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1. 
Introduction/ Purpose and Need

1.1. About this Document
The boundary of Cuyahoga Valley National Park (CVNP) completely encompasses the Village of Peninsula.  The rich history evidenced by the buildings, structures and landscapes found in Peninsula reflect and enhance the cultural resource interpretation of CVNP.  Peninsula was a key Ohio & Erie Canal port, boat building and quarrying center, and was a hub for the Valley Railroad.  The Village of Peninsula was declared a National Register Historic District in 1974, the same year the Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area was established. Since this date, CVNP and the Village of Peninsula have undertaken several cooperative ventures for their mutual benefit
Peninsula and CVNP share an interest in providing services to park visitors through the location of commercial services and CVNP visitor facilities in or near the village.  A Towpath Trail trailhead, public parking facilities and restrooms, Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad ticketing and boarding facilities, a CVNP orientation center, and several restaurants, galleries, a bicycle livery and other specialty shops are located in Peninsula.  The CVNP visitor experience often includes both CVNP and Peninsula facilities and services.
The Village is located on the Ohio & Erie Canal National and State Scenic Byways, and within the Ohio & Erie National Heritage Canalway, two park partner initiatives. CVNP and Peninsula have a demonstrated record of cooperating in many joint endeavors including road assistance projects, police services, highway landscaping and street improvement projects, and fire and rescue services.  Recently completed joint ventures include the Village’s first Comprehensive Master Plan and Updated Zoning Ordinance. The Village and CVNP and their ability to thrive are inextricably linked and they will continue to cooperate for their mutual benefit in matters relating to land use planning, historic preservation, visitor services, natural resources conservation, infrastructure and public facilities and services planning. 
The restoration of the 1887 Boston Township Hall involved technical and operational assistance from the CVNP.  The current Valley Fire District (VFD) facility is a 1970s cement block addition to this historic building. The grass root community based group, the Boston Township Hall Association, raised funds for and oversaw the restoration of the Stick Style landmark structure.  A small portion of the funding did come from the Ohio & Erie Canal Association – the federally  mandated granting entity for Ohio & Erie Canalway.        
This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposal by the VFD to expand their station capacities and functions.  The expansion of the station, or new construction and relocation is necessary for the VFD to provide quality service to the Village of Peninsula, Boston Township and CVNP.  The existing facility is inadequate in terms of lavatory shower space, meeting space, and radio dispatch/office space.  The inadequate facility is negatively impacting the VFD’s ability to attract and retain qualified volunteers and staff.
1.2. Background
1.2.1. Park History
The National Park System preserves outstanding representatives of the best of America’s natural, cultural, and recreational resources of national significance.  These resources constitute a significant part of the American heritage, its character, and future.  Along with similar resources of local, state, tribal, and national significance administered by other public and private organizations and supported by CVNP technical assistance and grant funding, CVNP is a vital part of America’s system of parks and other preserved resources.  The CVNP not only directly and indirectly preserves these irreplaceable national treasures; it also makes them available annually to millions of visitors from throughout both this country and the world.

The Cuyahoga River Valley was formed as the last glaciers retreated from northeastern Ohio about 15,000 years ago.  The name “Cuyahoga” is a blend of several native peoples’ names for the river, and is usually translated to mean “crooked river.”  The river flows to the north into Lake Erie.  It allowed travel by canoe to an eight-mile portage trail leading to the south-flowing Tuscarawas River, which eventually feeds the Ohio River and was therefore deemed neutral territory for all passing tribes.
The Cuyahoga River was part of the western boundary of the United States from 1795 to 1803.  While the early canoe routes were suitable for the Native Americans, early settlers and farmers found the unpredictably swift currents to be treacherous.  The Ohio & Erie Canal was constructed along the Cuyahoga in the early 1800’s providing a critical link in the developing American System that opened up the Northwest Territory to settlement and economic development. The canal opened between Cleveland and Akron in 1827, extending to Portsmouth and the Ohio River in 1832, resulting in a subsequent economic boom throughout the surrounding area.
Following a nationwide pattern, railroads replaced canals as important travel and trade routes in the latter half of the 19th Century.   In 1880, the first steam engine chugged down the new Valley Railway to transport coal from south of Canton to Cleveland.  It also served farmers and merchants along the route, carrying goods and crops.  Financial difficulties in 1894 led to the Valley Railway’s acquisition by the Cleveland Terminal & Valley Railroad (CT&V).  The Baltimore and Ohio Railroad bought the CT&V in 1915 and continued the freight and passenger service between Akron and Cleveland.  
The 20th century also saw the introduction of major recreational facilities in the valley.  Several camps were built including the National Register listed Boy Scouts of America’s Camp Manatoc.  Civilian Conservation Corps and Works Progress Administration projects built numerous metropolitan park facilities in the valley, including the Virginia Kendall State Park, which is also a National Register Historic District.
In December 1974, President Gerald Ford signed legislation creating the Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area (CVNRA), located along 22 miles of the Cuyahoga River between Cleveland and Akron, Ohio.  It covers an area of over 32,800 acres and features a wide variety of 
natural, cultural, and historic resources.  The purposes for the CVNRA included: 
. . . preserving and protecting for public use and enjoyment the historic, scenic, natural, and recreational values of the Cuyahoga River and adjacent lands in the Cuyahoga Valley, and for the purpose of providing for the maintenance of needed recreational open space necessary to the urban environment . . .
Historic resources include the Ohio & Erie Canal (including the towpath), the Valley Railway, and numerous buildings and bridges.  Many of these are on the National Register of Historic Places.  A portion of the Ohio & Erie Canal National Heritage Corridor, which was established by Congress in 1996 under the Omnibus Parks Bill, runs through the area.  Natural resources include the river and a number of ecosystems with associated flora and fauna located in the river and in the river valley.  Other historical, scenic and open space resources include the rural countryside in the area. 
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In the next 25 years, the CVNRA developed dramatically, offering many new facilities and programs to the public.  The CVNP has worked with a number of public interest groups and organizations to develop the resources of the area.  These groups include the Cuyahoga Valley Association, the Cuyahoga Valley Hiking Association, the Cuyahoga Valley Photographic Society, and the Ohio & Erie Canal Association.  The recreation area was re-designated as the CVNP on October 11, 2000.  It is now the 15th most-visited national park, with 3.5 million visitors a year.  With a budget that surpasses $9.5 million, the CVNP is approaching the top ten in annual budget for National Park Service (NPS) units.
Three major recreational/educational features have been established in CVNP, including the 20-mile Towpath Trail, the Valley Railway, and the Cuyahoga Valley Environmental Education Center. These resources enhance opportunities for interpretation of the history of the valley and provide the visiting public with recreational opportunities. The Towpath Trail and the Valley Railway are both listed on the National Register of Historic Places and, therefore, require preservation and protection.  A four-mile watered section of the Ohio & Erie Canal and adjacent Towpath Trail is also a designated National Historic Landmark.  
1.2.2. 
Project History
In April of 1976 the Boston Township Trustees and the Village of Peninsula established a joint fire district through joint Resolution No. 628-1976.  The district was named the Valley Fire District and the resolution established governance by three (3) trustees.  A trustee representing the village and a trustee representing the township select the third board trustee, contingent on approval by the Peninsula Village Council and the Trustees of Boston Township. 
Section 5 of Resolution No. 628-1976 states that “The Board of Fire District Trustees may execute any mutual aid contract which in the judgment of the Board is necessary to enhance fire protection within the Valley Fire District as well as surrounding areas.”  The CVNP has purchased the services of the VFD every year.
The resolution also discusses the board’s authority to purchase equipment and construct buildings (sec. 14).  “The Board of Fire District Trustee may purchase the necessary fire fighting equipment, buildings and sites for such fire district and pay for it over a period of four (4) years.  The Board may also construct any buildings necessary to house fire fighting equipment and pay for such buildings over a period of four (4) years.”
By 1995 the Board of Fire District Trustees began reviewing their operational space needs.  The Boston Township Hall is owned by the Township, but the lease for the VFD space is held by the Boston Township Hall Committee. 
The board decided to negotiate the lease with the BTHC and begin a year-long study to consider relocating the department and building a new station, the benefits of a short term versus long term lease for the current site, and needed renovations for continued use of the Boston Township Hall addition.  
There was some consideration of VFD negotiating a lease for use of the township addition contingent on appropriate modifications being made to the structure – new bathrooms and storage – by the BTHC. Of immediate concern was the fire station area’s leaking roof.  The five bids received in the early part of 2000 for complete renovation of fire district building ranged from $350,000 - $493,000.
Upon examining the septic needs for the expansion of the 1976 fire station, it was determined the existing system would need to be expanded to accommodate shower facilities.  Due to the limitation of surrounding land, the Ohio EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) was requesting that adjacent land be used to accommodate the septic field.  This would have required approaching a private home owner and the VFD decided not to explore this option.  Despite completing the design and bid process for the project, the VFD decided to cancel future work due to concerns regarding the cost and lease conditions.  The VFD decided to explore options for relocating the facility and constructing a new building.  
The VFD approached the CVNP regarding their availability of land for constructing a new facility.  CVNP staff completed an informal site feasibility study in 1996 for a Peninsula Safety Center.  The study evaluated CVNP property tracts using criteria grouped under the following consideration categories: facility/site, cultural resources, natural resources, and recreational resources. 
Board of Trustee Peter Karas met with CVNP Superintendent John Debo to discuss possible new locations for the station, which included the site of the Richfield Coliseum, Dogwood Lane on State Route 303or Camp Manatoc Boy Scout Camp also off State Route 303.  CVNP owns the development rights of this portion of the Boy Scout camp as per an easement purchase requested by the BSA.  There is a 500 foot “no development” band that would be impacted by the new fire station construction.  CVNP would have to consider removing this restriction in this area in order to accommodate the project. 
According to VFD board minutes, the trustees were considering the possibility of lease negotiations with the Boy Scout’s camp or CVNP, along with the proposed $400,000 - $500,000 cost of a new insulated steel building.  By June of 2002, the VFD had secured a levy from the community for new construction and began discussions with Peninsula Associates Architects, LLC on a contract for the plans and construction of a new fire station on Boy Scouts of America (BSA) land.  
Application for an adequate septic system for this new facility became an issue during the design/ planning process.  According to the Ohio EPA February 13, 2003 correspondence to the consulting team:
The soil at this site does not appear to be suitable for a mound system.  As Bulletin 813 states, “the depth to a seasonal high water table should be at least two feet below ground surface at the proposed site.  If a seasonal or permanent high water table exists at a depth shallower than this, the site is not recommended for a mound system.  According to Jim Bauder’s soils report, the seasonal high perched water table is present at 6 -7 inches.
After more than a year of design and planning work coordinated with the Ohio EPA, VFD got a preliminary approval of a mound septic system for domestic wastewater only – no trench drain or floor drains are to be connected.  Although a mound system normally requires a minimum 2’ of natural soil, because of Peninsula’s extenuating circumstances, the EPA office stated they would accept one foot of imported topsoil to enhance the one foot of natural soil beneath the mound system.  
Due to CVNP concerns over the visual impact the station would have on the view shed and cultural landscape at this site, the violation of the terms of the conservation easement, impacts to wetlands, and the less than ideal septic system, CVNP suggested  an alternative site almost immediately across State Route 303off Dogwood Lane.  The VFD voted to postpone the project to allow for an EA to be done to more fully study the impacts of the different alternatives and identify a preferred alternative. 
1.3. Purpose and Need 
The need for the project is the need for CVNP to respond to a request from VFD for the use of CVNP land to relocate their fire station facility.  Located in the middle of the valley and completely surrounded by park land, this village of approximately 650 residents is in private ownership.  The village is located within Boston Township, most of which is national park land, but some private ownership parcels remain. The main street in Peninsula is one of the primary access routes into CVNP and is accessed by a state route and an interstate route.  The action CVNP is contemplating is the transferring the use of property for the VFD.  CVNP’s involvement with the project will potentially facilitate the construction of a new VFD fire station.  
The purpose of this project is to minimize impacts to the natural and cultural resource values of CVNP and maintain the mutually beneficial working relationship established between the CVNP and the gateway communities of Peninsula and Boston Township.  An additional purpose of pursuing the action relates to the fact that VFD does provide fire and emergency medical service to CVNP.  It follows that improved facilitates for the VFD would result in a higher level of service to CVNP visitors and resources.  
VFD has been unable to resolve its need for updated facilities.  Due to the current condition of the existing fire station – leaking roof, and inadequate lavatory and shower facilities – the VFD has been exploring its options for the past 10 years.  Repairs to the site were not financially feasible  and would involve establishing a septic field in the private residential backyard of the adjacent property.  This was not an acceptable solution for the VFD and was not pursued.  
1.4. Laws (Statutes) Executive Orders, Regulations, Policies and Guidelines
The resources of CVNP are protected under the authorities of the National Park Service Organic Act of 1916 (16 U.S.C. sec. 1), the National Park System General Authorities Act (16 U.S.C. SS 1a-1 et seq.), Part 36 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), and CVNP’s enabling legislation (Public Law 93-555).  The Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area was established by Public Law 93-555 on December 27, 1974 and was renamed CVNP on October 11, 2000.  
In addition to the language in PL 93-555 that created Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area, general preservation and management direction is provided by the National Park Service Organic Act of August 25, 1916.  This act established the CVNP and by extension, states the overall mission for areas managed by the NPS:
…promote and regulate the use of the Federal areas known as national parks, monuments, and reservations…by such means and measures as conform to the fundamental purpose of said parks, monuments, and reservations, which purpose is to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.
All feasible alternatives will be evaluated against the relevant CVNP legislative and policy guidance. The consistent message of the guidance is the need to consider both the continuity of natural processes, the preservation of historic, cultural and recreational features, and the need to provide services to visitors.  
2. Issue Identification
Issues discussed in NEPA compliance documents describe the relationships between the action being proposed and the environmental (cultural, natural and socioeconomic) resources.  Issues differ from impacts in that NEPA impact evaluations include the intensity or results of those relationships.  Internal scoping (defining the range of potential issues) conducted for this EA identifies what relationships exist between the proposed action and environmental resources.  
Internal scoping to define the range of potential issues for this EA was conducted in November of 2004 to identify what relationships exist between the proposed action and environmental resources.  External scoping for issues commenced in December 2004 with federal state and local agencies having direct and indirect jurisdiction, insight, knowledge, expertise or concern for CVNP resources.  External scoping consisted of notifying the 42 parties by mail and placing legal notices in the two largest newspapers in the area.  (Appendix B)
The following issues were identified through the internal scoping process:
· New construction may affect water quality or quantity, especially if area represents more than a 20% change in slope
· Floodplains and wetlands could be impacted by project, if present in the project area
· Land use, including occupancy, income, values, ownership and type of use may be affected if alternative include property in other than federal ownership
· Rare or unusable vegetation-old growth timber, riparian, alpine may be adversely impacted if areas under consideration have not been assessed.    
· Unique or important wildlife or wildlife habitat may be adversely impacted if areas under consideration have not been assessed.
· Visitor experience, aesthetic resource impacts could result from altering view sheds or alterations of historic structures or adjacent sites.
· Cultural resources, including cultural landscapes and archaeological resources, may be impacted if preferred sites have not been assessed for the presence for these resource groups.
· Urban quality, gateway communities could be impacted due to the nature of the project and the primary role it plays in providing safety services to the community
External scoping was addressed by sending letters (Appendix C) to 42 recipients representing government agencies, not-for-profit advocacy groups, Native American tribal governments, and other interested parties. The letters were sent out commencing on December 17, 2004 with an invitation to submit written comments to the National Park Service.  Copies of comments received are included in Appendix D.  The following issues were identified through the external scoping process:
· Abundant National Register listed or eligible properties are located in and around Peninsula.  If preferred alternative includes a federal undertaking, CVNP should initiate Section 106.
· Ownership and leasing arrangement between Boston Township, Boston Township Hall Committee and the VFD needs clarification
· If suitable roost habitat for Indiana Bat is removed additional information and evaluation may be needed.
· Project lies within range of Federally listed threatened northern monkshood plant and bald eagle species.
· Storm water pollution plan needs to be sent to Summit Sewer and Water Conservation District when final site determined.   
2.1. Issues and Impact Topics Addressed in this EA

