.10 Lightscape Management, NPS
2001).

Alternatives A, C and D would have no impacts on the night sky; Alternative B
would have a negligible impact on the night sky.

Air Quality

Clean Air Act, 1977 [P.L. 95-95; 91 Stat. 685]— The primary objective of the
Clean Air Act is to establish federal standards for various pollutants and to
provide for the regulation of polluting emissions via state implementation plans.
In addition, the amendments are designed to prevent significant deterioration in
certain areas where air quality exceeds national standards, and to provide for
improved air quality in areas which do not meet federal standards known as
“non-attainment” areas. There are three levels of classification: Class I areas
receive the highest degree of protection, with only a small amount of certain
kinds of additional air pollu-tion allowed. Mandatory Class I areas were
designated by Congress and include international parks, national wilderness
areas or national memorial parks larger than 5,000 acres, or national parks
larger than 6,000 acres, that were in existence (or authorized) on August 7,
1977. All other units of the National Park Service are Class II areas which are
allowed only a moderate increase in certain air pollutants. No Class III areas—
where a large amount of new air pollution would be allowed—were designated
by Congress, but a process was established for redesignating Class II areas to
more protective Class I or the less protective Class III status. Only states or
Native American governing bodies have authority to redesignate areas.

Assateague Island National Seashore is classified as a Class II clean air area.
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Maximum allowable increases of sulfur dioxide, particulate matter and nitrogen
oxides beyond baseline concentrations established for Class II areas are not and
will not be exceeded by any of the actions under any of the alternatives in this
document.

Wild & Scenic Rivers

Nationally designated Wild and Scenic Rivers are rivers that must be free
flowing and possess an “outstandingly remarkable” geologic, historic, cultural,
natural or recreational resource. There are no wild and scenic rivers in the study
area.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income
Populations—This executive order directs federal agencies to assess whether
their actions have disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects on minority and low income populations.

None of the alternatives would have an effect on any minority or low-income
communities in the park’s region—no increase in development, traffic, noise or
air pollution are associated with any of the alternatives.

Indian Trust Resources

Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any anticipated impacts to Indian trust
resources from a proposed project or action by Department of Interior agencies
be explicitly addressed in environmental documents. The federal Indian trust
responsibility is a legally enforceable fiduciary obligation on the part of the
United States to protect tribal lands, assets, resources, and treaty rights, and it
represents a duty to carry out the mandates of federal law with respect to
American Indian and Alaska Native tribes. There are no Indian Trust Resources
located within Assateague Island National Seashore.

Ethnographic Resources

Ethnographic resources are the cultural and natural features of a park that are of
significance to traditionally associated peoples. These peoples are the
contemporary park neighbors and ethnic or occupational communities that
have been associated with a park for two or more generations (40 years), and
whose interests in the park’s resources began prior to the park’s establishment.
Living peoples of many cultural backgrounds—American Indians, African
Americans, Hispanics, Chinese Americans, Euro- Americans, and farmers,
ranchers, and fishermen—may have a traditional association with a particular
park. Some ethnographic resources might also be traditional cultural properties.
A traditional cultural property (TCP) is one that is eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places because of its association with cultural
practices or beliefs of a living community.

Traditionally associated peoples generally differ as a group from other park
visitors in that they typically assign significance to ethnographic resources—
places closely linked with their own sense of purpose, existence as a community,
and development as ethnically distinctive peoples. These places may be in
urban or rural parks, and may support ceremonial activities or represent
birthplaces of significant individuals, group origin sites, migration routes, or

The park recognizes
the importance and
significance of the
Station to former
members of the Coast
Guard and their
families, particularly
those who served at the
Station.
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harvesting or collecting places.

The Station complex is considered an important cultural resource but does not
qualify as an ethnographic resource based on the definition given by
ethnographers above. The park recognizes the importance and significance of
the Station to former members of the Coast Guard and their families,
particularly those who served at the Station. Realizing the importance and
value of capturing the stories and recollections that form the basis of this
association, the park contracted with Kara and Richard Funk who specialize in
Eastern Shore heritage preservation. The Funks located four individuals who
served at the Station. With the Station as a backdrop, interviews were
conducted with the men and professionally videoed. The video and associated
background materials comprise an invaluable historical record for generations to
come and are a permanent part of the park’s collections and archives.

Library, Collections & Archives

The park houses its museum collections in the Resource Management Offices,
located in the Maryland headquarters building. It consists of various objects
and archived materials from the Station, none of which would be influenced by
the proposed alternatives. The Station does not contain any cataloged museum
objects.

Partnerships

The park has many partners which participate in the education, interpretation
and resource protection responsibilities of the park. None of the alternatives
would result in changes to the park’s partnership programs.

Carrying Capacity

Carrying capacity is defined as “the supply, or prescribed number of appropriate
visitor opportunities that would be accommodated in an area.” Alternatives A,
C and D would not increase the number of visitors; Alternative B could have a
negligible increase in the number of visitors with no changes to the park’s
overall carrying capacity.

Social & Economic Environment

Under Social and Economic Environment, several sub-topics were dismissed as
there would not be any detectable effects: future population growth/decline
and economic environment including employment. Please see above for the
related issue of Environmental Justice.

Also dismissed under this category are impacts related to regional open space,
recreational resources and transportation and circulation.

Health & Safety Issues/Hazardous Materials

Lead paint is present on or within most of the Station structures. The park has
recently secured funding to begin a lead paint abatement project for all the
structures in the complex. Under this project all lead paint would be removed
and disposed of in compliance with applicable laws, and the structures
repainted. Since this project would occur under any of the alternatives and the
results would be the same—remediation of lead paint from the site—this
impact topic is dismissed from further evaluation.

11
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A.

Alternatives

Alternative A: No-action

Maintain current management practices of stabilization and minimal
rehabilitation with occasional short-term active use such as housing for
visiting researchers and as storage.

The “no action” alternative sets a baseline of existing actions and conditions
continued into the future against which to compare actions and impacts of other
alternatives. This alternative would maintain all current management practices and
levels of treatment for the resources. Under this alternative all structures would be
maintained as they are considered part of one historic complex or system, however
should resources need to be prioritized, the Station house and boathouse would take
precedence over the garage and tower.

Current management practices include stabilizing the structures and conducting
repair or rehabilitation projects as funds become available. The availability of
funding would continue to be inconsistent and scarce as other park resources which
are used more regularly get priority.

Under this alternative, the Station house would continue to be used on occasion for
temporary lodging for visiting scientists and cooperators; the garage for storage; and
the boathouse would remain vacant. The generator house and the lookout tower
would also remain in their current conditions. NASA would continue using the
tower and other Station facilities to house equipment used in scientific projects.

The park would continue to use its limited park resources for basic resource
maintenance and stabilization and would not pursue partnerships for rehabilitation
or adaptive use.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use:

Preferred and Environmentally Preferred

Rehabilitate to accommodate a range of uses that fall under environmental
research and education.

This alternative would permit rehabilitation of the structures for use as research
and/or education facilities. The park and/or its partners would use the structures for
programs that focus on environmental education and ecological study as well as
interpretation of the Station complex as a historic resource. The rehabilitation
would maintain the short-term overnight accommodations of the no-action
alternative.

The Station House.

The external appearance and condition of all structures would be maintained over
time to protect the architectural and landscape values that contribute to the Station’s
significance and eligibility for the National Register. Structure interiors have been
determined to be less important to the Station’s significance, and may be modified
to support future adaptive uses. Any interior modifications would be conducted
using the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for historic structures. Adaptations
could consist of additional sleeping quarters, classroom space, meeting space, and a

small office.
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This alternative would continue existing protections for piping plover and other
breeding shorebirds by restricting access to the Station during the nesting season.
Boat access would be the predominate method of reaching the Station between
March and September. Future visitors would be educated regarding how they use
and move about the site to avoid disrupting sensitive species.

This alternative would seek active partnerships with non-governmental research and
education-oriented groups and institutions focusing on science, the environment
and maritime history.

. Alternative C: Relocation

Relocate the Coast Guard Station buildings off of Assateague Island.

This alternative would physically relocate all the structures that comprise the Station
complex off of Assateague Island to an appropriate location to be determined by the
park, its resource advisors and potential partners for rehabilitation and adaptive use.
Potential applications include use of the Station as a museum, community center,
education center or similar use that would benefit the community and the historic
resource. Ownership of the Station structures would be determined by both the
park and potential partner.

This alternative would require that all the structures be removed, without exception,
and that the partner work with the park and its advisors to retain as much of the
historic layout of the complex as is practicable. Once the structures and supporting
infrastructure such as power lines and septic system are removed, the site would be
rehabilitated to foster a return to natural conditions.

. Alternative D: Demolition

Demolish structures, rehabilitate the site and manage as a natural
landscape.

This alternative proposes that the structures should be demolished and removed and
the site should be rehabilitated and managed as an all-natural landscape. The
structures and the site would be photographed and documented. Documentation
would become part of the park’s archives and be made available for exhibits and
research.

. The Environmentally Preferred Alternative:

Alternative B

The environmentally preferred alternative is the alternative that would best promote
the national environmental policy expressed in the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) (Sec. 101 (b)). This includes alternatives that fulfill the following
criteria:
1) Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment
for succeeding generations.
2) Ensure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and esthetically and
culturally pleasing surroundings.
3) Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without

15
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degradation, risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended
consequences.

4) Preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national
heritage and maintain, wherever possible, an environment that supports
diversity and variety of individual choice. preférred alternative is

5) Achleve a balance l?eFvveen popu.latlon afld fesource use tl:la'lt will permit Ao il e G
high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities.

The environmentally

6) Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum would best promote

attainable recycling of depletable resources. the national

Simply put, “this means the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological environmental POllc_y

and physical environment.; it al.lso means the alternative which best protects, expresse d in the
preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources” (CEQ NEPAs 40 i

Most Asked Questions). National

Environmental Policy

Criterion 1: Act (NEPA) (Sec. 101

Alternatives A and B would meet criterion 1 by maintaining the Station complex in

its current condition or rehabilitating the complex for this and future generations, ( b ) )
respectively. Alternative C would only partially fulfill this criterion as the complex

would be removed from the integral landscape of which it is part. Alternative D

would not meet criterion 1 for historic resources as the complex would not be there

for this and future generations. All the alternatives would meet criterion 1 in

regards to the natural environment which would continue to be protected regardless

of how this historic resource is treated.

Criterion 2:
Alternatives A and B would ensure a safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically
and culturally pleasing surroundings—natural and historic—for this and future
generations by either maintaining current management practices or rehabilitating
the complex for adaptive use, respectively. Alternative B would go further in
fulfilling this criterion as the complex would be more accessible to this and future
generations. Alternatives C and D would fulfill this criterion for natural but not for
historic resources as the Station complex would be removed from its relevant
landscape.

Criterion 3:
By rehabilitating the Station complex for adaptive use, Alternative B best meets this
criterion of attaining the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment (natural
and historic). Alternative B would allow for the adaptive use of the Station complex
which would promote environmental education as well as increased accessibility for
those interested in visiting the Station for historic research and cultural interest.
Alternative A would only meet this criterion minimally as the Station would not be
rehabilitated for regular, consistent use and would continue to be used mainly for
storage. Alternatives C and D would also not fully meet this criterion as there
would be considerable degradation of the original cultural landscape in which the
Station is an integral part.

Criterion 4:
Alternative B best meets this criterion to preserve historic, cultural and natural



The Station Garage.

aspects of our national heritage while also supporting an environment that fosters
diversity and variety of individual choice. Adaptive use of the Station would help
ensure its rehabilitation—preserving its historic and cultural aspects—through
continued use as well as its natural aspects through active educational, research and
interpretive programs. Alternative A meets this criterion at a minimal level by
maintaining current management practices and preserving the Station, but offers
less in terms of individual choice when it comes to the visitor experience.
Alternative C removes the resources from their integral setting, destroying the
cultural landscape. Alternative D also destroys the cultural landscape and removes
the possibility of retaining the resources in any form in any setting for visitation or
research.

Criterion 5:

Alternative A meets this criterion—a balance between population and resource
use—minimally by preserving the Station and maintaining current management
practices. Alternative A provides less resource use than Alternatives B and C.
Alternative B provides the greatest balance and opportunity between population and
resource use through regular programming and greater opportunities for use and
visitation. While Alternative C provides for resource use, the resource’s historic
integrity would be compromised by its removal from the landscape. Alternative D
does not meet this criterion as the resource would not be available for use.

Criterion 6:

The park continues to integrate and incorporate “green” and sustainable
management practices throughout the park, this criterion would continue to be
applied to Alternatives A and B, but would be irrelevant in Alternatives C and D.
Alternative B would afford the park the greatest opportunity to implement this
criterion as it could potentially not just be a part of the operations of the research
and education center but also a part of the programming itself.

Based on the above analysis, the alternative that best promotes the NEPA criteria
and causes the least damage from both an environmental and historical perspective
is Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use. Alternative B meets all the NEPA
criteria and does so at a level the other alternatives can not meet. Alternative B is
the environmentally preferred alternative.

Summary of Alternatives Dismissed from Further

Consideration

The following are alternatives (potential adaptive uses) which have been dismissed

from further consideration by this EA for the stated reasons:

- Neglect/Abandonment (leading to ruin and reversion to natural

conditions): abandonment and “benign neglect” of the property is against
NPS policy for the treatment of resources eligible to be on the National
Register of Historic Places. Furthermore, this treatment would pose serious
public and environmental hazards which is also against NPS policies. The
ultimate aim of this alternative is to have natural forces overtake the
complex of structures so that the site becomes a natural landscape once
more. The end objective of this alternative would be achieved in

17
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Alternative D, but through safer, more controlled and quicker means.
Eco-Retreat Camp: use of the site for overnight educational camping
groups. The emphasis of this alternative on outside activities and camping
creates an unacceptable potential for impacts to breeding piping plover and
other sensitive resources.

Water Sports: use of the boat house to support non-motorized boating
activities during the summer months. Non-motorized boating is already an
acceptable and allowed use and, given the restricted access to the Station
during the summer months, would not benefit from use of the site as a
launching area.

Corporate Retreat: use of the site for overnight business retreats and
corporate functions. This use would not be feasible (financially) for several
reasons including being too far away from a major airport and the limited
number of rooms and additional bathrooms able to be developed within the
structures. Market demand and revenues would not off-set rehabilitation
and operating costs.

Museum: Use of the site as a Coast Guard and Life-Saving heritage
museum with exhibits and special programming. Museum visits are
characterized as short visits, but with a high frequency of visitors. With
frequent boat shuttling a necessity, transportation costs would likely exceed
any operating revenues. Impacts to the Piping Plover from inadequately
supervised visitors could be high.

Restaurant: use of the station house and/or boathouse as a restaurant. As
with the other alternatives, while this is physically feasible, transportation
costs and potential impacts to the Piping Plover make this alternative
undesirable.

i 1 Mk 5
Camping on the beach.



G. Summary Matrix of Impacts of Alternatives

Alternative A:
No-Action

Alternative B:
Rehabilitate for
Adaptive Use

Alternative C:
Relocation

Alternative D:
Demolition

Description Maintain current Rehabilitate to Relocate the Coast Demolish structures,
management practices accommodate a range Guard Station buildings rehabilitate the site and
of stabilization and of uses that fall under off of Assateague manage as a natural
minimal rehabilitation environmental research Island. landscape.
with occasional short- and education.
term active use such as
housing for visiting
researchers and as
storage.

Resource Maintain in current Rehabilitate for adaptive Relocate all structures and | Demolish and remove.

Treatment condition. use using Secretary of rehabilitate site.

Interior Standards.

Cultural Resources (NEPA impact/106 effect)

Historic minor long-term moderate long-term major long-term major permanent

Structures adverse/no adverse effect | beneficial/no adverse adverse/adverse effect adverse/adverse effect
effect

Cultural moderate long-term moderate long-term major long-term major permanent

Landscapes adverse/no adverse effect | beneficial/no adverse adverse/adverse effect adverse/adverse effect

effect

Archeological
Resources:
Station Complex

negligible to minor long-
term beneficial/no adverse
effect/no adverse effect

During rehabilitation:
minor short-term
adverse/no adverse
effect

After rehabilitation:
minor long-term
beneficial/no adverse
effect

During relocation:
moderate short-term
adverse/adverse effect

After relocation: minor to
moderate long-term
beneficial/no adverse
effect

minor long-term
beneficial/no adverse effect

Seaboard Ruin

minor long-term
beneficial/no adverse
effect

minor long-term
beneficial/no adverse
effect

minor long-term
adverse/no adverse effect

minor long-term
adverse/no adverse effect
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Alternative A:
No-Action

Alternative B:
Rehabilitate for
Adaptive Use

Alternative C:
Relocation

Alternative D:
Demolition

Natural & Ecological Resources

Vegetation negligible During rehabilitation: During relocation: moderate long-term
minor short-term adverse | moderate short-term beneficial
adverse
After rehabilitation: After relocation: minor to
negligible moderate long-term
positive
Wildlife & negligible to wildlife During rehabilitation: During relocation: During demolition:
Aquatic Life negligible to aquatic life moderate short-term moderate short-term moderate short-term
adverse to wildlife adverse to wildlife adverse to wildlife
negligible to aquatic life | minor short-term adverse | minor short-term adverse
to aquatic life to aquatic life
After rehabilitation:
minor long-term adverse | After relocation: After demolition:
to wildlife moderate long-term moderate long-term
beneficial to wildlife beneficial to wildlife
negligible to aquatic life
negligible long-term to negligible long-term to
aquatic life aqguatic life
Rare, negligible/no affect During rehabilitation: During relocation: no impact/no affect for
Threatened, negligible to minor negligible to minor short- | long-term with potential

endangered or
Special Concern

short-term adverse/may
affect -not likely to
adversely affect

term adverse/may affect-
not likely to adversely
affect

for minor-moderate
beneficial

Species and

Their Habitats After rehabilitation: After relocation: no

.(NEPA . negligible long-term impact/no affect for long-

impacts/Section adverse/may affect-not | term with potential for

7 affects) likely to adversely affect | minor-moderate beneficial

Water long-term negligible minor long-term adverse | During relocation: During demolition:
Resources, moderate short-term moderate short-term

Wetlands and
Water Quality

adverse

After relocation:
negligible long-term

adverse

After demolition: negligible
long-term

Park Operations

& Administration

Operations &
Administration

negligible long-term

moderate long-term
beneficial

moderate long-term
beneficial

moderate long-term
beneficial

Visitor
Experience

negligible long-term

moderate long-term
beneficial

history-oriented visitor:
moderate long-term
adverse

nature-oriented visitor:
moderate long-term
beneficial

history-oriented visitor:
moderate long-term
adverse

nature-oriented visitor:
moderate long-term
beneficial




Chapter lll: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

________

Aﬁ% onmen

Environmental Consequences

Methodology and Structure of Chapter
Cultural Resources

Natural & Ecological Resources

Park Operations & Administration

Cost Summary by Alternative

Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station ~ 4  Environmental Assessment @ Winter 2006




44

lll. Affected Environment / Environmental

Consequences

This chapter describes the consequences of the proposed alternatives on the affected
environment. For the purposes of this evaluation, the affected environment
includes the following resource categories: cultural resources (historic structures,
cultural landscapes and archeological resources), natural and ecological resources
(vegetation, wildlife and habitats, rare, threatened and endangered species, water
resources, wetlands and water quality) and park operations and administration.

