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FINAL
ENVIRCNMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

NEZ PERCE NATIONAL
HISTORICAL PARK

BIG HOLE NATIONAL
BATTLEFIELD

Juy 1997
AsoTIN AND OKANOGAN COUNTIES, WASHINGTON
WatLowa CounTty, OREGON
NEez Perce, IpAHO, LEwis, CLEARWATER, AND CLARK COUNTIES, [IDAHO
BLAINE, YELLOWSTONE, AND BEAVERHEAD COUNTIES, MONTANA

INTRODUCTION

This Final Envi; I Impact S for Nez Perce National Historical Park and Big Hole
National Battlefield is an abbreviated document. It is important to understand that this Final
Envi ntal Impact S must be read in conjunction with the previously published
Draft General Mar Plan/Envi tal Impact S

'8

A notice of availability of the Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
was published in the Federal Register, Vol. 61, No. 199, p. 53373, on October 11, 1996. Approxi-
mately 1,700 copies of the draft were distributed to governmental agencies, public interest
groups, businesses, media, local libraries, and individuals.

Written comments were accepted through December 11, 1996, which was the close of the 60-
day public comment period for the draft document.
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During the public review period, 512 people participated in workshops conducted in late
October and early November in 16 communities in Oregon, Washington, Montana, and Idaho.
In addition, 641 letters were received. The National Park Service greatly appreciates the time
and effort that people took to participate in the review of the draft document and to comment
on the proposals.

This document is divided into three sections: a summary of the public meetings, responses to
the comments, and corrections or revisions to the draft document. The responses are addressed
via General Responses to Major Issues, a table of Site-Specific Comments, and Specific Responses and
Copies of Comment Letters.

Concerns expressed in letters from individuals are summarized in the General Responses to
Major Issues section. In the Specific Responses and Copies of Comment Letters section only letters
from elected officials, federal agencies, tribes, state and local governments, and organizations
are displayed. In some cases, when a comment was received from individuals as well as from
agencies or organizations whose letters were displayed, the comment is addressed only in the
Specific Responses and Copies of Comment Letters section.

The section of the document, Corrections and Revisions to the Draft Document, contains specific
factual corrections and clarifying text changes to the Draft General Management Plan/Environ-

Final Environmental

A
Impact Statement PerceQ

National Historical Park




mental Impact Statement, as a result of public review.

A 30 day waiting period will follow the publication of this Final Environmenta! Impact State-
ment, and a record of decision is expected to be signed in August of this year. The record of
decision will indicate the alternative selected as the general management plan for Nez Perce
National Historical Park and Big Hole National Battlefield. This procedure is in accordance
with the Code of Federal Regulations, title 40, parts 1505.2 and 1506.10. When the record of
decision is signed, the General Management Plan will be issued and will include the details of
the record of decision and all elements of the plan. It will not contain the rejected alternatives
or other components of the environmental impact statement.

For further information about this plan, please contact:
Superintendent
Nez Perce National Historical Park

Route 1, Box 100
Spalding, Idaho 83540

United States Department of the Interior ® National Park Service

.AN Final Environmental
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC MEETINGS

Workshops were held in 16 communities near
park sites. Press releases announced these
meetings. They were also announced in a
transmittal letter enclosed in each mailed copy
of the draft document. An additional meeting
in Weippe was scheduled at the request of
landowners and the community.

Number

Site Date Signed In
ission, Oregon r 28, 1

Wallowa, Oregon October 29, 1996 18

Joseph, Oregon October 30, 1996 8
Enterprise, Oregon  October 30, 1996 8
Wisdom, Montana November 4, 1996 7
Chinook, Montana  November 6, 1996 25
Laurel, Montana November 7, 1996 9
Lapwai, Idaho November 12, 1996 n
Spalding, Idaho November 12, 1996 14
White Bird, Idaho  November 13, 1996 10
Grangeville, [daho  November 14, 1996 40
Weippe, Idaho November 15, 1996 125
Nespelem, WA November 18, 1996 21
Lewiston, Idaho November 19, 1996 21
Kooskia, Idaho November 20, 1996 122
Kamiah, Idaho November 21, 1996 70

Total: 512

Workshop Format

The workshops were informal, and geared to
help people better understand the draft plan
so they could provide appropriate comments
that would articulate their concerns with, or
support for, the proposals. Comment forms
and a Guide to Comments were available to
assisi the public in preparing and submitting
comments.

The legislative history of the park was re-
viewed, and the planning process to date was
summarized. The cooperative nature of park
management was stressed. Copies of news-
letters, enabling legislation, the Draft General
Management Plan/Environmental Impact State-
ment, and other informational materials were
available. After the introduction, the floor was
opened to questions. Most of the questions
requested clarification of statements within
the draft document.

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

Concerns

There was a supportive atmosphere at many
of the meetings, in which concerns were ex-
pressed within the context of appreciation for
the efforts being made by the park through
the planning process.

At Mission, Oregon, there were questions
about the amount of inventory and resource
protection that could be provided for such a
large, dispersed park.

At two meetings (White Bird and Chinook),
the opinions expressed appeared to be directly
opposite of what was expressed at the scoping
meetings in 1994. At the White Bird meeting,
those attending were opposed to a visitor fa-
cility at the White Bird Battlefield, whereas
those attending the scoping meeting had re-
quested one due to its potential for helping
community economic development.

At Chinook, those attending stressed that
some sort of visitor/staff facility is needed at
the battlefield because of its exposure to the
elements and the distance from town. During
the scoping meeting, the need for maintain-
ing the integrity of such an important and sen-
sitive resource was stressed. The response at
both White Bird and Chinook was that dur-
ing implementation, we will carefully reevalu-
ate the need, scale, and siting for any devel-
opment at both sites, and will include the pub-
lic in project planning.

In Laurel, Montana, representatives of the
Chamber of Commerce and the Friends of
Canyon Creek attended, and expressed their
support for the park. They are actively work-
ing toward developing an interpretive center
in Laurel, and a wayside shelter at Canyon
Creek.

In Nespelem, Washington, the meeting fo-
cussed on establishing priorities for work to
be done at the sites in the vicinity. The opin-
ion was expressed that the National Park Ser-
vice should spend a larger sum of money for
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the sites related to the Chief Josepi. Band, par-
ticularly for a Nez Perce cultural center.

The primary concern voiced at most of the
other meetings, particularly in communities
along the upper Clearwater River valley, was
that boundaries were being proposed on pri-
vate land. After hearing explanations of the
boundaries, the upcoming Land Protection
Plan, and various management strategies that
could be used to protect the resources the
opinion was clearly expressed that these
boundaries should not be established without
the consent of the landowner. Our response
was that those who wanted their private land
to be a part of the park sites would be con-
tacted prior to issuing the final document, to
be sure they were in agreement with the
boundaries. Except for previously legislated
boundaries, the proposed boundaries were
redrawn to exclude those properties where the
landowner objected.

GENERAL RESPONSES TO MAJOR
ISSUES

Six hundred forty-one written comments were
received.Of these, 430 were form letters from
individuals, examples of the four types of
form letters are displayed in Appendix A.
Comment letters from elected officials, federal
agencies, tribes, state and local governments
and organizations are reproduced in the sec-
tion titled Specific Responses and Copies of Com-
ment Letters. Appendix B lists the names of
individuals who submitted letters.

Responses are required only for comments
that are substantive. Comments are consid-

ered to be substantive when they:

(a) question, with reasonable basis, the ac-
curacy of information in the EIS;

(b) question, with reasonable basis, the ad-
equacy of environmental analysis;

(c) present reasonable alternatives other
than those presented in the EIS; or

(d) cause changes or revisions in the pro-
posal.

In some cases, we have responded to com-

ments that might not be substantive, but a re-
sponse will help the public better understand
how or why we arrived at a decision.

Six major issues were raised in the written
comments from individuals received during
the public review period. These can be better
addressed in longer, more general explana-
tions than can be accommodated in the side-
by-side format of letters and responses. In this
section we respond to issues raised in indi-
vidual letters concerning:

* The General Management Plan and the
Park in General

¢ The Environmental Impact Statement
¢ Interpretation and Visitor Use
* Boundaries and Land Protection

* Surveys, Studies, and Plans for Re-
source Protection

¢ Partnerships

There is also a table displaying site-specific
comments and our responses. Some of the
same topics and sites are also discussed in re-
sponses presented in the Specific Responses
and Copies of Comment Letters section.

The page numbers where specific issues are
addressed in the Draft General Management
Plan/Envi I Impact S tarein-
dicated in [brackets].

THE GENERAL MANAGEMENT
PLAN AND THE PARK IN
GENERAL

A number of letters commended the National
Park Service for its efforts in developing the
plan, and praised the proposals to improve
the visitor experience. Support was expressed
for the work done to date, and for telling a
worthwhile story. Some comments were in
favor of expanding the park in general, and
others encouraged expanding boundaries of
specific sites or designating new sites.

Others requested that the plan be halted or
scrapped, since they disagreed with it as

',-"Nez Perce
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stated, or were against the proposed changes
in park management and operation. A few
comments indicated they were opposed to the
park as a whole for unspecified reasons.

The National Park Service appreciates the
positive comments and acknowledges the
negative ones. We hope our responses will
help everyone better understand why we
made the decisions we did, and will illustrate
how we adjusted the plan to accommodate the
comments.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Several comments expressed the opinion that
the environmental impact statement is incom-
plete, due to inadequacy of the scoping pro-
cess, a lack of addressing socioeconomic con-
cerns, the title “No Action” for Alternative 1,
and the impacts of additional traffic on local
roads.

Scoping

A Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement was published in the Federal
Register, Vol. 59, No. 222, p. 59790 on Novem-
ber 18, 1994. The National Park Service deter-
mined that a single meeting in a central loca-
tion would not be appropriate for a park that
includes 38 sites in four states; we set up meet-
ings in 21 communities where we could elicit
the views of people near the affected sites.
People who could not attend the meetings had
the opportunity to express their views by mail
or telephone [p.161]. As the planning and
analysis process continued, we provided
newsletters describing what we had done, and
we adjusted the focus of our efforts based on
the responses we received from the public and
our partners.

The National Park Service believes that we
have complied with Council on Environmen-
tal Quality Regulations on scoping, through
“an early and open process for determining
the scope of issues to be addressed and for
identifying the significant issues related to a
proposed action” (40 CFR 1501.7).

Socioeconomic Concerns

There were concerns that private property
would lose value if it was included within the
proposed National Park Service boundaries,
and that its inclusion would negatively affect
the tax base of local entities. Since fee interest
to most of the private property included
within the proposed boundaries would not
have been acquired, there would have been
no reduction in the local tax base. For those
few areas where acquisition of interest in the
property will take place, arrangements will be
riade for payment in lieu of taxes to local gov-
ernments. Acquisitions of partial interests
(e.g., easements) would have little if any im-
pact on county tax bases, as property taxes
would continue to be paid.

Response. In response to the concerns regard-
ing loss of value or rights to private property,
when a landowner objected to having his or
her property included in the proposed bound-
ary for any reason, unless the boundaries were
established by legislation, we excluded that
property from the boundary. Please see Ap-
pendix C for maps indicating the revised pro-
posed boundaries for specific sit>s.

“No Action”

The definition of a “No Action” alternative is
presented on page 12 of the Draft General Man-
agement Plan/Encironmental Impact Statement.
“No Action” does not imply that the park will
cease operations, but rather that it will con-
tinue to operate under the same level of au-
thority and support that currently exists.

Impacts of Additional Traffic on Local
Roads

There was concern about increased traffic on
local roads, and the associated increased ex-
pense to local governments for maintenance.

Response. Under 16 USC 8a and 8b, the Na-
tional Park Service has the authority to enter
into agreements with county governments for
maintenance of approach roads to park sites.
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INTERPRETATION AND VISITOR
USE

Of the comments received that specifically
addressed interpretation and visitor use, most
were site specific, suggesting more or less visi-
tor use facilities at a particular site. Another
group of comments offered suggestions for
developing a particular interpretive media
product (videos, relief maps, murals, etc.)
which the reviewer felt should be produced
to interpret specific stories or story elements.
These suggestions are too prescriptive for the
level of detail appropriate in a General Man-
agement Plan, but they will be considered as
the park develops strategies to implement the
GMP.

One letter recommended constructing a com-
fort station at each site. Beyond the prohibi-
tive cost of this recommendation, many sites
do not have the land base to make this fea-
sible. Also, the resources at most sites do not
support visitor activities which would require
a long enough stay at the site to make the fa-
cilities appropriate.

Two letters suggested designating and inter-
preting additional Nez Perce legend sites.
There are many legend sites in the Nez Perce
homeland and to designate and interpret each
of these would be an enormous undertaking.
Rather, the plan proposes to expand the inter-
pretation at legend sites already designated
to include a discussion of the role of legend
sites in Nez Perce culture and to provide the
visitor with a sense of the number and vari-
ety of legend sites.