The issues identified above were translated and focused into impact topics, or a more specific description of resources that may be impacted by the action.  These impact topics are then carried through the analysis in the EA.  The affected environment under each of the impact topics identified and an analysis of the impacts on these resources from each alternative is evaluated in Chapter 4.
2.1.1. Water Resources and Wetlands
Effects on water resources are important indicators of an action’s potential to impair the existing aquatic, water supply or recreational use designations established by Ohio EPA. Presidential Executive Order 11990, Protections of Wetlands, requires federal agencies to take in to account the effects of their actions on surface waters and wetlands.  In addition, compliance is required with Section 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act.  
2.1.2. Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat

Any construction project could affect wildlife and their habitats. Faunal species that have been detected in CVNP include 194 species of birds XE “birds” , 91 aquatic macro invertebrates, 43 fish, 32 mammals, 22 amphibians, and 20 species of reptiles.  In addition, 56 butterfly species have been documented in CVNP.  The wildlife and their habitat that could be affected by specific actions under any of the alternatives will be assessed.  
2.1.3. Vegetation    

Any construction project could be expected to affect vegetation. CVNP encompasses a diverse mosaic of natural vegetation types interspersed among various human-developed land uses.  Vegetation that could be affected by specific actions under any of the alternatives will be identified. 
2.1.4. Cultural Resources  
The National Park Service categorizes cultural resources in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act’s National Register of Historic Places property types: districts, sites, buildings, structures and objects.  The CVNP Management Policies categorizes cultural resources as archaeological resources, cultural landscapes, structures and buildings, museum objects and ethnographic resources.  Archaeological resources will be treated separately.  CVNP has no ethnographic resources and the project will not impact museum objects. 
The National Historic Preservation Act, as amended in 1992 (16 USC 470 et seq.) and the CVNP Cultural Resource Management Guidelines (CVNP 1997) and Policies (Director’s Order 28) require the consideration of impacts on cultural resources listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Rehabilitation allow for modern uses of historic structures and are therefore the least restrictive and the minimum standards to be followed for treatment of buildings, structures and sites involved with this project.  According to the CVNP Management Policies (CVNP 2001a) and Cultural Resource Management Guidelines (CVNP 1997), all cultural landscapes are to be managed as cultural resources regardless of the type or level of significance.  Management actions are to focus on preserving the physical attributes, biotic systems, and uses of a landscape as they all contribute to historic significance.
Cultural resources that could be impacted by the proposed alternatives include potential archaeological resources on all potential sites associated with the alternatives. Only the one known site, the Boston Township Hall site, contains historic properties, which is addressed in Alternative 1 and would not involve CVNP.  
2.1.5. Archaeological Resources

The National Historic Preservation Act, as amended in 1992 (16 USC 470 et seq.) and the CVNP Cultural Resource Management Guidelines (CVNP 1997) and Policies (Director’s Order 28) require the consideration of impacts on archaeological  resources listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.
In general, most archaeological survey work at CVNP occurs in conjunction with projects that require ground disturbance. The planning process in relation to these projects typically provides for archaeological inventory work to be completed prior to the actual ground disturbing activity. This inventory work is the initial step taken to provide data about the location of resources and the level of significance. In turn, potential impacts on archaeological resources are reduced through measures such as site avoidance, project redesign, or other site protection measures. Currently, the only long-term archaeological monitoring occurs in relation to actively cultivated farm fields where the fields are inventoried annually to compare and record findings over time.
2.1.6. Visitor Experience and Aesthetic Resources

The Management Policies (CVNP 2001a) 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 CVNP.
Visitors come to CVNP to use and experience CVNP in many different ways, but these translate into what they come to “see” and “do.”  These park resources can be divided into two main categories: scenic values and recreational activities.  Annual Visitor Use Surveys conducted by the CVNP provide information about the multitude of reasons why visitors come to CVNP, which include various types of recreational activities, educational programs, and relaxing and enjoying nature.
Decisions regarding the management of lands and sites proposed for the Valley Fire District development may impact the visitor use/experience.  Therefore, the public should be provided the opportunity to provide input during the planning process.
2.1.7. Economic factors

NEPA requires that not only cultural and natural factors be analyzed but also the “human environment” which includes economics.  This may also include land use (occupancy, income, values, ownership and type of use) and socioeconomics (employment, occupation, income changes, tax base, infrastructures, etc.).
The alternative approaches to this project would not substantially change the tax base of the community.  Some of the options may represent cost savings which could assist with the financial challenges of maintaining fire protection and emergency medical response in the small village and township. 
2.2. Issues and Impact Topics Identified and Considered But Not Addressed in this EA

2.2.1. Nationwide Rivers Inventory Status

A reach of the Cuyahoga River from the vicinity of Chippewa Creek upstream to Peninsula is included in the Nationwide Rivers Inventory.  An impact to one or more of the river values in this reach could impact the ability for the reach to be designated as a Wild or Scenic River in the future.  The subject action will not result in impacts to river values. 
2.2.2. Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Species

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, requires federal land managers to consider the effects their planned activities may have on species listed as endangered or threatened. 
The federally-endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) was recently found in CVNP.  CVNP contains an abundance of apparently suitable roosting tree habitat. Suitable roosting habitat for Indiana bats can vary widely, but typically consists of large (>10” diameter) trees with peeling bark located near a permanent water source and good foraging areas.  Foraging habitat is typically in floodplain forests and riparian areas.  
The action alternatives will be conditioned upon sites not possessing typical Indiana bat habitat locations or qualities. Some sites could involve the removal of several dozen small successional trees such as dogwoods (Cornus spp.) less than 5m in height which are unlikely bat habitat. However, some sites could involve removing a number of mature trees.  Because some trees have the potential to provide Indiana bat roost sites, all tree cutting would occur outside of the bat’s roosting season (15 April – 15 September) to avoid immediate negative impacts to the bat.  Given the size of CVNP, the residential context of the trees, and distance of the site from other bat roosting and foraging habitats, removal of this many trees would pose a negligible long term impact to habitat for Indiana bat within CVNP.
Detections of the federally-threatened bald eagle (Heliaeetus leucocephalus) have been limited to 1-2 non-breeding individuals seen perched near the Cuyahoga River XE “rivers and streams” 

 XE “Cuyahoga River”  during winter months.  No nests have been found within CVNP. Piping plover (Charadrius melodus) is a federally listed endangered species that occurs in Cuyahoga County, but is not found within CVNP.  No suitable breeding habitat for piping plovers exists within park boundaries. CVNP is also within the range of the eastern Mississauga (Sistrurus catenatus catenatus) rattlesnake, a candidate species for listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and listed as endangered by the State of Ohio.  While the type of wet habitat this snake prefers is found in CVNP, there is no record of this species occurring within CVNP.  
Habitat within the project areas are not considered suitable for any of these species and none of these species would be expected to occur on the site or the immediate vicinity, excepting the potential for the occurrences of the Indiana Bat. There are no federally-designated critical habitats or wilderness areas within the vicinity of CVNP.
There are no known occurrences of northern monkshood (Aconitum noveboracense) in CVNP. Over twenty-nine other state-listed rare plant species are known to occur in CVNP. These plants occur in various habitats in CVNP.  Field inspection of the project site indicates no signs of threatened, endangered, or rare plant species, whether federally or state listed. 