Agency Consultation for Natural and Cultural Resources

Part of complying with specific laws that govern natural and cultural resources at
the park is to inform relevant state and federal agencies of the study underway and
the proposed preferred alternative and request relevant information and
identification of potential issues and constraints such as threatened species. The
park has sent letters to the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Virginia Department
of Game and Inland Fisheries, the Virginia Office of Environmental Impact
Review, the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation and the Virginia
Department of Historic Resources. The park will continue to consult with these
agencies, as with the public, through the implementation of the preferred
alternative.

Methodology and Structure of Chapter

The chapter is organized by resource category. For each resource type, the
following information is provided:

Laws & Policies
A description of the relevant, laws, regulations, policies and guidelines
associated with each resource, and how the park is complying with them.

Affected Environment

A description of current resource conditions as they exist within the project
area. Information is derived from the reports and studies referenced in the
bibliography as well as site visits and the knowledge of park staff.

Impact Intensity

A discussion of impact intensity and the definition of differing levels of impact
including negligible, minor, moderate or major impact. Intensity levels vary by
resource category.

Impact Assessment

An assessment of the potential impacts—environmental consequences—of each
alternative on the specific resource type. Alternatives are evaluated using the
defined intensity scale and in consideration of impact duration—short versus
long-term.

Part of complying with
specific laws that
govern natural and
cultural resources at
the park is to inform
relevant state and
federal agencies of the
study underway and
the proposed preferred
alternative and request
relevant information
and identification of
potential issues and
constraints such as
threatened species.



The fundamental
purpose of the
National Park System,
established by the
Organic Act and
reaffirmed by the
General Authorities
Act, as amended,
begins with a mandate
to conserve park
resources and values.

Cumulative Impacts and Conclusions

An assessment of the cumulative impacts associated with each alternative.
Cumulative impacts are defined as “the impact on the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency
(federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR
1508.7). The actions considered in the impact analyses of cumulative impacts
include the lead abatement project, planned energy efficiency improvements
and the ongoing USFWS “Compatibility” Determination process. Each of
those projects is fully explained in Chapter One, under section ‘¢’.

Since the USFWS “Compatibility” process would continue regardless of any of
the alternatives and have no impacts on any of the alternatives, it will not be
further evaluated as part of the cumulative impact analysis.

Summary findings for each major resource category are presented in a
conclusion, including a determination of whether the alternative would result
in resource impairment.

Impairment

In addition to determining the environmental consequences of the alternatives,
the 2001 NPS Management Policies and Directors Order-12 require an analysis
to determine if actions would impair park resources and values. Typically,
impacts with the potential for impairment would be determined to be major, or
occasionally moderate in intensity in NEPA impact analyses; impacts of a
negligible to minor intensity would not have the potential for impairment.

The fundamental purpose of the National Park System, established by the
Organic Act and reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act, as amended, begins
with a mandate to conserve park resources and values. National Park Service
managers must always seek ways to avoid or minimize to the greatest degree
practicable adverse impacts on park resources and values. However, the laws do
give NPS management discretion to allow impacts to park resources and values
when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of a park, as long as the
impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and values.

A prohibited impairment is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the
responsible NPS manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values,
including opportunities that otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of
those resources or values. An impact to any park resource or value may
constitute impairment. However, an impact would more likely constitute
impairment to the extent it affects a resource or value whose conservation is:

* necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation
or proclamation of the park; or

* key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for
enjoyment of the park; or

* identified as a goal in the park’s Master Plan or General Management Plan
or other relevant NPS planning documents.
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The cultural resource

A. Cultural Resources management policies of

The National Park Service is the steward of many of America’s most important the National Park
cultural resources. These resour.ces are catego%lzed' as archeolo.glca! resources, Service are derived
cultural landscapes, ethnographic resources, historic and prehistoric structures, and . . .

museum collections. from a suite of historic

N . ' ' preservation and other
The cultural resource management policies of the National Park Service are derived

from a suite of historic preservation and other laws, proclamations, Executive lﬂws’ P roclamat ons,
Orders, and regulations. Two such mandates are provided below. Taken collectively, — Faerusive Orders, and
they provide the Service with the authority and responsibility for managing cultural
resources in every unit of the national park system so that those resources may be
preserved unimpaired for future generations. Cultural resource management would
be carried out in a manner consistent with legislative and regulatory provisions, and
with implementing policies and procedures such as the Standards and Guidelines for
Federal Agency Historic Preservation Programs Pursuant to the National Historic
Preservation Act (63 FR 20497-508).

regulations.

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 1966, (16 USC 470), as
amended, Section 106—

Section 106 of NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the impacts of their
proposals on historic properties, and to provide state historic preservation officers,
tribal historic preservation officers, and, as necessary, the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to review and comment on these
actions.

The park maintains an active relationship with the Virginia State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) regarding cultural resource issues and has sent a letter
to the Officer regarding the initiation of this Environmental Assessment and the
intention of using this document for compliance with Section 106.

Director’s Order #28: Cultural Resource Management—

This Director’s Order was issued pursuant to 16 U.S.C. let seq, the National Park
Service Organic Act, and requires the NPS to protect and manage cultural resources
in its custody through a comprehensive program of research, planning, and
stewardship and in accordance with the policies and principles contained in the NPS
Management Policies. The Order also requires the NPS to comply with the
substantive and procedural requirements described in the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation and with the
1995 Servicewide Programmatic Agreement with the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers.

The Station House.

The park actively manages its cultural resources by conducting research to identify,
evaluate, document and register basic information about cultural resources and
traditionally associated peoples, and sets priorities for stewardship to ensure
resources are protected, preserved, maintained and made available for public
understanding and enjoyment. The park consults, coordinates and cooperates with
outside entities where appropriate regarding cultural and ethnographic research and
documentation.
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The Assateague Beach
Coast Guard Station
was determined by the
Acting Keeper of the
National Register to be
eligible for listing on
the National Register
of Historic Places on
January 15, 1980.

Determination of Eligibility for Listing on the National Register of
Historic Places—

In order for a structure, building or landscape to be listed in the National Register
of Historic Places, it must be associated with an important historic context, i.e.
possess significance - the meaning or value ascribed to the structure or building, and
have integrity of those features necessary to convey its significance, i.e. location,
design, setting, workmanship, materials, feeling, and association.

The Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station was determined by the Acting Keeper of
the National Register to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places on January 15, 1980. This determination was based upon the finding that
“The complex of buildings which collectively are known as the Assateague Beach
Coast Guard Station is architecturally significant as a representative example of early
20th century U. S. Coast Guard buildings constructed primarily to execute the boat
and life rescue service provided along the coastline. As a type of building, their
simple, frame construction takes a vernacular form which reflects some influence of
the Colonial Revival style, indicative of their period of design.” The cultural
landscape was also found eligible for the National Register in 2004.

Having been determined eligible, the property is covered by the provisions of
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. All
NPS actions affecting the Coast Guard Station are reviewed by NPS cultural
resource specialists, and the SHPO is consulted as appropriate. The property must
be formally nominated to the National Register under current standards, an effort
which would address any relevant contexts in addition to the architectural
significance cited in the Determination of Eligibility.

1. Historic Structures
Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station House
The Station House served as headquarters for US Coast Guard operations at
Assateague Beach from 1922 to 1967 and represents a fine example, in relatively
good condition, of a period Coast Guard Station located in a protected area,
from which the crews could perform rescue operations.

The Station House is a plainly-detailed rectangular structure that faces the
Atlantic Ocean approximately 150 yards to the south. The building is 2.5
stories, set on a high basement, measures 40 X 26 feet and has a gable-on-hip
roof with a wide overhang. The Station House has four exterior doorways, the
main entrance on the south facade at an intermediate level between the
basement and first story; a side entrance on the west elevation; a rear entrance
on the north elevation; and a basement opening on the east elevation. The
doors and window openings are placed in a balanced arrangement along the
south fagade and on the east and west elevations of the building. One-story
hip-roof porches protect the main entrance and the west elevation, and a small
porch landing is located outside the rear doorway on the north elevation.

Two large water tanks stand on open-framed bases near the building’s north
(rear) elevation. Each water tank measures 8 feet in diameter and

25



9c

approximately 12 feet in height and has a conical roof with a decorative finial.
All three floors of the interior are arranged around a stair hall centered on the
building’s south wall. The main exterior doorway on the south fagade opens
into an entry or foyer, from which short flights of six steps each lead up to a hall
on the first floor and down to the basement. On the first floor, to the east of
the hall are the crew’s mess room, through which is accessed the kitchen in the
northeast corner of the building. To the west of the hall are the keeper’s office,
bedroom and bathroom. On the basement level, a boiler room and two storage
rooms are located to the east of the hall; to the north of the hall is a small
laundry (the former crew’s bathroom) and the to west are the pump room (the
former laundry) and the storm clothes room. The second floor contains a hall,
bathroom, and four bedrooms.

Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station Boathouse

The boathouse was the hub of Coast Guard operations and provided a dry
storage area for boats and space for working on them. The structure, in good
overall condition, is an excellent example of a Colonial Revival-type boathouse
located in a protected area from which the crew could perform rescue
operations.

The boathouse is a hip-roofed rectangular structure that stands on pilings at the
edge of Tom’s Cove to the north of the Station House. The building is 1.5
stories tall, measures approximately 46 X 62 feet and is decorated with
restrained Colonial Revival styling. The building has two facades, the south is
oriented towards the Station House and the north faces Tom’s Cove. Each
fagade is divided into three bays.

The main pedestrian entrance to the boathouse is a single-wide doorway
centered on the south facade that is protected by a pedimented gable-roofed
porch. One window opening is positioned on either side of the main entrance
and porch. Three wide doorways with overhanging doors span the north fagade
of the building. These doorways are for the passage of boats and there is a
launchway leading down from the doorways to the water of Toms Cove. Five
window openings are symmetrically placed along each of the east and west
elevations and three dormers evenly placed along each of the east and west roof
slopes.

Catwalks surround the south, east and west sides of the building, with the east
and west walkways extending out beyond the boat launchway. A “T-Head” pier
extends parallel to the east catwalk out into the cove. The outermost portion of
the pier was extensively damaged by storms in 1991 and 1992, and has not yet
been repaired.

The north facade of the building was divided into three bays, each occupied by
a large, overhead glazed door composed of seven rows of seven recessed panels.
A pair of steel “runners” led from each boat doorway down the launchway to
the water.

A large cylindrical water tank stands on pilings to the west of the catwalk along
the building’s south elevation. The structure measures approximately 12 feet in
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diameter and 11 feet high and has a conical roof topped by a decorative finial.
Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station Garage

The garage was the original boathouse for the Station. The building is a
rectangular hip-roof structure situated approximately 100 yards to the south of
the Station house. The plainly detailed building is 1.5 stories tall and measures
23 feet X 39 feet. The garage has two facades: the south fagade with two
double-wide doorways was the original boat entrance and is oriented to the
Atlantic Ocean to the south; the east fagade, labeled a “cart” entry on the 1922
construction drawings, is also the main pedestrian entrance and is oriented
toward the access road to the east.

A large cylindrical water tank stands on pilings off the southeast corner of the
garage. The water tank measures 10 feet in diameter and approximately 11 feet
high and has a conical roof topped with a decorative finial.

The garage is currently in poor condition, owing to deteriorated roofing and
lack of overall maintenance.

Assateague Beach Coast Guard Tower

The tower was originally built in 1922 and enlarged from two to three stories
tall in 1938. Before the use of radar, the tower served to direct vessels from
dangerous shoals and to keep a look-out for vessels already in distress. The
tower also served in policing duties of the Guard, observing a stranded boat to
prevent its being stripped. During World War II, the tower was used for round-
the-clock watches. The tower is 37 feet high, constructed of steel angles resting
on four concrete pads and topped by a 12 foot square wooden platform with a 7
foot square frame structure. The observation room has windows on all four
sides and is accessed by a wooden stairway. With the exception of recent, minor
damages caused by a lighting strike, the tower is in fair overall condition.

Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station Generator Building

The concrete block electric generator building was built in 1959 and is
connected to the Station house by a concrete walk. It is a simply designed
structure with a single entrance door, approximately 12 X 15 feet in size, with a
low pitch flat roof. Because the structure is less than 50 years old, it does not
currently meet the eligibility requirement for the national register.

Definitions of Intensity Levels for Historic Structures
Negligible

Impact is at the lowest levels of detection—barely perceptible and not
measurable. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would
be no adverse effect.

Minor

Adverse impact: impact would be perceptible but would not affect the
character defining features of a National Register of Historic Places eligible or
listed structure or building. For purposes of Section 106, the determination
of effect would be no adverse effect.

Beneficial impact: stabilization/ preservation of character defining features
in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties, to maintain existing integrity of a structure
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or building. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would
be no adverse effect.

Moderate

Adverse impact: impact would alter a character 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 is jeopardized. For purposes of
Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
Beneficial impact: rehabilitation of a structure or building in accordance
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties, to make possible a compatible use of the property while
preserving its character defining features. For purposes of Section 106, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Major

Adverse impact: impact would alter a character 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.
Beneficial impact: restoration in accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, to accurately
depict the form, features, and character of a structure or building as it
appeared during its period of significance. For purposes of Section 106, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Impacts to Historic Structures by Alternative

Alternative A: No-Action

The Station house, boathouse, garage, tower and generator building would be
minimally maintained in their current conditions resulting in minor long-term
adverse impacts to the structures as individual resources. Minimum
maintenance could include painting, roof and foundation stabilization and
weatherproofing where appropriate. While the character-defining features of
the structures would be maintained so as to keep the resources eligible for listing
on the National Register, no actions beyond basic stabilization would take place
and gradual deterioration over the long term is likely. For purposes of Section
106, this constitutes no adverse effect.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

Rehabilitation of the structures for adaptive use would follow all the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation. Rehabilitating the structures
to accommodate various compatible uses such as research and educational
programs would not diminish the exterior character defining features or the
cultural landscape. The increase in resources available for long term
maintenance, repair and restoration from a partnering organization would result
in moderate long-term beneficial impacts to the structures. Beneficial impacts
would also be realized through use of the structures because occupancy and care
help preserve the structures. For purposes of Section 106, this constitutes no
adverse effect.

Alternative C: Relocation

Relocation of the structures would lead to a loss of integrity of the resources and
cause major long-term adverse impacts. The individual structures as well as the
complex as a whole would no longer be eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places. As in the CLI analysis, an integral part of the complex’s
eligibility to the National Register is the both the relationship of the complex to
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The Boat House.

the landscape as well as the relationship of the structures to each other. For
purposes of Section 106, this constitutes an adverse effect.

Alternative D: Demolition

Demolition of the structures would have a major permanent adverse impact.
The resources would not be available for visitation or interpretation except
through documentation such as photographs and drawings. Pursuing this
alternative would eliminate any National Register eligibility. For purposes of
Section 106, this constitutes an adverse effect.

Cumulative Impacts on Historic Structures

The lead abatement and energy efficiency projects would have positive, long-
term minor to moderate impacts on historic structures for all the alternatives.
Lead abatement will remove any air-borne contaminants that can be carried by
wind which can end up in the ground or water. The energy efficiency
improvements will provide for more reliable and efficient power under
Alternatives A, B and C as well as help to lengthen the life of the structures by
replacing or repairing deteriorated components of doors and windows. In
Alternative D, the energy efficiency project would not be relevant regarding the
structures.

Cultural Landscapes

A cultural landscape is a reflection of human adaptation and use of natural
resources. It is often expressed in the way land is organized and divided,
patterns of settlement, land use, systems of circulation, and types of structures
that are built. The character of a cultural landscape is defined by physical
materials such as roads, buildings, walls, and vegetation and by use reflecting
cultural values and traditions. Shaped through time by historical land use and
management practices, cultural landscapes provide a visual record of an areas
past. The dynamic nature of modern human life, however, contributes to the
continual reshaping of cultural landscapes. They are a good source of
information about specific times and places, but at the same time, their long-
term preservation is a challenge.

The Coast Guard Station is considered to be an individual landscape within the
park. A Cultural Landscape Inventory (CLI) report—a comprehensive
inventory of historically significant landscapes and landscape features—for the
Station was prepared in 2004. The Station landscape and its features were
found to be in fair overall condition, and determined eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places. The Virginia SHPO concurred with the eligibility

determination.

The Station complex is an individual landscape, containing within it both
systems and features. It is not just the structures themselves, but their siting in
relation to each other and the landscape—including vegetation and views—that
make the Station complex unique. “Views to and from the property add to the
story of the Coast Guard history by providing a visual of how life may have
been for the life-savers of the surf on an isolated barrier island along the Atlantic
coast.” (CLI, Part 3a, page 1). Features contributing to the significance of the
Station landscape are summarized in Appendix B.
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Definitions of Intensity Levels for Cultural Landscapes
Negligible

Impact is at the lowest levels of detection, barely perceptible and not
measurable. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would
be no adverse effect.

