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In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and National Park Service (NPS) guidelines, the NPS prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) which evaluated the potential environmental impacts of six alternatives for relocating and restoring the Kïpahulu home of Charles Lindbergh and Anne Morrow Lindbergh, the Argonauta, and writer’s cottage within the Kïpahulu District of Haleakalä National Park (HALE). 

The purpose of this decision document is to affirm which course of action (i.e., alternative) the NPS intends to follow and record a finding of no significant impact (FONSI).  This FONSI is a summation statement of the various alternatives considered, the basis for decision, the measures to minimize environmental impacts, and public involvement in the decision-making process.  A complete description of the six alternatives, affected environment, environmental impacts, mitigating actions, and consultation and coordination are contained in the EA.
BACKGROUND

In 1998 Greg Marshall, Chairperson of the Argonauta Project, and David Scott, Executive Director of the Historic Hawai’i Foundation (HHF), approached HALE about the proposed donation of the Argonauta and writer’s cottage.  The property upon which these structures sit was in the process of being sold, and the buyer wanted to extensively remodel the structures or build anew.  HHF had entered into an agreement with the buyer to purchase these structures and remove them from the property when the sale became final.  Subsequent discussions about the proposed donation were held with Greg Marshall, HHF, the Kïpahulu Community Association, the Alliance for the Heritage of East Maui, the Kïpahulu Ohana, the Lindbergh Family, HALE, the NPS Pacific Islands Support Office, and the NPS Pacific West Region’s Regional Director and Deputy Regional Director.  

In 2000 HHF formed a planning and an advisory committee to oversee the project and conduct fund raising.  Between 1999 and 2001 letters of support were received from Senator Inouye, Senator Akaka, and Governor Cayetano.  In 2001 the NPS agreed to accept as a donation the house and writer’s cottage provided that all costs for their relocation and restoration, as well as an endowment for annual maintenance are raised by HHF.  The cost for the relocation and restoration of these structures, as well as an endowment for annual maintenance will be paid out of the $500,000 raised by HHF.

PURPOSE AND NEED
The purpose of the project is to provide a suitable site where the Argonauta and writer’s cottage can be relocated within the Kïpahulu District of HALE.  The site where the house and writer’s cottage would be relocated within HALE is connected to a proposed Recreation Fee Demonstration (Fee Demo) project for this area of the park.  The proposed Fee Demo project is to replace the visitor restrooms and construct an on-site wastewater treatment and disposal system, enlarge and hard-surface the visitor parking lot and relocate the current entrance/exit, gravel a separate parking area for commercial vehicles, and upgrade the visitor-use facilities at and the access road to the campground. 

The purpose of the project is not to establish a memorial to Charles Lindbergh, but to provide a place where the conservation values of Lindbergh, the NPS, and others can be preserved and carried out.  Therefore, these structures will be called the Kïpahulu Conservation Center once they are relocated to HALE.  The structures must be moved no later than nine months following the close of escrow or the buildings could be destroyed or modified.  Escrow on the property upon which these structures sit closed in May 2002.   
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Alternative One - This alternative provides for the relocation and restoration of the Argonauta and writer’s cottage to site #1 within the Kïpahulu coastal area of HALE.  In this alternative the site would need to be cleared of non-native vegetation and graded to provide a level surface for the structures.  To provide bathroom facilities, a trench would have to be dug to connect a sewer line from the structures to the wastewater treatment and disposal system associated with the proposed Fee Demo project.  To provide water, a waterline trench would have to be dug from the water main located by the pay phone next to Hana Highway to the structures.  A phone line would also be placed in the waterline trench to provide phones to the structures.  A photovoltaic system would be installed to provide electricity for these structures, and an internal sprinkler system installed to protect the structures from fire. After the relocation/restoration work is completed, the area around the structures would be landscaped with native or Polynesian-introduced plants. 

This is the preferred alternative and the alternative selected by the NPS for implementation because logistically it would be easier and less costly to implement and disturb less soil than the other alternatives except for the no-action alternative, Alternative Six.  This alternative best meets the objectives for the project.  How the house and writer’s cottage would be moved to HALE is unknown at this time.  Building contractors and the U.S. Air Force have been involved with HHF in planning how to best move the structures with the least disturbance.  The cost for the relocation and restoration of these structures, as well as an endowment for annual maintenance will be paid out of the $500,000 raised by HHF.