An informal consultation with the USFWS noted no other concerns (Appendix D). This issue will not be analyzed further in this document. 
2.2.3. Environmental Justice 
Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations directs federal agencies to assess whether their actions have disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority and low-income populations.  There are no identifiable minority or low-income populations within CVNP or influenced by CVNP.  Demographic information for the Village of Peninsula is consistent with the above information regarding the absence of identifiable minority or low-income populations.  It is therefore concluded that the actions of CVNP will have no disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority and low-income populations.
2.2.4. Affiliated Tribes 
NEPA requires the consideration of possible conflicts between a proposal and land use plans, policies or controls for entities including Indian Tribes. In 1996 the national historic preservation program entered a new era, as fourteen Indian tribes were approved by the NPS to assume national program responsibilities on tribal lands, pursuant to Section 101(d) of the National Historic Preservation Act.  Among the responsibilities assumed by these tribes are conducting historic property surveys, maintaining permanent inventories of historic properties, nominating properties to the National Register of Historic Places, and reviewing Federal agency undertakings pursuant to Section 106 of the Act.
Decisions regarding Federal undertakings that may have significance to affiliated tribes requires due diligence in communicating any significant finds.  Additionally, CVNP will comply with the Native American graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990 as it pertains to the proposed undertaking.  The proposed action is not anticipated to have any effect on affiliated tribes or on cultural resources that may be significant to affiliated tribes; however affiliated tribes have been contacted through the external scoping process and are able to provide comments on the EA document as part of the planning process.
2.2.5. Invasive Species
EO 13112 requires that federal agencies act to prevent the introduction of invasive species and provide for their control and to minimize the economic, ecological, and human health impacts that invasive species cause. Less than 17 plant species known to be in CVNP are considered invasive.
The potential for introduction of invasive species would not be measurably increased by any of the alternatives.  Negligible impacts could occur as a result of materials brought in from construction trucks or fire equipment, but not to an extent that would be greater than the potential for materials from any other vehicular traffic that characterizes the roads in this urban park.  
2.2.6. Prime Farmlands

The Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1987 requires federal agencies to consider the adverse effects their programs may have on the preservation of farmland, review alternatives that could lessen adverse effects, and ensure that their programs are compatible with private, local and state programs and policies to protect farmland.  The purpose of the FPPA is to minimize the extent to which Federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.  
According to the Natural Resource Conservation Service, the majority of soil within a one mile radius of Peninsula is not prime farmland, or would need drainage or flood protection to be considered prime farmland.  Agricultural land use in the area is limited t a tree farm and a farm being offered through the Cuyahoga Countryside Conservancy and located outside the village core.  It is unlikely the project would result in an irreversible conversion of farmland to non-agriculture use.
2.2.7. Land Uses 

Land use within the Village of Peninsula impacts the quality of life in the village and has the potential to impact the resource values of CVNP.  Location of a facility that provides emergency services has the potential to change circulation patterns, and insurance costs for property.  Given the historic nature of the village, an expansion of the existing facility could adversely impact the historic integrity of the site.  Reusing existing structures or new construction could impact surrounding land uses depending on the infrastructure needs of the projected use and the surrounding land uses.  
With the adoption of the Long Range Plan, Village of Peninsula, Ohio and the 2004-5 Zoning Code Update, land use in the village has been recently analyzed and codified.  Public institutional land use in the village is limited to the existing school, municipal or church functions.  Areas under consideration for this alternative analysis include Conservation/ Recreation areas.  This overlay district is primarily focused on the natural landscape features without built facilities and other improvements.  
Given the small scale of the village and the fact that existing village service facilities abut other land uses, including residential, it is unlikely that a new fire station would establish a new land use pattern or greatly conflict with the surrounding land uses.  Although zoning traditionally served the purpose of separating incompatible land uses, Peninsula’s small village scale allows for softer lines separating different use zones. 
2.2.8. Air Quality

The 1963 Clean Air Act (42 USC 7401 et seq., as amended) requires federal land managers to have an affirmative responsibility to protect a park’s air quality from adverse air pollution impacts.  The majority of the airborne contaminants coming from the Village of Peninsula is from vehicular and truck traffic.  State Route 303 connects Interstate 271 and State Route 8, making it a well used connection in the regional interstate system.  This project will not contribute to the reduction of air quality in the CVNP to any appreciable extent.  
2.2.9. Soundscapes

CVNP Management Policies (CVNP 2001a) state that NPS will strive to preserve the natural quiet and the natural sounds associated with the physical and biological resources for CVNP.  Activities which cause excessive or unnecessary unnatural sounds in and adjacent to parks should be minimized so as not to adversely affect park resources, values, or visitor’s enjoyment of them.

Excess noise can result from construction projects as well as the use of a siren.  The construction project noise would be temporary, but the more construction needed the greater the impact.  Sirens are excessive but necessary sounds and are only used when needed.
2.2.10. Health and Safety

The Management Policies (NPS 2001a) state that the NPS is committed to providing appropriate, high-quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks. The policies also state, “While recognizing that there are limitations on its capability to totally eliminate all hazards, the Service and its concessionaires, contractors, and cooperators will seek to provide a safe and healthful environment for visitors and employees” (sec. 8.2.5.1).  Further, the National Park Service will strive to protect human life and provide for injury-free visits (sec. 8.2.5).
All alternatives for this project will help provide a safe environment for visitors and employees as the VFD is one of the surrounding community departments that provide fire protection and EMS service to the CVNP.  Even the No Action alternative would not decrease the current level of service.  Maintaining fire service and emergency medical service in CVNP helps CVNP met its commitment to protect human life and provide high quality opportunities for visitors.   In addition, local traffic protection, provided by the Peninsula Police Department and the CVNP law Enforcement Rangers, would not be altered by the projects alternatives. 
As CVNP would continue to have adequate fire protection and EMS as per its mandate under DO-51 and 16 – USC sec. 12, the relationship between fire protection/ EMS and the alternative’s impact issues will not be discussed.     
2.2.11. Floodplains

Presidential Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, requires each Federal agency, in carrying out its activities, to take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, minimize the impacts of floods, restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by flood plains, and evaluate the potential effects of any actions it may take in the flood plain so as to ensure its planning programs reflect considerations of flood hazards and flood plain management.  These requirements generally apply only to the 100-year flood plain where encroachments are limited to those that would cause no greater than a one-foot rise in water surface elevation, and to the floodway, where no encroachments are allowed.  Flood events in 2003 and 2004 have cost CVNP and the Village of Peninsula millions of dollars in damage to private and public property.  Given these recent events, it is highly unlikely the project would be result in construction located in the floodplain. 

2.2.12. Sole or Principal Drinking Water Aquifers
CVNP is not located within the limits of a designated U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Sole Source Aquifer.  Therefore, no further processing is required under the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974.
3. Alternatives

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has provided guidance on the development and analysis of alternatives under NEPA.  A full range of alternatives, framed by the purpose and need, must be developed for analysis for any federal action.  They should meet the project/proposal purpose and need, at least to a large degree.  They should also be developed to minimize impacts to environmental resources. Alternatives should also be “reasonable,” which CEQ has defined as those that are economically and technically feasible, and show evidence of common sense.  Alternatives that could not be implemented if they were chosen (for economic or technical reasons), or do not resolve the need for action and fulfill the stated purpose in taking action to a large degree, are therefore not considered reasonable.
3.1

Alternative 1 - No Action

The CEQ has specified that one of the alternatives must be the “no action” alternative for two reasons.  One is that it is almost always a viable choice in the range of alternatives, and the other is that it sets a baseline of existing impact that may be projected into the future against which to compare impacts of action alternatives.
Under the No Action Alternative, CVNP would continue with the status quo.  There would be no assistance given to the VFD from the CVNP.  Any changes that the VFD would make to the existing site and the expansion or decrease of service would not involve CVNP land.  Currently, the only formal involvement CVNP has with the VFD is a yearly purchase of fire protection and emergency medical response services for CVNP facilities within their service area.
Under this alternative, the VFD would have a suite of options available to them that would not involve CVNP.  They could maintain their current operating capacity, which could result in a decrease in the quality of service they would be able to provide due to their inability to maintain adequate staffing levels.  They could expand at the current site, which would mean acquiring adjacent residential land, or the right to use adjacent residential land, for a septic field.  The VFD could also look to obtain the needed land within the Village of Peninsula or Boston Township, provided the land was not owned by the CVNP or the CVNP did not own a legal interest in the property. 
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1887 Boston Township Hall, core historic section of structure
Although these options are available to the VFD, none of them would be popular in the community.  The existing structure needs its roof repaired and the existing lease agreement between the Boston Township Hall Committee, Inc. and the Valley Fire District states that the VFD is required to pay for the repairs. Current use conflicts with Boston Township Hall rental functions, along with the inadequate restroom and shower facilities create staffing maintenance, and safety/ access issues for the VFD.  Because CVNP completely surrounds the village and township, these jurisdictions have no space for expansion that would result in economic development.  To take privately held land to generates tax revenue and dedicate it for a public service purpose that doesn’t generate additional revenue would be of concern to both of these jurisdictions. 
If the VFD did not expand or relocate their facilities they may have difficulty maintaining the type of service needed by the residents of Peninsula and Boston Township, and the visitor protection needs of CVNP.  Inability to provide basic restroom and shower facilities could impair their ability to hire and retain qualified staff.  Inadequate space for radio dispatch operations, conducting training or even holding meetings also could negatively impact operations or even decrease the level of service provided to the community.  
The Village of Peninsula, Boston Township and the Board of the VFD do not believe that their communities contain land not in CVNP ownership that would be practical for the new VFD facility.  For the purposes of this analysis, Alternative 1, the “No Action” alternative is defined as not involving CVNP action, but expanding at their current location or maintaining their current level of operations at their current facility. 
3.1. Alternative 2 – CVNP leases land with conditions (Preferred Alternative)
Options for the location of any new facilities were considered viable only if they met the criteria for use of CVNP lands designed to protect important park resources.  The CVNP would not permit any new construction that would result in the destruction of important resources. Additionally, any option for the location of new facilities would have to meet the conditions needed by VFD for a new facility.  Therefore, only alternatives that satisfy the criteria of both the CVNP and the VFD were considered viable alternatives.

The following are two lists of criteria for the alternatives, the first being CVNP conditions for acceptable alternatives and the second being the VFD criteria for site selection.

CVNP Conditions

· Site has 0-5% slope and < 10’ elevation change to minimize erosion and topographical changes.

· Construction occurs only in areas of previous disturbance 

· No historic/cultural resources are affected.

· No sensitive natural resource areas are affected.

· Low habitat diversity, to minimize effects on vegetation and wildlife. 

· Effective riparian and wetland setbacks can be established.

· Construction site screened from trails and roadways so that scenic values are minimally impacted. 

· The facility must use existing drives and roadways, minimizing the number of new impervious surfaces in CVNP
VFD Criteria

· The area must be at least 4 acres in size, the minimum area determined to be necessary to locate the VFD facility, parking areas, and wastewater/stormwater management infrastructure.

· The site must be suitable for the required septic system, by state regulations.

· A new facility would be located outside the National Register Historic District to avoid impacts to the historic character of the district, in particular the scale, massing, and pattern of the built environment. 

· The Village of Peninsula has determined the new facility should be close enough to the village proper that people recognize it as being in the village and able to provide a sense of protection and reassurance.  Proximity to the village core is considered critical. 

· The new facility must not require additional roads in the Village.

· The Insurance Service Office (a major private company that provides risk assessment data to the insurance industry) fire protection classification rating for cities and towns, based on factors such as distance from the fire station, coverage area, and water supply, require fire stations to be within five road miles of commercial properties and six road miles of residential properties.

· The Village would not consider constructing any facility in the floodplain. 

· The Village relies on tax revenue generated by the existing VFD facility and wishes to keep the facility on the tax roles.

.To address the VFD request, the CVNP would lease land to the VFD to construct a facility, provided that a site would satisfy the VFD criteria and the CVNP conditions (as outlined above).
A single location would satisfy both sets of conditions.   This location is the house at 5287 Dogwood Lane (Tract 113-19) and property immediately to the north of this house, Tract 113-18.  The house at 5287 Dogwood Lane is in good condition and is screened from State Route 303 by a 
grove of trees, and road-edge tree line on Tract 113-04 – presumable off the driveway of the current front lawn.  The new construction for this alternative would include a garage for the fire trucks and service vehicles and some type of connecting passageway to the house.  The garage would need to accommodate 7 large fire trucks and have an access drive to Dogwood Lane.  The garage would need to be constructed on the parcel north of the property on Tract 113-18.  Currently there is a house with attached garage located on this tract at the north, or opposite, edge of the property.  The house has recently been vacated, is in poor condition and is slated for demolition.
Prior to the establishment of the Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area in 1974, this area was used for residential housing.  Four houses, each with their own driveway, connect to Dogwood Lane, which dead ends at the northern edge of this plateau.  The National Park Service has acquired all of these properties and they are in various states of upkeep and use.  This alternative represents public resources being granted to allow the use of a structure and construction of a private building on federal land. The preferred mechanism for this relationship is a long term lease mechanism.  
3.2. Alternatives Considered But Rejected

Alternatives were raised during scoping but were rejected because they do not meet the needs of the CVNP or the VFD, and therefore do not merit further consideration by the CVNP as viable alternatives.  Some alternatives that were considered but rejected do meet the needs of the VFD, but not the CVNP. 
In 1996, CVNP was initially approached by the VFD concerning using CVNP land to site a new facility.  At that time the discussion concerned siting for a Safety Center, which would include police station functions.  A preliminary study was done to assess the potential of various sites for this purpose.  This draft study is attached as Appendix F.  This study never went beyond the draft stage, but is included as documentation of the breadth of alternatives considered.  The VFD expansion option at their present location was terminated since it could not meet EPA septic field requirements. 
In general, alternatives considered but rejected during scoping for this project include:
1.
Sites located on CVNP conservation easements - Some consideration was given to build a new facility off State Route 303on land that is part of a Boy Scout Camp, Camp Manatoc.  The Boy Scouts of America (BSA) sold an easement to CVNP service which includes a 500’ wide “No Development” band that surrounds the property.  The BSA had agreed to lease this land to the VFD for construction of a new facility. Construction at this location would violate the terms and intentions of the easement, affecting an area the CVNP had already designated for increased protection.  Additionally, upon closer review, the site also violated other CVNP conditions, including difficulties in establishing an effective septic system, impacts to sensitive natural resources (wetlands), and scenic impacts from the lack of visual screening from State Route 303.  This alternative was not considered a viable option.   
2.  Sites located in open fields – Although there are several open fields located along State Route 303 east of Peninsula, these areas have been identified as critical elements of CVNP’s rural landscape (CVNP 2003).  CVNP intends to keep them in some sort of cultivation as part of the cultural landscape management program. New construction not related to agriculture could cause significant impacts to these landscape elements and would therefore not be considered.
3.  Sites located in wooded areas and hillsides – A defining element of Peninsula’s character is the sense of being surrounded by wooded hillsides.  Locating this size of facility in clear site of the wooded hillsides would change the character of the community and detract from its tourism potential.  Clearing forested land for new construction would unnecessarily impact forest resources and wildlife habitat and would not be considered by the CVNP.
3.3. Environmentally Preferred Alternative

As stated in Section 2.7.D of Director’s Order #12 Handbook, the environmentally preferred alternative is the alternative that would promote environmental policy as expressed in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Section 101 (b). The Environmentally Preferred Alternative, Alternative 1, meets the six criteria listed in Section 101 of NEPA as follows: 
Criterion 1: Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations.
· Use of existing land and facility already disturbed by past activity.