Suggestions were made to expand the inter-
pretation at certain sites to include historic fig-
ures that have no connection to the Nez Perce
pecple and their culture. These suggestions
are outside the legislated purpose of Nez Perce
National Historical Park.

Finally, some people felt that the current level
of interpretation at park sites was adequate.
Site analysis by the GMP team found that the
interpretation at many sites was not up to
National Park Service standards in that it
failed to give visitors ar: understanding of the
site’s significance, and/or the interpretive
message did not reflect current scholarship on
the site and was inaccurate.

BOUNDARIES AND LAND
PROTECTION

Establishing Boundaries [pp. 8, 17-18]

One of the requirements for a Natio..al Park
Service General Management Plan is that
boundaries be established or modified as
needed (Management Policies 2:8, 1988). The
National Park Service may recommend
boundary revisions:

* to include significant resources or op-
portunities for public enjoyment re-
lated to purposes of the park

* to address operational and manage-
ment issues such as access and bound-
ary identification by topographic or
other natural features or roads

* to protect park resources critical t~ ful-
filling the park’s purpose

We are also required to determine that:

* the added lands will be feasible to ad-
minister

¢ otheralternatives for management and
resource protection are not adequate

When Nez Perce National Historical Park was
established in 1965, boundaries were estab-
lished only for lands owned in fee simple or
easement by the National Park Service. For the
remainder of the sites, and for some of the ad-
ditional that were authorized in 1992, no
boundaries were defined. All 38 sites are con-
sidered to be nationally significant, since they
contribute to the story of Nez Perce National
Historical Park. All sites are also considered
to be critical to fulfilling the park’s purposes
since each site represents a distinct portion of
the story.

In many cases, the “site” was considered to
be the pulloff and wayside exhibit where a
historical marker was located; sometimes the
location of the actual event or resource was
unknown or unidentified. This made it diffi-
cult for the visitors to learn about the Nez
Perce story, since they often could not iden-
tify the location or feature they were looking
for. Little protection of resources was afforded

wNez Perce
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by this method.

Since the 38 sites are spread across four states,
and since Nez Perce National Historical Park
is a “partnership park”, with authority to de-
velop cooperative agreements and contracts
and to expend funds for sites in non-Federal
ownership, it was difficult to focus workplans
and develop agreements when, in most cases,
there was no clear definition of the resource
area. Defining boundaries will help the park
staff establish priorities, and justify why en-
ergy should be exerted in one location but not
on nearby property. This is especially impor-
tant since limited personnel and budget are
available for park management and operation.

The planning team evaluated various ways to
define the boundaries at all 38 sites. Because
the landscape surrounding most of the perti-
nent resources was so vast and expansive, i
was not feasible to include a “viewshed”
(what can be seen from a single point when
looking toward, or standing in the middle of,
the primary resource) in the boundaries. In
many cases, the planning team decided that
the boundaries established in recent historic
studies or for nominations to the National
Register of Historic Places would be the best
basis for defining the locations of the re-
sources. The team evaluated whether protec-
tion afforded by eligibility for or listing in the
National Register would be adequate, with-
out including the resources within park
boundaries. Because eligibility or listing pro-
vides protection relative only to Federal ac-
tions, and since most of the properties are pri-
vately owned, National Register listing alone
does not afford the needed protection.

There were few operational and management
issues relative to boundary establishment.
Regarding tl.. feasibility of administration, it
is anticipated that cooperative agreements and
other partnership measures will continue to
be the primary means of providing for pro-
tection and interpretation of the resources, and
therefore cost of acquisition and administra-

preferable means of administration of a prop-
erty, having established boundaries will sim-
plify the process of acquiring that interest.

Response. Boundaries were evaluated and
established based on criteria presented in Na-
tional Park Service Management Policies. How-
ever, in response to the many comments rela-
tive to boundaries, the park is again contact-
ing those landowners who indicated a will-
ingness to have their land included, to con-
firm their inclusion. When landowners are not
willing, the boundary will not include their
property, except in the few cases where there
are legislated boundaries. In those cases the
boundaries will be retained.

Future minor boundary adjustments can be
made by following an established National
Park Service process which includes:

* the need to include the resource in the
park, based on the criteria listed above;

¢ willingness on the part of the land-
owner;

* notification of various levels of govern-
ment; and

* publication in the Federal Register.

For Nez Perce National Historical Park, this
process will not begin until an agreement with
the landowner has been drafted. Agreements
for land protection purposes will not be final-
ized unless the property is within the bound-
ary, since the boundaries indicate that federal
resources are being used for the protection of
significant resources and their enjoyment,
sometimes at a distance, by visitors.

Land Protection Plan [p. 9]
The Draft General Management Plan/Environ-

mental Impact Statement did not spell out the
details of land protection strategies that would

tion is low. The type of ag or 5
and the size and configuration of the area sub-
ject to an agreement will be negotiated with
the landowner or managing agency. However,
if the National Park Service and the landowner
or agency determine that some type of acqui-
sition such as easement or fee simple is the

be applied to protect the resources and visitor
experience for each site. This lack of detail was
unsettling to landowners whose property was
included in the proposed park boundaries.

A Land Protection Plan is developed based on
park boundaries, and periodically reviewed
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and updated for each park containing
nonfederal lands. A Land Protection Plan can-
not be developed for Nez Perce National His-
torical Park until the proposed boundaries are
approved. This will occur at the time the re-
sponsible agency official signs the Record of
Decision, 30 days after this Final Environmr-
tal Impact Statement is distributed.

Land Protection Plans identify alternative
methods to provide for the protection of re-
sources, for visitor use, and for development;
identify the minimum interests necessary for
those purposes; and establish priorities for
acquisition of land (if any) or interests in land.
These plans are subject to public review.

There are three techniques the National Park
Service uses to protect land:

® cooperative approaches, such as agree-
ments, local regulations and zoning,
and other measures that do not in-
volved acquisition of any interest in real
property;

® acquisition of less-than-fee interests,
such as easements or rights-of way; and

® acquisition of fee interests, possibly
with arrangements for some rights to
be preserved such as life estates and
1 backs. (NPS Manag Poli-
cies, p. 3:1, 1988)

Nez Perce National Historical Park is a part-
nership park, and has authority to enter into
cooperative agreements with other entities
and to expend funds on non-NPS properties.
Because it is so difficult to proiect 38 sites scat-
tered across 4 states, fee ownership in most
cases is not feasible, cost-effective, nor appro-
priate. Therefore, the first of these — coopera-
tive approaches — is usually the technique of
choice for land protection for this park.

Since major boundary adjustments are usu-
ally initiated through a Generzl Management
Plan, major revisions to Land Protection Plans
often occur immediately after a General Man-
agement Plan is completed. In the case of Nez
Perce National Historical Park, the land pro-
tection strategies will be tailored to each site,
based on its specific needs for resource pro-
tection and visitor experience, and on the

needs and wishes of the land owner.

Response: As soon as is feasible, the Land Pro-
tection Plan for Nez Perce National Histori-
cal Park will be updated, based on the results
of this plan. Some of the public participation
undertaken for the Draft General Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement has laid
the groundwork for completion of the Land
Protection Plan. The Land Protection Plan will
be subject to public review.

Boundaries for Clearwater Battlefield
[p-74]

Boundaries at the Clearwater Battlefield site
were proposed based on two primary consid-
erations: location of the battle itself and the
Nez Perce village west of the Clearwater River,
and providing the opportunity to gain a clear
overview of the battlefield and village site.

A recent historic resource study suggested an
area that would include all the battle activi-
ties of the U.S. Army and the Nez Perce. The
planning team proposed boundaries that
would include this area, and also the view
from a wayside at a curve on Stites Road,
across the Clearwater River from the battle-
field. In addition, directional signs and a way-
side near the battlefield were proposed.

There were 141 landowners directly affected
by the proposed alternative for Clearwater
Battlefield. Both private land as well as allot-
ment land was involved.

Stites Road Wayside. Many concerns were
expressed about the wayside. First, the land-
owners on either side of Stites Road did not
want their property included in the bound-
aries. Second, there were questions about how
difficult it would be for visitors to reach the
wayside in inclement weather or when driv-
ing recreational vehicles, and what the impact
of heavier traffic would be on the county road.
Third, landowners were concerned about tres-
passing. Furthermore, there was misunder-
standing about what a wayside is — the plan-
ning team envisioned it as a widened area on
the road where someone could stop to read a
small interpretive sign, but it became clear that
the public thought it would be on a much
larger scale.

”Nez Perce
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Battle Ridge. Although there was much op-
position to including any of Battle Ridge
within the proposed boundaries, some land-
owners expressed an interest in working co-
operatively with the National Park Service to
preserve the remnants of the 1877 battle and
to provide the potential for limited visitor ac-
cess and interpretation on the site.

Response. The National Park Service has
changed its Proposed Action to Alternative 1:
No Action. The proposed boundaries have
also been adjusted to reflect landowner
wishes. We will continue to work to preserve
the property rights of all landowners in the
area — not only those who object to being in-
cluded in the proposed boundaries, but also
those who wish to be included.

Boundaries for Weippe Prairie [p. 96]

There was overwhelming opposition to des-
ignating proposed boundaries on private
property at this site. As a result, the proposed
boundaries have been adjusted to include only
the two existing waysides, one located on
Idaho Highway 11, and the other on a section
line road southeast of the town of Weippe. The
National Park Service has changed its Prc
posed Action to Alternative 1: No Action.

SURVEYS, STUDIES, AND PLANS
FOR RESOURCE PROTECTION

Anumber of comments remarked on the need
for surveys, studies, and plans for resource
protection. Others cited concern for potential
impacts on resources, such as vegetative com-
munities and archeological sites. Many of
these concerns are related to topics that have
been or will be addressed in other plans. The
General Management Plan is the lead planning
document for the park. Studies and imple-
mentation proposals must support this docu-
ment and be consistent with it [p. 3]. Addi-
tional compliance vill be conducted as pro-
posed actions are implemented. Please see Re-
lationship to Other Planning Efforts [p. 9],
Surveys, Studies, and Plans for Resource Pro-
tection [p. 18], and Compliance [p. 163-164],
for information about various steps that will
be taken to assure that resources are ad-
equately protected during implementation of

the proposals.

Several comments expressed concern about
resource management issues on lands admin-
istered by other federal agencies. For example,
fuel loading at the Dug Bar site in He'ls Can-
yon National Recreation Area was a concern.
Timber management was a concern at another
site. Management of a site is the responsibil-
ity of the administering agency, based on its
policies and practices. When the resources are
on property owned and managed by another
agency or individual, the National Park Ser-
vice will work collaboratively with the owner
or managing agency to conduct necessary
studies and meet resource protection goals in
a manner least damaging to the cultural re-
sources associated with Nez Perce National
Historical Park.

PARTNERSHIPS

Several comments were received remarking
on the excellent relationship Nez Perce Na-
tional Historical Park has with its partners,
particularly tribes and other federal agencies.
The enabling legislation for the park provides
for contracting and making cooperative agree-
ments with a wide range of partners to pro-
tect, preserve, maintain, or operate any site,
object, or property included within the park,
regardless of whether it is owned by the gov-
ernment [p. 168-169].

Issues and desired futures related to partner-
ships are discussed in the Draft General Man-
agement Plan/Envi I Impact S

on pages 5, and 8. Alternative 2, Minimum
Requirements, which is the proposed concept
for long-term management of the entire park,
encourages a more focussed approach to part-
nerships [p. 12], and provides for taking maxi-
mum advantage of partnership opportunities
whenever possible [p. 15] and involving
greater numbers of partners [p. 18].

Some comments encouraged the National
Park Service to work closely with others on
efforts related to the Lewis and Clark National
Historic Trail and the Nez Perce (Nee-Me-Poo)
National Historic Trail. Existing relationships
and the desired future relative to these trails
are described throughout the document, and
are listed in the index. There was a sugges-
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tion that one park site be devoted entirely to
Lewis and Clark interpretation. Such a site
exists at Canoe Camp, described on pp. 72-73
of the Draft General Management Plan/Environ-
mental Impact Statement.

These comments and responses are presented
as briefly as possible here. The reader should
refer to the section titled Corrections and Revi-

verify that changes were made where appro-
priate. The page numbers in brackets indicate
where the sites are addressed in the Draft Gen-

Q“?Nez Perce
A National Historical Park

sions to Draft Document, included later in this  eral Manag Plan/Enviro I Impact
Final Environmental Impact Statement, to  Statement.
Site Comment Response
SPALDING UNIT
Ant and Yellowjacket Leave fence where it is. Agreed.
[p- 40]
BF:Affalo Eddy Revise boundary, Washing- | Agreed.
[p-42] ton side.
Coyotes Fishnet Include only wayside in Agreed.
[p. 44] boundaries.
Craig Donation Revise boundary to include | Unfeasible. Will include
[p- 46] more of actual site. only wayside in bound-

aries.