HALE felt it would be good to preserve these structures for two reasons: 1) because of their relationship to Charles Lindbergh who played a role, along with others, in acquiring the Kïpahulu District for the park (Kïpahulu was added to HALE in 1969); and 2) because these structures are donated (free) and come with an endowment for annual maintenance.  If moved within HALE, the house and writer’s cottage will serve as functional structures in support of park programs and provide office, storage, and workshop space for employees and cooperators such as the Kïpahulu ‘Ohana and the Hawaii Natural History Association, and exhibit space for visitors.  The specific uses of the building will be under the direction and control of the NPS and may change through the years as need dictates.  The structures will be owned by the NPS in fee and be used in accordance with Department of Interior and NPS regulations and management policies. 

Based on the environmental impact analysis presented in the EA, Alternative One would have negligible direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on air quality, threatened and endangered species, traffic, and wetlands and floodplains.  This alternative would have negligible indirect and direct impacts and minor cumulative impacts on cultural landscapes, historic structures, museum objects, and visual/scenic resources.  Alternative One would have minor direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on visitor use and experience, water resources, and wildlife.  This alternative would also have minor direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on archeological resources, park operations, topography, soils and geology, and vegetation with mitigation.

Alternative Two – This alternative provides for the relocation and restoration of the Argonauta and writer’s cottage to site #2 within the Kïpahulu coastal area of HALE.  This alternative differs from the other alternatives in the length of the sewer line trench.

This alternative was not selected for implementation because it did not meet the objectives of the project as well as Alternative One.  Alternative Two would disturb more soil than Alternative One.  Based on the environmental analysis presented in the EA, Alternative Two would have a similar degree of impact on the natural, cultural and socioeconomic resources located in this area of the park as Alternative One.

Alternative Three – This alternative provides for the relocation and restoration of the Argonauta and writer’s cottage to site #3 within the Kïpahulu coastal area of HALE.  This alternative differs from the other alternatives in that the site is too far away to be connected to the septic tank associated with the wastewater treatment and disposal system for the proposed Fee Demo Project.  Therefore, a separate 1,000-gallon septic tank would need to be constructed for these structures.  This alternative also differs from the other alternatives in the length of the water and sewer line trenches. 

This alternative was not selected for implementation because it does not meet the objectives of the project as well as Alternative One.  Construction of a separate septic tank would be more costly and disturb more soil than Alternative One.  Based on the environmental analysis presented in the EA, Alternative Three would have a similar degree of impact on the natural, cultural and socioeconomic resources located in this area of the park as Alternative One. 

Alternative Four – This alternative provides for the relocation and restoration of the Argonauta and writer’s cottage to site #4 within the Kïpahulu coastal area of HALE.  This alternative differs from the other alternatives in the moving of the Kïpahulu Visitor Center (KVC).  In order for these structures to occupy same location as the KVC, the KVC must be moved approximately 85 feet north of its current position.  This alternative also differs from the other alternatives in the length of the sewer line trench.

This alternative was not selected for implementation because it does not meet the objectives of the project as well as Alternative One.  Logistically, locating these structures at site #4 would mean moving the KVC and the museum objects on exhibit at the KVC.  This also means Alternative Four would be more costly to implement than Alternative One.

Based on the environmental analysis presented in the EA, Alternative Four differs from Alternative One in the degree of impact on museum objects located in this area of the park.  Alternative Four would have minor direct and indirect impacts on museum objects. 

Alternative Five – This alternative provides for the relocation and restoration of the Argonauta and writer’s cottage to site #5 within the Kïpahulu coastal area of HALE.  This alternative differs from the other alternatives in that a separate wastewater treatment and disposal system would need to be constructed solely for these structures in order to provide bathroom facilities.

This alternative was not selected for implementation because it does not meet the objectives of the project as well as Alternative One.  Construction of a separate wastewater treatment and disposal system would be more costly and disturb more soil than Alternative One.  Logistically, site #5 is located the farthest from general visitor circulation and the main developed area.  Locating these structures at site #5 would also add these structures to the far right side of the view of the ocean as seen from the KVC; a scenic view that has been identified as part of the park experience and worthy of preservation. 

Based on the environmental analysis presented in the EA, Alternative Five differs from Alternative One in the degree of impact on archeological resources and visual/scenic resources located in this area of the park.  Alternative Five would have negligible direct and indirect impacts on archeological resources.  Alternative Five would also have minor direct and indirect impacts on visual/scenic resources. 

Alternative Six – This is the no action alternative.  This alternative provides for not accepting (i.e., relocating and restoring) the Argonauta and writer’s cottage within HALE.  Based on the environmental impact analysis presented in the EA, this alternative is the environmentally preferred alternative because it is the only alternative that has negligible impacts on the natural, cultural and socioeconomic resources located in this area of the park. 