· No disturbance of new areas of park with relatively undisturbed ecological communities.

· No disturbance of new areas with relatively undisturbed archeological sites.

Criterion 2: Ensure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings.
· Preservation of the natural elements within the CVNP owned lands in Boston Township and the Village of Peninsula. 

· Preservation of scenic values enjoyed by visitors using the State Route 303 entry route.

· Less increase in impervious surfaces and less impact to water quality.

Criterion 3: Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk of health or safety, for other undesirable and unintended consequences.
· Minimizing new construction in undisturbed areas while maximizing development in disturbed areas, minimizing degradation of areas with higher ecological, scenic or cultural values.
Criterion 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.
· Minimizing impacts upon park archeological resources by constructing in areas outside of CVNP
· Minimizing impacts upon native vegetation and natural communities by constructing in area outside CVNP.

Criterion 5: Achieve a balance between population and resource use that will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities.

· Current levels of fire protection and EMS service will continue to be provided.

Criterion 6: Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources.
· Continued use of existing facility with possible expansion will continue use of existing resources.  Renovating or rehabilitation requires more labor costs than material costs, while new construction requires more materials expenses than labor.  Reuse of the existing facility results in less depletion of resources. 

Alternative 2 includes the likelihood of new construction, increasing the watershed’s impervious surfaces and creating negligible-minor long-term adverse impacts to water quality.  Alternative 1 includes the possibility of expanding on the current site, but this probably would not increase the impervious surface area as much as building a facility on a new site. 

No impacts to park vegetation are expected to occur under Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 would likely include conditions to limit the number of mature trees removed and the amount of habitat adversely impacted.  Vegetation removed under this alternative would constitute negligible additional long term impacts to CVNP’s vegetation, but no impairment of park vegetation would result.

Wildlife and wildlife habitat under Alternative 2 could be removed, constituting a negligible long term impact to the amount of wildlife habitat in CVNP.  No impacts to wildlife or wildlife habitat are expected to result from Alternative 1. 

Cultural resources potentially impacted as a result of Alternative 1 are not part of CVNP, resulting in no impairment for this alternative.  Alternative 2 would have to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties, result in no adverse effect determination, and cause only minor adverse impacts that would be considered long term.  Impacts to archaeological resources under Alternative 2 would be minor to major beneficial and long term.  Final determination of the site and scope of work will instigate initial shovel survey and assessment to determine the true impact to archaeological resources. Alternative 1 does not involve any CVNP archaeological resources.   

Alternative 1 is therefore considered to be the environmentally preferred alternative as defined by the CEQ because it causes the least amount of impact on biological and physical resources, and provides at least moderate benefits to the natural, cultural and historical environment of CVNP.

4. Affected Environment and Impacts

To determine impacts, methodologies were identified to measure the change in park resources that would occur with the implementation of each alternative.  Thresholds were established for each impact topic to help understand the severity and magnitude of changes in resource conditions, both adverse and beneficial, of the various alternatives.
Potential impacts are described in terms of type (Are the effects beneficial or adverse?), context (Are the effects site-specific, local, or even regional?), duration (Are the effects short-term, lasting less than one year, or long-term, lasting more than one year?), and intensity (Are the effects negligible, minor, moderate, or moderate?).  Because definitions of intensity (negligible, minor, moderate, or major) vary by impact topic, intensity definitions are provided separately for each impact topic analyzed in this document. 
Each alternative is compared to the baseline to determine the context, duration, and intensity of resource impacts.  For purposes of impact analysis, the baseline is the continuation of current management (Alternative 1, No Action Alternative).  In the absence of quantitative data, best judgment was used to determine impacts.  In general, the thresholds used come from existing literature, federal and state standards, and consultation with subject matter experts and appropriate agencies.  
For the purposes of analysis, the following assumptions are used for all impact topics:
Short-term impacts:  
Those impacts occurring in the immediate future (usually 1 to 6
months).

Long-term impacts:  
Those impacts occurring through the next 10 years.

Direct impacts:  
Those impacts occurring from the direct use or influence of the
alternative.

Indirect impacts:  
Those impacts occurring from (activity) that indirectly alter a
resource or condition.

Study Area:  

Each resource impact is assessed in direct relationship to those
resources affected both inside and outside CVNP, to the extent that the impacts can be substantially traced, linked, or connected to the alternatives.  Each impact topic, therefore, has a study area relative to the resource being assessed, and it is further defined in the impact methodology.

4.1. Cumulative Impact
The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1508.7) require the assessment of “cumulative impacts” which 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.
In January 1997, the CEQ published a handbook entitled Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act (see http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa. The introduction to the handbook opens with, “Evidence is increasing that the most devastating environmental effects may result not from the direct effects of a particular action, but from the combination of individually minor effects of multiple actions over time.”
Cumulative impacts are considered for all alternatives, including the no-action alternative.  They were determined by combining the impacts of the alternative being considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  Therefore, it was necessary to identify other ongoing or reasonably foreseeable future projects at CVNP and, if applicable, the surrounding region.
4.2. Impairment Analysis

The NPS Management Policies (NPS 2001a) require an analysis of potential effects to determine whether or not actions would impair park resources.  The fundamental purpose of the national park system, as established by the Organic Act and reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act, as amended, begins with a mandate to conserve park resources and values.  CVNP managers must always seek ways to avoid or to minimize to the greatest degree practicable, adversely impacting park resources and values.  However, the laws do give the NPS the 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.  Although Congress has given the NPS the management discretion to allow certain impacts within a park system unit, the discretion is limited by the statutory requirement that the agency must leave park resources and values unimpaired unless a particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise.  The prohibited impairment is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible CVNP manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values.   
An impact to any park resource or value may constitute an impairment, but an impact would be more likely to constitute an impairment to the extent that it has a major or severe adverse effect upon a resource or value whose conservation is:
· Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of CVNP;
· Key to the natural or cultural integrity of CVNP; or
· Identified as a goal in CVNP’s general management plan or other relevant CVNP planning documents.
Impairment may result from CVNP activities in managing CVNP, visitor activities, or activities undertaken by concessionaires, contractors, and others operating in CVNP. 
The following process was used to determine whether the alternatives had the potential to impair park resources and values:
1. CVNP’s enabling legislation; the General Management Plan, the Strategic Plan, and other relevant background were reviewed with regard to CVNP’s purpose and significance, resource values, and resource management goals or desired future conditions.
2. Management objectives specific to resource protection goals at CVNP were identified.
3. Thresholds were established for each resource of concern to determine the context, intensity and duration of impacts, as defined above.
4. An analysis was conducted to determine if the magnitude of impact reached the level of “impairment”, as defined by CVNP Management Policies (CVNP 2001a)
4.3. Water Resources (Rivers, Streams, Ponds and Wetlands)

4.3.1. 
Regulations and Policies

Section 4.6.3 of the NPS Management Policies (NPS 2001a) state that NPS will “take all necessary actions to maintain or restore the quality of surface waters and ground waters within parks consistent with the Clean Water Act and all other applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.”  
Simply stated, a water quality standard defines the water quality goals of a waterbody by designating uses to be made of the water, by setting minimum criteria to protect the uses, and by preventing degradation of water quality through antidegradation provisions.  The antidegradation policy is only one portion of a water quality standard.  Part of this policy (40 CFR 131.12(a)(2)) strives to maintain water quality at existing levels if it is already better than the minimum criteria.  Antidegradation should not be interpreted to mean that “no degradation” can or will occur, as even in the most pristine waters, degradation may be allowed for certain pollutants as long as it is temporary and short term (NPS 2002c). 
NPS Management Policies (NPS, 2001a) direct CVNP to manage wetlands in compliance with the Clean Water Act, the Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act of 1899, and Executive Order (EO) 11990 “Protection of Wetlands.”  Director’s Order #77-1: Wetland Protection and its associated Procedural Manual, establishes NPS policies, requirements and standards for implementing EO 11990.  These documents direct the NPS to minimize and mitigate the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands; preserve, enhance, and restore the natural and beneficial values of wetlands; and avoid direct and indirect support of new construction in wetlands unless there are no practicable alternatives and the proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands.  Director’s Order #77-1 states that the CVNP will use “Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States” (Cowardin et al., 1979) as the standard for defining, classifying, and inventorying wetlands.  
NPS has implemented a Riparian Zone Buffer Plan for Proposed Agricultural Lands (NPS 2002a) and a Wetland Protection Plan for Proposed Agricultural Lands (NPS2b) in CVNP which outline protocols to explicitly prevent most direct and indirect river, stream and wetland impacts from NPS activities on agricultural lands through riparian and wetland identification, wetland delineation, wetland quality assessment, buffer zone establishment, and monitoring.  
4.3.2. Affected Environment
More than 22 miles of the Cuyahoga River pass through CVNP.  The river has been designated as an American Heritage river.  The Cuyahoga River drains more than 800 square miles of Northeastern Ohio; only 6.5% of this drainage area is within CVNP.  Valley walls and tributary ravines characterize the watershed with steep forested slopes rising 100 to 600 feet above the floodplain.  According to topographical maps published by the U. S. Geological Survey, more than 20 perennial streams totaling over 200 miles in length exist within CVNP boundary.  Some of the larger tributaries (e.g., Tinkers Creek and Furnace Run) drain areas larger than 50 square miles while most others range between 2-20 square miles.  Additional unmapped ephemeral streams and headwaters also exist.
Water quality in the Cuyahoga River has been historically poor with ongoing major concerns relating to Akron’s Waste Water Treatment Plant discharges, combined sewer overflows, faulty septic systems, increased urbanization and erosion (Ohio EPA 1999).  Similar impacts affect water quality in park streams.  Water quality, habitat quality, and macro invertebrate communities vary across park streams from good to poor (Stewart et al. 1998).  In general, most park streams meet the warm water habitat standards set by the State of Ohio (Ohio EPA 1999).  CVNP annually monitors nineteen streams for physical and chemical water quality characteristics.
Many wetland areas exist in CVNP.  A park-wide wetland inventory indicates that more than 1,200 wetland areas encompassing approximately 1,700 acres exist in CVNP (Davey Resource Group 2001).  Most CVNP wetlands are small, with only 190 greater than an acre in size and only 35 greater than 10 acres in size.  Additional small wetlands may yet remain undetected. Wetland types found in CVNP include marshes, wet meadows, scrub/shrub wetlands and forested wetlands. The largest wetlands are located within the Cuyahoga River XE “rivers and streams” 

 XE “Cuyahoga River”  floodplain XE “floodplain”  and include emergent, shrub, and forested areas.  Small emergent wetlands occurring in isolated depressions fed by surface water XE “water resources”  are most common.  Small wetlands are also often found at the head of small, intermittent drainage ways, adjacent to ponds or as hillside seeps where groundwater flows out of a hillside.  Many wetlands are partially or completely forested or include a shrub component. All ponds except one are human-made (i.e., artificial), with many originally created to serve as small farm XE “farms, farming”  ponds.  
The project area is located above the Cuyahoga River Valley.  Small, ephemeral streams drain the project areas.  These drainages lead to Slipper Run (Alternatives 1), Haskell Run and Boston Run  (Alternative 2), three tributaries of the Cuyahoga River.  Protective riparian buffers  for Alternative 2 of 75 feet would be appropriate for these drainages, beginning at the top of the steep slopes.
4.3.3. Methodology

The analysis of impacts on water resources is based on a review of existing park natural resource data, park planning documents, professional opinion, and scientific literature.  No original data collection was undertaken as part of this environmental impact analysis. 
It was assumed that unless otherwise specified, protective buffers prescribed in CVNP’s Riparian Buffer Plan for Proposed Agricultural Lands and the Wetland Protection Plan for Proposed Agricultural Lands would be implemented prior to action and that these buffers would effectively prevent most direct and indirect impacts to water resources.  When buffers cannot be maintained due to the layout of the project area, impacts were assessed. 
It was assumed that the management of stormwater and wastewater would follow Best Management Practices and only proceeds as permitted by the Ohio EPA and Summit County Engineer, and that these would reduce impacts to water quality and wetlands to below a negligible level unless such systems failed.
All impacts were considered qualitatively in this analysis based on best professional judgment.
The following impact thresholds were established in order to describe the relative changes in water quality in rivers and streams (both overall, localized, short and long term, cumulatively, adverse and beneficial) and effects on individual wetland values and functions under the management alternatives. 
Negligible: 
Water quality: Impacts are chemical, physical, or biological effects that would not be detectable, would be well below water quality standards or criteria, and would be within historical or desired water quality conditions. 