Hasotino Village Site
[p- 53]

Eastern boundary is artifi-
cial; doesn’t follow topogra-
phy or viewshed.

Boundary is the same as
the 1976 National Register
of Historic Places bound-
ary.

Saint Joseph’s Mission
[p- 58]

Protect Nez Perce cemetery.

Cemetery is outside scope
of plan. There may be
future opportunities to
work together on this
cemetery.

regarding this site.

Spalding Visitor Center Numerous comments and Proposed actions will
[p- 64] suggestions were made update interpretive media
regarding this site. to include the new sites,
provide more in-depth
interpretation of the park’s
primary interpretive
themes, and facilitate
visitors’ experiencing
multiple park sites.
UPPER CLEARWATER/WHITE BIRD UNIT
Clearwater Battlefield Numerous comments and Please see general responses,
[p- 74] suggestions were made under interpretation and

visitor use, boundaries and
land protection, and socio-
economic impacts. Proposed
Action is changed to Alter-
native 1.

SITE-SPECIFIC
COMMENTS
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Site

Comment

UPPER CLEARWATER/WHITE BIRD UNIT (continued)

Response

East Kamiah/ Heart of the | This site should be ex- The National Park Service
Monster panded. has included the McBeth
[p. 80] House within the proposed
boundaries, and will work
cooperatively with its
owmers to preserve and
interpret it. Proposed Action
is changed to Alternative 1.
Tolo Lake Statement that “NPS would | Agreed. See corrections
[p- 94] support reestablishment of | and revisions to Site
traditional uses” is a contra- | Specific Information.
diction to the statement on
p- 16 that the NPS “would
try not to intrude on [con-
temporary Nez Perce]
lifeways.”
Looking Glass Camp Concern that boundaries do | The boundaries at this site
[p- 88] not include all of the re- were established based on
sources. the results of a recent
historic resource study.
Weippe Prairie Numerous comments were Please see general responses,
[p- %96] made regarding this site. under interpretation and
visitor use, boundaries and
land protection, and socio-
economic impacts. Proposed
Action is changed to Alter-
native 1.
Weis Rockshelter Concerns were expressed Boundaries were verified.
[p-98] about ownership. See also response to
Keuterville Highway
District letter.
White Bird Battlefield Correct existing boundaries. | Agreed.
[p- 100] Concerns about visitor Site & scope for visitor
facilities. facility has not yet been
determined. Detailed
project planning with fuli
public involvement will be
conducted.

WNez Perce
A National Historical Park

Final Environmental
Impact Statement

Site Comment Response
OREGON/WASHINGTON UNIT
Dug Bar Favor Alternative 2 Agreed.
[p- 106]
Joseph Canyon Change boundaries to Agreed.
[p- 108] exclude private property
and a portion of USFS land.
Favor Alternative 2 Agreed.
Lostine Campsite Change boundaries to Agreed.
[p- 110] exclude certain private
property.
Favor Alternative 3 Agreed.

Old Chief Joseph Gravesite
[p. 113]

Maintain 8 acres as a buffer.

Favor Alternative 3

Agreed. Parking issues
will be resolved outside of
buffer, and will not intrude
into the view from or the
historic character of the
cemetery. Improved
interpretation will consist
of small wayside panels.

Agreed.
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Site
MONTANA UNIT

Comment

Response

Bear Paw Battlefield
[p-122]

Numerous comments were
made regarding this site.

Boundaries are revised to
protect resources outside
current boundary. We will
work with the communities
and other partners to refine
the need, scale, and siting
for the facilities at the
battlefield. Proposed action
is changed to Alternative 3.

Big Hole National Battle-
field
[p- 126 and p. 174]

Favor Alternative 2

Collections at Big Hole are
inadequately described

Agreed

Agreed. See corrections
and revisions to Cultural
Resources Status and
Program.

Camas Meadows
[p- 130]

Favor Alternative 3

Alternative 3 provides
interpretation of the sites
themselves, in addition to
interpretation of the park
and the Nez Perce (Nee-
Me-Poo) National Historic
Trail. Due to the fragile
nature of the sites, and
concerns of local people
that they might be de-
stroyed by visitors, we do
not wish to draw additional
attention to them. There-
fore, we have retained
Alternative 2 as our pro-
posed action.

Canyon Creek

Request that we interpret

Topic is outside park

[p-132] Calamity Jane. purpose. Suggest work.
with Friends of Canven
Creek to interpret.
Concern about existing We will work with partners
monument. to be sure monument is
protected.
12 Q"’NOZ Perce Final Environmental
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Twenty-nine of the 641 letters that were re-
ceived in response to the Draft General Man-
9 Plan/Envij I Impact S
are reproduced in this section. They are orga-
nized into groups as follows: letters from fed-
eral elected officials and agencies, tribes, state
elected officials and agencies, local agencies,
and organizations. Within each group the let-
ters are arranged in the order in which they
were received. Appendix A displays four form
letters, which accounted for 430 of the re-
sponses received. All substantive individual
comments were addressed in the section titled
General Responses to Major Issues, except
when it was clear they would be addressed in
Specific Responses and Copies of Comment
Letters.

Each distinct comment is numbered. The re-
sponse of the National Park Service to each
letter appears beside the letter, with the re-
sponses numbered to correspond to the com-
ments. If the issue has been discussed in the
general responses, the commenter may be re-
ferred to that discussion; if the comment has
been answered in a previous letter, the
commenter may be referred to that earlier re-
sponse. When a page number is mentioned, it
refers to the Draft General Management Plan/
Envi I Impact S

The National Park Service recognizes and ap-
preciates the long-term support and volunteer
contributions to the park of the many people
who wrote cc letters. Impl ing the
plan will require the continued support and
assistance of these people and organizations.

SPECIFIC RESPONSES AND COPIES

OF COMMENT LETTERS
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1 We gratefully
acknowledge your
appreciation of the
complexity of developing this
General Management Plan. The
support of the Idaho delegation
has been a keystone and a
beacon for the park.

National Park Service
Management Policies require
that boundaries be
established as needed in a
General Management Plan. Nez
Perce National Historical Park
has operated since its
establishment under the
overriding philosophy of
partnership and voluntary
cooperation for management of
designated sites. The
boundaries proposed in the

e cwe e
e e
e
— Anited States Senate g
WASHINGTON, DC 20610-1208
i
December 11, 1996 AT areans
Mr. Frank Walker
Nez Perce National Historical Park
National Park
Post Office Box 93

mmuhmnmwmmmmmwm
Impact Statement (GMP/EIS) for the Nez Perce National Historical Park
M“MNMW

First, let me commend you ior your efforts in developing this plan. Trying to address the

1 needs of the Park for the next 15 to 20 years is a daunting task, especially (or particularly) as
‘we contimue to come t0 grips with balancing the federal budget. Along with other
Americans, that remains one of my top priorities.

Secondly, I need to express to you the amount of concern this proposed plan has generated.

at the public
'lﬂh-w-nnlhhyhndﬂlph-wv]nmuwm On

2 pg. 17 of the GMP/EIS under the "Boundaries and Land Protection” subtitle, the first
sentence raised a “red flag® for me:

*Boundaries would be established, and the needs for land protection would be
determined...”

‘The Plan goes on 10 say that “the legislation for NezPerce National Historical Park
authorizes sites in the five states of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Wyoming, and Montana,”
but nowhere in that legisiation does it specify or even suggest boundaries for these sites. As
you know, several Northwest senators, including myself, sponsored the legislation that

Draft General Managemml Plan/ "'.:,_‘-T:"‘_" ol e e emacem  eeeiooe
E ntal Impact S
were based on the need to -
protect significant resources and
provide opportunities for public
enjoyment related to purposes
of the park. These boundaries
do not change the basic
14 M.Nez Perce Final Environmental
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Impact Statement

recognizes the 14 sites added in 1992. We saw the need to protect certain sites such as the
grave site of Old Chief Joseph located near the banks of Wallowa Lake in northeastern
Oregon. The legislation also recognizes the Nez Perce involvement in Wyoming although no
specific sites are named in that state. [ said then and I'll repeat today that this legislation
allows recognition of the sites where history was made.

1 have received several calls from constituents who are eager to enter into some type of land
agreement with the Park, be it easements or cooperative planning and
options. Where private property owners agree to participate, I fully encourage
those actions. However, the majority of private landowners have spoken--loudly and clearly.
They feel threatened by boundaries imposed by a federal agency, boundaries that suggest the
federal government may infringe on their rights as private property owners.

Frank, Susan told me that in Weippe you assured those residents that "we (the National Park
Service) are going to go back and erase those boundaries.” From this vantage point, I fully
concur with your comments. Where you have willing landowners, it wil! be appropriate to
work with them. Where you have concerns, it will be appropriate to directly

address those concerns by dropping the boundary recommendations. 1 strongly believe the
objectives of the act can be achieved by various means other than establishing boundaries.

Overall, any plan that addresses a 15 to 20 year time span will undoubtedly contain
3 suggestions that hit snags. My comments have addressed one of those directly. Other

such as i ing site i pumdngmmmlwmfwn
better ing of various armanging efforts with the
Idaho D of T on road and making with local

law enforcement agencies to have them patrol some sites all have great merit. They directly
relate to improving visitor experience at various sites of the park, which, in your words,
Frank, result *in beneficial cumulative effects” for the park itself.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you have questions regarding these

comments, please feel free to call me. I look forward to the final plan and its inclusion of
public comments.

Sincerely,

LARRY E. CRAI\

United States Senator

cc: Concerned Idaho constituents

approach to providing resource
protection and visitor
enjoyment — partnership and
voluntary cooperation. Based on
public response, we have
adjusted the site boundaries to
exclude land where the owners
objected to having their
property included within the
boundaries. We will continue to
work with landowners who are
interested in entering into land
protection agreements.

Thank you for supporting

our efforts to help improve

visitor experience at
various sites of the park. This
work would be impossible
without the cooperation of local
communities and interested
individuals.

Final Environmental
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The specific land

protection strategies were

not spelled out in the Draft
General Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement
because they must be based on
approval of the boundaries
proposed in the plan, and this
approval does not occur until

the Record of Decision is signed.

The public comment period is
included in the National
Environmental Policy Act
regulations for precisely this
reason—to give individuals the
opportunity to express their
views prior to an agency
decision. Based on public
response, we have adjusted the
site boundaries to exclude land
where the owners objected to
having their property included
within the boundaries. We will
continue to work with
landowners who are interested
in entering into land protection
agreements,

We acknowledge your
support for continued
cooperation with the local

public, and your recognition of

the unique character of Nez
Perce National Historical Park.

2

e o
December 6, 1996

Franklin C. Walker, Superintendent
Nez Perce National Historical Park
PO Box 93

Spalding, Idsho 83551-0093

Dear Superintendent Walker:
Thank you for sending me & copy of the draft General

raised concerns about its implications for the private property owners in the area.
‘While the Park Service has stated publically that it does not intend to compromise those rights, the

Ph-mvuh_l-
outcome of these a8 yet unknown strategies, and the posential effects on the value and use of their property.

mhuﬁwﬂhl”dlm-ﬁﬁhhwmm
relying on with local entities and individusts to
-n*ﬁpt-‘ M-hmﬂ-dﬁhﬁndhﬂ.ﬂh—'u
private property. Such agrosments can be accomplished without cresting boundary lines. 1 will in no way
support & condemnation agreement unless it has been entered into willingly by the property owner.

1 appreciate the fact that this is only & draft GMP/EIS. 1 trust that the Park Service will conduct &
thorough and careful review of the comments and concerns they have heard thus far. As the Service
wh—uhﬁﬁmlﬁhﬂhmhﬂﬂhﬁhl

with local

strong emphasis on
uhhbb xotectioe strategics.

This is » wonderful opportunity to highlight a unique chapter in American history, and the 5 tes
sssocisted with the Nez Perce Tribe, their past and cultwre. As the Park Service has noted, it will be
most effective if it is accomplished with the support of the local public. 1 sppreciste the Park Service
continuing 10 keep me informed of the plan’s

16 ”Nez Perc
A National Historical Park
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Uniied Stateo Forest 12730 Highwey 12
Department of Bervice National Orefine, D 63544
Agricutture Forest :u‘u
w
File Coda: 1900
Date:  November 6, 1908

t. W
n-n-cvn-
Superintencent
Nez Perce National Historical Park.
Box 80
Spaking, idsho 63851-0088
Dear Mr. Wakker
We have reviewed your October 15 lster regarding the Drat
Impact Stasement (GMP/ES). suggRToND.
gven 10 you by Uinda (Lily) Fes, your temer was on the

35 years. | do not anticipme ary signiicant changss regarding e menagement of the vieusl or

Thank you for the support you
expressed for the proposed
action at Musselshell Meadow.
We also appreciate the
significant contribution the
Clearwater National Forest has
made in Ms. Fee’s time during
development of the Draft

g General Management Plan/
E | Impact S
gl ek We look forward to working
T CABWELL with you further.