Minor

Adverse impact: impact is perceptible but would not affect the character
defining features of a National Register of Historic Places eligible or listed
cultural landscape. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect
would be no adverse effect.

Beneficial impact: preservation of character defining features in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's standards, to maintain
existing integrity of the cultural landscape. For purposes of Section 106, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Moderate

Adverse impact: impact would alter a character defining feature(s) of the
cultural landscape but would not diminish the integrity of the landscape to
the extent that its National Register eligibility is jeopardized. For purposes of
Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
Beneficial impact: rehabilitation of a landscape or its features in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s standards, to make possible a
compatible use of the landscape while preserving its character defining
features. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be
no adverse effect.

Major

Adverse impact: impact would alter a character defining feature(s) of the
cultural landscape, 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.
Beneficial impact: restoration in accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior's standards, to accurately depict the features and character of a
landscape as it appeared during its period of significance. For purposes of
Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Impacts to Cultural Landscapes by Alternative

Alternative A: No-Action

Continuing with current management practices to minimally stabilize resources
without undertaking substantive restoration or rehabilitation would have
moderate adverse impacts on the cultural landscape with a Section 106 finding
of no adverse effect. Under this alternative the park would continue to
maintain the cultural landscape to keep it eligible for the National Register, but
some character-defining features such as circulation patterns would continue to
deteriorate and eventually be lost as natural forces slowly gain the upper hand.
Features such as views and vistas would not be altered by the park, but funding
would not be available for more substantive measures such as restoration of the
damaged pier and boat dock. The impacts to the cultural landscape under this
alternative would be long-term, spanning the life of the resource for the
foreseeable future.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

Long-term, moderate beneficial impacts would result from rehabilitation of the
Station complex for adaptive use with a Section 106 finding of no adverse
effect. Under this alternative, most or all of the contributing landscape features

CLI Report, NPS.
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would be maintained or rehabilitated to reflect the Station’s period of
significance. The views and vistas would remain unchanged, except as natural
forces affect the landscape.

Alternative C: Relocation

Major long-term adverse impacts would result if the Station were relocated away
from the cultural landscape on which it was created, with a Section 106 finding
of adverse effect. The Station would no longer be eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places if moved from its contextual setting. Many of the
character-defining features that contribute to and are an integral part of the
Station’s cultural landscape—views and vistas, natural features and systems,
topography and vegetation—would no longer be part of the complex.
Furthermore, it would be unlikely that the spatial organization would be
maintained in the new location or that structures such as the tower or garage
would be moved along with the complex.

Alternative D: Demolition

Major adverse permanent impacts would result if the Station complex were
demolished. Under this alternative, a National Register eligible resource would
be lost. The cultural landscape would be irretrievably altered. For purposes of
Section 106, this constitutes and adverse effect.

Cumulative Impacts on the Cultural Landscape

The lead abatement and energy efficiency projects would have positive, long-
term minor to moderate impacts on the cultural landscape for all the
alternatives, except D. Lead abatement will remove any air-borne contaminants
that can be carried by wind which can end up in the ground or water. The
energy efficiency improvements will provide for more reliable and efficient
power under all the alternatives as well as help to lengthen the life of the
structures by replacing or repairing deteriorated components of doors and
windows. In Alternative D, the energy efficiency project would not be relevant
regarding the cultural landscape.

Archeological Resources

The archeological record—the sites and objects left by those who came before
us—provides tangible evidence of the diverse cultural heritage of the U.S. The
peoples who lived long before us, their religions, technologies, and houses, and
the environments in which they lived can all be discovered through archeology.

The Federal archeology program is a general term that includes interpretation
programs, collections care, scientific investigations, protection efforts, and
public education and outreach efforts. The program covers activities on federal
and tribal land, as well as federally financed, permitted, or licensed actions on
nonfederal land. Authorities, regulations, and guidelines define these activities
to preserve, properly treat, and protect archeological sites and objects, such as
the Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as amended (Public Law
96-95) and the National Historic Preservation Act, especially Sections 106 and
110. The archeological work involves the identification, evaluation, and
nomination of historic properties to the National Register of Historic Places.
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The foundation for these activities and programs was laid by the authorities and
protections provided by the Antiquities Act of 1906, 16-USC 431-433.

The Station complex has not yet been systematically inventoried for
archeological resources. In any future action involving ground disturbance the
potential for impacts would be assessed as per NPS guidelines. The area has
potential to yield a variety of artifacts belonging to some of the earliest crews at
the station.

A historical archeological survey was prepared for the park in 1984 for four sites
within the park: North Beach Life-Saving Station, Scott’s Ocean House Hotel,
Green Run Inlet Cemetery and the Seabord Fish Oil and Guano Company. Of
the four, the Seabord site—a former factory built in 1912—is the only one in
proximity to the Station, located just north of it on the hook. The factory was
destroyed in a fire in 1916 and never rebuilt. The site is considered a ruin, with
some concrete footings and wood pilings remaining above the surface. The site
is recognized locally and is on the National Park Service List of Classified
Structures (historic structures and sites located on NPS lands) but was
determined not eligible for the National Register.

Definitions of Intensity Levels for Archeological Resources
Negligible

Impact is at the lowest levels of detection, barely measurable with no
perceptible consequences, either adverse or beneficial, to archeological
resources. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would
be no adverse effect.

Minor

Adverse impact: disturbance of a site(s) is confined to a small area with
little, if any, loss of important information potential. For purposes of Section
106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Beneficial impact: preservation of a site(s) in its natural state. For purposes
of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Moderate

Adverse impact: disturbance of the site(s) would not result in a substantial
loss of important information. For purposes of Section 106, the
determination of effect would be adverse effect.

Beneficial impact: stabilization of the site(s). For purposes of Section 106,
the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Major

Adverse impact: disturbance of the site(s) is substantial and results in the
loss of most or all of the site and its potential to yield important information.
For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse
effect.

Beneficial impact: active intervention to preserve the site. For purposes of
Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Impacts to Archeological Resources by Alternative

Alternative A: No-Action

Maintaining current levels of management and use at the Station complex
would have long-term negligible to minor beneficial impacts to any potential
archeological resources; for purposes of Section 106, this constitutes no adverse
effect.

Seabord ruins.
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Maintaining current levels of management would have minor long-term
beneficial impacts on the Seaboard ruin. Rangers would continue to
periodically patrol the area, preventing vandals from interfering with the natural
evolution of the site. For purposes of Section 106, this constitutes no adverse
effect.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

Rehabilitating the station complex would have minor short-term adverse
impacts to potential archeological resources. Any ground disturbing activities
would be assessed for their potential impact on unknown archeological
resources. The park would implement all NPS guidelines to survey, evaluate
and mitigate potential archeological resources and if possible avoid them
altogether. For purposes of Section 106, this constitutes no adverse effect.

Rehabilitating the Station complex would have minor beneficial long-term
impacts on the Seaboard ruin. Similar to alternative A, rangers would continue
to patrol the area, deterring vandals. For purposes of Section 106, this
constitutes no adverse effect.

Alternative C: Relocation

The relocation of the structures would necessitate significant ground
disturbance which could result in moderate adverse impacts in the short-term to
potential archeological resources at the Station complex. For purposes of
Section 106, this constitutes an adverse effect and mitigation measures would be
implemented in consultation with the Virginia SHPO and the ACHP.

Once the Station Complex is removed and mitigation measures have been
implemented to any disturbed archeological resources, the resources could
experience minor to moderate long-term beneficial impacts from preservation
and stabilization mitigation actions. For purposes of Section 106, this
constitutes no adverse effect.

Relocating the Station complex could have the potential for long-term minor
adverse impacts on the Seabord site. In this alternative, rangers would have less
occasion or reason to visit the complex site, making the area including the
Seaboard ruin more prone to disturbance by vandals. For purposes of Section
106, this constitutes no adverse effect.

Alternative D: Demolition

Demolition of the Station complex could have similar impacts to archeological
resources as in Alternative C. Demolition could necessitate significant ground
disturbance which could result in moderate adverse impacts in the short-term to
potential archeological resources at the Station complex. For purposes of
Section 106, this constitutes an adverse effect and mitigation measures as those
described in Alternative C would be implemented.

Similar to Alternative C, once the Station Complex is removed and mitigation
measures have been implemented to any disturbed archeological resources, the
resources could experience minor to moderate long-term beneficial impacts
from preservation and stabilization mitigation actions. For purposes of Section
106, this constitutes no adverse effect.
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Also as in Alternative C, with the Station removed, there would be less ranger
oversight in this area of Assateague Island, making the area including the
Seaboard ruin more prone to disturbance by vandals in the long-term,
potentially leading to minor adverse impacts. For purposes of Section 106, this
constitutes no adverse effect.

Cumulative Impacts on Archeological Resources

Neither the lead abatement nor the energy efficiency projects will have an
impact, positive or negative, on archeological resources in any of the
alternatives.

Impairment
For the purposes of this analysis impairment is defined as a major, adverse
impact to a resource or value whose conservation is:

(1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation
or proclamation of Assateague Island National Seashore;

(2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park; or

(3) identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant
National Park Service planning documents.

Based on the above definition of impairment of a cultural resource, none of the
alternatives would constitute an impairment of the Coast Guard station. While
Alternative D would lead to major adverse affects, the Station is not necessary to
fulfill the park’s establishing legislation and therefore is not key to—although an
important component of—the natural or cultural integrity of the park.

Summary of Impacts on Cultural Resources by Alternative
Alternative A: No-Action

Maintaining current management practices would have minor adverse long-
term impacts to physical resources including the cultural landscape as funds
continue to be limited and those available used to minimally maintain and
stabilize the structures in their current conditions. Under this alternative,
minor beneficial impacts can continue to be expected for the long-term for
archeological resources at the Station and at the Seabord site. Both sites would
continue to be monitored by rangers and remain under limited access. The oral
history program would continue to add to its collection and document stories
relevant to the Station and the Coast Guard.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

Rehabilitating the Station for adaptive use would have long-term beneficial
impacts on the Station and its associated and contributing features and
resources. Partnering with an educational or research organization would help
to ensure a more consistent funding source which can be used to rehabilitate
and maintain cultural resources, including enhancing the oral history project.
Some minor adverse impacts may be anticipated to potential archeological
resources due to ground disturbance associated with rehabilitation, however, all
activities would occur under NPS guidelines for archeology and appropriate
mitigation measures would be employed.



Alternative C: Relocation

Relocating the Station would result in major adverse effects as it is taken out of
the context which contributes to its eligibility for the National Register of
Historic Places and would likely lead to even less funding—even if the physical
integrity of the buildings are maintained. Archeological resources could
experience both short-term adverse effects and long-term beneficial effects as
there would be ground disturbance during relocation which would be mitigated
through preservation and stabilization measures.

Alternative D: Demolition

Demolition of the structures would lead to major adverse affects of all the
cultural resources associated with the complex. The loss would be permanent
and irretrievable. Any study of the resource would have to rely on
documentation of the physical and social aspects of the Station. Archeological
resources could experience beneficial impacts if the hook continues to
experience sand deposition from storms and other natural phenomenon.
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B. Natural & Ecological Resources

Analogous to the previous section regarding cultural resources, NPS is also steward
of some of the nation’s most important and unique natural and ecological resources.
Many of these resources are considered rare, threatened or endangered and like
cultural resources are protected under various laws, proclamations, Executive Orders
and regulations. Relevant laws and policies are addressed under each resource topic.

Coastal Zone Management Act as amended through PL 104-150 (1972)—The
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration approved the Virginia Coastal
Resources Management Program. Accordingly, federal activities which are
reasonably likely to affect any land or water use or natural resources of Virginia’s
designated coastal resources management area must be consistent with the
enforceable policies of the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program. The
park is in compliance with both Virginia and Federal coastal zone management
policies and consults with appropriate state and federal agencies when conducting
resource planning. All the alternatives considered in this EA would either retain
current land use on the hook or decrease the intensity through removal or
demolition of the structures, having negligible to no impacts on the coastal zone.

See Appendix item C for NPS’s Consistency Determination under CZMA for the
preferred alternative.

1. Vegetation
Much of the historic vegetation information in the CLI report was derived from
aerial and site photographs. It would be very difficult to determine what kind
of vegetation existed prior to the Station, as the island was in a constant state of
flux, but it is known that the hook was lower, subject to more frequent
overwash and likely dominated by various grass species. Man-made
stabilization through artificial dunes has made the site more stable, and a good
record of site conditions can be pieced together from historic photographs.

Three major ecological communities exist at the Station complex including
beach, vegetated dune and salt marsh. According to the 1994-95 Natural
Resources Vegetation Inventory [USFWS], the following vegetation groups are
found in and around the Coast Guard Station property:

Shrubland

1) Groundsel Bush/High Tide bush (Baccharis halimifolia)
Marsh Elder/Big-leat Sumpweed (lva frutescens)
Saltmeadow Cordgrass (Spartina patens)

2) Wax Myrtle/Tallow Shrub/Southern Bayberry (Myrica cerifera)
Groundsel Bush (Baccharis halimifolia)
Saltmeadow Cordgrass (Spartina patens)

3) Southern Bayberry (Myrica cerifera)
Penny-wort (Hydrocotyle spp.)

4) Northern Bayberry (Myrica pennsylvanica)
Buttonweed (Diodia teres)

The Station complex and landscape.
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Dwarf-shrubland

1) Sand Heather (Hudsonia tomentosa)
Switchgrass (Panicum amarum,),
Panicgrass (Amarulum)

Sparse shrubland

1) Northern Bayberry (Myrica pensylvanica)
Little Bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium ssp. littorale)
Hyssopleaf Thoroughwort (Eupatorium hyssopifolium)

Upland Herbaceous Vegetation

1) American Beach Grass (Ammophila breviligulata)
Switchgrass (Panicum amarum,),
Panicgrass (Amarulum)

Wetland Herbaceous Vegetation

1) Saltmarsh Cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora)
Seaweed, fucus (Ascophyllum nodosum)

2) Saltmeadow Cordgrass (Spartina patens)
Inland Saltgrass (Distichlis spicata)
Bushy Seaside Tansy (Borrichia frutescens)

The patterns that the vegetative groups form describe the ocean to cove
landscape and are at least partially reflective of the dune fencing practices of the
1960s. From the shorelines moving towards the center of the island there are
the following general vegetation distributions: naturally occurring unvegetated
areas, or beach, moving to dwarf shrubland, shrubland, and mixed herbaceous
species, or dune. Pockets of marshland can be found within the interdune area
as well as closer to the shorelines. The taller dunes consisting of dwarf
shrubland clearly reflect the fencelines seen in the 1966 aerial photograph.

Activity around the buildings and roadway have kept the landscape of the
station complex relatively open; whereas shrubland and vegetated dunes
completely surrounds the immediate area. The open yard space south of the
station complex is currently not managed as lawn and is basically sand. In
addition, several eastern red cedars (Juniperus virginiana) are found around the
Coast Guard Station complex. This is a native species presently found widely
on the island and is also a species that is widely planted for ornamental purposes
in the region.

There are a number of non-native plant species (regionally common naturalized
species) found at the CG Station, none of which, however, are considered
aggressive invaders. The site is periodically monitored for the presence of
invasive non-native plant, a practice that continue under all of the alternatives.
None of the alternatives is expected to increase the potential that non-native
invasive plants are introduced or their abundance increased.

Definitions of Intensity Levels for Vegetation
Negligible

Impacts would have no measurable or perceptible changes in plant
community size, integrity, or continuity.
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Minor

Impacts would be measurable or perceptible but would be localized within a
relatively small area. The overall viability of the plant community would not
be affected and, if left alone, would recover.

Moderate
Impacts would cause a clearly detectable change in the plant community
(e.g. abundance, distribu-tion, quantity, or quality); the impact would remain

localized but would be clearly detectable and could have an appreciable . -l

impact on individual species. ; g
American beach grass.

Major

Impacts to the plant community would be substantial, highly noticeable, and

permanent.

Impacts to Vegetation by Alternative

Alternative A: No-Action

Under this alternative access to the Station continues to be limited and
traditional circulation patterns are generally followed. Maintaining current
management practices would have negligible impacts to existing natural
vegetation communities within and adjacent to the station complex. The extent
of the maintained landscape associated with the facility would remain constant
and use patterns would not affect the surrounding natural vegetation
communities.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

During rehabilitation activities, minor short-term adverse impacts to vegetation
can be anticipated. Mitigation measures would include clearly demarcating
paths that work crews and other equipment should follow.

Once rehabilitation is completed negligible impacts to vegetation can be
anticipated as access is made available to researchers and visitors and use of the
facility increases. Access by visitors and user groups would, however, be
supervised, ensuring naturally occurring vegetation and dunes are not affected.
A circulation plan depicting sensitive vegetation that should be avoided could
be made available and could be used as part of the educational or interpretive
program.

RN IT

Alternative C: Relocation

Relocating the Station complex would have moderate short-term adverse
impacts on current vegetation while the relocation process is actually taking
place. Disturbances during the relocation process would have an impact on
plant quality. In the long-term, positive minor to moderate impacts would be
expected, allowing full recovery from any damage as well as a return to natural
conditions with an increase in plant community size, integrity and continuity.
There is a slight potential for encroachment by non-native invasive plants
species. This potential would be minimized by periodic surveillance of the site
for non-native species and appropriate control action should they be discovered.

Alternative D: Demolition
Demolition would have long-term moderate beneficial impacts on all plant
communities that were at or near the Station as plant community size, integrity

i
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and continuity are likely to increase with the reduction of human access and use
in the long-term. Since the man-made dunes are higher in elevation than what
we know of historical conditions, a new dune pattern would eventually become
established, similar to the dunes in adjacent areas and subject to overwash as
noted earlier. This would eventually foster different plant community and a
shift toward conditions that would likely have occurred if the Station had never
been built, resulting in a beneficial impact by promoting and maintaining
native wetland and coastal vegetation.

Cumulative Impacts on Vegetation

The lead abatement project would have positive, long-term minor impacts on
vegetation for all the alternatives. Lead abatement will remove any air-borne
contaminants that can be carried by wind which can end up in the ground or
water. The energy efficiency improvements project would not have any impacts
on any of the alternatives on vegetation.