Wetlands: Situations where direct and indirect impacts would not be detectable (i.e., where planned activities are outside wetlands and their prescribed buffer areas). 

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

Wetlands: Temporary (short-term) disturbance of the wetland or its buffer or long-term disturbance of buffers that reduced effective buffer width by less than 25%. 

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


Wetlands: This classification is for long-term adverse impacts that would disturb less than 0.1 acres of wetland or long-term disturbance of buffers that reduced effective buffer width by 25-75%.  The threshold of 0.1 acres was selected because this is the amount of adverse impact allowed where compensation may be waived if the loss of wetland functions is considered to be minimal (see Section 5.2.C of Procedural Manual #77-1).
Major: 
Water quality: Impacts (chemical, physical, or biological effects) would be detectable and would be frequently altered from the historical baseline or desired water quality conditions; and/or chemical, physical, or biological water quality standards or criteria would be slightly and singularly exceeded on a short-term basis.


Wetlands: This classification is for long-term adverse impacts that would disturb more than 0.1 acres of wetland area or reduced effective buffer width by more than 75%, requiring mitigation of impacts. 

Impairment:  
Water quality: Impacts are chemical, physical, or biological effects 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 a deterioration of CVNP’s water quality and aquatic resources to the extent that CVNP’s purpose could not be fulfilled as established in its enabling legislation; affect resources key to CVNP’s natural or cultural integrity or opportunities for enjoyment; or affect the resource whose conservation is identified as a goal in CVNP’s general management plan or other park planning documents. 
Wetlands:  Long-term adverse impacts to special, unique wetland areas with high educational or scientific research value and/or potential.  
4.3.4. Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Natural wetland restoration processes continually occur throughout CVNP and may be expected to occur in some project areas, as evidenced by existing vegetation and hydrology patterns  Construction of facilities may inhibit the restoration of hydrology, hydric soils, and hydrophytic vegetation in potential wetland areas under all alternatives.  Inhibiting this restoration process constitutes a negligible to minor long-term adverse impact on wetlands.  Incremental minor benefits to water quality and wetlands from the continued growth and improved condition of buffer areas is expected under all cases where prescribed buffers remain intact. 
4.3.5. Alternative 1 - No Action  

Direct Impacts - Expansion of the existing VFD facility would require an expanded septic field on adjacent property.  If the existing and/or expanded system fails, short-term minor adverse impacts on water quality and wetlands from an increased frequency and flow of water and biological effluent may be expected until the system is repaired. No wetlands impacts are expected as there are no known wetlands within this project area, nor would any identified park wetlands be impacted by this alternative.  
Indirect Impacts – No indirect impacts to water quality or wetlands are expected.
Cumulative Impacts - Additional development in the Slipper Run watershed could increase imperviousness compounding the effects of the VFD facility. Imperviousness in this area is currently moderate (15-25% of drainage surface area) due to the Village of Peninsula. Additional redevelopment in the watershed could lead to long-term negligible-moderate water quality impacts depending on the amounts and types of development and stormwater management practices. 
Conclusion – Under Alternative 1, adverse impacts to water resources would be short-term and minor. Expansion of the VFD may also contribute to cumulative adverse effects of development in the Slipper Run watershed.  This alternative will not lead to the impairment of water resources in CVNP.
4.3.6. 
Alternative 2 – CVNP leases land with conditions (Preferred Alternative) 
Direct Impacts –   Conditions placed on the donation of the land for the VFD facility would attempt to lessen the impact to natural resources.  A smaller surface area of reusing an existing structure would create less impervious surface than the 8,000 square foot new facility. 

Increases in imperviousness within watersheds is associated with undesirable effects such as changes in streams flow and frequency,  water quality impacts, decreased  habitat values, and increased erosion effects. Due to the limited size of this project the impacts would constitute a negligible-minor long-term adverse impact on water quality in those stream watersheds under all alternatives. 
If storm water or wastewater management infrastructure fail, short-term minor adverse impacts on water quality from an increased frequency and flow of water and biological contamination from septic effluent may be expected until the infrastructure is repaired. No wetlands are located near the project area and the prescribed 75-foot riparian buffer can be established. 
Indirect Impacts – No indirect impacts are expected.
Cumulative Impacts - Additional development in the watershed could increase imperviousness compounding the effects of the VFD facility. Imperviousness in this area is currently relatively low due to current rural residential uses. A planned new interchange on State Route 8 could increase development pressures. Additional redevelopment in the watershed could lead to long-term negligible-moderate water quality impacts depending on the amounts and types of development and stormwater management practices.
Conclusion – Under Alternative 2, short-term minor adverse impacts to the water quality could occur if existing or proposed septic systems failed. Negligible-minor long-term adverse impacts on water quality are expected from an increase in impervious surfaces, though these effects are minimized due to the maintenance of protective riparian buffers. For the area of impervious surface covered by a parking lot, consideration will be given to installing porous concrete as a way to mitigate damage from impervious surfaces to water resources. This alternative will not lead to the impairment of water resources in CVNP.
4.4. Vegetation 

4.4.1. Regulations and Policies

NPS Management Policies (NPS 2001a, Section 4) direct the NPS to preserve and restore native plants, animals, and their communities and ecosystems, as well as biological processes including succession.  This includes preserving and protecting “natural abundances, diversity, dynamics, distributions, habitat and behaviors...” as well as by “minimizing human impacts on” native plant and animal populations (Section 4.4.1).  
EO 13112 requires that federal agencies act to prevent the introduction of invasive species and provide for their control and to minimize the economic, ecological, and human health impacts that invasive species cause.
4.4.2. Affected Environment

CVNP encompasses a diverse mosaic of natural vegetation types interspersed among various human-developed land uses.  Located in the glaciated Allegheny Plateau of northeastern Ohio, natural vegetation of CVNP currently is comprised of approximately 80% mixed-mesophytic forest (Braun 1961), predominantly of oak-hickory associations but also including maple-oak, oak-beech-maple, maple-sycamore, pine-spruce, and hemlock-beech associations.  The long history of intensive land uses has left CVNP with forests possessing vast differences in community age and structure. 
Interspersed among these forests are other natural habitats including older field habitats in various stages of succession (approximately 6%), wet meadows, and other wetland habitats (approximately 5%).  Suburban lands comprise approximately 3% of the landscape, and include regularly mowed open areas such as lawns, golf courses, and cemeteries.  Cultivated agricultural lands make up approximately 4% of CVNP.
Over 900 plant species occur in these various habitats.  Nearly 20% of the species found in CVNP are exotic species not native to the area.  The high number of exotics is probably due to the disturbance history of the valley.  While there are many exotic species, less than twenty are considered invasive species.  Invasive plants are those which invade a habitat, displacing native vegetation and often forming large monocultures with limited habitat value. 
4.4.3. Methodology


Field inspections, maps illustrating vegetation cover within CVNP, and previous knowledge of the sites were used to identify baseline conditions within the study area.  Vegetation impacts were determined by examining the potential effects of the proposed construction and use of the sites on vegetation, according to type and sensitivity. The following impact thresholds were established to describe the relative changes in vegetation under the various alternatives being considered:

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

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 change in the plant community (e.g. abundance, distribu​tion, quantity, or quality); however, the impact would remain localized.

Major:
Impacts to the plant community would be substantial, highly noticeable, and permanent.
Impairment: 
The alternative would contribute substantially to the deterioration of park vegetation to the extent that CVNP’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 CVNP’s purpose could not be fulfilled as established in its enabling legislation; affect resources key to CVNP’s natural or cultural integrity or opportunities for enjoyment; or affect the resource whose conservation is identified as a goal in CVNP’s general management plan or other park planning documents. 

4.4.4. Impacts Common to All Alternatives

New construction will inhibit natural restoration and succession in the action alternatives. This constitutes a long-term negligible-minor adverse impact on the integrity of park vegetation by maintaining fragments of development in areas that would normally proceed through succession. 
4.4.5. Alternative 1 - No Action

Direct Impacts - No impacts are expected as any affected vegetation would be on non-CVNP lands.   
Indirect Impacts – No indirect impacts to vegetation are expected under this alternative.
Cumulative Impacts - No cumulative impacts are expected under this alternative.
Conclusion – Under this alternative, no impacts on vegetation would occur.  This alternative is not expected to lead to impairment of park vegetation.
4.4.6. Alternative 2 – CVNP leases land with conditions (Preferred Alternative)
Direct Impacts – Alternative 2 involves placing conditions on the land donation that could include limiting the projects impact to vegetation.  Given the size of CVNP and the size of the project, it is reasonable to expect conditions could be placed on the alternative to limit the number of mature trees removed and the amount of habitat adversely impacted.  Vegetation removed under this alternative would constitute negligible additional long term impacts to CVNP’s vegetation.

Indirect Impacts – No indirect impacts are anticipated under Alternative 3.
Cumulative Impacts - Although cumulative impacts could occur under this alternative, the duration and level of impact cannot be determined at this time. 
Conclusion – Under this alternative, negligible long term negative impacts to park vegetation would occur.  This alternative is not expected to lead to impairment of vegetation in CVNP.
4.5. Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat (Threatened, Endangered and Special Concern Species)

4.5.1. Regulations and Policies

The NPS Organic Act, which directs parks to conserve wildlife unimpaired for future generations, is interpreted by the agency to mean that native animal life should be protected and perpetuated as part of CVNP’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.  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.  
EO 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds) directs Federal agencies to avoid taking actions that have a measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations.
4.5.2. Affected Environment
Faunal species that have been detected in CVNP include 194 species of birds, 91 aquatic macro invertebrates, 43 fish, 32 mammals, 22 amphibians, and 20 species of reptiles.  
Populations of a number of wildlife species have increased substantially in the last decade both locally and regionally, to the extent that these species have recently reached nuisance levels within CVNP.  Most notably, raccoons (Procyon lotor), woodchucks (Marmota monax), Canada geese (Branta canadensis), and white-tailed deer are ubiquitous throughout CVNP, and consistently generate the greatest number of conflicts with humans.  Additionally, beaver and coyotes (Canis latrans) have increased in numbers over the last decade and the incidence of human conflict with these species has also become more frequent.
Potential sites within the CVNP-owned Peninsula and Boston Township area include areas with little natural vegetation,  residential landscaping with mowed lawn, landscaping and planted trees.  Other areas range from early successional vegetation to mature woods. 
4.5.3. Methodology

Field inspections, maps illustrating vegetation cover within CVNP, and previous knowledge of the sites were used to identify baseline conditions within the study area.  

Impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat were determined by examining the potential effects of the proposed construction and use of the sites on the structure and species composition of vegetation at selected sites or cross section of site types and immediately adjacent to each alternative site.    
The following thresholds were used to determine the magnitude of effects on wildlife and wildlife habitat:
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-term effects 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: 
Breeding animals of concern are present; animals are present during particularly vulnerable life-stages, such as migration or juvenile stages; 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 CVNP 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 CVNP.  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.

Impairment:
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 CVNP’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 CVNP’s wildlife resources and values to the extent that CVNP’s purpose could not be fulfilled as established in its enabling legislation; affect resources key to CVNP’s natural or cultural integrity or opportunities for enjoyment; or affect the resource whose conservation is identified as a goal in CVNP’s general management plan or other park planning documents.