Forest Suparvieor

e

s Caring for Whe Land and Serving People
Final Environmental Nez PGI’CGQ‘ 17
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. We acknowledge the
support you expressed for
the proposed action. We

look forward to meeting with

you to develop interagency
agreements regarding
management of this site. We do
not anticipate that any of our
plans will affect your research
activities.

United States Agricultursl Pacific West Area Rangs \ Sheep Production
Department of Ressarch U.S. Sheep Efficiency

Agriculture Service Experiment Station Unit

November 12, 1960

Mr. Frankiin C, Welker, Superintendent

USDI, National Park Service

Nez Perce Nationsl Historical Park

Box 93

Spaiding, Idsho 83551-0093

Desr Mr. Walker:

Thank you for your letter of October 16, 1998 regarding the GMP/EIS for the Nez Perce National
Historical Park and Big Hole National Battiefleld.

The interest of the USDA, Agriculturel Research Service (ARS), U. S. Sheep Experiment Station

trafling
‘made to the srea, our tradiing activity mey be seversly hampared.
We are generally in favor of Altemative 3 but would like additional information regarding

discussion. Please contact me o set up a mutually egresable date and plecs for 8 mesting.
M—-
MDW

©oc: Robert Serrano, Area Property Management Officer, Albeny, CA

e e et e .
USDA ARS PWA USSES WC 82 Box 2010 Dubols, idsho 83423 TEL: (20M374-6200  FAX: (2001374-5882

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Dworshak Fisheries

P.0. Box 18

Ahsahka, Idaho 83520-0018

November 21, 1996

Franklin C. Walker, Superintendent
Nez Perce National Historical Park
P.0. Box 93

Spaulding, Idaho 83551-0093

Dear Mr. Walker:

I am in receipt of the draft General Manzgement Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement for the Nez Perce National Historical Park which
identifies Kooskia National Fish Hatchery as being associated with the
Looking Glass Camp site.

I would be in an with the i Park
Service to develop cultural history unwhu this site. As
you are aware, we are in the

trail next to the old mill pond, lou:dmthn-u-m
hatchery. We would like to involve the NPS in this process as much as
pmu!-. uhlmw-nmo!ynumummk_-tnd

factual about this
1mt historic llu
The map you included with the GMP/EIS del a
which encompassed the entire s at ki 1s
this the only being and if so, what

restrictions would this designation entail? Would the maintenance of
fish-rearing facilities at Kooskia National Fish h:dnzy b- Ln
cenflict with the level of
proposal? If so, n-yvmumunnmhﬂwmda
includes only the present trail site north of the hatchery access
road.

I appreziate :hmwcmtyeou—ln:um.pm and look forward
to 4 this further. Specialist
Duual-mrvﬂlhnum:h-hdm:hlﬂn Pond Trail project
for the Pish and Wildlife Service. You may contact her or myself at
(208) 476-4591.

Bincerely,

Weltl o el
William H. Miller, Manager
Dworshak Fisheries Cosplex

We look forward to

working with you to

interpret the Looking Glass
Camp site.

2 Management of a site is
the responsibility of the
administering agency,
based on its policies and
practices. When the resources
are on property managed by
another agency, the National
Park Service will work
collaboratively with that agency
to meet resource protection and
interpretation goals.

18 " Nez
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was determined to be adequate.

We appreciate the EPA’s
review of the document
and are pleased that it

10
Seattle, Washingion 88101
December 2, 1996
Reply To
A OF ECO-088 Ref: 96-083-NPS
Suparintendent
N-MNMWM
P.O. Box
sp-\agummsn
Dear Sir/Madam:
The Eavironmental Protection has reviewed the Draft

Agency Management
WMMMIEIS)&MN-MWMM
and Big Hole Nutional Battiefleld in accordance with our responsibilities under the Nations)
Environmental Policy Act and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

Bosed on the information presented in the draft MP/EIS, our review has not identified any
potential environmental impacts that would require substantive changes to the proposal. Asa
consequence, we are assigning a Lack of Objections (LO) rating to the proposed project.
Enclosed please find a summary of the rating system used in our evaluation of the draft MP/EIS.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (206) 553-8561.

e

wm-.uny-
Environmental Review Team

[ o T —

WN

‘We have reviewed the draft general impact
hm“ﬂmmﬂ*u““i“hm
and Washington, and we offer the following comments.

Any proposal iavolving sizable construction (i.e., visitor center, rosds, parking,
construction, etc.) should be submitted to the Corps of Engineers to determine if waters of the
U.S. or wetlands will be impacted prior to the start of construction. In the Omaha District, final
project plans should be sent to:

310 South Park
Drawer 10014
Helena, Montana 59626-0014

On page 47, the table of “Samons2'is

alternative 3; however, hbﬂhhﬂn!h—y

In several of
euﬂ.n—im m“h*ﬂw-u*mdﬁ
resources would be affected and how they are affected. (i.c., altermative | page 69; aiternative 3
page 112; and alternative 2 pages 117, 119, 130, and 133).

The followis in the natural resources
-ﬂn&hm-hﬁuhﬁnhﬂdﬂﬂ*d’.lm

and sockeye salmon. In the environmental consequences table for these projects (page
62, 73, and 102), it states that there will be no impact to natural resources. The environmental
impact statement should explain why these species will not be impacted.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Gail Campos of our staff at (402) 221-4891.
e ity t0 soview this document

Thank you for

The National Park Service

will comply with all laws,

regulations, and NPS
policies, etc. regarding water
and wetlands as they relate to
anticipated development.

Thank you for noting this
error. Please see
Corrections and Revisions.

When site-specific project

planning takes place,

resources will be
inventoried and appropriate
natural and cultural resource
compliance will be conducted.
Please refer to page 164 in the
draft document.

Development and

anticipated use at the

Spalding site [page 62] and
the Canoe Camp site [page 72]
would not change the habitat
used by bald eagles nor disturb
them. Sturgeon and sockeye
salmon are not known to occur
at the White Bird Battlefield site.
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Thank you for your comments
on the Draft General Management
Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement. We look forward to
continuing our working
relationship with you.

The proposed boundary at

Dug Bar was adjusted to

reflect your comment. We
acknowledge your comments
regarding interpretation and
resource management at this
site.

The proposed boundary at

Joseph Canyon Viewpoint

was adjusted to reflect
your comment. We share your
concerns regarding human
waste and the potential for a
“de facto” trailhead into the
canyon. We will work with you
to develop a memorandum of
understanding for operational
and interpretive considerations
for this site.

.

United Siates. Foreot Vallowa-Whitmsn P. 0. Box 90

Depantment of Service: Rational Forest

Baker City, ﬂ 97814

9

S

oy 1920
w Docember 11, 1996

Mr. Frank Valker, Superintendent
Hex Perce National Historical Park
P. 0. Box 93

Spalding, 1D 83551

The Vallowa-Whitman National Fovest (WWNF) ofters the following comments
Tegarding the Nex. Perce National Historical Park and Big Hole National
General Plan and Impact

(one/z1s).

2 u,-emmdmummuunnumme
north from the site,
ﬂumdﬁ--lmnm-nh m..‘mz.-ﬂu\-ﬂnrnm
sast. Manage Interpretaction and maintensnce of the Nee-Me-Poo trail
Jointly, per of not as & 1inear portion
ﬂmhmiwtumofﬂu.l«uu

Visitor information about this site will include xcad informstion addressing
the o and

hnltu‘ll‘uuchpumulvnumdmh.lu site. Esphasize
presence of grazing to be sure interestsd parties are fully hhr—d of the
continuation of this activity.

Concerns have been expressed about noxious weeds -t &u site. This is an
important issue that we will need to

m_?u_vm%y Concern that private land is not displayed on the
wap in ~ropose an. Displsy private land, in the vicinity of the
site, on site maps.

Concern with human waste at Jouyh Overlook. Proposal for restrooms at
site. ‘The Forest Paul that the National Park
Service will have "'- for

The site will be defined by m flat m- bordersd by State Iunmy 3, the
canyon rim, and private land.
through the national forest scemery l-a-p-n: systes.

FRa20011 7/80

Mr. Prank Valker, Superintendent

° ; : el

Concern for "defacto” trailhesd into Jseph Canyon that would edversely iy
.munmu-.m :

Picnic sits propesed by the Forest Service is still a visble cptien.

. Uni-vldurm“
3 60,000+ visitors amwally, there
mm& .n-n.-u--pwu.m and informstion

nationsl park sites. Mu-lumuyn-

1 Jane Rohling in development of
mmun uuumu at the various sites.

Please direct questions and comments about these lssues, concerns, and
opportunities lnpnucah Jismy Roberts, and Kendall Clark
(541-426-4978) .

Sincerely,

R. M. RICHMOND
Supervisor
cc:  $0-Rec
m,;-:nu-
ﬁl&l Valley RD

Thank you for the offer to

share the opportunities for

interpretation and
information at your visitor
center. We will work with you
to determine how best to do
this.

2 **Nez Perc
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Management of a site is the
responsibility of the
administering agency, based on
its policies and practices. When
the resources are on property
managed by another agency, the
National Park Service will work
collaboratively with that agency
to meet resource protection and
interpretation goals. We will
work with you and the other
involved agencies in the future
to outline the details of
cooperation and collaboration.

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Park
Service's proposed plans for the Nez Perce National Historical Park (Park). Because
the Hasotino Village (10 NP 151) is now included as one of the sites within the Park, we

the

are interested in leaming more about the specific actions which have been identified for
this location and the Corps of Engineer’s role in implementation.
The in the draft impact (EIS) reflects

the current conditions at 10 NP 151. The Hasotino village site is located within three of
um MNMG&MMW cumently leased to the
Idaho State Parks and the Hells Gate Habitat MU, which
w“mwm-manmmmmm
Wildiife Compensation Plan; and the Helis Gate Low Density MU. The manner in which
these proposed actions will be carried out should be identified within the EIS (e.g. solely
Park Service effort/funding or a joint effort between the Park Service and land owner),
Until this information is available, we will have to reserve additional comments for a
later date.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity for review and comment. We look forward to
meeting with you on December 16th, h«huuhm MMmuho we will

provide a map with our MU's and the
boundary.
Sincerely,

Chief. Environmental Resources Branch

24 Q/QNez Per
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PO.BOX 308 * LAPWAL IDANO §3840 *

Novesber 15, 1996

'tlnl Walker, Supertindent
Perce National Historical Park
l-uuu Park Service
Box 93
Spalding, ID
83551

Dear Mr. Walker,
Ivunﬂlnuntu‘thﬂluhuhgumm
for the Park

Plan

However, -:nuuume—n-m-mnmupum surface in
relation to ibal member can access on sits the
potential to sell their artwork.

Specifically there is an interest among tribal artists to lease .or
l-uuu either the old maintenance shop or the historic "Watsons
serchandise” building both located at Spalding. The is to
establish a visible location whers local tourists will able to
interact directly with the artist as well as Dbe able to market
products directly. Since you are in a comment per: in refersnce to
the Management Plan, perhaps these can be incorporated.

2“.0, on another subject, I understand the Nes Perce Rational

l

Please let us know when it is convenient to meet. Thank you.
81
Carla J. 3
Land Commission Chairwoman
cc: Land Commission members
Young Horseman Program

TRIBAL EXECUTIVE OMITI'EE

The proposed action at the
Spalding Site [p. 60]
specifies that adaptive use

of the Watson’s Store will be

provided for, possibly with
leasing arrangements. Use of
this structure by tribal artists
seems very appropriate, and
would benefit both the artists
and the visitors. Watson’s Store
will need substantial
rehabilitation prior to any
public use.

2 Indian preference in
contracting is an
operational issue, and
outside the scope of the General
Management Plan process.
Additionally, the National Park
Service, unlike the Bureau of
Indian Affairs and Indian
Health Service, is not able to use
Indian preference in contracting
and hiring. We do, however,
follow the procedures of the
Tribal Employment Rights
Ordinance and have
successfully employed Indian-
owned businesses for contracts.
We will mzke every effort to
ensure TERO is aware of all
park contracting opportunities.

Final Environmental
Impact Statement
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your support for this plan.

We look forward to
continuing to work with you to
implement the plan.

The four delegates from 2
the Colville Confederated
Tribes contributed

significantly to the planning

process. We appreciate the time

and effort they spent.

1 We gratefully acknowledge 1

(509) 6344711

Attached is Tribal Resolution 1996-559 which is self explanatory.

estimade cost for of the Interpretive/Cultural Center is $2,500,000.
‘We wish to enter into a 638 contract operation and maintenance of the complex which is separate
from the $2,500,000. hhﬁﬂ*h‘)t!lh*hh*
between the Colville Confederated Tribes and National Park Service.
um-mu—umm—.m-‘umm-
contact persons.  They can be reached at 509-634-4711.