Wildlife & Aquatic Life and their Habitats

NPS Organic Act (16 USC 1)—

Directs parks to conserve wildlife unimpaired for the enjoyment of future
generations, is interpreted by the agency to mean that native animal life should
be protected and perpetuated as part of the park’s natural ecosystem. Natural
processes are relied on to control populations of native species to the greatest
extent possible; otherwise they are protected from harvest, harassment, or harm
by human activities. According to NPS Management Policies 2001, the
restoration of native species is a high priority (sec. 4.1). Management goals for
wildlife include maintaining components and processes of naturally evolving
park ecosystems, including natural abundance, diversity, and the ecological
integ-rity of plants and animals.

This EA will deal mainly with those wildlife species found on the hook and

adjacent waters.

Birds

The Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge (CNWR) provides an ideal and
protected environment for both resident and migratory species. The
combination of Assateague Island’s natural assets and the refuge’s wildlife
habitat enhancement activities has established the area as one of Eastern North
America’s most important bird management areas. More than 300 species use
the refuge for nesting, wintering, or feeding and resting during migration. The
refuge ranks fourth in diversity among 454 sites censused in the US, east of the
Rockies and is important for many species on an international scale. The refuge
ranked second in diversity of shorebird species from among all 450 sites in the
International Shorebird Survey network (Manomet Bird Observatory, 1985)
and in 1990 the barrier islands of Virginia and Maryland were dedicated as part
of the International Shorebird Reserve.

Toms Cove Hook and the adjacent waters provide important breeding,
wintering and migratory stopover habitat for a wide array of resident, seasonal
and transitory bird species including neotropical migrants, waterfowl, colonial
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waterbirds and shorebirds. The open sandy beaches and washover flats found
on the hook are particularly important as breeding sites for a variety of
shorebirds, such as common, least and gull-billed terns (sterna nilotica), piping
plovers (charadrius melodus), willets (catoptrophorus semipalmatus) and
oystercatchers (haematopus ostralegus). The shallow waters of Toms Cove
support numerous wading birds such as egrets (egresta garzetta), herons
(ardeidae) and ibis (threskiornithidae), and during the winter months, large
numbers of waterfowl including brant (brantae), mergansers (mergus merganser),
loons (gavia immer), and grebes (podicipedidae). Birds of prey are common
during certain times of the year, especially later summer and early fall when
thousands of raptors stream down the Atlantic seaboard on their southbound
migration.

Mammals

There are thirty-one mammal species that live in the Chincoteague NWR.
Mammals seen on the hook—which consists predominantly of dune
communities and salt marsh—and in the cove include raccoons (procyon lotor),
fox (vulpae), rabbits (leporidae), rodents (rodentia), sika deer (cervus nippon)—
an introduced species, river otter (lutra Canadensis) and cetaceans (cetacea). The
hook lacks wooded areas that provide a sense of enclosure and isolation that
larger land mammals prefer.

Red fox (vulpe vulpe) is fairly common in brushy areas where they prey on
nesting waterfowl and other ground-nesting animals. They can be a primary
cause of low bird nesting success among the piping plover.

Aquatic Life

The shallow marine and estuarine waters adjacent to the hook provide excellent
habitat for a wide variety of mollusks (mo/lusca), crustaceans and finfish.
Mollusks include hard shell clams (crocea), whelk (buccinum undatum), ribbed
mussels (geukensia demissa), periwinkles (littorina littorea) and a few wild oysters
(ostrea). The Cove is extensively used for hard clam aquaculture, with large
areas leased for commercial production. Common crustaceans include blue and
spider crabs, shrimp, and on the island itself, ghost crabs. The protected
beaches of Toms Cove provide important spawning habitat for horsehoe crabs,
an ancient species most closely related to spiders. Numerous finfish inhabit the
Cove including sheepshead minnow, mummichog, white and yellow perch,
American eel (anguilla rostrata), bluefish (pomatomus saltatrix), channel bass
(sciaenops ocellatus) and spotted sea trout (cynoscion nebulosus), to name just a
few.

Definitions of Intensity Levels for Wildlife and Aquatic

Life and their Habitats

Negligible

There would be no observable or measurable impacts to native species, their
habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them. Impacts would be of
short duration and well within natural fluctuations.

Minor
Impacts would be detectable, but they would not be expected to be outside
the natural range of variability and would not be expected to have any long-

Egrets in marsh.
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term impacts on native species, their habitats, or the natural processes
sustaining them.

Population numbers, population structure, genetic variability, and other
demographic factors for species might have small, short-term changes, but
long-term characteristics would remain stable and viable. Occasional
responses to disturbance by some individuals could be expected, but without
interference to feeding, reproduction, or other factors affecting population
levels.

Key ecosystem processes might have short-term disruptions that would be
within natural variation. Sufficient habitat would remain functional to
maintain viability of all species. Impacts would be outside critical
reproduction periods for sensitive native species.

Moderate

Mortality or interference with activities necessary for survival can be
expected on an occasional basis, but is not expected to threaten the
continued existence of the species in the park unit.

Impacts on native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining
them would be detectable, and they could be outside the natural range of
variability for short periods of time. Population numbers, population
structure, genetic variability, and other demographic factors for species
might have short-term changes, but would be expected to rebound to pre-
impact numbers and to remain stable and viable in the long term. Frequent
responses to disturbance by some individuals could be expected, with some
negative impacts to feeding, reproduction, or other factors affecting short-
term population levels.

Key ecosystem processes might have short-term disruptions that would be
outside natural variation (but would soon return to natural conditions).
Sufficient habitat would remain functional to maintain viability of all native
species. Some impacts might occur during critical periods of reproduction or
in key habitat for sensitive native species.

Major

Impacts on native species, their habitats, or the 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.

Population numbers, population structure, genetic variability, and other
demographic factors for species might have large, short-term declines, with
long-term population numbers significantly depressed. Frequent responses to
disturbance by some individuals would be expected, with negative impacts
to feeding, reproduction, or other factors resulting in a long-term decrease
in population levels. Breeding colonies of native species might relocate to
other portions of the park.

Key ecosystem processes might be disrupted in the long term or
permanently. Loss of habitat might affect the viability of at least some native
species.

Impacts to Wildlife and Aquatic Life and their Habitats by
Alternative

Alternative A: No-Action

There would be negligible impacts to wildlife and aquatic life as a result of the
maintenance of current management practices. As the Station is not used with
any regularity, there is little foot traffic and minimal vehicle access. The limited
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amount of small boat traffic associated with the Station is insignificant by
comparison to overall vessel use in the area and, as such, has negligible impacts
on aquatic and terrestrial wildlife.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

Moderate short-term impacts to wildlife from displacement could result during
rehabilitation. Since the facilities would not be expanded and the use of the site
would not be greatly increased, it is expected that wildlife would resume normal
use of the area once rehabilitation activities are completed.

Repairs to the existing dock—which includes the potential replacement of
pilings and other wooden structural components—is likely to use standard
marine-use lumber which contains chemical compounds that at high
concentrations can adversely impact aquatic organisms. However, given the
limited scope of the needed repairs, the potential for impact is negligible.

Increasing use and access to the Station could have minor long-term adverse
impacts to wildlife, and negligible impacts to aquatic life. Rehabilitating the
Station for adaptive use would not relax any of the use or access restrictions
currently in place to protect wildlife. It is anticipated that these restrictions
would be used as part of the interpretation program to educate visitors about
wildlife conservation and management efforts in the park and refuge.
Visitors—whether they are scientists doing research or school groups—are likely
to appreciate and abide by any of the park’s management, access and circulation
restrictions.

Alternative C: Relocation

Relocating the Station would likely have some short-term moderate adverse
impacts on wildlife while relocation activities are occurring. Large vehicles and
construction equipment could disturb some wildlife feeding and resting
activities. In addition, relocation would entail the removal of the boathouse
and associated pier structures and pilings. The piling removal would likely
cause temporary increases in suspended sediment and loss of water clarity,
disruption of associated benthic invertebrate communities, loss of “hard”
substrate used by aquatic organisms, and the possible re-suspension of
pollutants incorporated in the sediments. These impacts are minor in scope and
intensity with a quick recovery time.

All relocation activities would be timed to avoid crucial times of the year, such
as during the breeding season of colonial waterbirds, including the piping
plover.

Once the relocation is complete, long-term moderate beneficial impacts would
likely occur as the Station property reverts to natural habitat conditions.
However, reversion to natural conditions and the associated shift in habitat
types is likely to favor some species over others. For example, lower dunes and
more frequent overwash may increase suitability for ground nesting shorebirds
while reducing the area’s suitability for certain mammals. Impacts would be
negligible in the long-term for aquatic life.

Wild horses.
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Alternative D: Demolition

Similar to Alternative C, demolition activities could have some short-term
moderate impacts on wildlife. Large vehicles and equipment could disturb
some wildlife feeding and resting activities. In addition, demolition would
entail the removal of the boathouse and associated pier structures and pilings.
The piling removal would likely cause temporary increases in suspended
sediment and loss of water clarity, disruption of associated benthic invertebrate
communities, loss of “hard” substrate used by aquatic organisms, and the
possible re-suspension of pollutants incorporated in the sediments. These
impacts are minor in scope and intensity with a quick recovery time.

All demolition and removal activities would be timed to avoid crucial times of
the year, such as during the breeding season of colonial waterbirds, including
the piping plover.

Once demolition and removal are complete it is likely that wildlife and their
habitats on the hook would experience long-term moderate beneficial impacts
as a result of decreased human access and the increase of natural habitat area.
Also similar to Alternative C, demolition is likely to result in habitat changes
that will influence the species-specific habitat suitability of the area. Impacts
would be negligible in the long-term for aquatic life.

Cumulative Impacts on Wildlife and Aquatic Life and their
Habitats

The lead abatement project would have positive, long-term minor impacts on
wildlife and aquatic life and their habitats for all the alternatives. Lead
abatement will remove any air-borne contaminants that can be carried by wind
which can end up in the ground or water. The energy efficiency improvements
project would not have any impacts on wildlife and aquatic life and their
habitats under any of the alternatives.

Rare, Threatened, Endangered (RTE) or Special Concern Species
and their Habitats

Endangered Species Act (ESA)—

Section 7 of the ESA requires that a federal agency consult with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service on any action that
may affect federally-listed endangered or threatened species or candidate species,
or that may result in adverse modification of critical habitat.

NPS Management Policies 2001—

state that potential impacts of agency actions will also be considered on state or
locally listed species. The National Park Service is required to control access to
critical habitat of such species, and to perpetuate the natural distribution and
abundance of these species and the ecosystems upon which they depend.

Piping Plover (charadrius melodus)

The piping plover, a threatened species protected under the Endangered Species
Act since January, 1986, nests on sandy or cobbly beaches and washover flats
created and maintained by storms. Plovers begin displaying territorial behavior
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in mid-March. Following elaborate courtship rituals, the pair forms a shallow
depression in the sand to serve as a nest. Usually four eggs are laid. The eggs
hatch in about 25 days and surviving young fly in about 30 days. According to
the USFWS Piping Plover Recovery Plan, annual reproductive success of 1.5
chicks fledged per breeding pair is needed to increase the piping plover

population to sustainable levels.

Factors that have contributed to the decline of the piping plover along the
Atlantic Coast include human disturbance, habitat loss from coastal
development and shoreline stabilization activities, and depredation by a variety
of predators such as raccoons, foxes and gulls that prey on eggs and chicks.

Since monitoring began in 1988, the number of piping plovers using the hook
region of CNRW has varied between 14 and 38 breeding pairs. Since 2000, the
hook area has been particularly productive with an average of 31 breeding pairs
producing an average of 2 chicks per pair. Compared to other locations in the
plover’s southern breeding range, productivity at CNWR is above average.

Routine management activities during the plover breeding season have
traditionally included intensive monitoring, predator control, protection of
nests using fenced exclosures, and visitor use management though access
restrictions, including both partial and complete closures of the Off-Road
Vehicle route traversing the hook.

The Commonwealth of Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation
provided the NPS with a listing of all state rare, threatened and endangered
species known to occur within a two-mile and half-mile radius of the Station
complex. In most cases, the listed species occur outside of the area that would
be affected by implementation of any of the alternatives. For those beach-
dwelling species that may occur in close proximity to the Station complex
(Wilson’s Plover, Spectral Tiger Beetle, Seaside Knotweed, Seaside Heliotrope
and Seaside Plantain), the potential effects would be similar to those described
for Piping Plover and Seabeach Amaranth. See DCR response letter in the
appendix for a complete species list.

The park would continue to enforce all use and access restrictions under any of
the management alternatives.

Atlantic Loggerhead Sea Turtle (caretta caretta)

Assateague Island is located at the extreme northern edge of this large sea turtle’s
(up to 900 Ibs.) breeding habitat range. In 1969, an experimental program was
initiated to expand the range of the loggerhead sea turtle by trans-locating
hundreds of turtle eggs from more southerly nesting beaches to Assateague
Island. The program was discontinued in 1978 with no indication of success.
Scientists concluded that ambient temperatures on Assateague Island are not
warm enough to produce viable young. The program may, however, help
explain the occasional nesting activity observed on Assateague Island. None of
these rare events is known to have successfully produced live offspring.

Sea Beach Amaranth (amaranthus pumilus)
Sea beach amaranth is a federally listed threatened plant endemic to Atlantic
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barrier island beaches from Massachusetts to South Carolina. The species
inhabits upper beaches and overwash terraces and, in the absence of storm
disturbance which creates and maintains favorable habitat, may be eliminated
by competition by more competitive species. The plant is an annual, with
reproduction and seed set within the year of growth necessary to perpetuate
populations. Seeds are believed to remain viable for extended periods and are
thought capable of being transported over long distances.

On Assateague Island, sea beach amaranth was first recorded in 1966 during an
island-wide floristic survey. The species was described as “frequent” in sparsely
vegetated washover areas at several locations, including within CNWR.
Subsequent surveys in the 1980’ failed to relocate the species, and by the
1990’s, the plant was considered to have been extirpated from Assateague

Island.

In 1999, sea beach amaranth was “re-discovered” near the northern end of
Assateague Island. Seeds from plants found in 1999 and 2000 were used to
initiate a three year (2000-2002) restoration program that re-introduced more
than 5,400 plants throughout the Maryland portion of Assateague Island.
Seeds from these introduced plants have since dispersed and, beginning in
2001, increasing numbers of amaranth have been found in the Virginia portion
of the Island. While no plants have yet been observed on the hook, habitat
conditions in this area are considered very favorable for amaranth.

Threats to sea beach amaranth include depredation by insects and grazing
animals such as deer, habitat loss by shore stabilization activities that prevent
storm overwash and physical disturbance by vehicular traffic on ocean beaches.

Definitions of Intensity Levels for Rare, Threatened,
Endangered or Special Concern Species and their Habitats
The Endangered Species Act defines the terminology used to assess impacts
to listed species as follows:

No Impact

When a proposed action would not affect a listed species or designated
critical habitat. For purposes of Section 7, this would be a no affect.

Negligible to Minor

Impacts on special status species are discountable (i.e., extremely unlikely to
occur and not able to be meaningfully measured, detected, or evaluated) or
are completely beneficial. For purposes of Section 7, this would be may
affect/not likely to adversely affect.

Moderate

When an adverse impact to a listed species may occur as a direct or indirect
result of proposed actions and the impact either is not discountable or is
completely beneficial. For purposes of Section 7, this would be may affect/
likely to adversely affect.

Major

The appropriate conclusion when the National Park Service or the US Fish
and Wildlife Service identifies situations in which the proposal could
jeopardize the continued existence of a proposed species or adversely modify
critical habitat to a species within or outside park boundaries. For purposes
of Section 7, this would be is likely to jeopardize proposed species/adversely
modify proposed critical habitat.
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Impacts to Threatened, Endangered or Special Concern

Species and their Habitats by Alternative

Alternative A: No-Action

Under current management practices which seasonally restrict public use and
access to sensitive habitats on the hook, piping plover populations and
reproductive success have increased over the past 5 years, a trend that is
expected to continue. Habitats suitable for sea beach amaranth and loggerhead
sea turtle nesting generally overlap with that used by piping plover and are
therefore protected as well. As such, this alternative would have a negligible
impact and is not likely to adversely affect RTE species and species of special
concern. For purposes of Section 7, this would constitute no affect.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

During rehabilitation activities—which would not occur during the plover
nesting season—some negligible to minor short-term impacts could affect RTE
species and species of special concern and their habitats. All precautionary
measures would be employed during rehabilitation activities to ensure a
minimum of disturbance. For purposes of Section 7, this constitutes a finding
that rehabilitation activities may affect/not likely to adversely affect RTE species
and their habitats.

Rehabilitating the Station for adaptive use would increase the number of
visitors both for day-trips and short and medium-term overnight stays
(researchers, students, special programs). All transportation to the Station
during the piping plover breeding season would occur via water, thereby
preventing vehicular impacts to breeding habitat and disruption of nesting
activities. In addition, the park would develop additional use and access
restrictions specific to the occupying use to ensure no disruption of piping
plovers by foot traffic, and to educate all visitors to the Station about the
wildlife and the reasons for the restrictions. These same actions would provide
protection for sea beach amaranth habitat and potential loggerhead sea turtle
nesting activity. Alternative B, therefore, would have negligible adverse impacts
in the long-term and for purposes of Section 7 may affect/not likely to adversely
affect these species or any other RTE species or species of special concern.

Alternative C: Relocation

As in previous impact analyses regarding other resources, there would be varied
phases of impact with relocating the Station. Under this alternative, the park
would accomplish actual relocation of the structures before or after the plover
nesting season. During relocation there could be some short-term negligible to
minor adverse affect and would lead to a Section 7 finding of may affect/not
likely to adversely affect species in the short-term.

In the long-term, this action would have no impact/no affect on the plover, sea
turtle or amaranth and their habitats and the reduction of human activity may
even have some minor to moderate beneficial impacts.

Alternative D: Demolition
Demolition and removal of the structures would be accomplished after the
plover nesting season and could have some short-term negligible to minor
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adverse affect and would lead to a Section 7 finding of may affect/not likely to
adversely affect species in the short-term.