4.5.4. Impacts Common to All Alternatives

New construction will inhibit natural restoration and succession in the action alternatives. This constitutes a long-term negligible-minor adverse impact on wildlife habitat by maintaining fragments of development in areas that would normally proceed through succession.
4.5.5. Alternative 1 - No Action

Direct Impacts - No impacts are expected as the area of expansion is already developed.
Indirect Impacts – No indirect impacts are expected
Cumulative Impacts - No cumulative impacts are expected.
Conclusion – No impacts on wildlife or wildlife habitat is expected from this alternative. This alternative is not expected to lead to an impairment of wildlife resources in CVNP.
4.5.6. Alternative 2 – CVNP leases land with conditions (Preferred Alternative)
Direct Impacts –  Alternative 2 would involve conditions being placed on the donation of land to the VFD.  The amount and type of habitat being removed under this alternative could constitute negligible long term impacts to the amount of wildlife habitat in CVNP. 
Indirect Impacts – No indirect impacts to wildlife or wildlife habitat are expected under this alternative.
Cumulative Impacts – No cumulative impacts are expected under this alternative as conditions of the action could prevent potential impacts. 
Conclusion – Under this alternative, negligible long term impacts to wildlife habitat could occur.  This alternative is not expected to lead to impairment of park wildlife.
4.6. Cultural resources   

The National Park Service is the steward of many of America’s most significant cultural resources. These resources are categorized as archaeological resources, cultural landscapes, ethnographic resources, historic and prehistoric structures and museum collections.  The resource types and guidelines in Management Policies have been adapted for management purposes from the categories used for listing properties in the National Register of Historic Places: building, district, site, structure, and object. 
Cultural resources that could be impacted by the proposed alternatives include potential archaeological resources.  The no-action alternative would involve a historic property; the Boston Township Hall and the early 20th century brick high school attached addition are listed in the National Register of Historic Places as part of the Village of Peninsula Historic District. The cement block addition that houses the fire station garage and office is not considered historic. However, any alterations or expansion of this addition could potentially impact the historic integrity of the Boston Township Hall and the Peninsula Historic District.  
Some fields that surround Peninsula are considered cultural resources.  Although not associated with an existing farmstead, some of these fields are farmed and are part of the larger park cultural landscape pattern of wooded areas, water resources, agricultural settings and small hamlets and villages.  The open spaces represented by the fields that make up the majority of the agricultural settings play a large role in the rhythm of positive and negative space that make up the landscape pattern. 
4.6.1. Regulations and Policies

National Park Service guidelines for cultural resource management are derived from a series of laws, regulations, and policies. Of particular importance is the enabling legislation establishing each park for a specific purpose. As previously stated in this document, CVNP was created by Congress in 1974 as Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area for the purpose of “preserving and protecting for public use and enjoyment, the historic, scenic, natural, and recreational values” of the Cuyahoga Valley (Public Law 93-555, 1974). Cultural resource management at CVNP primarily concentrates on the preservation and protection of historic and scenic values of which the cultural landscape is a part.  
4.6.2. Affected Environment

The cultural resource environment that could be affected by this project includes the Village of Peninsula National Register Historic District, in particular the Boston Township Hall.  This three story Stick Style building is considered a contributing resource in the district and is a landmark structure in the Village, as well a being a prominent feature along the CanalWay Ohio National Scenic Byway.  The Boston Township Hall and the Village of Peninsula National Register District is not within the CVNP.  Impacts to this resource are not attributable to CVNP, unless there is a CVNP undertaking, or action involving money, permitting or licensing.    
Other two locations considered would most likely be located outside the district, in areas that surround the village. These areas are largely wooded, with cultural resources limited to a few farms and the Camp Manatoc historic buildings and structures, located within the center of this 500 acre recreational facility. 
4.6.3. Methodology


Methods used to analyze the impacts of the alternatives on cultural resources will involve identifying the character defining features of the cultural resource that make it culturally significant enough for National Register of Historic Places consideration.  For cultural resources that are impacted under alternative 2, the potential impacts could range from negligible to severe, depending on the resources that were impacted by the project.  There is no historic district ordinance in Peninsula or Boston Township, so there is no local or state restrictions on what can be done with a historic property, as opposed to any property.  Alternative 3 would provide controls over the impact to the historic character of a resource consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties and Cultural Landscapes.  The Standards recommend treatments based in the practice of repairing material before replacing it, and if replacement is necessary, replace in kind.  Adequate documentation must support treatment recommendations and speculative or conjectural justification for replacing missing elements is not permitted. (Appendix I)
In order to determine the impacts of the project on cultural resources each potential site would be assessed for National Register significance.  Each site determined eligible will be described in terms of those character defining resources that contribute to the significance assessment.   
In addition to the physical elements that define a particular type or style, culturally significant resources must be evaluated on their ability to convey historic integrity.  Historic integrity consists of seven different aspects, none of which are mutually exclusive; it is through a combination of materials, design, workmanship, association, feeling, setting, and location that a resource conveys integrity.  When evaluating the impacts of the alternatives on National Register listed resources the extent to which the resource continues to convey historic integrity will be assessed.  
In regard to potential archaeological sites, existing survey information will be accessed and land forms will be considered to the extent that they potentially could have been used for prehistoric activity.  The Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area Cultural Landscape Thematic Overview and Methodology Guide, identifies hogbacks, upland plateaus surrounded by steep ravines, as likely sites for Late Woodland fortified villages.  In contrast, the rolling uplands were used sporadically for hunting and other short term extracting camps.
Negligible:  
If a treatment does not materially change any of the character defining

features, or alter any aspects of historic integrity of a National Register listed or potentially eligible resource.  

For Section 106 purposes this would be a no adverse effect. 

Minor:
Adverse impact—a treatment does not materially change any of the character defining features or alter the primary aspects of historic integrity of a National Register listed or potentially eligible resource. 

For Section 106 purposes this would be a no adverse effect. 


Beneficial impact – preservation of character defining patterns and features in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes and Historic Buildings.   


For Section 106 purposes this would be a no adverse effect. 

Moderate:
Adverse impact—a treatment does materially change a character defining feature or alter a primary aspect of historic integrity of a National Register listed or eligible resource in a way that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation.  


For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Beneficial impact – rehabilitation of a landscape or historic structure in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes and Guidelines for the Rehabilitation of Historic Buildings.  


For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect. 

Major:
Adverse impact—a treatment does materially change a character defining feature or alter a primary area of historic integrity of a National Register listed or eligible resource and the treatment does meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  Major impacts to cultural resources may jeopardize the resources National Register status or eligibility. 


For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse effect.

Beneficial impact – restoration of a landscape or building in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Restoration of Historic Buildings or Landscapes.  

For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.   

4.6.4. Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Impacts common to all alternatives would be limited to the cultural landscape.  Alternatives resulting in the selection of a site that is not identified on the Cultural Landscape Inventory (CLI) could impact the landscape patterns that dominate CVNP – the rhythm of woodlot, meadow, fields, farmstead, and village. The introduction of built elements inconsistent with the overall landscape pattern and would be considered long-term adverse negligible or minor.  
4.6.5. Alternative 1 – No Action

Direct Impacts—Under Alternative 1, CVNP would not become involved with any future planning of an expanded or new facility for the VFD.  There would be no direct impacts to the cultural resource base of the affected area under this alternative.
Indirect Impacts – Short term impact under Alternative 1 would be negligible.  Long term impacts might occur to the Village of Peninsula due to a lower level of fire protection service to the historic district or to a more lax maintenance regime for the township hall.  These impacts would not pertain to CVNP’s cultural resources as CVNP would compensate for any loss of service needed to protect its visitors and resources, by purchasing the service from another nearby agency or providing for fire protection service internally. 
Cumulative Impacts – The cumulative impact is likely to be negligible as CVNP would continue to manage any fields as an open agricultural land and the alternative would not involve disturbing any archaeological resources.    
Conclusion – Alternative 1 does not impair cultural resources in CVNP.  Under this alternative, negligible impacts over the long term could occur to the Township Hall and the Peninsula Village Historic District, but these resources are not part of CVNP.  
4.6.6. Alternative 2 – CVNP leases land with conditions (Preferred Alternative)
Direct Impacts  -- With conditions on the land donation, the direct impacts to the cultural resource base would be limited to a range that would only include no adverse effect.  This would include negligible, minor adverse and beneficial, moderate adverse and beneficial to major beneficial.  All work would have to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties. 
Indirect Impacts – Given the undetermined nature of the actual project, the range of indirect impacts would be similar to the range of direct impacts stated above. 
Cumulative Impacts – The type of cumulative impacts would also be determined by the nature of the project, but would not include major adverse impacts to cultural resources. 
Conclusions – Alternative 3 would result in no adverse effect, be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Treatment of Historic Properties, if applicable, and cause only minor adverse impacts that would be considered long-term.  This alternative would not impair cultural resources in CVNP. 
4.7. Archaeological Resources

Archaeological resources are distributed throughout CVNP.  More than half (51%) of CVNP has been archaeologically inventoried.  A total of 289 archaeological sites have been recorded including prehistoric and historic sites.  Five archaeological sites are listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  In general, most archaeological inventory work at CVNP occurs in conjunction with projects that require ground disturbance. The planning process in relation to these projects typically provides for archaeological inventory work to be completed prior to the actual ground disturbing activity. This inventory work is the initial step taken to provide data about the location of resources and the level of significance.  In turn, potential impacts on archaeological resources are reduced through measures such as site avoidance, project redesign, or other site protection measures.  Currently, the only long-term archaeological monitoring occurs in relation to actively cultivated farm fields where the fields are inventoried annually to compare and record findings over time.
4.7.1. Regulations and Policies

Laws, regulations, and policies have general application for cultural resource management throughout the CVNP. These include the Antiquities Act, the Historic Sites Act, the National Environmental Policy Act, the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (see Appendix A and Sections 1.3 and 4.2.2 of this EA).  Protection of cultural resources is also in accordance with Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, 1971 (see Appendix A). 
Cultural resource management procedures are detailed in the NPS Management Policies (NPS 2001a) and the NPS Cultural Resource Management Guideline (NPS 1997). Specific standards and guidelines for the treatment of cultural resources are provided in The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation.
4.7.2. Affected Environment

The affected environment for this issue impact is determined not only by the site location for each alternative, but also by the geographic area needed to establish a legitimate study context for evaluation and significance assessment.  For alternatives that are associated with a landform (i.e. hogback, upland plateau), that could be used in a predictive modeling analysis, the landform, rather than the disturbed site might be needed for context.  If initial shovel tests began to suggest a larger site, the study area could easily expand beyond the ground impact area of the construction project.  
4.7.3. Methodology


Methods used to analyze the impacts of the alternatives on archaeological resources include the extent to which the area has been inventoried for archaeological resources and determining the level of ground disturbance associated with each alternative.  Considerations of impacts need to determine the type of landform associated with each alternative site.  As stated in the CVNRA Cultural Landscape Thematic Overview and Methodology Guide “predictive modeling should be used to identify landforms that likely were sites of encampments or trading posts, given the need for upland plateaus to provide protection or fortification.”  One final consideration is the level of disturbance that has occurred in the area.  A highly disturbed area may lack the stratification and therefore context for cultural deposits to provide information – a primary consideration for National Register listing of most archaeological resources.  Nonetheless, an archaeological inventory would still be needed to determine this for a specific site.
The true impact of each alternative on archaeological resources cannot truly be determined without a minimum of physical investigation.  As the alternative sites have not been investigated, the methodology used for this report will not result in an analysis that is sufficient for any type of clearance from cultural resource management policies or regulations. Archaeological inventory of the project locations is required and shall be completed prior to final design. 
Negligible:  Action would result in minimal disturbance of terrain on the site, reducing the possibility of damaging or destroying archaeological resources.
For Section 106 purposes this would be a no adverse effect.
Minor:  Adverse impact – failing to survey site prior to beginning of work based on the level of previous disturbance and prior archeological investigation leading to a formal determination of no National Register eligible or listed archaeological resources.
For Section 106 purposes this would be a no adverse effect.
Beneficial impact – preliminary inventory and evaluation of site would be conducted to determine National Register eligibility prior to the beginning of work.
For Section 106 purposes this would be a no adverse effect
Moderate: Adverse impact – failing to survey site that resembles predictive modeling landform profile in landscape thematic overview and methodology guide, but having paraprofessional archeologist on site during excavation phase.
For Section 106 purposes this would be an adverse effect
Beneficial impact – Inventorying sites that resemble predictive modeling landform profile in landscape thematic overview and methodology guide; and, if a site is identified, completing an Ohio Archaeological Inventory form and determining site significance and National Register of Historic Places eligibility. 
For Section 106 purposes this would be a no adverse effect
Major: Adverse impact – Failing to survey a site that resembles a predictive modeling landform and has not evidenced significant disturbance prior to ground disturbance and disrupting placement of artifacts, obliterating context needed for evaluation of significance.
For Section 106 purposes this would be an adverse effect
Beneficial impact – Surveying and testing sites that resemble predictive modeling landform and has not evidenced significant disturbance prior to ground disturbance and exploring all appropriate means of mitigating any adverse impact to archaeological materials ranging from relocating ground disturbance activity to artifact recovery, evaluation and curation. 
For Section 106 purposes this could be no adverse effect or adverse effect with compliance through proper mitigation 
4.7.4. Impacts Common to All Alternatives