Thank you for allowing the four delegates that were approved by tribal resolution to participate
in the planning process for the General Management Plan of the Nez Perce National Historical
Park,

If you have any questions, do not hesitate 1o call.

Gl &l abor

Colville Business Council

1996559
RESOLUTION
WHEREAS, the draft General Management Plan for the Nez Perce National Historical
Park has been submitted 10 the Colville Confederated Tribes as well 23 the Chief Joseph Band
of Nez Perce for review, and

'WHEREAS, it is the recommendation of t*.c Natural Resources Committee of the Colville
Confedernted

Historical Park to be fimded by National Park Service and built in Nespelem.

'WHEREAS, it is further recommended that John Sirios and Rodney Cawston (509-634-
4711) be contact parsons o provide technical assistance and follow up on the above-mentioned
Interpretive/Cultuzal Center.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that we, the Colville Business Council meeting i
SPECIAL Session, iils Sth day day of DECEMBER 1996, acting for and in behalf of the
Colville Confederated Tribes, do hereby approve the of the Natural

The foregoing was duly enactod by the Colville Business Council by a vote of 7 FOR
0 AGAINST, under authority corusined in Article V, Section 1(a) of the Constitution of the
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, ratified by the Colville Indians on February 26,
1938, and approved by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs on April 19, 1938.

ATTEST:

Final Environmental

A
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We gratefully acknowledge
your support for this plan.

Please see Nez Perce Tribal

Executive Committee, Land

Commission Chairwoman
Carla HighEagle #1, page 25.

We will continue to work
in partnership with the

tribe to protect and
interpret existing and additional
sites.

The park and tribe are

developing a new

cooperative agreement to
help address these issues. The
National Park Service is
required to follow Office of
Personnel Management hiring
guidelines.

We share your concerns

regarding funding for the

implementation of this
plan, and will pursue funding
according to the priorities
established on pages 15 and 16
of the Draft General Management
Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement.

We look forward to
continuing our partnership
with the tribe.

TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
PO.BOX 305 + LAPWAY, IDAHO 83540 » (208) 849-2253

Thank you for attending the Natural 19th toexplain
the Draft General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for the Nez Perce
National Historcal Park and Big Hole Natonal Patefie. The Nez Perce Trbe i in support

of your reiop to provide

Issues or concens received through our office and staff include: 1). A desire to include Nez
2 Perce artists with an office or sales outlet space to set up displays and interact directly with the
public. We understand the Park does provide for the purchase of Nez Perce artwork, however,
the artists themselves would like to be able to establish a location, such as the Watsons Store
ﬁ-l“oﬂ. 2). Tnm_ihﬂ-bh-lﬁYﬁvmd

inchad signage especially at sites that are not
m-u-n-mr—h—nu 3). hu-&hwr—
nh-o‘-l » “ '__-- of
and National Park level.

m.wnmwhhquﬁ-pw-dhﬁdﬁmhmﬂ
Mﬁnnnhﬁwbh_ﬁp-wm-h
National Park Service through the of the and US. Congr
ﬂﬁmwm
6 ‘Thank you for your cooperation and positive working relationship with the Nez Perce Tribe.
Sincerely,
M’X%«y

Samuel N. Penney
Chairman

28 V’N z
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TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

PO.BOX 305 + LAPWAL IDANO 83640 +

Decesber 11, 1996

Frank Walker, Superintendent

Nez Perce Mational Historical Park
Mational Park Service
P. 0. Box 93

Spalding, ID £3551-0093

Dear Superintendent Walker:

Thank for giv! this support the
B LD S S
Management Plan.

1 think the General Management P ln l- vlul to the future
National Historical preservat

Perce
history for the gemerations to a- -n- ln- which I
deals with road Im not for the present turn-outs,
area such ac area. There 1
ng nl.l area and the history of this
to in order for le to learn
People. I 1like the of Monster” turnout where you
elder WMoz Perce gentleman telling part of
and English subtitles are located
-11;,-11 visitor to follow along. The ly other area that I
would 1il be I
at service. Personally, I appreciate E
ve work in the publ.

e=p!
question which is in my mind, who better to teach
Nez Perce history than a Nex Perce parson?

unly. I want to thank the Nex Perce National u-uuux nrl
the working which exists between
hm Tribe and the Park Service.

Thank you for your active

support of the general

management planning
process.

Please refer to the

discussion in the general

responses section for
Interpretation and Visitor Use.

Please see Nez Perce Tribal

Executive Committee,

Chairman Samuel Penny #4,
page 28.

We appreciate your
contribution to the
relationship between the

Impact Statement

84 1y, park and the Tribe.
et A P —
Arthur . Taylor
Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee
co:r file
Final Environmental perceQ’ 29
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If traffic on local roads

increases due to higher

visitation at park sites, we
will work with county
governments to address these
needs. Authority for the park to
enter into agreements with
county governments for this
purpose is provided in 16 USC
8a and 8b.

For explanation of a land

protection plan, please

refer to the discussion
under General Responses to
Major Issues, Boundaries and
Land Protection, Land
Protection Plan, earlier in this
document. Valuation of land is
established by the County
Assessor’s office. Because there
are no proposals for acquisition
at Weippe Prairie, there will be
no effect on the tax base.

There is no proposal to
acquire land for Weippe
Prairie.

A meeting was held with

the Clearwater County

Commission and with the
Mayor of Weippe, Idaho.

2
3

CCHARLES D. CUDDY COMMITTEES

mau'-m FEVERE & TAXATION

RSk counmes RESOURCES & CONSERVATION
HOME ACURESS TRANSPORTATION & DEFENSE.
P.0, BOX 84

CROFING, IDAHO 83544

BUSINESS

RESIDENCE

¥ House of Representatives
State of Idaho

Sp-uldmg. ID 83551-0093
Dear Mr. Walker:

I'have been informed by a number of my constituents and public officials of the park
service notice to property owners regarding inclusion of a part of the Weippe prairie in
the Nez Perce National Park.

‘This has not only raised the concemn of the individuals owning property that may be
proposed for taking, but also local public officials that provide the public services to the
proposed location.

Obviously, the recent action taken in Utah has raised the level of concem in this area and
the local attitude toward the federal government. Impact of additional traffic on local
M(plmc\dulyﬂmeﬂmmnotuphl(mﬁeed)needuobem What is
your plan to manage dust ab: on these roads, and
vnnommlmmmwdedhyloulumtm"

I also want to know and und what i aland ion plan, what it means
and what affect it will have on the valuation of the land, and how it will affect the tax
base of local entities.

In addition, I would like clarification on the statement that your planning effort will
minimize land acquisition and what the acreage of minimization represents.

Cmmmqmiumwmpdmﬁwmhmdmdhnmbdivhimmd
building codes. At this point I have not been advised that you have approached any local
government officials to discuss their concerns.

Page2

Paragraphs three and four of your letter dated October 15, 1996 appear to me to be in
direct conflict as paragraph three says that the proposal to | park site.
boundaries in no way constitutes a proposal to purchase or hn“ﬂ
Mh-numi—h.mmh-mw
-lhﬂ-u-u'hnluguﬂ-

plans. | believe these

land acquisition expectations /
mﬁlﬂbhnﬂ-hhmm conservation and access

detailed explanation.

meumwhymbmmh—hhﬁt‘“*
M»nmummammu

Please refer to the
discussion under Land

Protection Plan.

6 We regret that our letter to
landowners created
concern. We held public

ings in 21 cc ities
during scoping for this plan,
and another 17 public meetings
for comment on the Draft

Idaho and local units of government are all under tight budget constraints and the
reluctance to accept your responsibilities can be expected to increase.

Your October 15th mailing to the affected individuals has created l
MWthhW@mﬁy T believe it is essential for you to
hold a public meeting in the community and explain your proposal and intentions, and
discuss the impacts. Public testimony needs to be gathered at that meeting and be
included in your file and proposed E.LS.

m.wmu—wm»mmmmmmm
including the perception that this is the federal go its
will on a small community, may have been avoided.

1 am requesting a copy of your G.M.P./E.A. and response to my inquiries prior to
my formal ding your L

Very truly yours,

Charles D.

District 7

CDC:ba

cc: Senator Dirk Kempthome

Senator Larry E. Craig
Govemor Phil Batt

General Management Plan/

E I Impact S

Notice of these meetings was
given in local newspapers and
other media. Several newsletters
were also distributed to the
nearly 2,000 addresses on the
mailing list we have developed
for this project. After the 17
public meetings in October,
1996, we again contacted
landowners. When landowners
are not willing, the boundary
will not include their property,
except in the few cases where
there are legislated boundaries.

30 MNez Perc
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Thank you for your

support of the general

management planning
process.

We agree that the

interrelationships between

the park and the Nez Perce
(Nee-Me-Poo) National Historic
Trail would have benefitted
from more discussion. We
intend to work toward
improving our coordination
with the agencies,
organizations, and individuals
who manage and support the
trail.

A more detailed map of the
park will be included in

the final General
Management Plan.

We and our partners have
been working with Travel
Montana.

Yes, we have been working

with the scenic byways

programs in states where
they exist.

As discussed in the

general responses under

Land Protection Plan, and
in Senator Kempthorne #2,
page 16, specific land protection
strategies have not been
developed for each site, and
therefore we cannot yet
establish priorities for
implementation activities. We,
too, look forward to working
with you on title transfer for
Bear Paw Battlefield to the
National Park Service.

1420 East Sixth Avenue

P.O. Box 200701

Helena, MT 50620

December 11, 1996 '

Frank C. Walker

Nez Perce National Historical Park

P. 0. Box 93

Spalding, ID 83551

Dear Frank:

This is an excellent and comprehensive planning effort, involving an important component of American

il
culture. The Plan represents an impressive effort at pulling together information on a wide variety of
sites scattered over a large area. A few specific comments are listed below:

ohthe " and .
tetween the Nez Perce National Historic Park and the Nez Perce National Historic Trail. There is some
discussion of the comprehensive plan for the trail on pages 10 and 11, as well as discussion of the trail
itself in other places, but given how closely these efforts are related, it might be helpful to say more.

2 * The Plan could possibly benefit from more di

* A more detailed site map than the one included on page 2 would be helpful. The individual site maps
work very well.

* Concerns about crowding at two Montana sites (Bear Paw and Big Hole) are discussed on page 31.
4 Has there been any discussion with Travel Montana (the Montana state tourism organization) about
reducing promotion of these sites?
* Has there been any discussion about integrating sites with existing or proposed state scenic byways in
smwhkhhlveﬂxhpmpms{mmdoamﬂ Scenic byways can be an excellent vehicle for
“ibking 1 a conerent Tashiod Tnstonc Sies Strung ot hong & wnear corrivor.
* We may have missed it, but are sites in private ownership and identified for possible purchase
prioritized in the plan?
We appreciate the ity 10 offer ts on the Plan and EIS and look forward to
working with your agency during the implementation of the Plan. As you know, our agency owns the
Bear Paw Battleground and we will assist you as best we can in your land protection plan in an effort to
transfer the battleground property title to NPS.

ARNOLD OLSEN
Administrator
Parks Division

Beaverhead Land Use and

County Planning Coordinator
uu——no-o-—-
Difion, MT 59725
PH: (406) 6834868
FAX:(406) 683-5776
Novecber 4, ‘”‘.

The Beaverhead County Planning Department has reviewed the
draft management plan and E.I.5 for the Big Hole National
Battlefield.

The P action 2) would better serve the
public by the wvisi center. With increased
visitor number, the current facility cannot adequately function as
it was intended. =
Basveriead Gouncy and e SUppOLt tha peopoesd Sotion tn The. hoge

24 we action
that this facility will to be a for -]
to Beaverhead County.
Sincerely,

uum.:rtymwm

We gratefully acknowledge
your support for the Big Hole
National Battlefield in general,
and for the proposed action
(Alternative 2).
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support of the selection of

the proposed alternatives
for Dug Bar, Joseph Canyon
Viewpoint, Lostine
Campground, and Old Chief
Joseph Gravesite.

1 We acknowledge your

As stated in the general

response to questions

about Surveys, Studies,
and Plans for Resource
Protection, the National Park
Service will work
collaboratively with property
owners and managers to
conduct necessary studies and
meet resource protection goals.
This includes collaboration to
control noxious weeds.

Please refer to our general

response regarding

Establishing Boundaries,
and to Senator Craig #2, page 14.