As in Alternative C, in the long-term, this action would have no impact/no
affect on the plover, sea turtle or amaranth and their habitats and the reduction
of human activity may even have some minor to moderate beneficial impacts.

Cumulative Impacts on Threatened, Endangered or Special
Concern Species and their Habitats

The lead abatement project would have positive, long-term minor impacts on
threatened, endangered or special concern species and their habitats for all the
alternatives. Lead abatement will remove any air-borne contaminants that can
be carried by wind which can end up in the ground or water. The energy
efficiency improvements project would not have any impacts on threatened,
endangered or special concern species and their habitats under any of the
alternatives.

Water Resources, Wetlands & Water Quality

Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended 33 USC 1251-1387—

The purpose of the Clean Water Act is to “restore and maintain the chemical,
physical and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.” The U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers has been charged with evaluating Federal actions that result in the
potential degradation of the waters of the United States and issuing permits for
actions consistent with the Clean Water Act. All regulations would be adhered
to by NPS. A joint permit application would be completed and submitted to
the Commonwealth of Virginia for any proposed tidal and nontidal wetlands,
waters of the U.S., and nontidal wetland buffer impacts that are determined to
be jurisdictional according to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ 1987 Wetland
Delineation Manual.

Executive Orders 11990, Wetland Protection—

This executive order directs NPS to avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and
short-term adverse impacts associated with modifying or occupying wetlands.
They also require NPS to avoid direct or indirect support of wetland
development whenever there is a practical alternative.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has developed national
recommended ambient water quality criteria for approximately 120 priority
pollutants for the protection of both aquatic life and human health—through
ingestion of fish/shellfish or water (US EPA 1999). These criteria have been
adopted as enforceable standards by most states. The NPS Management Policies
2001 state that the Park Service will “take all necessary actions to maintain or
restore the quality of surface waters and ground waters within the parks
consistent with the Clean Water Act and all other applicable federal, state, and
local laws and regulations”.

Freshwater wetlands on Chincoteague NWR occur as natural low points in the
dunes, flats or impounded areas. The USFWS has graded and impounded large
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areas of the island to create freshwater and brackish wetlands for waterfowl and
shorebird habitat. On the hook, low areas between the beach ridges and dunes
collect rainwater and support wetland vegetation. Tidal wetlands occur along
most of the shoreline of Toms Cove.

No natural freshwater streams or lakes exist in the refuge. Rainfall and
overwash are the only sources of surface water. Freshwater ponds and
impoundments may become brackish to highly saline due to overwash, salt
spray or accumulation of salt residue as freshwater evaporates. Evaporation and
transpiration account for major surface water depletion during the summer
months. Although generally fresh, the shallow groundwater beneath the island Spartina patens marsh.
may also become temporarily brackish because of these same influences. The

drinking water supply for the Station comes from a deep (> 200 feet) well

located on site.

Wwwwinps.gov/ASIS:

Domestic wastewater generated by the Station is treated in a dual vault septic
system and drainfield located immediately adjacent to the main Station house.
The system was replaced/upgraded in 1999 and sized to accommodate normal
use by approximately 8 full time residents. The system meets state and county
standards.

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management—

The project area is located entirely within Flood Zone AE (special flood hazard
areas inundated by 100-year flood with base flood elevations determined), an
area of 100-year floodplain as defined by the Flood Insurance Rate Maps for
Accomack County, Virginia (FEMA).

This EO requires all that federal agencies evaluate the potential effects of any
actions it may take in a floodplain. NPS compliance with EO 11988 is guided
by NPS Director’s Order #77-2 Floodplain Management and the companion
Procedural Manual.

When a proposed action is determined to involve floodplains, the general course
of action prescribed by DO #77-2 is to assess the potential consequences of the
action, identify and evaluate feasible alternatives, and document the results of
the decision-making process in a Statement of Findings available to the public
for review. Certain actions are, however, exempt from this process. These are
usually minor actions involving water-dependant facilities (such as picnic
facilities or foot trails) or activities with minimal potential for significant
adverse effect on floodplains.

An additional class of excepted actions include those related to the management
and use of historic structures, sites, or artifacts whose locations are integral to
their significance. Such is the case with actions proposed for the future use and
treatment of the Station, a historic resource intimately linked to Toms Cove
Hook.

Because the alternatives proposed by this EA are exempted actions involving a
historic site and structures, no further action is required to comply with EO
11988.



Definitions of Intensity Levels for Water Resources,

Wetlands & Water Quality

Negligible

Impacts (chemical, physical, or biological impacts) would not be detectable,
would be well within water quality standards or criteria, and desired water
quality conditions.

Minor

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

Moderate

Impacts (chemical, physical, or biological impacts) would be detectable but
would be at or slightly below water quality standards or criteria. Historical
baseline or desired water quality conditions could be altered on a short-term
basis.

Major

Impacts (chemical, physical, or biological impacts) 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.

Impacts to Water Resources, Wetlands & Water Quality by
Alternative

Alternative A: No-Action

Maintaining current management practices would have negligible impacts on
water resources and wetlands in the long-term. Activities with potential to
affect wetlands and water resources (wastewater effluent disposal and use of
motor vessels to access the station) would remain at their existing low levels.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

Rehabilitating the complex for adaptive use would have minor long-term
adverse impacts to water quality and wetlands. It is anticipated that increased
use of motor vessels to access the Station (two or fewer trips per day during
periods of use) may have the potential for some minor increases in hydrocarbon
pollutants, but well below water quality standards needed to maintain the
integrity and current conditions of water resources in Toms Cove.

Use and occupancy of the Station would increase the amount of domestic
wastewater being treated and discharged into the shallow groundwater beneath
and adjacent to the complex. However, the existing septic system is correctly
sized for the anticipated demand, meets current standards for wastewater
treatment systems, and is sufficiently distant from Toms Cove to prevent adverse
impacts to surface waters.

Alternative C: Relocation

Relocating the structures would have the potential for moderate adverse impacts
in the short-term as construction equipment and supplies are brought to the
hook. Sediment would have to be disturbed, potentially affecting run-off. The
area would be mitigated for soil and sand disturbance and any long-term
adverse impacts would be negligible.
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In addition, relocation would entail the removal of the boathouse and associated
pier structures and pilings. The piling removal would likely cause temporary
increases in suspended sediment and loss of water clarity, disruption of
associated benthic invertebrate communities, loss of “hard” substrate used by
aquatic organisms, and the possible re-suspension of pollutants incorporated in
the sediments. These impacts are minor in scope and intensity with a quick
recovery time.

Alternative D: Demolition

As in Alternative C, demolition and removal of the structures would have the
potential for moderate adverse impacts in the short-term as construction
equipment is brought to the hook. Sediment would have to be disturbed,
potentially affecting run-off. The area would be mitigated for soil and sand
disturbance and any long-term adverse impacts would be negligible.

Cumulative Impacts on Water Resources, Wetlands &

Water Quality

The lead abatement project would have positive, long-term minor impacts on
water resources, wetlands and water quality for all the alternatives. Lead
abatement will remove any air-borne contaminants that can be carried by wind
which can end up in the ground or water. The energy efficiency improvements
project would not have any impacts on water resources, wetlands and water
quality under any of the alternatives.

Impairment

For the purposes of this analysis, resource impairment is defined as follows:
Vegetation

The action would contribute substantially to the deterioration of park
vegetation to the extent that the park’s vegetation would no longer function as a
natural system. In addition, these adverse major impacts to park resources and
values would contribute to deterioration of these resources to the extent that the
parK’s purpose could not be fulfilled as established in its enabling legislation;
affect resources key to the park’s natural or cultural integrity or opportunities for
enjoyment; or affect the resource whose conservation is identified as a goal in
the park’s general management plan or other park planning documents.

Wildlife and Aquatic Life and their Habitats

Some of the major impacts described above might be an impairment of park
resources if their severity, duration, and timing resulted in the elimination of a
native species or significant population declines in a native species, or they
precluded the park’s ability to meet recovery objectives for listed species. In
addition, these adverse, major impacts to park resources and values would
contribute to deterioration of the park’s wildlife resources and values to the
extent that the park’s purpose could not be fulfilled as established in its enabling
legislation; affect resources key to the park’s natural or cultural integrity or
opportunities for enjoyment; or affect the resource whose conservation is
identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other park
planning documents.

Assateague beach.

Rose pogonia.
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Adaptive use of the
Station complex would
necessitate mitigation
measures such as an
active education and
interpretation program
that educates both
visitors and short-term
residents...

Rare, Threatened, Endangered or Special Concern Species and
their Habitats

The appropriate conclusion—is likely to jeopardize proposed species/adversely
modify proposed critical habitat—when the National Park Service or the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service identifies situations in which the proposal could
jeopardize the continued existence of a proposed species or adversely modify
critical habitat to a species within or outside park boundaries.

Water Resources, Wetlands & Water Quality

Impacts are chemical, physical, or biological impacts that would be detectable
and that would be substantially and frequently altered from the historical
baseline or desired water quality conditions and/or water quality standards, or
criteria would be exceeded several times on a short-term and temporary basis. In
addition, these adverse, major impacts to park resources and values would
contribute to deterioration of the park’s water quality and aquatic resources to
the extent that the park’s purpose could not be fulfilled as established in its
enabling legislation; affect resources key to the park’s natural or cultural
integrity or opportunities for enjoyment; or affect the resource whose
conservation is identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or
other park planning documents.

Based on the above definitions of impairment for natural and ecological
resources including vegetation, water and rare, threatened and endangered
species, none of the alternatives would impair said resources.

Summary of Impacts on Natural and Ecological Resources

by Alternative

Alternative A: No-Action

Maintaining current management practices would have negligible impacts to
vegetation, wildlife, aquatic life, threatened, endangered or special concern
species and their habitats, as well as water resources, wetlands and water quality.
With little foot traffic and minimal vehicle access, natural resources including
aquatic, terrestrial and plant life are expected to remain in their current
conditions or perhaps even improve over time such as with the reproductive
success of the piping plover.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

During rehabilitation activities, short-term impacts to natural resources are
likely to occur as work crews and equipment access the area. Mitigation
measures such as clearly demarcating access paths would be planned before any
work begins. The restrictions currently enforced during the piping plover
nesting season would continue during rehabilitation activities.

Rehabilitating the Station for adaptive use takes into consideration an increase
in human foot traffic and in boat traffic. Adaptive use of the Station complex
would necessitate mitigation measures such as an active education and
interpretation program that educates both visitors and short-term residents
participating in research and other programs where and when access to certain
areas is prohibited, or is to be accesses only through a guide. The restrictions
currently enforced during the piping plover nesting season would remain.

51



s

In summary, minor short-term impacts to vegetation; moderate short-term
impacts to wildlife, aquatic life and their habitats; negligible to minor short-
term impacts on threatened, endangered or special concern species and their
habitats are anticipated during rehabilitation activities.

Once use of the Station is underway, negligible impacts to vegetation; minor
long-term adverse impacts to wildlife; negligible impacts to aquatic life; long-
term negligible impacts to threatened, endangered or special concern species and
their habitats; and minor long-term impacts to water resources, wetlands and
water quality are anticipated during use of the station complex as a research and
education facility.

Alternative C: Relocation

As in Alternative B, relocating the Station would result in two tiers of impacts,
during actual relocation and after relocation is completed and the site mitigated.
During relocation, crews and equipment could have some short-term adverse
impacts on natural resources. Mitigation measures, as in Alternative B, would
include advanced planning for the best paths for access and areas to be avoided.
Once relocation is completed, minor to moderate positive impacts can be
anticipated as the site will have very little human access. As in all the
alternatives, the restrictions regarding the piping plover nesting season would be
observed.

In summary, short-term moderate adverse impacts on vegetation; short-term
moderate adverse impacts on wildlife, aquatic life and their habitats; short-term
negligible to minor adverse impacts to threatened, endangered or special
concern species and their habitats; and short-term moderate adverse impacts
moderate adverse impacts to water resources, wetlands and water quality are
anticipated during relocation activities.

After relocation and mitigation, long-term minor to moderate positive impacts
to vegetation; long-term moderate beneficial impacts to wildlife, aquatic life and
their habitats; long-term minor to moderate beneficial impacts to threatened,
endangered or special concern species and their habitats; and long-term minor
adverse impacts to water resources, wetlands and water quality are anticipated
after relocation activities have been completed.

Alternative D: Demolition

Demolishing and removing the structures would have similar long-term impacts
as relocation in Alternative C. With even less human access to the area and the
removal of all man-made structures, natural resources are likely to experience
minor to moderate long-term beneficial impacts.

In summary, long-term minor to moderate beneficial impacts for vegetation,
wildlife and aquatic life and their habitats; threatened, endangered or special
concern species and their habitats are anticipated for this alternative.

...relocating the
Station would result
in two tiers of
impacts, during
actual relocation and
after relocation is
completed and the site
mitigated.
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C. Park Operations & Administration
Park operations and administration include all the activities and policies the park
undertakes and administers to run the park. They include such things as visitor
services and facilities including infrastructure, personnel, protection—law
enforcement and life guard—and maintenance. Also under this category would be
concerns regarding the visitor experience, including orientation, education and
interpretation services.

1. Operations
Currently the park is understaffed during the summer season. The number of
full time staff has remained steady over the years, however workload increases—
job responsibilities and complexities—and a decrease in seasonal summer
employment allows the park to provide only a minimum level of service in the
summer season. For example, the parK’s participation in more “green” and
sustainable development and operations—shell roads, solar powered showers,
portable toilet facilities, etc.—has increased staff workload considerably because
these types of facilities require more personnel hours to maintain than
conventional “hard-engineered” facilities.

The park has taken a number of steps to decrease non-renewable energy
consumption and improve the “greenness” of operations. These include, but
are not limited to: recycling, use of bio-diesel fuel for the park’s diesel vehicles,
use of solar powered pumps to provide showers at the recreational beach,
improvements in Visitor Center insulation and utility systems, use of alternative
construction materials such as recycled plastics, and major changes to the
infrastructure providing for recreational beach use to improve compatibility
with natural barrier island processes.

A December 2002 report, Analysis of Renewable Energy Systems for the Assateague
Beach Coast Guard Station evaluated the feasibility of alternative energy sources
such as solar, wind and photovoltaic energy for use at the Station. The study
found that the capitalized cost for these alternative energy systems were 10-
times higher than grid-supplied electricity for the Station over the life of the
infrastructure.

Energy efficiency improvements are underway as the main Station house. The
work includes replacing all of the glass in the Station’s windows and doors with
high efficiency glazing, increasing the amount of insulation, and replacing
appliances (stove, refrigerator) and utilities (water heater, furnace) with high
efficiency versions. An emergency generator will also be installed to provide
back up power in the event of problems with grid-supplied electricity. The
improvements are being made to reduce energy consumption associated with
ongoing use of the Station as intermittent housing for cooperators and visiting
scientists.

Recurring actions associated with the Station include basic maintenance of
structures and grounds, security patrols, and maintenance of infrastructure
(water, septic, electricity, etc.). Manpower and funds have not been available to
provide the desired levels of preventative maintenance and rehabilitation,
leading to a gradual decline in the overall condition of the facility.
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Definitions of Intensity Levels for Park Operations
Negligible:
No measurable impact to park operations.

Minor:

Park operations would be affected but the impact would not be perceptible
by visitors. To the normal observer, such impacts would not be apparent.
This would involve levels of increase or decrease in the park’s budget and
current staffing of 1-3% with a corresponding level of workload increase/
decrease.

Moderate:

Park operations would be measurably affected and the impacts would be

noticeable to visitors. This would involve levels of increase or decrease in the k sl
park’s budget between 4-6 % and an increase or decrease in personnel of 4- Camping on the beach.

6%. Impacts would include providing more/diminishing visitor services,
protection and emergency response services, facility maintenance,
administrative support, and curatorial services.

Major:

Park operations would be significantly affected and visitors would be aware
of changes. This would involve levels of increase or decrease in the park’s
budget of greater than 7% and an increase or decrease in personnel of
greater than 7%. Impacts would be providing more/diminishing visitor
services, protection and emergency response services, facility maintenance,
administrative support, and curatorial services.

Impacts to Park Operations by Alternative

Alternative A: No-Action

Maintaining current management practices would have negligible impacts on
park operations and administration. The number of staff and resources
allocated to maintaining the Station as it is would remain the same or slowly
decline in the long-term.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

Rehabilitation of the Station would rely heavily on a partnership arrangement
where the partner would provide most of the resources needed to staff and
maintain the facility for educational and research activities. Park rangers would
occasionally interpret the site and help to conduct other educational and
interpretive programs. This alternative has the potential to have a moderate
beneficial impact on park operations and administration in the long-term by
reducing the current staff workload dedicated to the Station.

Alternative C: Relocation

Relocating the Station would have a moderate beneficial impact on park
operations and administration in the long-term by reducing the staff workload
associated with managing and maintaining the Station. The Station would be
moved off the island and run by another entity, requiring little staff help from
the park.

Alternative D: Demolition

As in Alternative C, this alternative would have a moderate beneficial impact on
park operations and administration in the long-term by reducing the staff
workload associated with managing and maintaining the Station.



One of the park's

mission goals is to

ensure that “visitors
safely enjoy and are
satisfied with the
availability,
accessibility, diversity,
and quality of park
facilities, services, and
appropriate
recreational
opportunities.”

Cumulative Impacts on Park Operations

The lead abatement and energy efficiency projects could add some minor
adverse impacts to current staff workload as the projects are being carried out.
However, improving the structures comprehensively could mean less work in
the long-term as the structures are less vulnerable to weather-related and other
types of general deterioration.