All the alternatives present the potential for ground disturbance, which should be preceded by archaeological investigations that would include test pits.  All alternatives that include ground disturbance have the potential to adversely impact archeological resources, but alternatives that do not include the involvement of a qualified archeologist have the most potential to cause irreversible harm to archaeological resources. 
4.7.5. Alternative 1 - No Action
Direct Impacts—Under Alternative 1, CVNP would not become involved with any future planning of an expanded or new facility for the VFD.  There would be no direct impacts to CVNP’s archaeological resource base of the affected area under this alternative.
Indirect Impacts –Archaeological resources would not be affected by indirect impacts.
Cumulative Impacts – There is no cumulative impact associated with this alternative.
Conclusion – Alternative 1 does not involve any archaeological resources in CVNP.  
4.7.6. Alternative 2 – CVNP leases land with conditions (Preferred Alternative)
Direct Impacts – Alternative 2 could result in negligible to beneficial long-term major impacts, again depending on the location of the facility and the resources associated with the location. The survey of the site would be recorded on an Ohio Archaeological Inventory form and entered into the database maintained by the Midwest Regional Archaeological Center and the Ohio Historic Preservation Office.  
Indirect Impacts – No indirect impacts to archaeological resources would result from Alternative 2. 
Cumulative Impacts – No cumulative impacts to archaeological resources would result from Alternative 2.
Conclusion –   A potential site identified under the description of Alternative 2 is located off Dogwood Lane.  For this location, the garage would be constructed on the parcel north of the property on Tract 113-18.  This past summer, a team from the Midwest Archeological Center inventoried the site found no significant or potentially significant resources. 
Archeological resources in CVNP would not be impaired by this alternative.
4.8. Visitor Experience 

The Management Policies (NPS 2001a) 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 National Park Service is committed to providing appropriate, high-quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks.
Many visitors enjoy learning about nature, history, or culture through ranger-led programs and hikes and visits to CVNP’s four Visitor Centers.  Over 250 historic structures, including the historic Ohio & Erie Canal and the adjacent Towpath Trail, Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad, and canal villages such as Boston, Everett and Peninsula are just some of the cultural resources that contribute to the scenic values and visitor experience of CVNP. 
The Boston Township Hall and the Village of Peninsula Historic District are part of the CVNP visitor experience.  The township hall contains the Cuyahoga Valley Museum and the Peninsula Library annex, both operated by the Peninsula Library Historical Society.  The Canalway Ohio National and State Scenic Byways (Riverview Road) runs alongside this historic structure.  
The Village of Peninsula Chamber of Commerce maintains the “Explore Peninsula!” website, which contains information on shopping, dining, lodging, special events and a heritage house tour.  Peninsula is a hub for the Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad, a major park partner.  The Peninsula Depot is a CVNP visitor contact facility and the popular CVNP Towpath Trail can be accessed through the Lock 29 Trailhead. Decisions regarding the management of lands and sites proposed for the Valley Fire District development may impact the visitor use/experience.
4.8.1. Regulations and policies

CVNP 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 National Park Service is committed to providing appropriate, high-quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks.
4.8.2. Affected environment

Visitors come to CVNP to use and experience CVNP in many different ways, but these translate into what they come to “see” and “do.”  These park resources can be divided into two main categories: scenic values and recreational activities.  Annual Visitor Use Surveys conducted by the CVNP provide information about the multitude of reasons why visitors come to CVNP, which include various types of recreational activities, educational programs, and relaxing and enjoying nature.
The average traffic volume for the Peninsula segment of Riverview Road of the Scenic Byway is 54,960 (AMATS 2004).  The Village of Peninsula Walking Tour brochure is into its distribution of a second 5000 piece run, and Peninsula Towpath Trailhead parking lots (Lock 29 and overflow) counts for 2004 were slightly over 269,000, making it a close third for the most utilized parking lot in CVNP for last year. 
4.8.3. Methodology

The purpose of this EA is to determine if taking action on the VFD’s request for park land to build a new fire station is compatible or in conflict with CVNP’s, visitor experience goals, and the direction provided by NPS Management Policies.  Thus, these policies and goals were integrated into the impact thresholds.
The potential for change in visitor experience was evaluated by identifying projected increases or decreases in (the activity) and other visitor uses, and determining whether these projected changes would affect the desired visitor experience and result in greater safety concerns or additional user conflicts.
Impact on Visitor Experience Goals:
The following thresholds for evaluating impacts on visitor experience were defined:
Negligible:
Visitors would not likely be aware of the effects associated with the proposed alternative.
Minor:
Visitors would likely be aware of the effects associated with alternative and its impact on visitor use and enjoyment of park resources; however the changes in visitor use and experience would be slight and likely short term.  Other areas in CVNP would remain available for similar visitor experience and use without derogation of park resources and values.

Moderate:
Visitors would be aware of the effects associated with the alternative and its impact on visitor use and enjoyment of park resources.  Changes in visitor use and experience would be readily apparent and likely long term.  Other areas in CVNP would remain available for similar visitor experience and use without derogation of park resources and values, but visitor satisfaction might be measurably affected (visitors could be either satisfied or dissatisfied).  Some visitors who desire to continue their use and enjoyment of the activity/visitor experience would be required to pursue their choice in other available local or regional areas.   
Major:
Visitors would be highly aware of the effects associated with the alternative and its impact on visitor use and enjoyment of park resources. Changes in visitor use and experience would be readily apparent and long term.  The change in visitor use and experience proposed in the alternative would preclude future generations of some visitors form enjoying park resources and values.  Some visitors who desire to continue their use and enjoyment of the activity/visitor experience would be required to pursue their choice in other available local or regional areas. 
4.8.4. Impacts Common to All Alternatives
With each of the three alternatives, the visitor experience could be impacted by the level of fire protection and emergency response services the VFD is able to provide.  However, since CVNP has a mandate to provide for these services, a drop in service to unacceptable levels would be corrected.  Visitor experience impacts common to all alternatives would be considered minor, adverse, indirect, and short term. 
4.8.5. Alternative 1 – No Action
As Alternative 1 is the “no action” or no CVNP action alternative, minor adverse short-term impacts could occur.
Direct Impacts – Under Alternative 1, direct impacts would be negligible as CVNP would not be involved in the management of the Valley Fire District facility or the Boston Township Hall. 
Indirect Impacts – The short term impact under Alternative 1 would be minor although adverse. Long term impacts might occur to the CVNP visitor resources that are protected by the VFD.  The “No Action” alternative may not result in upgrades to the fire station needed to maintain an adequate and trained staff. There would be no significant indirect beneficial impacts.
Cumulative Impacts – The extent of the cumulative impact is limited to the extent that not upgrading the VFD facility would cause a decrease in fire protection to the CVNP visitor resources.  This could result in a minor adverse cumulative impact.  
Conclusion – The extent to which Alternative 1 impairs the visitor experience at CVNP is dependent on CVNP relying on the VFD as one of the districts that provides fire and EMS and the quality of service not meeting the future needs of CVNP due to the VFD being unable to attract a sufficient professional and volunteer work force.  Because CVNP would be legislatively obligated to provide adequate safety and protection to visitors and the resource base, alternative arrangement would be found. 
4.8.6. Alternative 2 – CVNP leases land with conditions (Preferred Alternative)
The alternative would involve CVNP placing conditions on the donation of land for the VFD facility that would protect the resource values and visitor experience of CVNP.  The direct impacts of this alternative would be long-term, but would range between minor to moderate adverse.  Conditions of the lease would attempt to limit impacts to moderate adverse.

Direct impacts -- The direct impact this alternative would have on visitor services would be minor to moderate adverse.  Screening of the site could limit adverse impacts to the visitor experience.  Reusing available structures for part of the facility could limit potential impacts to natural and cultural resources and result in less impact to the scenic qualities of previously undisturbed areas. 
Indirect impacts -- There would be no indirect impact to visitor services resulting from this alternative.
Cumulative impacts -- No cumulative impacts to visitor services would result from this alternative due to conditions put on the donation of the land. 
Conclusions -- Impacts to visitor services from Alternative 2 could be minor adverse and long term. By screening service facilities, reusing existing structures, assisting the Village of Peninsula and Boston Township, adverse impacts to the visitor experience would not be of the scale that visitors would look to other park/ recreation facilities of similar types in the region. 
4.9. Scenic Resources
CVNP is composed of a largely forested landscape bisected by the Cuyahoga River, interspersed with old fields, agriculture, and historic buildings.  The abundant scenic resources of CVNP, within an hour’s drive of three cities (Cleveland, Akron and Canton) containing about 4 million people, make it an attractive destination, as well as a respite from the bustle of city life. Visitors perceive CVNP to be more remote than it is, probably due to the strong contrast with adjacent developed areas (Schleicher et al. 1994). Evidence of the long history of use by humans is contrasted by the large swaths of more natural areas. Scenic views and vistas from either side of the valley reveal patterns of nature and of humans. Visitors also enjoy parts of CVNP because of what they do not see there - industry, signs, light pollution. 
Visitors and passers-by can enjoy this landscape from the many roads and highways and more than 100 miles of trails that cross CVNP.  Sight-seeing and pleasure driving are among the most popular activities in CVNP (Anderson et al. 1992).  The scenic Cuyahoga River flows through the center of the entire 22-mile length of CVNP and is fed by many smaller, attractive tributaries. Riverview Road, which is designated on the state and national level as a Scenic Byway, also runs through the entire length of CVNP. Other prominent scenic natural resources include cascading waterfalls such as Brandywine Falls and Blue Hen Falls and the sandstone cliff and hemlocks of Kendall Ledges. 
Over 250 historic structures, including the historic Ohio & Erie Canal and the adjacent Towpath Trail, Everett Village, the Everett Covered Bridge, and Boston Store are just some of the cultural resources that contribute to the scenic values of CVNP.  In addition to the federal park lands, scenic metropolitan park areas within CVNP boundary are managed by Cleveland Metroparks (Brecksville and Bedford Reservations) and Metro Parks, Serving Summit County (e.g., O’Neil Woods, Hampton Hills, and Furnace Run). 
4.9.1. Regulations and Policies

CVNP was created by Congress in 1974 as Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area for the purpose of preserving and protecting for public use and enjoyment, the historic, scenic, natural, and recreational values of the Cuyahoga Valley (Public Law 93-555, 1974).  Preservation of the natural and scenic values of the Cuyahoga River valley and adjacent lands is central to CVNP’s legislative mandate.
4.9.2. Affected environment

The affected environment of the proposed project is the CVNP owned lands within the boundaries of the Village of Peninsula, and Boston Township. The scenic qualities of the Village of Peninsula are conveyed by its National Register district status and the wooded hillsides that surround this valley village.  The east-west approach to the village is along State Route 303 and involves descending down into the Village. The tallest structures in the village, the Methodist Church with its classical white steeple, and Boston Township Hall, with its bell tower, are visual landmarks that are a part of the scenic values experienced along this primary entry into Peninsula and CVNP.  
4.9.3. Methodology

The proposed project alternatives includes (1) “No Action” which could result in expanding the fire station at its current site attached to the Boston Township Hall, but would not involve the CVNP and (2) leasing CVNP land with conditions, which  would probably involve new construction but would be restricted in terms of impacts to the scenic resources of CVNP. In this environmental assessment, impacts to scenic values are described in terms of type, context, duration, and intensity, which is consistent with the CEQ regulations. 
Impacts to scenic values were identified and evaluated by (1) determining the area of potential effects; (2) identifying existing scenic values present in the area of potential effects; (3) applying how the action could affect visual resources; and (4) considering ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to scenic values.  CEQ Regulations and Director’s Orders #12 also call for a discussion of the appropriateness of mitigation, as well as an analysis of how effective the mitigation would be in reducing the intensity of a potential impact (e.g. reducing the intensity of an impact from major to moderate or minor).  
Under the action alternative in this EA, new construction could be initiated, and could be visible from the scenic byway or along State Route 303.  For the purposes of analyzing potential impacts to scenic values, the thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows:
Negligible:
Impact(s) is at the lowest levels of detection – barely perceptible and not

measurable.

Minor:

Adverse impact – impact(s) would not affect the visual resources of the

area.

Beneficial impact – preservation of character defining patterns and

features.

Moderate:
Adverse impact – impact(s) would alter a character defining pattern(s) or feature(s) of the visual resources.