State of Oregon 1m0

WALLOWA COUNTY COURT

Phore: 603-426-4543

Decesber 5, 1996

Frank Walker, Superintendent
Nez Nm lltlnll Historical Park
P.0. Box

mldinﬁ, lD 83551
Dear Mr. Walker,

Park as you adopt the Final Plan. We have restricted our review to
those sites locate within Wallowa County, Oregon.
L]
We concur in the sel i ! Al 2 as the
action. We reiterate our essed in our letter of

November 13, 1996 about the lml ot !ual loading as a result of
decreased qruinq at the Dug I-r nn e nﬂvocat- that the Park
Service work with the Forest level of
grassy fuels. This is in ecquuco with the pmutm of the
Wallowa County/Nesz perce Tribe Salmon Habitat Recovery Plan which
applies to all lands in Wallowa County by virtue of being included
in the Wallowa County Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Another
provluon of the._ H.non mnnc Plan is the control of roxious

that in your final

weeds .
Wt plan.
JOSEPH CANYON VIEWPOINT

We concur in the selection of Alternative 2 as the
action. We insist that the wishes of private
respected as to whether to include private lands within the
boundary of the site. In this case we believe that the private
landowner requests that the property be excluded from the site
boundary and that request must be honored. We believe that the
pr .ious and future management of the private lands continue to
provide for the visual aspect that is desired.

We concur in the selection of Al ve 3 as the
action. We heartily support the establishment of an interpretive
facility on the Tick Hill uu. Once .qun we insist that the
wishes of private 1 to inclpde

addr
various land use activities

Thank you for the opportunity to request these corrections to
the propo.od plen which is so important to the citisens of Wallowa
County, the members of the Nex Perce Tribe and the people of the
Unlt.d States.
Sincerely,

WALLOWA COUNTY COURT

G ) i

4 We acknowledge your
concern regarding
increased traffic on Baker
Road, and we look torward to
working in partnership with
you to resolve this and other
similar issues as the plan is
implemented.

The Draft General

Management Plan/

Environmental Impact
Statement states that a fee or
partial interest will be acquired
only when there is a willing
seller and a willing buyer,
subject to specific exceptions,
such as the property proposed
for acquisition adjacent to the
Old Chief Joseph Gravesite.
Congress designated these
exceptions, designated by
Congress, which allow for
condemnation as a last resort
for certain properties if they are
threatened. Please refer to the
park legislation on page 168 of
the Draft General Management
Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement.

rivate lands within the boundlry of the Ccnﬂuuc- Site. Any
privcto property landowner request that the property be excluded
from the site boundary must be honored.
_ Final Environmental
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Please see the section
summarizing the results of
public meetings, and the
general response for
Interpretation and Visitor Use.
We look forward to working
with the communities and other
partners near Bear Paw
Battlefield in the public
involvement process associated
with refining the need, scale,
and siting for visitor facilities at
the battlefield. Based on public
comment, the proposed
alternative has been changed to
Alternative 3.

CITY OF HARLEM
A MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
(406) 353-2361 - BOX 579
HARLEM, MONTANA 59526

Wovember 14, 1996

Superintendent
l"‘; :;m Hational Historical Park
Spalding, Idaho 83551

Dear Superintendent,

I have read with interest the plan for the Nez Perce National
Bistorical Park. I feel it necessary to comment on the Bear Paw
!ltthﬂ.cld portion of this plan. According to the plan, no

tion lor a visitor's center is being proposed. I believe

m items of major importance should be addressed.
Pirst, tho bltt]..!lclﬂ is in a remote section of Blaine County
though lcccni.blo by a paved road. The battlefield, historically,
is of the utmost importance. It signifies the ending of the final
Plains Indian Wars. As important, it further signifies the
beginning of the influence of the white man as much as it llqnlﬂu
the end of an orl for the Native American, not just the Nez Perce
tribe. iou Chief Joseph aside, this important historical
fact will prroblbly attract people to this site moreso than many of

the already developed sites of the Nez Perce Trail.

Second, because of the impact of people at this site, the
basic need 'for facilities, not only to tell the story of the
historical significance of this si! Ll u-dod to handle the
influx ot people and a myriad of probl could possibly crop
up, ical emergencies, toilet t.cnlt!.n, and A.D.A.
nqnl.r—-nt-.

I have taken it upon myself to follow a major portion of the
Nez Perce Trail as a historian and as a community leader to see
first hand what has happened at other sites. Due to the importance
of this -Lu, at the very least a need for more improvements is
needed a visitor cantcz, in my estimation, is a real
polll.bnley neede for this site

Sincerely,
cit; lem

DECEMBER 10, 199

FRANKLIN C. WALKER, SUPERINTENDENT
NEZ rm mrnuu. HISTORICAL PARK
P, 0. BOX 93

SPALDING, IDAMO @I551-0093

DEAR MR. WALKER:

PLEASE CONSIDER THIS LETTER AS MY COMMENT LETTER ON THE DRAFT GENERAL
MANAGEMENT PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.

FXRST,IMLXKEYDW"‘ CE FOR ALL THE EFFORTS

mmzmmmmnﬂwxm SITE. MR. HALFMOON
NTMWP@EM@‘NWTTDM&MIM.“M“
COMMUNITY OF CHINOOK.

lmuamﬁsmmﬂvxcﬂwnmmmlunnn‘
BEAR PAM BATTLEFIELD. PREFERABLY NEAR ENOUGH TO THE SITE THAT WOULD BE
PRACTICAL FOR THE PARK SERVICE AND THE VISITORS, YET FAR ENOUGH AWAY THAT IT
mmnxmrmmmmmm 10N OF THE BEAR PAN

1 WOULD LIKE TO SEE THE PARK SERVICE ACOUIRE THE ADDITIONAL LAMD CONTIGUOUS

TO THE PRESENT SITE. THIS WOULD PRESERVE MORE OF THE BATTLEFIELD FOR FUTURE
GENERATIONS AND MAKE THE BEAR PAN BATTLEFIELD A BETTER ATTRACTION FOR
VISITORS.

IN CONCLUSION I WOULD LIKE TO MAKE THE POINT THAT, SINCE THE BEAR PAM
BATTLEFIELD IS THE CULMINATION POINT OF THE NEZ PERCE STORY THAT IS BEING
TOLD AT THE 38 PARKS THAT YOU MANAGE, AND WMERE CHMIEF JOSEPH SAID *..FROM

\MERE THE SUN WM STAODS, 1 WILL FIGT NO WORE FOREVER.-, 1T MAY b€
APPROPRIATE TO INVEST IN THE BEAR PAM BATTLEFIELD AS SUGGESTED
SINCERELY,

William P. Oshacke
Mayor

WPO/wpo

iB

your commendation for
our efforts at Bear Paw
Battlefield.

Please see Mayor Miller,
Harlem, page 36.

Please see the general

response section on

Boundaries and Land
Protection Plan. The National
Park Service agrees that Bear
Paw Battlefield is extremely
important to the story of Nez
Perce National Historical Park,
and appropriate boundary
adjustments and land protection
strategies will be carefully
formulated for this site.

1 We gratefully acknowledge

36 VNez Perce
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~* Thank you for agreeing to
y the proposed boundaries
at the Weis Rockshelter
site.

The National Park Service

does not intend to restrict

any rights of the
Keuterville Highway District to
maintain and repair the road.
We hope to enlarge the parking
area at the site, subject to future
site-specific planning. The
safety of visitors and travelers
would be an important
consideration in that effort.

We look forward to

working with you to

develop a cooperative
agreement.

7= The Keuterville Highway District also may be

KEUTERVILLE HIGHWAY DISTRICT

P.O. Box 137
Cottonwood, ID 83522 ::::
COMMISSIONERS
Wands Hatks Charies Gehring et

December 1, 1996

Mr. Franklin Walker
National Park Service
P.0. Box 93
Spaulding, 1D 83551-0093

Dear Mr. Walker

‘We have received your letter of October 15, 1996 regarding the boundaries of the Weis
mmﬁ&nﬂmubnmumdhmulm

site. However, as Commissioners of the Keuterville Highway District, we do need to consider
the road right-of-way and environment the area. The area surrounding the site has
from time to time been subject to flooding and washouts from Graves Creek. It is our interest to
ensure safety and travel of our local roads.

In view of the above, we would request that if the site were to be used as proposed, that

Keuterville Highway District have the unrestricted right to maintain the road right of way, and/or

perform repair work major or minor due to flooding or other acts. Further, it appears that parking

may not be sufficient at the site to allow for safety of the visitors and those traveling the roads.

Would it be the intention of the Park Service to enlargen the parking area or direct parking to
another spot further up the road.

ina 10 set out the
responsiblities of each of the parties at the site. The agreement could address certain items such
s liability insorance, signage, and permits, etc. for coverage and wo: < on the arca. We would
be happy to discuss these items further at your convenience. Our regular meetings are held on
the 2nd each month at 5:00 pm at the District Shop. Please feel free to contact myself
at (208) 962-3163 or Joe Forsmann at (208) 962-3161.

38 M Nez Perce
A National Historical Park

November 13, 1996
OREGON TRAIL
COORDINATING COUNCIL  Frankiin C. Walker, Superintendent
Nez Perce National Historical Park
BOARD OF DIRECTORS Box 93
COMMTTEE Spaiding, Idsho 83551
Strve Mock, President & oo
Dear 3
T —— “The Oregon Trails Coordinat
Ben Whiteley mum_s—hhhummu
nuwwmc«uw—uwsw&
Linda Besuchamp in Oregon.
Jo Hallam
oo 1 Lostine Campsite: The Oregon Trails Coordinating Council supports Alternative 3
which is i in The
Pred Warner, Se. M "o’ A
2‘3""'-“ dovel i the town of Wallowa
EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS i Nez Perce. The local
Cuslls rganized .—‘—wv f d Nez Perce
wun—uwu..,... —Hhmumdmmmhhmd
Jomes Hamrick hvaTa-—“ i
Karen Th&w'l’limulu“hh
g conpltion of this prcjeis. A gestasesblp : A
Cynthia Orlando and maintenance ‘.nﬁ' to the success of this effort.
USDI National Park Service
o.::.m-um-y m'BrmC_lwAh-n-Z l--mﬁhur—-
James Pollock
IDAV-'-!-nh - lbth_ Ims ﬁ' .". ThCamlq:lulﬂh
us.«_,c.,.uw ‘addition of seasonal interpretive stafl as visitation is limited.
TONORANY s Joseph Canyon Viewpoint: The Council supports Aemative 2. This site would be
Vic Atiyeh greatly enhanced for the visitor by the addition of interpretation located ofT the highway
- and by the addition of restrooms.
Peter Defasio
bt e Y O Chief Joseph Gravesite: The Council supports Aliemative 3, Acccssibility 10 the
Coldschmide rhynp 2 . £ .
fephiormy " staff during peak summer hours would enhance visitor experience.
John Kitzhaber
m"’ The Oregon Trails Coordinating Council support the efforts of the National Park Service
Rom Wyden 1o develop the four sites in Orcgon.
Sincerely,

Please see Wallowa County
Court #1, page 34.

The partnerships

developed in association

with planning for this site
sets an excellent example of the
leverage that can result from the
organized efforts of small
communities working together
with agencies and organizations
toward a common goal. We look
forward to the continued
success of this partnership.

We acknowledge your

comment questioning the

need for additional staff at
Dug Bar, and your suggestions
and support for interpretation
and development at Joseph
Canyon Viewpoint and Old
Chief Joseph Gravesite.

Thank you for your
support of the National
Park Service.
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The planning team grate-

fully acknowledges your

recognition of the com-
plexity of the park and the
process we followed in develop-
ing this document. Unfortu-
nately, we believe your com-
ments reflect misunderstanding
of the present status of park
management The Draft Gmeral

Plan/Envi

lmpacl Statement does not need
to propose significant steps
beyond the current manage-
ment philosophy because, in the
past several years, park staff has
worked diligently to develop
ways to unify this group of
diverse sites that are scattered
across four states. What is
needed are the resources to be
able to actualize the potential
that already exists. These
resources include the full
participation of all possible
partners, and this participation
will be jeopardized if the
National Park Service adopts
too aggressive a stance in the
interests of being ambitious and
visionary.

The concerns noted here

are addressed on page 16

of the Draft General Man-
agement Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement under Actions
Common to All Sites and All
Alternatives, Interpretation and
Visitor Experience. How these
goals are reached through
specific design elements and
interpretive media at each site,
is a level of detail beyond the
scope of a General Management
Plan. When the GMP has been
approved, the park will imme-
diately begin work on the more
detailed plans necessary to
implement the GMP. For
interpretation and visitor use

National Parks
and Conservation Association

PACIFIC NORTHWEST REGIONAL OFFICE

Director November 22, 1998

RE: Draft General Manage . "ent Plan
Dear Frank:
Thank you for the opportunity to offer the following comments on the Draft
General Maagement Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (DGMP) for the Nez Perce
National Historical Park (NPNHP).

First, NPCA comziments the planning team on this monumental effort. The
complexity of managing thirty eight sites over five states has now been eclipsed by the
of this Itis thorough

However, NPCA mmnmuamnm
mmmnmm'u‘“—- 0 land/resource

protection (including new site acquisition) and the DGMP unnecessarily
limits the NPNHP’s potential. In this mgard, the story of Nez Perce country is simply
too important and 100 compeiling 1o settie for anything close to the status quo.