Visitor Experience

NPS Management Policies 2001

state that the enjoyment of park resources and values by the people of the

United States is part of the fundamental purpose of all parks and that the NPS

is committed to providing appropriate, high-quality opportunities for visitors to

enjoy the parks. Because many forms of recreation may not be suitable for a

national park setting, the NPS will therefore seek to:

* provide opportunities for forms of enjoyment that are uniquely suited and
appropriate to the superlative natural and cultural resources found in a
particular unit;

* defer to local, state, and other federal agencies; private industry; and non-
governmental organizations to meet the broader spectrum of recreational
needs and demands that are not dependent on a national park setting

Unless mandated by statute, the NPS will not allow visitors to conduct activities

that:

*  would impair park resources or values;

*  would create an unsafe or unhealthful environment for other visitors or
employees;

* are contrary to the purposes for which the park was established; or

*  would unreasonably interfere with the atmosphere of peace and tranquility,
or the natural soundscape maintained in wilderness and natural, historic, or
commemorative locations within the park.

Part of the purpose of Assateague Island NS is to offer opportunities for
recreation, education, inspiration, and enjoyment. Its significance lies in the
natural barrier island landscape and the natural habitats that visitors enjoy.
One of the park’s mission goals is to ensure that “visitors safely enjoy and are
satisfied with the availability, accessibility, diversity, and quality of park
facilities, services, and appropriate recreational opportunities.”

Visitor experiences have the potential to be greatly affected (both adversely and
beneficially) by the proposed actions as the Station is the only resource in the
park of its kind. Some of the character-defining features of the Station—
namely its location on the cove side of a barrier island—make it regionally
unique.

Definitions of Intensity Levels for Visitor Experience
Negligible

Visitors would not likely be aware of the impacts associated with changes
proposed for visitor use and enjoyment of park resources.
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Minor

Visitors would likely be aware of the impacts associated with proposed
changes; however the changes in visitor use and experi-ence would be slight
and likely short term. Other areas in the park would remain available for
similar visitor experience and use without derogation of park resources and
values.

Moderate

Visitors would be aware of the impacts associated with proposed changes.
Changes in visitor use and experience would be readily apparent and likely
long term. Other areas in the park would remain available for similar visitor
experience and use without derogation of park resources and values, but
visitor satisfaction may be measurably affected (visitors could be either
satisfied or dissatisfied).

Major

Visitors would be highly aware of the impacts associated with proposed
changes. Changes in visitor use and experience would be readily apparent
and long term. Certain activities/visitor experiences would no longer be
available within the park and visitor satisfaction would likely be affected.

Impacts to Visitor Experience by Alternative

Alternative A: No-Action

Maintaining current management policies would have negligible impacts on the
visitor experience in the long-term. Visitors currently can gain access to the
Station through ranger-led tours when requested, however the loss of the paved
road to the Station makes it necessary to conduct such tours outside of the
plover nesting season. Visitors can land boats on the bay beach and visit the
Station without permission.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

This alternative would have moderate long-term beneficial impacts to park
visitors as a result of rehabilitation of the Station. While visitors generally don't
seek the Station out as a destination, most would benefit from the improved
understanding of natural resources and barrier island ecology developed by the
research programs conducted at the Station. Students utilizing the facility for
education purposes would have a unique hands-on opportunity to learn about
the history of the Station and the ecology of Assateague Island. In addition,
rehabilitation would ensure that the Station retains its historic integrity and
thereby remains available for scholarly research and heritage tourism.

Alternative C: Relocation

Relocating the Station off of Assateague Island would have moderate long-term
adverse impacts on those visitors seeking to learn the historic and cultural
significance and contribution of the Station. While visitors would be able to see
the historic structures—probably not all of them and not in the spatial
organization they were originally in—the integrity of the resources as a whole,
taken out of context of the landscape would greatly diminish any interpretive or
educational experiences pertaining to the historical and cultural landscape
aspects of the complex.

On the other hand, for those visitors seeking a completely natural and
uninterrupted view of the hook, this alternative would have a moderate long-
term beneficial impact on their experience.

Children’s educational programs.



Demolition and

removal of the
structures would have
a major long-term
adverse impact on the
visitor experience for
those visitors interested
in the Station as a
historic and cultural
resource.

Alternative D: Demolition

Demolition and removal of the structures would have a major long-term
adverse impact on the visitor experience for those visitors interested in the
Station as a historic and cultural resource. Visitors would have to rely on
photographs and other documentation including exhibits to receive information
about the Station and its relation to the landscape.

For visitors seeking a completely natural and uninterrupted view of the hook,
this alternative would have moderate long-term beneficial impacts on their
experience.

Cumulative Impacts on Visitor Experience

Except in Alternative D, the lead abatement and energy efficiency projects could
have some minor to moderate positive impacts on visitor experiences as
improvements to the Station would be apparent, making the Station more
attractive and comfortable.

Conclusion of Impacts on Park Operations &

Administration by Alternative

Alternative A: No-Action

Maintaining current management practices would have negligible impacts on
park operations in terms of staff workload and budget. Impacts on the visitor
experience would be negligible as well.

Alternative B: Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

Rehabilitating the Station for adaptive use would have moderate beneficial
impacts on park operations and moderate long-term beneficial impacts on the
visitor experience. Park partners would assume many of the roles and
responsibilities of running the Station as a research and education facility.

Alternative C: Relocation

Relocating the Station would have moderate long-term beneficial impacts on
park operations due to staff workload reductions and moderate long-term
adverse impacts on the visitor experience as the Station would be removed from
its integral landscape and context. For visitors interested in the area solely for
its natural beauty and recreational opportunities, having an uninterrupted view
and area would have moderate long-term beneficial impacts on their experience.

Alternative D: Demolition

Demolition and removal of the Station could have minor long-term beneficial
impacts on park operations as staff workload is decreased. Major long-term
adverse impacts are anticipated on the visitor experience for those visitors
interested in the Station as a historic and cultural resource. For visitors seeking
a purely natural recreational experience with uninterrupted views of the area,
this alternative would have moderate long-term beneficial impacts.
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D. Cost Summary by Alternative

Alternative A: Alternative B: Alternative C: Alternative D:
No-Action Rehabilitate for Relocation Demolition
Adaptive Use

Description Maintain current Rehabilitate to Relocate the Coast Demolish structures

management accommodate a Guard Station and manage the site

practices of range of uses that buildings off of as a natural resource.

stabilization and fall under Assateague Island.

minimal environmental

rehabilitation with research and

occasional short- education.

term active use

such as housing for

visiting researchers

and as storage.
Resource Maintain in current Rehabilitate for Relocate all structures | Demolition, removal
Treatment condition. adaptive use using and rehabilitate. and site rehabilitation.

Secretary of Interior Rehabilitate site.
Standards.
5-yr Costs 200,000 100,000* responsibility of 0
resource
management entity —
not as yet identified

One-Time 0 320,000 70,000 2,045,000
Costs
Total (to NPS) 200,000 420,000 70,000 2,045,000

*this estimated cost does not include the recurring costs for operation which would

be borne by future partner or cooperator.
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IV. Consultation & Coordination

A. History of Public Involvement
Public meetings were held on Assateague Island National Seashore Monday, August
4, 2003 at the Barrier Island Visitor Center located at the northern entrance to the
Seashore in Maryland, and on Tuesday, August 5, 2003 at the Chincoteague
Community Center in Chincoteague, Virginia. Both workshops were from 2:30
p-m. to 7:30 p.m. Staff were on hand to answer questions and display boards
presented information on the resources and issues. Comment forms were available.
In addition, the public used and continues to use the internet to e-mail questions
and comments. About 60 comments were received from the public.

B. Compliance with Specific Laws and Regulations
In developing this EA, the NPS will follow all applicable regulations, laws, policies
and executive orders; specific to this EA are:
* Endangered Species Act of 1973 [16 USC 1531-1544] as amended
e Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934 [16 USC 661-667¢] as amended
e National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 [PL. 89-665, as amended] and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regulations for implementing Section  pypjic meeting, 8.5.03, Chincoteague
106 of the act Community Center
e National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 [PL. 91-190, as amended] and
Council of Environmental Quality Regulations as amended
e Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 USC 1451-1464)
e (Clean Air Act, 1977 [PL. 95-95; 91 Stat. 685]
e Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended (33 USC 1251-1387)
e Executive Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands”
*  Executive Orders 11988, Floodplain Management
e Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations”
*  Director’s Order #2: Park Planning
* Director’s Order #12: Environmental Impact Analysis
*  Director’s Order #28: Cultural Resources Management
*  Director’s Order #47: Soundscape Preservation and Noise Management
e Director’s Order #77: Natural Resources Protection
e Director’s Order #77-1: Wetland Protection
*  Commonwealth of Virginia Statutes and Regulations:
- Title 10.1-1188 (b) “State Environmental Review Process”
- Section 29.1-564-568 “Virginia Endangered Species Act” as amended and
Section 3.1-1020-1030 “Virginia Endangered Plant and Insect Act”
- Tide 10.1-2220 “Virginia Cultural Resources”, Title 10.1 “Virginia
Antiquities Act”, and Title 15.2-2306 “Preservation of Virginia Historic
Resources”




Christine Gobrial, NPS.

C. Agency Consultation

Consultation and coordination is occurring with the following parties through

written correspondence with anticipated follow-up phone or in-person meetings:

*  Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge

*  Commonwealth of Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program

*  Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of Historic Resources

*  Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of Game & Inland Fisheries

*  Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of Conservation and Recreation
*  Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of Environmental Quality

e County of Accomack

*  Town of Chincoteague

e US Fish & Wildlife Service

. List of Preparers

National Park Service: Northeast Regional Office
Christine Gobrial, Planner
Terrence D. Moore, Chief of Park Planning & Special Studies

Assateague Island National Seashore

Carl Zimmerman, Chief, Division of Resource Management
Robert Fudge, Chief Interpreter

Michael O. Hill, Superintendent

. List of Recipients (will also be available on the web)

*  Assateague Coastal Trust
*  Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge
*  Commonwealth of Virginia Departments of:
- Agriculture
- Conservation and Recreation, Division of Natural Heritage
- Environmental Quality
- Forestry
- Game and Inland Fisheries
- Health
- Historic Resources
- Marine Resources Commission
- Mines, Minerals and Energy
- Virginia Institute of Marine Science
*  County of Accomack
e National Aeronautics and Space Adminstration (NASA)
*  Town of Chincoteague

e US Fish & Wildlife Service,
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Appendices

A. Environmental Screening Form

The Environmental Screening Form is a working document that evolves with the
compliance process as coordination and consultation take place.

A PROJECT INFORMATION
Park ect
Mame: Asareague Island Narional Seashore m:h‘r. NiA
Project Type (Check): EW Emm-‘:rd: Ehﬂiﬂiﬂlﬂl (=] onrs
: MNRPP CRPP FLHP
[] Line Item [] Few Demo [] Concession Reimbursable
. ] other
(specify)
Project

Location : Assiteague Beach Coas Guard Stanion, Toms Cove, Virgini

Project
Originator/Coordinator;  Carl 5. Aimmerman

roject
m-: Asmtcague Beach Coast Guard Swtion Management Flan

Contractor
Contract 8 N/A Hame: Christine Gobrial, NER
Administrative Record
Location ;
Administrative Record
Contact ;
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A, PROJECT INFORMATION

Park Project
Name: Asareague Isdand National Seashone Number: NfA

Project Type (Check): Eﬁrdll: Eﬂ.ll_llriﬂyd: Elhpiﬂﬁﬁ (=] onrs
; MRPF CRPP FLHF
[] Lime Item (] Fee Demo [[] Concession Reimbursable
. ] other
(speciy)
Project

Location : Aszicague Beach Coast Guard Stron, Toms Cove, Virgin

Project
Originator/ Coordinator;  Carl 5, Zimmerman

roject
';'HI:I-: Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station Management Plan

Contractor
Contract # NIA Name: Christine Gobreal, NER
Adminstrative Record
Location :

Adminkstrative Record
Contact :

I
Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station ~ #  Environmental Assessment & Winter 2006



&9

C. RESOURCE EFFECTS TO CONSIDER | Tailsr the follanving io meet indiciadioal paridenit projecs e, )

Are pny messurable’ impacts possible on the following Data Needed 1o Existing Data
physical, natural of cultural resources? ves | No Determine Completad.
(Document Mumbser
and Date]
1. Geological resounces - sails, bedrock, siresmbeds, ebc Greokagksods suvey
2 Frosm geohazards | Cracioge: suvey
3. Airguality Adr quakly assessren|
A, S scapes Sodirpdscape assesment
5. Wates quality or queantity Water guality assessment
. Sesmilo dharactastice Streamiion assesimenit
1 Barine of estuating resmmces 8 O tlatinafesiviaring
assemsrmant
B Floodplams or watlands E [ | Fosdplaindaetland ey
G Landd ime, mchuding ocoupancy, moare, valises, 0 ®/ Reginnal Land use
cianiership, Ty of use inuerilary
I Rare ar unasaal secitabion — old gioasth timbsen, ripakan, 0O © Wil o Sy
AgHns .
1. Species of spedal concen {pland ar animal; state oo Thaeatened, endangened
federal lissed or propassd for listingt ar thair habitat B O | and specal concern specas
AL,
T2, Undcjue ecomystems, Bosphene reserves, Yol Hesitagpe O =B Ecologacal assecsarient
s
13 Unaquie on impartant wikdlife or wadiife habitat E O | Belopcal assessmeant
14, Unsque or impartant fish or fish hatean OO & | Bl survey
15, ntrodice af promote non-ratse spedes qplant of 0O @
anirmal)
16, Recreation resources, incudng supoly. dermand & 0 “isiar use suneyhae Plan
wisitation, activites, aic.
17 vmior experenoe, aesthab esounces B O Wisilor paperiance
sLnEsySRe Plan
18, Cultuial resousees fncludineg culbural Lariscapes, B[] | Hsloik sbuchures
ethnographic resaunces, Hiboric Resources (30s years) | [ [ | Histosic Resousce Repea
[ [ | Hestewric Furnishings Rept
B [ | Archeological resounce
[ [ [ Cultsal Landscapes CLI, 2004
Deatairriration of
O O | Eligsiliveational Regtstar
Haminatan
B[] | Fhongraphic resourcas
19 Socieeconomics, meheling employment, oooupation, Spcineconar
inarme dharkpe, Tan base, infrsmiciune O & | Ewirenirnental Jusice
Sy
b Bdinority and bess moome popaulsticns, ethaogagh, sze, 0 = Ethacagraphes Survey
mmagrakion patiems, et
1, Enengy rescurces O & | Enengy Assessmant
22, Obar aguercy or frind kend wse plans or policies D E bicdian s resournce
Assp et
23 Resourde, incudineg ey, conseration potential, O ® Site Flan, Praject Sooging
sustasnabibiy
24, Urban quality, gatesiay comermriies, el O E | Site Plan, Broject Sooging
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0. MAMNDATORY CRITERIA

Mandatory Criteria: If implemented, would the proposal: Yes| Mo Dmn Im'-imm

A, Hene matenal advesse effects on public Fealth o safen?

B, Hawe adverse effects on such unique charactenstcs as histono or culiwal
tesinirees; perk, recraation, or rehiege Lnds; wildemess arees wikl ar soenic
tiers) national ratural lerdoraiks; sobs o principal deiniking wake aqidlers,
prirne laarlareds, wetlands; Boodplains; or ecoloaically ssanaficant o aibcal
argas, inchding those lsted on the Rational Register of Matural Landmarks?

£, Hwe controverdal anvircmantal effects?

[ M hahdy ancetain and potenisaly sondicant emionmental of fecis o

i ke or unknovwn envirenmentsl sks?

E  Estahish a precedent for futse action o regresent s decision in princpla
alxat Fuluie actions with potentially sonificant enviionmental efecis?

F. Bedsectly relatesd o othes actions sl individually inssanaficant, but
curnbilateely signficant, emdronmental effects?

G, Hwm adverse effocts on propertios isted or elighle for lsting on the
Hationa Begister of Historic Places?

H.  Henoe adverse effects oo speciis Bled ar proposed bo ke Bt an the List
of Endangered ar Threatened Specss or have advarss effects on

demignated Critical Hahitat for these specss !

I Hesguire compliances with Exeoutive Oder 11988 (Floodplien Management),
Exeoutive Dirdes 11900 iProsecton of Wetlends), or the Fish and Wildlite
Cowmelination A ?

1 Thaeaben o dedate 4 Tedenal, state, local, o mibal las or eguitement
irporsedd for the protection of the emdimnment ¥

K Iwobe inresobeed condlicts conceming altemnative uses of aailable
rasurces (NEPA sec, 102(2XE

L Hérae a disproportionate, significant achirse effect on kee-ncome of
minonty popukatons (£0 128580

ML Resbract aocess te and ceremedial vse of Inaan saoed sites by Indian
ahgicas practitonars or adversaly affect the phasical imegrity of such sacred
sites (EO 1300077

M, Conbibide te the inboducten, confinued exsience, or spread of fedesaly
I nomn s weeds Federal Nogiows Wead Control Aci)?

0 Coritribise o the imoductan, continaed exdatence, or gpeead of narenathe
inasive speces of actions that may promate the ntrodection, groeah o
expansnn of the ranga of non-nalive irvesie speoses (B 1311207

P Reqquirg o perrmit from a fedaral, state, or bacal agency o proceed, unkess the
ageenay frarm wlich the peomil & reguired agiees that a CE & appropriate’

1. Have the potential for significant impact as mdicated by a federal, state, or
local agenoy or Indan rika?

R, Hame the potential 1 be controversial Because of disagresment oer
perssabrhe eviranimental affems?

5 Have the potential to vickste the NPS Dnganic Aot by imparing pask

Tastrees or vl

o|®e|o|lo|o|o|o|ojojols |o|ojg|/0O0Q O O
DIO|B|E | B (B @ (BElB@|@|0|0|o|g|®@|/EO O

. _________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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E. OTHER INFORMATION {Pagse answer the fallowimg guestaons/ioroveae reguested informaton. b
Are personnel preparing this form familiar with the site? [] Yes [ No

Did personnel conduct a site visit? Yes [l Mo {If yes, attach meeting notes noting when site
visit took place, who attended, efc)

If s, plan

name: General Management Plan, Assateague Island National Seashroe
k the project in an approved plan such as a General Management Plan or an Implementation Plan
with an accompanying environmeantal document? Bl Yes [JNo
ks the project still consistent with the approved plan? K Yes [INo
(f no, prepare plandEA or 15,
ks the enwirgnmental document accurate and up-to-date? [(I¥es [ No
(f no, prepare plan/tA or Ei5.)