Although this alternative is the environmentally preferred alternative, it was not selected for implementation because it does not meet the objectives of the project, which is to provide a suitable site where the house and writer’s cottage can be relocated within the Kïpahulu District of HALE.  Also, the NPS agreed in 2001 to accept as a donation these structures provided that all costs for their relocation and restoration, as well as an endowment for annual maintenance, will be paid out of the $500,000 raised by HHF.  However, if HHF does not raise the $500,000 or if the agreement between HHF and the owner of these structures falls through, this will be the alternative implemented. 

WHY THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT

As documented in the EA and summarized above the preferred alternative, Alternative One, will have negligible or minor effects on the natural, cultural and socioeconomic resources located in the Kïpahulu coastal area of HALE, provided that the mitigation measures as summarized below are adopted and implemented.  Therefore, the NPS has determined that the preferred alternative will not have a significant (i.e., major) effect on the environment. 

MITIGATION SUMMARY

The mitigation measures that must be implemented with the preferred alternative, Alternative One, are associated with four resource impact topics: archeological resources, park operations, topography, soils and geology, and vegetation.

The water line/trench for the project must be routed to avoid Site # 50-50-17-3766, an archeological resource associated with the Kïpahulu Historic District.  To ensure that this is done, a buffer zone will be established around the site prior to the start of work (see table below).

An endowment for annual maintenance of the Kïpahulu Conservation Center must be provided to the NPS by HHF to offset the costs of adding two new facilities to park operations and ensure these structures will not increase the maintenance backlog for the park (see table below).  

In terms of topography, soils and geology, all soils disturbed by the project must be reused as fill material on-site or for other projects solely within the Kïpahulu coastal area of the park.  Since the Kïpahulu coastal area of the park is dominated by non-native vegetation, this mitigation measure also serves to limit the potential spread of alien plants elsewhere in the park (see table below). 

Also, any conditions or stipulations of any permits obtained following the approval of this FONSI are incorporated by reference as mitigation requirements for this FONSI.  

Potential Impact
Mitigation Requirement
Responsibility Party

Archeological Resources


A 10-foot buffer zone around Site # 50-50-17-3766 will be established using protective fencing prior to start of work and written notification sent to Hawaii State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) that this has be done.

In the unlikely event that subsurface archeological materials are uncovered, all work will be halted in the immediate area and the park archeologist contacted.

Subsequent procedures for dealing with the subsurface archeological materials will be determined by NPS in consultation with Hawaii SHPO and if appropriate, Native Hawaiian individuals and organizations.
NPS

HHF/Contractor

NPS

Park Operations
Endowment for annual maintenance of Argonauta and writer’s cottage.
HHF

Topography, Soils and Geology
All soils disturbed during the work will be reused as fill material on-site or for other projects solely within the Kïpahulu coastal area of the park.
HHF/Contractor

Vegetation
All soils disturbed during the work will be reused as fill material on-site or for other projects solely within the Kïpahulu coastal area of the park.
HHF/Contractor

NON-IMPAIRMENT OF PARK RESOURCES

After a review of the environmental impacts documented in the EA, the preferred alternative (i.e., the alternative selected for implementation) with the mitigation measures will not impair park resources or values, including the opportunities that otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of these resources or values.  The preferred alternative will not violate the NPS Organic Act.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The EA, dated June 2002, was distributed by the NPS for public and agency review beginning on June 10, 2002, and ending on July 26, 2002.  Copies of the EA were available in the public libraries in Hana, Kahului and Wailuku, and on HALE’s website at www.nps.gov/hale.  Press releases were issued to the local media informing the public of the availability of the document for review on June 12, 2002.  

A total of seven comments were received from interested public and agencies via email and regular mail.  Comment letters and emails are kept on file at HALE and are available to the public upon request.  The comments received were screened to determine whether any factual corrections, new issues, reasonable alternatives, potential for significant impacts or mitigation measures were suggested.  The comments received did not identify any additional reasonable alternatives, potential for significant impacts or mitigation measures.  The comments received did identify a factual correction that needed to be made in the EA.  The factual correction is provided in the attached Errata Sheet.  The comments received also identified a new issue that the NPS responded to, but did not require a change in the text of the EA.  The issue and the NPS response are provided in the attached Errata Sheet.   