We agree that the preferred Altemative #2 (for overall park management) may
be the most praciicable in these fiscally constrained times. However, we also believe
that a window of opportunity 1o improve and better tie individual park sites together is
rapidly closing. Uniess aggressive action is take, much will be lost within the time-
frame contemplated by the DGMP. Potential sites will be lost, viewsheds will be
compromised and existing sites will be lost in a sea of roadside development.

Pacific Northrwest Regional Office National Office
PO, Box 12216, Seattle, WA 98102 1776 Mass. Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036
Tel: (206) 328-7274 » Fax: (206) 328-7281 Tel: (202) 223-6722 » Fax: (202) 659-0650

Improving and mwmnmhmmm
of the NPNHP. The present level of interpretation and coordination between sites is
lacking in both form and substance. And, mum‘hﬂulﬁbﬂwu
simply not going to yield the resuits the Nez Perce story deserves.

Clearly, there are many ways to improve interpretation and coordination. The
site specific information contained in the DGMP begins to address this. But to make
the NPNHP live up 1o its potential and hold together as a unit worthy of national park

,itis

the visitor to engage him/herself and travel on to the next site. There must aiso be
‘enough critical mass to make the park, or major sections of the park, hoid together
thematically.

Monspodﬁuly. wawuwmdm

and through fee-simple and
as well as o same. w.aho

advocate, hmunw-wmmwmuwmw
Wha.-u on greatly
and interpretive materials

the de- nature of the NPNHP prescribes
that there be Qr between local, state and federal

agencies. However, structure

creation of a local park board and/or executive director. The NPNHP should be
managed by the National Park Service in accordance with National Park Service
policies and guidelines.

Generally speaking, NPCA agrees with the DGMP's preferred site-specific
altematives (save for large capital expenditures on expansion of the visitor's center),
but here again, wnhdmdondwlumm\omnmmm
thematically unify the NPN|

In summary, NPCA encourages the NPNHP to exercise more vision and
ambition in planning for the unit’s next fifteen to twenty years. While we agree that the
Alternative #2 (for general management) may seem the most “praciical” in
these fiscally constrained times, it is imperative that the National Park Service be a
much stronger advocate for the park and Nez Perce story.

Sincerely,

a3

Phil Pearl
Regional Director

cc:  William Walters

that plan will be the Compre-
hensive Interpretive Plan.

The Spalding Visitor Center is
centrally located within a half
day’s drive of the majority of
the park’s 38 sites. Because of its
proximity to the park’s primary
resources, it provides the park
with its best opportunity to
orient visitors to the primary
interpretive themes and facili-
tate visitors experiencing those
stories at multiple resource sites.
The 1992 additions legislation
added 14 sites to the park and in
doing so placed a greater
emphasis on the War of 1877
story. All of the interpretive
media at Spalding predates this
addition. The actions proposed
for the Spalding Visitor Center
will update the interpretive
media to include the new sites,
provide more in-depth interpre-
tation of the park’s primary
interpretive themes and facili-
tate visitors experiencing
multiple park sites. The plan
also acknowledges the high
priority of the many other
important resource and inter-
pretive needs of the park and
the actions at Spalding are listed
in Appendix B as a third level
funding priority for implemen-
tation.

We agr. e. Please see pages
11 and 19 of the Draft
General Management Plan/

Environmental Impact Statement
for a discussion of this topic

We will look forward to
4 your support as we

implement this plan for a
complex and widely-dispersed
park within difficult fiscal
restraints.

Q "Nez Perce

A National Hxsloncai Park
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We will work with you to
assure that the marker is
protected.

The story of Calamity Jane

is beyond the scope of Nez

Perce National Historical
Park. However, this does not
preclude the Yeilowstone
Historical Society and other
organizations such as the
Friends of Canyon Creek from
developing interpretive
information at this location.

2

Yeirowsrone Histonicat SosieTy
- Jensen, President

um.ghmzmm-mz
(406)259-7936

mwhmwmumu‘? for

there. (We realize the
e dthb“*’?’“ﬁ)“m. h:r-’dy—hrud
‘we are most interested in your plans for it as well as for area.
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November 26, 1996

Franklin C. Walker, Superintendent
Nez Perce National Historical Park
Box 93

Spalding, idsho 83551

Dear Superintendent Walker:

The Oregon Tourism Commission's Task Force on Cultural Heritage Tourism supports the efforts
of the National Park Service to develop four Nez Perce National Historical Park sites in Oregon.
The Task Force has reviewed the Draft General Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement released in October and would like to submit comments for consideration.

Tourism is a healthy and growing segment of Oregon's economy, realizing over $4 billion in
1 revencie to the state each year. Cultural heritage tourism is a critical element of the state's visitor

generations. The Oregon Tourism Commission has designated cultural heritage tourism as a
'&w‘hmﬂuﬁ.mmmﬁmdmdﬂw
isitor facilities and g

The development of the four sites and the addition of interpretation that tells the story of the Nez
Perce people in Northeastern Oregon will enhance the visitor product existing in the region. The
projects will also complement and advance the efforts of local communities and the Oregon Trails
Coordinating Council to develop the Nez Perce Trail as a cultural, educational, economic, and

historical resource for the state.
2 The Task Force supports ive 3, the P ofan facility in the Wallowa
area. The Oregon Trails Coordinating Council is providing and technical assistance to the

organization. Alternative 2, minimal upgrading at Dug Bar is most appropriate as is Ahernative 2,
the addition of restrooms and interpretation at the Joseph Canyon Viewpoint. The Task Force
supports Alternative 3 at the Chief Joseph Gravesite, enhancing the visitor experience through
accessibility and interpretation.

The Oregon Tourism Commission Cultural Heritage Tourism Task Force supports the efforts of
the National Park Service to develop the four sites in Oregon. We look forward to working with
you in the future.

Cultural Heritage Tourism Task Force

Governor john A. Kitzhaber

Thank you for your

support of Nez Perce

National Historical Park
sites in Oregon.

We acknowledge your

support of the proposed

alternatives at Lostine
Campsite, Dug Bar, Joseph
Canyon Viewpoint, and Chief
Joseph Gravesite.

775 Summer .NE @ Salem, OR97310
CRONLIN B TN LT B Fr YA e —— vy
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Please refer to Mayor Miller,
Harlem, MT #, page 36.

Comment ”etter
Nex Perce Mational Historical Pack
Big Hole National Battlefield
P.0. Box 93
Idaho 83551-0093
(208) 2261, ext. 111
Mailed respoases sust be postmarked by December 11, 1996

=’ Norsan J, Johnson

Af2i1iation _ Blaine County Museum Collectiom, Chinook, MP.

Addsass_ 2% South be br.
Havre, M 59501-5264

To: Pranklia C. Walker, Superintendent

My comments on the Draft General 1
Impact Statement are:

n-u--pny:nz-nuqm.mtn‘-u location
of the Nez Perce war, the Bear Paw Battlefield, is located in a large sparsely

inhabited rurel area. It is the most cutstanding exasple of the comflict
engaged in Detween the Nez Perce and the U.S. Army, and the final windup of
thmlﬂ-ﬁﬁmthw.lmm'.&w«_h-lv-v
protect the area from cutside forves, is like isaving the fromt door of a bank
unlocked day and night, open for vhomever wanders in, or out, under no overseeing
whatever,

The Bear Paw Battlefiold needs protection from outside forces that could
easily reduce azd destroy this important site.

Therein lies the probles. The National Park Service is caught on the horns
of a dilemna... 2 (

on_sscond shest)

essessscadiov to securely protect this area, so remotely situated, poses a
big question. A visitor's center would be appropriate during several months
of the year when tourists travel far and wide, attended to by National Park
personnel. But, a resident guardian isn't stationed at the site during off
season months. Like the open door of a bank, it is an wnaffordable gasble
that the battleground ares will remain the sawe from year to year.

Signed:

Dated: A £

**Nez Perce
A National Historical Park
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December 3, 1996

Prank Walker y
P.0.Box 93 i
Speulding, 1d 83551

Dear Frank,

The Nez Perce Trail Coalition would like to add our support to the Draft General Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement as relessed in October 1996.

‘The Coalition supports Alt #3, the development of an Interpretive Facility in the Wallowa ares. A
cooperative effort including the National Park Service would advance the work of the local
organization.

We would support Alt # 2 st Dug Bar and Alt # 2 at the Joseph Canyon Viewpoint. We feel Alt
#3 at the Chief Joseph Gravesite would be most appropriate.
‘We are looking forward to working with you in the future.

Project Manager NPTIC

We acknowledge your support
of the proposed alternatives at
Lostine Campsite, Dug Bar,
Joseph Canyon Viewpoint, and
Chief Joseph Gravesite.
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support of the proposed

alternatives at Lostine
Campsite, Dug Bar, Joseph
Canyon Viewpoint, and Old
Chief Joseph Gravesite.

As the General

Management Plan is

implemented, we will
continue to work with
neighbors to be sure that all
concerns are addressed.

1 We acknowledge your

Wallowa Cownty Chamber of Commerce
RO, Box 427

Enterprrise, Or. 97828
(541) 4264622 1-800-585-4121
December 10, 1996
Nez Perce National Historical Park and
Big Hole National Battlefield
PO Box 93

Spalding, Idsho  83551-0093
To:  Franklin C. Walker, Superintendent

3
Nez Perce Indians colture i o ph
ofthe Hived here. g
Itis any conflict R s
2 . desirable project from all of view.

Sincerely,
¥
(v
Eve Sheehy
Manager
ce: Jim Franey, Project

Internet Address: osshe.edw/ htm

Board of Direclors CRC Board of Directors
Dan Cobum Lynn Card
Miko Edwin Hutching
Wendell Pole Elsworth
Nick Chenowsth George Enneking
Bl Muligan . Dave Stamper
o P.O. Box 1846, Orofino, Idaho 83544 SN Pouh

Chairman - Ron Hartig

Vice Chairman - Kim Browning
Secretary - Jack Fagan
Treasurer - Don

Franklin ¥al
United S
National Park

Nez Ptro' ktlml llltnrlul Park
Box

lp-ldln'. Tdaho R2561-0093

or November 14, 1096

Dear Mr. Walker,

We. at the Clearwater Resource Coalition would like to express
our views regarding the proposed Historical Park status u sites in
VWeippe and Battle Ridge on the South Fork of the Clearwal

Recognition of these sites is (mportant to our hlllcfloll roots.
This er, has boen done on the Weippe Prairie in the form of
informational signs. Any additional controls plao upon these
private property rights by the National Park Service is unacoeptable.
Ve, in rwator County. have a Comprehensive Land Use Planm that
supersed any designalion you may wish tu impose upon our citizens
and their plans for their property.

n view of the manner in which these proposals have been
announced, we alno question Lhe demeanor of the p

. Privala property owners ware nol info r-l'd of . nor were
Lthey involved in your plans regarding Lthair properties (rom the
inception of Lthe plan.

b. Your letter of October 15, 1998 to land owners indicates
your willingness to allow them top live on the property with certain
reatriotions. Thin violaten their Rights, Staltes Righla and brings
unwelcome Federal Governmenl control. Ve requesl Lhat Lhis plan be
halted and Private Property Rights be respected.

Sinoerely,
e &
Ron W. Hartig., Chairman

oo
Larry Craig. U.S. Senate
Dirk Kempthorne, U.S. Senate
len Chenowsth, U.S. House of Representatives
Mike Crapo, U.S. House of Reprosentatives
Phil Batt, Governor, State of Idaho
Clearwater County Board of Commissioners
Idaho County Board of Commissioners
Marguarite MoLaughlin, Idaho te Senate
Chuok Cuddy, Idaho State House of Reprasentatives
June Judd, Idaho State Houme of Repremantatives

The preferred alternatives

for both Clearwater

Battlefield and Weippe
Prairie have been adjusted to
reflect public comment. We look
forward to working with public
and private entities in
accomplishing the goals of the
General Management Plan.

Please see the general
response regarding
Scoping.

Please also refer to the

statements both in the

general response section
and in earlier letters regarding
revision of boundaries based on
public comment.

“iNez Perce

A National Historical Park
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We agree that a limited facility

Prg? sy vor, St -5 oo 7T

Daas 1@/18y Comment Letter
Nez Perce National Historical Park sk Aanger Mhndﬁmt‘uw
Big Hole National Battlefield ~ ;«u ’u.J.I,Gu &
sr};xog.}az"tg;z unx 0033 m czth,s ;;.’.:4
Mailed must be by 11, 1996 /‘m&c;‘ e
‘ M"%r

o Gech a0’ mb,a. mn’-dou-a“c

bmu&ldé&% “w
#44

#-Mﬁw
aué,./-.—.d.