FONSI ] ROD [] (Check  Date one)

approved:

Are there any interested or affected agencies or parties?
Did you make a diligent effort to contact them? Yes [] No

Has consultation with all affected agencies or tribes been completed? [ Yes [<] Mo
{(f 50, attach additional peges detailing the consultation, indluding

the name the dates, and a summary of comments from other

agencies or tribal contacts.)

Are there any connected, cumulative, or similar actions as part
of the proposed action? [Jyes B No
iif s0, attach additicnal pages detailing the other actions.)

Does this project change the existing function of the site? [1Yes § Mo
{if yes, prepare plarEA)

Are there multiple potential development sites for this project? [J¥es B No
{(f yes, prepare mlanE4)

Are there other development projects in area {or identified in GMPY? [ ] Yes [ Mo
{If yes, prepare plan/EA)

Are all utilities availablefadequate to accomplish project? CJes B Na
{f no, prepare plandEA}



F. INSTRUCTIONS FOR DETERMINING AFPPROPRIATE MEPA PATHWAY

I::'u'.rdl'll:l.';'rr ."Ilrﬁ:l!&.l:r.u.ug pol ettt | dife it ar eriiere phat m-al'ﬁ'.-.-. }-El'r:r.'.nf:.-:l'r 1t plee ites J_Ir:lf:{lﬁ.'?:.' ozl preih

affectea agencie, andlor rribes and (ntevected prbilic and consplete this enironmmenta sereening form.
If wour action s not described in DN-12 & 3.4 op if vou checled yes or identitied “data needed to

determine” impacts in any block in Section [ (Mandarory Criteria), you must prepane an environmental

Assessment of environmental impact statement,

[f wour checkied no inall bocks in Section © {resonree effects o consider) and checked no in all Blocks in
Section D (Mandatory Criteria) and if the action is described in DO-12 % 3.4, you may proceed to the

categorical exclusion form, (Appendix 2 of [M0-12 Handbook)

G, INTERDISIPLINARY TEAM SIGNATORY (4 tererad scipliney lean trembers muss ign, )

By stzning chis form, you affirm the following: you have either complered a sice visic or are milar wich the specifics of dhe sie; oo
brave consillied with affecred speocies and il and vou, to the best of your kvoadedge, have apsavered the guestions pased in the

checldist comectly.

Interdisciplinary Team Leader Name  Field of Expertise Date Slgned
Carl Aimmerman Naural 8 Culrural Resource Managemens 2812003
Technical Specialists Names Field of Expertise Date Signed
Michael O, Hill Park Managemens 4302005
Fobert Fudge Environmental Education & Interpreation 4/3/2005

Chrisine Gobrial Park Planning

/1



H. This section may be filled out either as the praject progresses or when environmenial documentaiion is

conilete.
Maticnal Environmental Policy Act Cata enterad
(Choose ane and fill in blanks) by Carl Fimmerman
CE
- Complete sections A-F bafore checking this box,
R Public scoping date; PMDR-ERA00Z, VA-BRIE  NER Revey date:
E& radgase 1o public: FOmG| claten
N Ll = MOl in FR: NI, tar DEIS
N WA for FES RO date
Cata enterad
MNational Historic Preservation Act by: Carl Zimmerman
Has the area besn surveyped and NEHP resources
identified? Yes [JNo
Ground deturbance nvohed? B ves [ No
Archanlogical resaurces affacted? = ves [ No
Histaric stroectures affected? ] Yes [ No
Cultural landscapes affectad? B Wes [ No
Ethnogrash resources affected? E ves Mo AFyes, interested parties contacted 7 (] Yes [ Mod
[] Ne Historic Froperties Affected

[[] Programmatic Exclusion (Exclusion # )
If Mo Adverse Fffect or Adverse Effect, choose the approprate path and fill in the blanks
[] Ne Adverse Effect Date AEF ar combined EASAEF to SHPOVTHRD

Date back from SHPQYTHFO
Date consultation completed
Date mitigation completed .
[[] Adverse Effect Date AEF ar combined EAZAEF to SHPOVTHRD
Date to ACHP
MOA Date
Date consultation mpleted
Cate mitigation completed I
Endangered Species Act Dataentered by Carl Zimmerman
Any threatenadiendangered specs in arga? Elves [No Date

If spacies in area [] Mo effect [<] Mot Likely to Adversaly Affect [ Likely to Adversely Affact & chackod comsidor
(i1

Date PWS £ 12005 Phone conversarion Eric
Date to F&S  2E02005 FRSCOMNSE [ravis
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FAoodplains/Wetlands/§404 Permits Data entered by:  Casl Zimmerman

Is praject in 100- ar 500-year ficodpiain, flash fiood If yes, statement of findings
hazard ares, or wetlands? Elves [ONo  Approval cate
404 permit needled? Cves FEHo  Date

State 401 cerification? Oves [Eho  Date

‘State \Watar Quakty permit? Clves Mo Date

Tribial Water Cuality permit? OYes [EANo Date

CZM Consistency deterrmnation needed? Elves [JHo Date

Other Permits/Laws Dataentered by:  Carl Zimmesman
-Consistent wath VWildemess Act Elves [JHo  Date
Wilderness minemum regusement (oo} dedsion

nesckec? Oves Ehe Daw

Wild and scenic river concems? [O¥es [MFHo Date

National Trails concems? Cves Eno  Date

Air Quality consuft wstate? Olves Mo Date
Consistent whrchitectural  Barriers, Rehabdtation,

and Amesicans with Disabilities Acts? [OYes [JHo Date

Othes: Oves COno  Date

L MITIGATING MEASURES TO BE INCLUDED IN PROJECT,
(Specify beve ar artach appropriate pages from EA, EIS. FONSL e ROD)

I
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J. SUPERVISORY SIGNATORY
Bared on the eniranmental fmpace ffarnurion comtained dn the wasneory complinnee file and in this environmenial

iereening form, emironmental docwmentation for the subject projece &5 complece. If the project invalves hor tapies ar
sensiive iwues, I have brisfed the depuey or regional direceor.

Recommendad:
Compliance Spacialist Telephone Number
Approved:
Superintendent Telephone Number

Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station @  Environmental Assessment @ Winter 2006



B. Summary Table: Assateague Beach Coast Guard
Station Cultural Landscape Defining Features

The following table is a summary of those findings and determinations regarding
contributing/non-contributing features from the 2004 Cultural Landscape

Inventory report.

Character-defining features related to:

Topography

Contributing (C)/

Non-Contributing (NC)/

Undetermined (U)

remnant man-made dunes (reevaluate after 2012)

c

Vegetation

beach vegetation

dune plant community

marsh plant community

saltmarsh (coveside) plant community

junipers

Z
8101000

Circulation

catwalk

landing/pad, concrete at Station house porch steps (1934)

marine rail launchway and walkway

walkway, wooden

wharf, breakwater and T-dock with new and replaced railing

entrance road

road

sidewalk, concrete to generator house (reevaluate after 2009)

sidewalks, concrete at Station house

C|CICICO|0|0|0|0

Buildings and Structures

boathouse (1939)

garage (1922 boathouse)

lookout tower (1922)

pump house foundation (by 1949)

Station house (1922)

water tanks/cisterns (Station house 1922, garage early 1940’s,
boathouse by 1943)

generator house (1959-reevaluate after 2009)

power poles

C|C| OlO|O0O[0|0

Views and Vistas

external view down pier to Station house

external view from boat approach

external view from boathouse loft

external view from dune

external view from NPS visitor’s center

external view from ocean to Station to cove

external view from ruins

external view to Toms Cove from pier

view from Station house down boardwalk to boathouse

view from Station house to boat house/cove

view from Station house to ocean across yard

view from Station house to Station house cove-side dune

view from tower to cove/boathouse

view from tower to east beach across yard

view from tower to hook/road

view from tower to lighthouse/Fish & Guano ruin

view from tower to ocean

ellellellellelielielielielieliololielielielielielle

view from tower to west beach across marsh
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concrete from navy triangulation tower near Toms Cove C
concrete septic cover (abandoned system) C
bench mark, metal — 1976 NC
NASA weather instruments NC
picnic table NC
bench mark (1933 — original location unknown) U
concrete base from possible flag pole U
oil tank U
signs above Station doors U
wood base from loading ramp or sign U
wooden posts near Toms cove U
Seaboard Fish & Guano Co. factory ruins U
road traces U

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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C. Coastal Zone Management Act Consistency

Determination for the Preferred Alternative, B:
Rehabilitation for Adaptive Use

This document provides the Commonwealth of Virginia with the National Park
Service’s Consistency Determination under CZMA section 307(c)(1) and 15 CFR
Part 930, sub-part C, for alternatives for the future use and treatment of the former
Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station, a Virginia Historic Landmark located on
Assateague Island in Accomack County. The information in this Consistency
Determination is provided pursuant to 15 CFR section 930-39.

The preferred alternative proposes to rehabilitate the Coast Guard Station and
ancillary structures for adaptive reuse as a center for environmental research and/or
education in partnership with an as yet undetermined organization, agency or
group. This alternative is expected to improve the condition of cultural resources
and values associated with the Station, and provide important new opportunities for
environmental education and research focusing on the Assateague Island ecosystem.

The National Park Service has determined that the preferred alternative for the
future use and treatment of the Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station will affect
the land or water uses or natural resources of Virginia in the following manner:

As described in Chapter I1I, the preferred alternative (B) will have discernable, but
generally beneficial or negligible to minor adverse effects on cultural resources and
certain aspects of the natural environment within the project area. These effects are
summarized in Chapter II, section G — Summary Matrix of Impacts of Alternatives.

The Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program contains the following
enforceable policies that are applicable to the proposed project (preferred
alternative):

Fisheries Management, to conserve and enhance finfish and shellfish resources
and the promotion of commercial and recreation fisheries to maximize food
production and recreational opportunities.

Wetlands Management, to preserve wetlands, prevent their despoliation and
accommodate economic development in a manner consistent with wetlands
preservation.

Dunes Management, to prevent destruction or alteration of primary dunes
Dunes Management, to p p y
pursuant to the Coastal Primary Sand Dune Protection Act.

Shoreline Sanitation, to regulate the installation of septic tanks, set standards
concerning soil types suitable for septic tanks, and specify minimum distances
that tanks must be placed away from streams, rivers and other waters of the
Commonwealth.

The project (preferred alternative) will not involve activities related to the
enforceable policies for Subaqueous Lands Management, Non-point Source

/7
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Pollution Control, Point Source Pollution Control, Air Pollution Control, or
Coastal Lands Management.

Based upon the following information, the National Park Service finds that the
preferred alternative for the future use and treatment of the Assateague Beach Coast
Guard Station is consistent to the maximum extent practical with the enforceable
policies of the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program.

Fisheries Management. As described in Chapter III, section B-3, Wildlife &
Aquatic Life and their Habitats, the preferred alternative will result in a slight
increase in boat traffic using the tidal waters of Toms Cove due to land access
restrictions during the Piping Plover breeding season (April — September). In
consideration of the number of boats already using the area, the slight increase
in traffic associate with the project (estimate a maximum of 2 trips per day) will
have a negligible effect on aquatic resources in the Cove.

Rehabilitation activities will include repairs to the existing boat dock and pier
associated with the Station. Repairs may include replacement of pilings and/or
other structural members which would involve the use of lumber products
treated with chemical preservatives. Although marine-use wood preservatives
contain chemicals that can be toxic in large concentrations, the limited scope of
repairs and slow leaching rates minimizes the potential for adverse effects to
aquatic resources.

Wetlands Management. Both tidal and non-tidal wetlands occur within the
planning area for the proposed project. However, none of the activities
associated with rehabilitating the Coast Guard facilities and adaptive reuse will
occur in close proximity to those wetland resources and therefore pose a

negligible threat.

Dunes Management. The primary dune system adjacent to the Station
complex is the result of dune stabilization activities conducted during the
1960’s. None of the proposed rehabilitation actions will occur in close
proximity to the existing dune features. Increased use of the facility for
environmental education and/or research poses a minor threat to the dunes
from foot traffic by users of the facility. The threat will be mitigated by
demarcating mandatory corridors for access between the Station complex and
beach that avoid sensitive dune features.

Shoreline Sanitation. The increased use and occupancy that will result from
rehabilitation and adaptive reuse will increase the amount of domestic

wastewater being treated and discharged into the shallow groundwater beneath
and adjacent to the Station. The existing septic system is, however, correctly
sized for the anticipated demand, meets current standards for wastewater
treatment systems, and is sufficiently distant from Toms Cove (>550 feet) to
prevent adverse impacts to surface waters.

It should also be noted that the preferred alternative appears to be consistent with
several of the advisory policies of Virginia’s Coastal Resources Management Program
including those related to Geographic Areas of Particular Concern (Coastal Natural
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Resource Areas) and Shorefront Access Planning and Protection (Parks, Natural
Areas and Wildlife Management Areas; Waterfront Historic Properties).

Pursuant to 15 CFR section 930.41, the Virginia Coastal Resources Management
Program has 60 days from the receipt of this document in which to concur with or
object to this Consistency Determination, or to request and extension under 15
CEFR section 930.41(b). Virginia’s concurrence will be presumed if its response is
not received by the National Park Service on the 60th day from receipt of this
determination. The State’s response should be sent to:

Carl S. Zimmerman

Assateague Island National Seashore
7206 National Seashore Lane

Berlin, MD 21811

410.641.1443 x213

I
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D. Agency Compliance Letters and Correspondence

United States Department of the Interior
Mational Park Service
Aszateague sland MNational Seashore
7206 National Seashore Lane  Berlin, Maryland 21811

March 31, 2005

Kathleen 5. Kilpatrick, Director

Wirginia Depariment of Historic Resources
801 Kensinglon Avenue

Richmond, VA 23221

Re:  Potential future uses and treatment of the Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station
Assateague Island Mational Seashore, Accomack County, VA
Motification of Combination NEPA/Section 106 Compliance

Dear Ms. Kilpairick:

The purpose of this letter is to notify vou of a Mational Park Service (NPS) planning process
underway at Assateague [sland National Seashore (ASIS) involving the former Assateague
Beach Coast Guard Station The Station complex, located on the southern tip of Assateague
Island in Accomack County, was used by the U8, Coast Guard as a base for search and rescue
operations and other activities between 1922 and 1967, In 1967, the Station was transferred to
the Mational Park Service. The site is a Virginia Historic Landmark, and has been determined
eligible for the National Register of Histonic Places.

Since its transter 1o the NI'S, the Station has been wtilized in a variety of ways including as
housing for summer employees amd cooperators, shorl and long-term storage, and as a site Tor
environmental education and cultural resource interpretation. [n recent vears, the Station™s use
has preatly diminished due 1o owtstanding maintenance and repair needs, and problems accessing
the Station duning the summer months due 1o the presence of threatened species on adjacent
beaches, The angoing planning process will analyze alternatives to determine the most
appropriate course of action for future use and wreatment of Station, taking into account its
historic nature as well as the sensitive natural environment in which it 15 located.

In order o comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, an Environmental Assessment (EA) will
be developed that will assess impacts of the proposed alternatives on natural and cultural
resources. In accordance with section 300083 ) of the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservaiion’s regulations (36 CFR B00), | am netifving vour office in advance of the park’s
intention o use the EA o meet itz obligations under Section 106 of the NHPA. This EA, which
will contain an Assessment of Effect for all cultural resources potentially affected by the
proposed project, will be available for your review and comment later this vear,



Appendices

We look forward to receiving sny guidance or comments you may have regarding the planning
process or the Station fself. Thank vou for your assistance with this matfer, IF vou need
additional information or heve any questions regarding this request, please contact Carl
Zimmerman af (4100 641= 1443, extension 213, or by mail at the above address.

Sincerely,
wwc!?a,_-u

o Carl Zimmerm an, MPS- ASIS
Christine Gobrial, WPS-NER-Philadelphia Support Office
Ethel Eaton, VA DHR

I
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United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service
Assateague 1sland Mational Seashore
7200 Mational Seashore Lane  Berlin, Maryland 21811

March 31, 2005

Karen Mayne

LS. Figh and Wildlife Service
Virginia Field Office

0649 Short Lane

Gloucester, WA 23061

Re:  Potential future uses and treatment of the Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station
Assateague Island National Seashore, Accomack County, VA
Request for Information

Diear M. Mayne:

The purpose of this letier is (o notify you of a Mational Park Service (WPS) planning process
underway at Assateague Island National Seashore (AS1S) involving the former Assateague
Beach Coast Guard Station. The Station complex. located on the southern tip of Assaleague
Island in Accomack County, was used by the US. Coast Guard as a base for search and rescue
operations and other activities between 1922 and 1967, In 19467, the Station was transferred to
the Mational Park Service. The site is a Virginia Historic Landmark, and has been determined
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

Since its transler 1o the NPS, ihe Siation has been wiilized in a variety of ways including as
houwsing for summer employees and cooperators, short and long-term storage, and as a site for
environmental education and cultural resource interprelation. In recent vears, the Station’s use
has preatly diminished due to outstanding maintenance and repair needs, and problems sccessing
the Station during the summer months due to the presence of nesting piping plover (Charadeing
miefodus) on adjacent beaches. The ongoing planning process will analvze alternatives o
determine the most appropriate course of action for future use and treatment of Station, taking
into account its historic nature as well as the sensitive natural environment in which it is located.

This letter serves as notification that we have begun the National Environmental Policy Act
(MEPA) process and are proposing to have an Environmental Assessment (EA) available for
public and regulatory review later this vear. In addition, this letter serves as a record that the NPS
i= initiating informal consultation with your agency pursuant to the requirements of the 1973
Endangered Species Act, as amended. [n order to comply, we are requesting information
concerning federal and state rare, threatened, and endangered specics documented or reasonably
suspected within 0,5 miles of the project site, which is depicted on the enclosed map. We are also
coordinating with the Virginia Departments of Game and Inland Fisheries and Conservation and
Recreation to obtain and review their file informarion.