CONSULTATION

Section 106 of the NHPA requires Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties (i.e., cultural resources listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places [NRHP]) and afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and/or the SHPO a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings.  The NPS entered into formal Section 106 consultation with the Hawaii SHPO on the proposed project on April 18, 2002 stating that in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.5 a finding of “no historic properties adversely effected” was appropriate for this undertaking.  On July 1, 2002, Hawaii SHPO concurred with the determination for this undertaking provided that a 10-foot buffer zone around Site # 50-50-17-3766 would be established using protective fencing prior to start of work, and written notification sent to his office by the HALE archeologist that this had be done.

Section 106 of the NHPA also requires Federal agencies to consult with Native Hawaiian organizations about the effects of their undertakings on resources of traditional religious and cultural significance listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP.  Consultation with the Küpuna Group for the Kïpahulu District of HALE on the proposed project occurred on February 21, 2002.  Generally the küpuna felt the Argonauta and writer’s cottage should be saved as long as we can make use of it, and that sites #1 through #4 were fine.  There was also general agreement from the küpuna that site #5 was too far away from the main developed area.

Consultation with the Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA) occurred concurrently with the Hawaii SHPO consultation on April 18, 2002.  In a comment letter received on July 15, 2002, OHA recommended that the NPS continue its efforts to identify and contact knowledgeable individuals and organizations that may be able to assist the NPS fulfilling its NHPA Section 106 historic preservation responsibilities and obligations.  OHA also requested assurances that the NPS engage in proper consultation and mitigation in accordance with Federal law should any unanticipated or unidentified cultural, historic or burial sites be encountered during the project.

Before bathroom facilities and potable tap water can be provided at the Kïpahulu Conservation Center, the NPS must consult with the Hawaii State Department of Health (HSDH).  The HSDH must approve the wastewater treatment and disposal system associated with these structures and that the well water in this area of the park is safe for drinking.
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CONCLUSION

Based on the analysis in the EA as summarized above, the nature of the comments
received during the public review period, and the capability of the mitigation measures
to avoid or reduce potential impacts, it is the determination of the NPS that the preferred
alternative would not constitute a major federal action that would significantly affect the
environment. The preferred alternative would not have direct, indirect, or cumulative

" impacts or connected actions that would significantly affect the environment.

Therefore, in compliance with NEPA, an environmental impact statement is not
required and the preferred alternative as detailed in the EA may be implemented
immediately.
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ERRATA SHEET

(Reference Document: Environmental Assessment for the Kïpahulu Conservation Center Site, Kïpahulu District, Maui, Hawai‘i dated June 2002)

FACTUAL CORRECTION

#1:  The EA incorrectly identifies the road which runs through the park as part of the island road system as the Pi‘ilani Highway.  It is the Hana Highway.

NEW ISSUE

#1: Comment from Ms. Lisa Hamilton, Kïpahulu Resident - From my understanding one commitment associated with moving these two Lindbergh structures from where they were built in Kïpahulu makai the Hana Highway, is that permits be secured to replace structures in the area from which these are to be taken.  To secure such permits a change in Conservation sub-zone is necessary.  A change in sub-zone triggers the EA/EIS process, according to the Hawaii Office of Environmental Control.  If this EA does not address this additional aspect of the project with another EA prepared to consider the impacts of this sub-zone change, this most probably would be considered “segmentation”.  Segmentation of a project is in violation of our environmental law.  Chapter 343-5-f of the environmental law states “Whenever an action is subject to both the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and the requirements of this chapter, the office and agencies shall cooperate with federal agencies to the fullest extent possible. …Such cooperation…shall include joint environmental impact statements with concurrent public review and processing at both level of government.   
NPS Response – Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the National Park Service (NPS) is required to analyze and disclose the environmental impacts of major Federal actions.  Federal actions are those projects over which the NPS has control or jurisdiction.  In this case, the NPS has jurisdiction over Haleakalä National Park (HALE) and is the decision-maker with regard to the possible relocation and restoration of the Lindbergh structures on park land.  The NPS does not, however, have any control or jurisdiction over changes to local zoning restrictions on private lands outside the park.  Jurisdiction over such actions is held by the Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources and those local agencies who will be responsible for complying with Chapter43 if Ms. Jeanne Englehart applies for a zoning change.

In addition, the Federal project of relocating and restoring the Lindbergh structures within HALE can proceed whether or not Ms. Englehart applies for a local zoning change.  At this time it remains uncertain whether or not a change in local zoning will be required.  It is possible that Ms. Englehart will rebuild within the existing footprint or in an area outside the conservation sub-zone.  These options would not likely trigger a zoning change and thus, compliance with Chapter 343 would be unnecessary.  Given these uncertainties, the Federal project is an independent action that may proceed after a Finding of No Significant Impact document is signed by the NPS without parallel State-level compliance. 
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