Beneficial impact – Preservation of feature(s) of the visual resources.  This includes enhancement of scenic values (removal of some non-conforming elements) and preservation of existing values.

Major:
Adverse impact – impact(s) would alter a character defining pattern(s) or feature(s) of the visual resource, diminishing the integrity of the visual resource.



Beneficial impact – restoration of a visual resource.

4.9.4. Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Each of the alternatives could impact the scenic values of CVNP along State Route 303– one of the principle entryways into CVNP.  The extent to which the CVNP can control the impact to CVNP scenic resources is the extent to which the CVNP can impact site selection for the new facility. 
The impacts from these alternatives would range from minor long term adverse to major long term adverse.   
4.9.5. Alternative 1 – No Action

Direct impacts – As alternative 1 is the “no action” or status quo alternative, no impact would occur.
Indirect impacts – the indirect impact under Alternative 1 could be long term ranging from minor to major.  If the VFD expands the existing facility this could impact the scenic character of a main entry route into CVNP and the scenic character of the national scenic byway (Riverview Road).   
Cumulative Impacts – The cumulative impact is likely to be negligible.
Conclusion – Alternative 1 could indirectly negate impairment of the scenic values at CVNP, depending on independent action pursued by VFD.  
4.9.6. Alternative 2 – CVNP leases land with conditions (Preferred Alternative)
The alternative would place conditions on the site selection for the new VFD facility. These conditions would include requirements for screening, if appropriate, and any other conditions that would preserve the scenic resources of CVNP.
Direct impacts—The direct impact this alternative would have on scenic resources would be minor and long-term.  It is anticipated that the facility would be in service for 20 years, but the impact on the scenic values would be minor.  The facility and site could be minimally visible from major entry routes and park circulation routes. 
Indirect impacts – There would be no indirect impacts of alternative 2.
Cumulative impacts – the cumulative impacts of this alternative could exist if there was some reasonable expectation of additional facilities or uses coming to the facility site as a result of this project.  This is speculative at best and its association with this alternative is too week to justify analysis.
Conclusions – Alternative 2 would have a minor long-term negative impact on the scenic resources of CVNP.  Although a new facility could be slightly visible from one direction of traffic along a major park road, the project could easily be seen as a good example of siting that sought to minimize impacts to the scenic values of CVNP.  This alternative would not impair the scenic values of CVNP. 
4.10. Economic Factors

Business and residential development has expanded along the main north-south corridor just outside of CVNP since CVNP’s creation.  Concentrations of residential developments now abut CVNP in many areas.  Small retail businesses that serve these communities (e.g., gas stations, restaurants, shops, grocery stores, etc.) are located along the many roads entering and leaving CVNP. Small areas within CVNP remain developed for residential or retail business uses, including concentrations in Peninsula, Boston, and residences along Tinker’s Creek Road. Other businesses (golf courses, ski areas, etc.) thrive inside CVNP and provide recreational services.  
Local economic factors directly impact a municipality’s revenue stream.  For Peninsula in 2001 51% of the total municipal revenue came from local taxes, 94% of which comes from the 1% municipal income tax. An analysis of the local economy in the Peninsula Long Range Plan shows municipal expenses exceeding revenues for the years of 2000 and 2001. The text notes that these figures are attributable to undertaking the Town Hall renovation project. The prior year, 1999, revenues exceeded expenses by slightly over $80,000.  The plan also states that “local tax is largely replenished by the Village’s 1% municipal income tax.  The Village finances, and especially the Village General Fund, are subject to rapid and significant change.  In addition, while other local taxes can provide one-time windfalls to a local government, they cannot be depended upon as a consistent or reliable source of income.”
Business and residential development is being pursued in the mixed-use development zone, which was until recently zoned industrial. This area will change over time as a result of the natural attrition of existing industrial operations.  It is important to note that roughly 15% of the village’s revenues come from the industries located in this projected mixed-use zone, indicating a need for successful development in this area. Outside of this, the recent village long range plan reflects a “no growth” preference for the community.  Peninsula wants to retain its small town rural feeling and is not actively pursuing an economic development agenda.
According to the Long Range Plan, “Peninsula has experienced minimal growth in the total value of property from 1997 to 2001. Then adjusted for present value, the total increase in property value for the Village did not keep up with the rate of inflation over this time period”.  Property values determine the amount of revenue that flows to the Village from property tax.  This represented only 3.5% of the total 2001 General Fund revenue.
4.10.1. Regulations and Policies

The CVNP provides annual compensatory payments to the jurisdictions responsible for fire protection and emergency services for the suppression of all structural, grass, brush, and forest fires and non-fire and/or non-medical emergencies on CVNP administered land. The CVNP maintains a list of structures to be protected in each jurisdiction. Each jurisdiction is then reimbursed a certain amount ($15-$29 per structure) depending on whether the structure is “unoccupied,” “occupied,” or “CVNP-utilized.” Also, each jurisdiction receives $100 for grass, brush, and forest fires and non-fire and/or non-medical emergencies, with additional amounts for each occurrence (CVNP 2001c).  Currently, the VFD is given approximately $3,500 annually, which represents 2.5% of their total “Security of Persons & Property” expense for 2001.
Road maintenance is the responsibility of the local jurisdiction, as the National Park Service does not own the roads. However, because of the increased use of roads due to park visitation, congressional authority was obtained in 1992 which allows CVNP to provide financial assistance, in the form of matching grants, to communities that apply for these grants. CVNP has a maximum amount of $250,000 to distribute annually to communities whose road project grant applications indicate a mutual benefit to park visitors and the community. 
Although much of this impact issue is the focus of the local economy outside of CVNP finances, it would be inaccurate to portray the options as having no CVNP financial aspect.  Alternatives involve the use of CVNP land.  Public money was used to acquire these interests and the impacts to public costs and benefits need to be addressed.  Because the type of actions that would provide benefit to the jurisdictional coffers are not typically in keeping with the motivation for the CVNP to acquire land or interest in land, what may be beneficial for CVNP can be in conflict with what is considered beneficial for the local economy.  In this sense, the analysis will run on two parallel but separate tracks. 
4.10.2. Affected Environment

The affected environment for this issue topic is considered CVNP land in the Village of Peninsula and Boston Township.  The information from the Village of Peninsula Long Range Plan will be used to extrapolate impacts for both the village and the township.
4.10.3. Methodology

Impacts from the alternatives to economic factors will be measured in terms of how the alternatives could impact Peninsula’s primary source or revenue – municipal income tax, and what local costs would be associated with the alternative.  This information is not readily available for Boston Township, but the Peninsula figures will be considered an indicator of probable patterns in this adjoining area.
According to the 2000 US Census, the Village’s population was 602 residents and there were an average of 2.4 persons per household.  The average household income was $56,071.  The average income per capita in Peninsula based on these figures would be $23,363.  The municipal tax of 1% would be 233.62 per person, resulting in revenue of $140,645 from the 1% municipal income tax. The remaining 110,933 of the $251,578 municipal income tax revenue from 2001 would theoretically come from people working in Peninsula, but residing elsewhere.  These figures will not be used to calculate the exact dollar impact of any alternative, but will serve as a guide to determine different degrees of impact.    
For purposes of analyzing potential impacts to economic factors, the following definitions for thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are used:
Negligible:  
Changes to local (village and township) economic factors are barely perceptible and temporary in nature, not having a lasting impact.  There would be no change to the cost/benefit assumptions of a CVNP land interest. 
Minor:  
Adverse impact – impact is noticeable and would likely decrease Village revenue but not to a depreciable extent.  The benefit of the CVNP acquisition to the public may be decreased temporarily or in a way that doesn’t diminish resource values or visitor experiences. 
Beneficial impact -- impact is noticeable and would likely increase revenue but not to a depreciable extent.  Public benefit of CVNP acquisition is slightly increased either through slightly perceptible visitor experience or resource protection benefit. 

Moderate:  
Adverse impact – Village revenues would be decreased for more than one year, but less than ten representing a temporary impact.  The public benefit of the CVNP acquisition would be somewhat compromised, but would not represent a costly change to the current condition, if it were to be reversed in the future. 

Beneficial impact – economic factors as measured by village revenues would increase for more than one year, but less than ten representing a temporary impact.  The public benefit of the CVNP acquisition would be increased or enhanced. 
Major:
Adverse impact – impacts to economic factors would constitute an on-going decrease in revenue lasting more than 10 years.  The public benefit of the CVNP acquisition would be compromised and it would require significant resources to regain the original land characteristic or interest in the land that motivated the acquisition.

Beneficial impact – impacts to economic factors would constitute an on-going increase in revenue lasting more than 10 years.  The CVNP acquisition would change in a way that would enhance and protect the public benefit of the resource value for the long term. 

4.10.4. Impacts Common to All Alternative

Economic impacts from these alternatives are determined in regard to the investment the CVNP has made in the acquisition of land for public benefit.  Because there would be no impact to park land economic value in Alternative 1, it is not considered under this impact issue.  All alternatives would have some economic impact on the village economy since the VFD has employees that pay income tax which supplements village revenues.        
4.10.5. Alternative One – No Action

The No Action alternative may result in a number of actions, but none of them will involve the participation of CVNP.  The VFD facility may not change at all, it may expand on site, or it may move to some other location not involving park land or park interests in land.  
Direct impact – The direct impact on the local economic factors from the no action alternative would be dependent on the action taken by the VFD, and not involve CVNP.  If the VFD stayed at their current location or expanded on their current location this could cause a fluctuation of 1-3 employed personnel -- not expanding may cause them to lose their hired staff and expanding may result in their gaining a few new employees.  The result from this would not be significant enough to change the municipal tax revenue stream beyond short—term negligible impacts.  If the VFD expanded on site, there would be an increase in the tax due to construction jobs.  This would be a minor beneficial impact.  If the VFD located outside the Village of Peninsula, this would be a minor to – moderate adverse impact as they would lose the revenue from the temporary construction work, but also loss some of the ongoing revenue from the personnel employed by the VFD.
Indirect impact – New construction on the current site or somewhere else in the village could have a positive impact on the village in terms of money spent in the village for construction supplies and materials, and income spent in the village.  This would be indirect since the Village does not receive sales tax, but sales are needed for vendors to employ personnel and the village does collect income tax.  Even if the VFD located outside the village, the construction project would still have some minor beneficial short-term impact on the local economy and potential municipal revenues. 
Cumulative impact – the cumulative impact of the no action alternative is dependent on what the VFD would do without CVNP involvement.  The possible scenarios would not produce a significant enough result on the economic factors to merit analysis.
Conclusions – The no action alternative could have a variety of different impacts on local economic factors – all dependent on the action the VFD would pursue without CVNP involvement.  Any of these potential actions would not result in significant impacts to the economy – the no action alternative is regarded as negligible in terms of this impact issue.
4.10.6. Alternative 2 – CVNP leases land with conditions (Preferred Alternative)
This alternative would involve the use of property owned by CVNP, with conditions that would protect the CVNP resource values of the land.  The actual conditions of the donation would be determined by the character of the land, and to a lesser extent the requirements of the project.  
Direct impact – The direct impact of this alternative would be moderate adverse and long term.  It can be assumed that some construction would take place on land that is not currently developed and this would likely have some impacts to resource values.  The extent to which conditions of the donation include attempts to screen the facility or use existing resources, including established roads or right-of-ways and structures would also lessen the impact to the resource base.   
Indirect impact – there would be no appreciable indirect impact to the economic factors of the village or CVNP as a result of this alternative.
Cumulative impact – The cumulative impact of this alternative is assessed in terms of extent to which this impact could be combined with other past or foreseeable actions. The minor effects that would result from this alternative to the economic factors would not be large enough to accumulate into something that would have a measurable impact – for CVNP or the village. 
Conclusion – This alternative would have a minor beneficial impact for the village economy and a moderate adverse long term impact to the value of the land acquisition.  Although resource values would be impacted, controls would be used to minimize adverse impacts and the relationship between CVNP and these important gateway communities would be enhanced, potentially providing for future mutually beneficial undertakings.
5. Consultation and Coordination

5.1. Public Involvement 

Public involvement included external scoping and a public review and comment period.  External Scoping was addressed by posting notice in the two leading area newspapers providing a brief description of the project and considered alternatives, and requesting public comments in writing.  These notices were posted November 26, 2004 and November 24, 2004. (Appendix B) Letters were sent out to 42 recipients commencing December 16, 2004 with a request to summit comments to the National Park Service within 30 working days. Copies of the letter, recipient list and comments received are included in Appendix D.  
5.2. Agencies and Organizations that Received the Environmental Assessment

See Appendix B.
5.3. Preparers and Contributors
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M.S. Conservation 
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