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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We are aware of the recurring presence of piping plover adjacent to the project area, of breeding
and transient bald eagles in the general vicinity, and of the single occurrence of Sea Beach
Amaranth (A maararifues pumilus ) near the project area duning 2004, Should vou know of or
come across any other resource constraint that may be a possible planning issue, please do not
hesitate o contact us. We anticipate no significant environmental impacts associated with the
project and look forward to receiving any giidance or comments vou may have regarding the
process or the project itself.

Thank you for vour anticipated assistance with this matter. If vou need additional information or

have any questions regarding this request, please contact Carl Zimmerman at (4107 64 1-1443,
extension 213, or by mail at the above address,

Sincerely,

TN V.-:%d Ty
Michael O, Hill
Supenntendent
Enclosure

co:  Carl Zimmerman, NPS-ASIS
Chnstine Gobrial, NPS-NER-Fhiladelphia Support Office
Bill Haglan, USFWS-Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge

I
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United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service
Assateague 1sland Mational Seashore
7200 Mational Seashore Lane  Berlin, Maryland 21811

March 31, 2005

Elli¢ L. Irons

Program Manager

Office of Environmental Impact Review
629 East Main Street

Richmond, Virginia 23219

Re:  Potential future uses and treatment of the Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station
Assateague Island National Seashore, Accomack County, VA
Request for Information'™Motification of joint MEPA compliance/CAM Consistency
Dretermination

Diear Ms, Irons:

The purpose of this letter is to notify you of a National Park Service (NPS) planning process
underway at Assateague Island National Seashore (ASIS) involving the former Assateague
Beach Coast Guard Station. The Station complex, located on the southem tip of Assateague
Island in Accomack County, was used by the U5, Coast Guard as a base for search and rescue
operations and other activities between 1922 and 1967, In 1967, the Station was transferred to
the Mational Park Service. The site is a Virginia Historic Landmark. and has been determined
eligible for the Mational Register of Historic Places.

Since its transfer to the NP8, the Station has been wtilized in a variety of wavs including as
housing for summer emplovees and cooperators, shor and long-term storage, and as a sile for
environmental education and cultural resource interpretation. In recent years, the Station’s use
has greatly diminished due (o outstanding maintenance and repair needs, and problems accessing
the Station during the summer months due to the presence of sensitive species on adjacent
beaches. The angoing planning process will analyze alternatives to determine the most
appropriate course of action for fulure use and treatment of Station, taking mto account its
historic nature as well as the sensitive natural environment in which it is located.

This letter serves as notification that we have begun the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process and are proposing to have an Environmental Assessment (EA) available for
public and regulatory review later this vear. At this stage, we are seeking information on any
resource constraint or concern that may be a possible planning issue within the project area,
which is depicted on the enclosed map. In addition, this letter serves as a record of our intention
to use the EA to meet our obligations under the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, The EA
will include a determination of consistency.

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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Should vou know of or come across any other resource corstraint that may be a possible
planning issue, please do not hesitate to contact us. We anticipate no significant envirenmental
impacts associated with the project and look forward to receiving any guidance or comments you
may have regarding the process or the project itself,

Thank vou for vour anticipated assistance with this matter. 1fvou need additional information or
have any questions regarding this request, please contact Carl Zimmerman at (410} 641-1443,
extension 213, or by mail at the above address.

ce Carl Zimmerman, NPS-ASIS
Christine Gobrial, NPS-NER-Philadelphia Support Oflice

I
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United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service
Assateague 1sland Mational Seashore
7200 Mational Seashore Lane  Berlin, Maryland 21811

March 31, 2005

YWirginia Department of Conservation and Recreation
Division of Natural Heritape

217 Govemnor %t., Znd Floor

Richmond, VA 23219

Re:  Potential future uses and treatment of the Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station
Assateague Island National Seashore, Accomack County, VA
Request for Information

To whom it may concern:

The purpose of this letter is to motify you of a Mational Park Service (NPS) planning process
underway at Assateague Island National Seashore (AS1S) involving the former Assateague
Beach Coast Guard Station. The Station complex. located on the southern tip of Assaleague
Island in Accomack County, was used by the U5, Coast Guard as a base for search and rescue
operations and other activities between 1922 and 1967, In 1967, the Station was transferred to
the Mational Park Service. The site is a Virginia Histone Landmark, and has been determined
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

Since its transler 1o the NPS, ihe Siation has been wiilized in a variety of ways including as
houwsing for summer employees and cooperators, short and long-term storage, and as a site for
environmental education and cultural resource interpretation. In recent years, the Siation’s use
has preatly diminished due to oulstanding maintenance and repair needs, and problems accessing
the Station during the summer months due o the presence of nesting piping plover (Charadring
miefodus) on adjacent beaches. The ongoing planning process will analvze alternatives o
determine the most appropriate course of action for future use and treatment of Station, taking
into account 15 histore nature as well as the sensitive natural environment in which it is located.

This letter serves as notification that we have begun the National Environmental Policy Act
(MEPA) process and are proposing to have an Environmental Assessment (EA) available for
public and regulatory review later this year. In order to comply with the 1973 Endangered
Species Act, as amended, we are requesting a review of the Matural Heritage database o
determine the potential presence of siale rarve, threatened, and endangered plant and insect
species documented or reasonably suspected within 0.5 miles of the project site, which is
depicted on the enclosed map, We are also coordinating with the U, 5, Fish and Wildlife Service
and Virginia Department of Game Inland Fisheries to obtain and review their file information,

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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We are aware of the recuming presence of piping plover adjacent 1o the project anea, of breeding
and transient bald eagles in the general vicmity, and of the smgle occurrence of Sea Beach
Amaranth {dmaranthus promilus )y near the projest aren during 2004, Should vou know of or
comes seross any other resource constraint thet may be a possible planning ssue, please do not
hesitate to contact us. We anticipate no significant environmental impacts asaociated with the
project and kook forward to recerving any guidanee or comments you may have regardmg the
provess or the project dself.

Thank you for your anticipated assistance with this matier. If you need additional information or

have any questions regarding this request, please contact Carl Zimmerman at (4107 641-1443,
extension 213, or v mail at the above address,

Smeerely,
T uo/:%d UL

I
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United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service
Assateague 1sland Mational Seashore
7200 Mational Seashore Lane  Berlin, Maryland 21811

March 31, 2005

Wirginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
Environmental Services Section

P03, Box 11104

Richmond, VA 23230

Re:  Potential future uses and treatment of the Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station
Assateague Island National Seashore, Accomack County, VA
Request for Information

To whom it may concernc

The purpose of this letier is 1o notify vou of a Mational Park Service (MPS) planning process
underway at Assateague Island National Seashore (AS1S) involving the former Assateague
Beach Coast Guard Station. The Station complex. located on the southern tip of Assaleague
Island in Accomack County, was wsed by the ULS. Coast Guard as a base for search and rescue
operations and other activities between 1922 and 1967, In 19467, the Station was transferred to
the Mational Park Service. The site is a Virginia Historic Landmark. and has been determined
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

Since its transler 1o the NPS, ihe Siation has been wiilized in a variety of ways including as
houwsing for summer employees and cooperators, short and long-term storage, and as a site for
environmental education and cultural resource interpretation. In recent years, the Siation’s use
has preatly diminished due to oulstanding maintenance and repair needs, and problems sccessing
the Station during the summer months due to the presence of nesting piping plover (Chavadrins
miefodus) on adjacent beaches. The ongoing planning process will analvze alternatives o
determine the most appropriate course of action for future use and treatment of Station, taking
into account its historic nature as well as the sensitive natural environment in which it is located.

This letter serves as notification that we have begun the National Environmental Policy Act
(MEPA) process and are proposing to have an Environmental Assessment (EA) available for
public and regulatory review later this year. [n order to comply with the 1973 Endangered
Species Act, as amended, we are requesting a review of the Wildlife and Matural Heritage
datahase to determing the potential presence of state rare, threatened, and endangered species
documented or reasonahly suspected within 0.5 miles of the project site, which is depicted on the
enclosed map, We are also coordinating with the 17, 5, Fish and Wildlife Service to obtain and
review their file information.

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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We are aware of the recurring presence of pipmg plover adjacent to the project area, and of
breeding and transient bald eagles in the general vicmnity, Should you know of or come across
any other resource constraint that may be & possible planning ssve, please do not hesitate to
contact us, We anticipate no significant environmental

impacts associated with the project and look forward to receiving any guidance or comments vou
may have regarding the process or the project itself.

Thank you for your anticipated asaistance with this matter. If you need additional information ar

have any questions regarding this request. please contact Carl Fimmerman at (4107 641-1443,
extansion 213, or by mail at the above address,

Sancerely.
h""\u\ ,,_.E&?ﬂ LK

I
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W. Tayloe Murphy, Jr. e i Joseph H. Maroon
‘Secretary of Matural ot Director
g

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION

217 Governor Street
Richmond, Virginin  23219-2010
Telephone (804) TB6-T951 FAX (804) 371-2674 TDD (204) T86-2121

May 5, 2005

Carl Zimmerman

National Park Service

Assateague Island National Seashore
7206 National Seashore Lane

Berlin, MD 21811

Re: Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station
Dear Mr. Zimmerman:

The Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) has searched its Biotics Data System for
occurrences of natural heritage resources from the area outlined on the submitted map. Natural heritage
resources are defined as the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and animal species, unigue or
exemplary natural communities, and significant geologic formations.

According to the information currently in our files, the following natural heritage resources were found
within a 2-mile radius of the project site:

Communities

Mantime Upland Forest

Maritime Wet Grassland

Animals

Delmarva Fox Squirrel (Sciurus niger cinereus, G5T3/S1/LE/LE)
Piping Plover (Charadrius-melodus, G3/S2BSIN/LTLT) ——-
Spectral Tiger Beetle (Cicindela lepida, G4/S1/NL/NL)

Wilson’s Plover (Charadrius wilsonia, G5/S1B/NL/LE)

Plants

Big-head Rush (Juncus megacephalus, G4G5/S2/NL/NL)

Sea-side Knotweed (Polygonum glaucum, G3/81S2/NL/NL)
Seaside Heliotrope (Heliotropium curassavicum, G5/81/NL/NL)
Seaside Plantain (Plantago maritime var. juncoides, GST5/S1/NL/NL)
Southern Beach Spurge (Chamaesyce bombensis, G4GS5/S2/NL/NL)
Umbrella Flatsedge (Cyperus diandrus, G5/S1/NL/NL)

According to the information currently in our files, the following natural heritage resources were found
within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site:

c i

Maritime Wet Grassland

State Parks = Soil and Water Conservation » Natural Heritage » Outdoor Recreation Planning
Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance » Dam Safety and Floodplain Management « Land Conservation
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Animals

Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus, G3/82B,SIN/LT/LT)

Plants

Sea-side Knotweed (Polygonum glaucum, G3/S152/NL/NL)

Seaside Heliotrope (Heliotropium curassavicum, G5/S1/NL/NL)
Seaside Plantain (Plantago maritime var. juncoides, GSTS/S1/NL/NL!

Please note that Delmarva Fox Squirrel is currently classified as endangered by the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF). The
Piping Plover is classified as threatened by USFWS and VDGIF. Wilson's Plover is classified as
endangered by VDGIF. Due to the legal status of these species, DCR recommends coordination with the
USFWS and the VDGIF to ensure compliance with protected species legislation.

Under a Memorandum of Agreement established between the Virginia Department of Agriculture and
Consumer Services (VDACS) and the Virginia Department of Conservation and Reereation (DCR), DCR
represents VDACS in comments regarding potential impacts on state-listed threatened and endangered
plant and insect species. The current activity will not affect any documented state-listed plants or insects.

In addition, our files do not indicate the presence of any State Matural Area Preserves under DCR's
Jjurisdiction in the project vicinity.

Any absence of data may indicate that the project area has not been surveved, rather than confirm that the
area lacks natural heritage resources. New and updated information is continually added to Biotics.
Please contact DCR for an update on this natural heritage information if a significant amount of time
passes before it is utilized.

The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries maintains a database of wildlife locations,
incleding threatened and endangered species, trout streams, and anadromous fish waters, that may contain
information not documented in this letter, Their database may be accessed from

http:www.dgifvirgini j1dlifie/i I , or contact Shirl Dressler at (804) 367-6913.

Should you have any questions or concerns, feel free to contact S. René Hypes at 804-371-2708. Thank
you for the opportunity to comment on this project.

sincerely,

j y ﬁu;}‘;ﬁf’-
S. René Hypes
Project Review Coordinator

OC:  Eric Davis - USFWS
Andy Zadnik, VDGIF
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Mr. Michael O. Hill

Superintendent, Assateague Island National Seashore
USDOI/National Park Service

7206 National Seashore Lane

Berlin, Maryland 21811

RE:  31-March 2005 Request for Information/Notification of joint NEPA
compliance/CZM Consistency Determination; for Potential future uses and
treatment of the Assateague Beach Coast Guard Station, Assateague Island
National Seashore, Accomack County Virginia.

Dear Mr. Hill:

The Department of Environmental Quality — Office of Environmental Impact Review
(DEQ-OEIR) is in receipt of your March 31, 2005 letter, requesting scoping comments
for the proposed project. It is the policy of DEQ-OEIR to participate in NEPA scoping
efforts by providing the guidance given herein. However, other agencies may have
additional scoping comments or wish to provide instruction pertaining to the preparation
of the NEPA document. We are forwarding this request to Virginia agencies (*),
administering one or more of the Enforceable Policies of the Virginia Coastal Resources
Management Program (see “Federal Consstcncy ., below) and potential stakeholders,
on your behalf,

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document review:
‘When the NEPA document is made available, the DEQ's Office of Environmental Impact

Review (this Office) will coordinate Virginia’s review of any environmental documents
prepared pursuant to the NEPA and comment to the sponsoring agency on behalf of the
Commonwealth. In order to ensure an effective coordinated review of the Environmental
Impact Statement or Environmental Assessment and the consistency determination, the
following is required:

Table 1: Requirements for NEPA review (cnstomary):

Time required for NEPA review {customary): # of documents required:
Environmental Assessment (EA) 30 days 18

Environmental Impact Statement ~ (EIS) 45 days 18

APF NNR
COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
W. Tayloc Murphy, Jr. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Wiﬂ Bumley
Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219 i
Mailing address: P. 0. Box 10009, Richmond, Virginia 23240 (804) 698-4000
Fax (B04) 6984500 'TDD (804) 698-4021 1-800-592-5452
www.deq.virginia.gov
April 14, 2005
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M. Hill

Page 2
Federal Consistency under the Coastal Fone Management Act (CEMA):

Fursuani to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, Federal activities
affecting Virginia's coastal resources or coastal uses must be consistent with the Virginia
Coastal Resources Management Program (VCP) (see section 307(c)(1) of the Act and the
Federal Consistency Regulations, 15 CFR Part 930, sub-part C),

The project sponsor must provide a Federal Consistency Determination (FCD), pursuant
to the CZMA, which involves an analysis of the activities in light of the Enforceable
Policies of the VCP (attachment), and a commitment to comply with the Enforceable
Policies. The DEQ-OEIR review process for the FCD is similar to the NEPA review
process. The FCD may be provided as a component of the NEPA documentation or
independently, depending on the sponsoring agency’s preference. In order to ensure an
effective coordinated review of the consistency determination, the following is required:

Table 2: Requirements for Federal Consistency Determination review

Time required for review (*): # of documents required:

Federal Consistency Determination 60 days 18

(*) Federal Consistency Regulations 930.41(a).

Table 3: Requirements for 2 Independent reviews (NEPA & FCIY

Time Required for 2 Independent Reviews: # of Documents Reguired:
(**) NEPA (EA) 30 days = 18

+ Federal Consistency Determination 60 davs 18

Total: 90 days 36

(**) NEPA: (EIS add 15 days = 105 days)

Combined NEPA and FCD Review (Recommended):
DEQ-OEIR. recommends the project sponsor provide the FCD as a component of the

NEPA document. This will facilitate a combined NEPA and consistency review.
Reviewing concurrently will help streamline the review process and may help expedite
Agency responses.

In order to ensure an effective coordination of a combined review of the Environmental
Impact Statement or Environmental Assessment and the consistency determination, the
following is required:

Table 4: Reguirements for Combined (Concurrent) Review

Total Time Required for Combined Review (*): # of Documents Required:
Concurrent NEPA and FCD review: 60 days 18

Section 930.39 of the Federal Consistency Regulations and Virginia's Federal

Consistency Information Package (see below) give content requirements for the
consistency determination. The Federal Consistency Information Package is available
on DECQ’'s web site, hitp:/fwww.deqg.state. va,us.
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Mr. Hill
Page 3

If you have questions about the environmental review process or the Federal Consistency
Review process, please call me (telephone (B04) 698-4325) or Emst Aschenbach of this
Office (telephone (804) 698-4326).

Sincerely,

Ellic L. Irons
Program Manager
Office of Environmental Impact Review

ﬁhﬁ:« R. T Baml D‘CR-DTH’ISID.II nfﬂhesupﬂake Bay Local Assistance*
DCR-Division of Soil and Water Conservation® c/o
Robert 5. Munson; DCR.-Division of Planning and Recreation Resources
Synthia Waymack; DCR-Division of Natural Heritage
DEQ-Office of Environmental Impact Review* (this Office)
Harold J. Winer; DEQ-Tidewater Regional Offfce*
Cathenne M. Harold; DEQ-Water Division*
Kotur §. Narasimhan; DEQ-Air Division*
Allen Brockman; DEQ-Waste Division
Mike Foreman; Department of Forestry
Andrew K. Zadnik; Depariment of Game and Inland Fisheries*
Alan D. Weber; Department of Health*
Ethel R. Eaton; Department of Historic Resources
Gerald Wilkes; Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy
Tony Watkinson; Marine Resources Commission™®
Thomas A. Bamard, Jr.; Virginia Institute of Marine Science
Sandra Manter, County Planner; Accomack County
Oliver H. Bennett, Chairman; Accomack-Northampton Planning District
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As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has the responsibility for most of
our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use of our land and
water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife and biological diversity; preserving the environmental and cultural
values of our national parks and historic places; and providing for the enjoyment of life through outdoor
recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to ensure that their
development is in the best interests of all our people by encouraging stewardship and citizen participation in
their care. The department also has major responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for
people who live in island territories under U.S. administration.