A-. )‘ inedidle The Blar s
7ot e it »«,WM&M ot

i G P
A0_Kax %
o lhivand., AL 5523

To: PFranklin C. Walker, Superintendent

My comments on the Draft lan/
Impact Statement are:

M&Ml Ll

DM

of some type is needed on-site
to provide visitor orientation.
Please see Mayor Miller, Harlem, z JA““’" M 4'7 A'
MT #1, page 36. 4 44....., Fpak 4
4 M ~
M-. M-‘?
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Please see Senator Craig #2, page

14, and also the general

response section discussing

Clearwater Battlefield site.

the
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INTRODUCTION

The following sections are the same as the
draft document. If there are no changes to a
section, that heading is not repeated. Correc-
tions and revisions are noted by page num-
ber, paragraph, and, where necessary, line
number. A partial paragraph at the top of a
page counts as paragraph 1. Material that has
been deleted is shown in strikeout; added
material is underlined or otherwise high-
lighted.

Throughout the document, all references to
Idaho Department of Transportation or
IDOT are changed to Idaho Transportation
Department.

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

Based on public input, the proposed action
was modified. The following changes accom-
modate those revisions.

Page 15, Alternative 2 heading is revised as
follows:

Alternative 2: Minimum-Requirements
Proposed Action

Phasing
Page 15, Paragraph 7 is revised as followss:

Second Priority - Visitor contact facilities would
be developed at WhiteBird—Battlefretd—in
tdaho;

Traditional Campsite near Wallowa, Oregon,
Bear Paw Battlefield and the Blaine County
Museum in Chinook, Montana, and in the
Nespelem, Washington area. Improved visi-
tor contact facilities at White Bird Battlefield

f t nster
would be provided. The National Park Ser-
vice would assist the city information center

in Laurel, Montana. During implementation.

CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS
TO DRAFT DOCUMENT

w Vs -

; fic o

Page 15, Paragraph 9 is revised as follows:

Costs. It is estimated that the construction
costs for this alternative would be $14;642:268

$20,388,494. This includes $1,510,579 for first-
priority items and $4;918;604 $10,664,827 for
second-priority items. It is estimated that the
rehabilitation and expansion of the visitor fa-
cilities would cost $5,609,414 for Spalding,
Idaho and $2,603,674 for Big Hole National
Battlefield, Montana. See appendix B for more
detailed cost estimates.

Page 15, Paragraph 10 is revised as follows:
Staffing. A total of 3% 42.5 additional full-time

equivalents would be required for staffing
under alternative 2, as follows:

Park Support Unit 10.0
Spalding Unit 3.0
Upper Clearwater/White Bird Unit 7.0
Oregon/Washington Unit 55125

Big Hole Battlefield/Montana Unit 55 10.0

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL
SITES AND ALL ALTERNATIVES

Boundaries and Land Protection
Page 17, Paragraph 5 is revised as follows:

The boundaries for each site that are presented
in this document are proposed boundaries.
Where landowners objected to having their
property included within the proposed
boundaries, and the site was not a legislated
X i Wi i ite- ifi
maps have been revised to indicate the pro-
posed boundaries as they have been adjusted
to respond to public comment. The record of

decision for the final environmental impact
statement will include identification of the fi-
nal boundaries, based on the maps shown in

Final Environmental
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this Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Add the following paragraph:

In the future, should landowners decide they
want to develop a cooperative agreement or
other type of interest with Nez Perce National
Historical Park to protect and interpret re-
sources located on their property, a mutually
acceptable agreement will be drafted specify-
ing the boundaries of the resource and what
measures will be taken to protect and inter-
pret it. Procedures for a minor boundary ad-
justment will ve followed, which include no-
tification of local and state officials and the
Congressional delegation, and publication in
the Federal Register. At that time, the agreement
will be finalized.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

NATURAL RESOURCES

Ecoregions
Conifer/Alpine Meadows

Page 26, Paragraph 9, revise as follows:

To the west of the batholith are the Biue
Wallowa Mountains, which-generatty-donot
10,000 f j the Blue M. ins which ri
to 8,000 feet.

Alternatives - Coyote’s Fishnet

SUMMARY OF OVERALL
ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

SOCIOECONOMIC
CONSEQUENCES

Alternative 2: Minimum Requirements
Page 36, Paragraph 2, revise as follows:

Under this alternative the National Park Ser-
vice might acquire more private property on
a willing-seller basis or might buy more sce-
nic easements than under the no-action alter-
native. One-time payments at fair market
value for lands received would placed federal
monies into the private sector. Thus, there
would be no adverse effect on owners of pri-
vate property. Once in federal ownership the
affected properties would be removed from
the local tax rolls. However, the local tax base
would not be significantly affected because
gt ; _vehich

counties: this would be offset by federal pay-
ments in lieu of taxes to local governments.

SITE-SPECIFIC INFORMATION
SPALDING UNIT

COYOTES FISHNET

Page 45, Revise Alternatives as shown below:

ing with Idaho Department of
Transportation (covering sign
and pullout) would be
retained; surveys for special
concern species conducted,
any mitigation needed to
avoid impacts on such species
would be implemented.

Alternative 1: No Action PROPOSED ACTION Alternative 3: Actions
Alternative 2: Minimum Beyond Minimum
Requirements Requirements

Fishnet feature would be Same as 1, plus: site interpreted | Same as 2, plus fe: s and

correctly identified and sign in context of other nearby Nez viewshed protected (imple-

revised; ownership of both Perce legend sites; sign re- mentation methods to be

features ascertained; current placed with a less obtrusive included in land protection

memorandum of understand- | wayside exhibit; features-and plan).

v protected-{imp
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Boundaries for the sites listed below were re-
vised based on public comment. Please see the
revised maps presented in Appendix C.

Ant and Yellowjacket

Buffalo Eddy

Coyote’s Fishnet

Craig Donation Land Claim

Also in Appendix C is a map showing the
CONFLUENCE OVERLOOK site, formerly
known as DONALD MACKENZIE'S PA-
CIFIC FUR COMPANY TRADING POST.

UPPER CLEARWATER/WHITE
BIRD UNIT

Boundaries for the sites listed below were re-
vised based on public comment. Please see the
revised maps presented in Appendix C.
Clearwater Battlefield
Weippe Prairie

The corrected map for the White Bird Battle-
field site also appears in Appendix C. A loca-
tion map for the Asa Smith Mission and Lewis
and Clark Long Camp waysides is shown in
the same appendix.

CLEARWATER BATTLEFIELD
Alternatives

P. 74: Designate Alternative 1 as the PRO-
POSED ACTION instead of Alternative 2.

TOLO LAKE
Alternatives
P. 94: Revise Alternative 2 to read as follows:

Same as 1, plus: interpretive materials and
waysides would be developed to include full
range of events and resources, including ca-
mas prairie and canyoi; NPS would promote
preservation of wider area of prairie and can-
yon; NPS would support reestabtishment-of
traditional uses by the Nez Perce people;
would cooperate with Idaho Department of
Fish and Game and others to prevent en-
croachment on site (implementation methods
to be included in land protection plan.)

WEIPPE PRAIRIE

Alternatives

P. 96: Designate Alternative 1 as the PRO-
POSED ACTION instead of Alternative 2.

OREGON/WASHINGTON UNIT

Boundaries for the sites listed below were re-
vised based on public comment. Please see the
revised maps presented in Appendix C.

Dug Bar

Joseph Canyon Viewpoint

Lostine Campsite

NEZ PERCE (NESPELEM)
CAMPSITES

Alternatives

P. 116: Designate Alternative 3 as the PRO-
POSED ACTION instead of Alternative 2. Re-
place wording in Alternative 3 with the fol-
lowing:

NPS would participate in developing an in-
terpretive facility in the Nespelem area, would
work with tribal partners on operations and
maintenance.

MONTANA UNIT

BEAR PAW BATTLEFIELD

Boundaries for Bear Paw Battlefield were re-
vised based on public comment. Please see the
revised map presented in Appendix C.

Alternatives:

p.122: Designate Alternative 3 as the PRO-
POSED ACTION instead of Alternative 2.
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CONSULTATION AND
COORDINATION

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

P. 161: The following new section has been
inserted before the heading “Consultation
with States and Other Federal Agencies.”

Public Review of the Draft Document

A notice of availability of the Draft General
Manag Plan/Envi; tal Impact State-
ment was published in the Federal Register, Vol.
61, No. 199, p. 53373, on October 11, 1996. Ap-
proximately 1,700 copies of the draft were dis-
tributed to governmental agencies, public in-
terest groups, businesses, media, local librar-
ies, and individuals.

Workshops were held in 16 communities near
park sites. Press releases announced these
meetings. They were also announced in a
transmittal letter enclosed in each mailed copy
of the draft document. An additional meeting
in Weippe was scheduled at the request of
landowners and the community; it was not
announced to the general public.

Number

Site Date Signed In
Mission, Oregon October 28, 1996 3
Wallowa, Oregon  October 29, 1996 18
Joseph, Oregon October 30, 1996 8
Enterprise, Oregon  October 30, 1996 8
Wisdom, Montana  November 4, 1996 7
Chinook, Montana  November 6, 1996 25
Laurel, Montana November 7, 1996 9
Lapwai, Idaho November 12, 1996 n
Spalding, Idaho November 12, 1996 14
White Bird, Idaho  November 13, 1996 10
Grangeville, Idaho  November 14, 1996 40
Weippe, Idaho November 15, 1996 125
Nespelem, WA November 18, 1996 21
Lewiston, Idaho November 19, 1996 21
Kooskia, Idaho November 20, 1996 122
Kamiah, Idaho November 21, 1996 70
Total: 512

The workshops were informal, and geared to
help people better understand the draft plan
so they could provide appropriate comments
that would articulate their concerns with, or
support for, the proposals. Comment forms
and a Guide to Comments were available to
assist the public in preparing and submitting
comments.

The legislative history of the park was re-
viewed, and the planning process to date was
summarized. The cooperative nature of park
management was stressed. Copies of news-
letters, enabling legislation, the Draft General
Management Plan/Environmental Impact State-
ment, and other informational materials were
available. After the introduction, the floor was
opened to questions. Most of the questions re-
quested clarification of statements within the
draft document.

Written comments were accepted through
December 11, 1996, which was the close of the
60-day public comment period for the draft
document. Six hundred forty-one letters were
received. The National Park Service greatly
appreciates the time and effort that many
people took to participate in the review of the
draft document and to comment on the pro-
posals.

APPENDIX C: CULTURAL
RESOURCES - STATUS AND
PROGRAM

STATUS OF CULTURAL
RESOURCES

Museum Collection

Replace Paragraph 3, P. 174, with the follow-
ing:

The museum collections at Big Hole National
Battlefield include archeological collections
made by park staff in the 1960’s and 1970’s,
and during the 1991 archeological survey.
Important military equipment and original
pieces belonging to Nez Perce participants
have been gathered and are on loan from such
institutions as the U.S. Military Academy at
West Point.

54

.;” Nez Perce
A National Historical Park

Final Environmental
Impact Statement

Appendix A
Examples of Form Letters

The following letters are
examples of the four types of

Nez Perce National Historical Park . form letters that individuals
P.0. Box 93 submitted. We received 430
Spalding, Idsho 83551 form letters.

Dear Superintendent:

1 would like to g0 on record stating that | am opposed to establishing & Nez Perce National
Historical Park on the Weippe Prairie. I foel this is an infringement on the rights of the private
property owners. It will have a negative economic effect on the property owaers involved and
will financially hurt our community. 1 do not feel this park will benefit tho majority of the people
in this or any other area.

Sinoerely,

Signed: _ l‘M\/ l, @

!
Please Print
Name: =
Address:

USS. Seastor Dirk Kempthorse

U.S. Representative Helen Chenovweth

U.S. Representative Mike Crapo

Idsho Governor Phil Batt
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National Park Service
Nez Perce National Historic Park

Box 93
Spalding, ID 83551-0093
Dear Park Administrator:

lvﬂhpunﬂl‘h‘hl-MD“lww Park
on the Weippe Prairic and any boundaries around private land.

1 feel making this property a national park is an infringement on the rights of the private
property owners and will have a negative economic effect on the property owners involved
and will financially hurt our community.

1 DO NOT FEEL this park will benefit the MAJORITY of the people in this, or any other
area.

Nez Perce National Ristorical Park
P.0. Box93
SPalding,1d. 83551

Pranklin C. Walker
Superintendent

Dear Mr. Walker;

1 have revieved the proposed ies and |{ i of the
Clearvater Battlefield Site located near Stites, Idaho.

For the record, I am strongly opposed to the development of this
proposal, for many reasons a few for example.

1. Lover property value

2. Burden County road system

3.Infringement on private projerty owners

November 15, 1996

Sincerelv.
Sincerely,
cc: Helen Chenoweth
Larry Craig
Ditk Kempthome
Mike Crapo
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December 4, 1996

National Park Service
Nez Perce National Historic Park
Box 93

Spalding, ID 83551-0093

1 wish to go on record stating that I am OPPOSED to the National Park Service or any other
8o agency ishis ies around private property on the Weippe Prairie.

1 feel making this property a national parx is an infringement on the rights of the private
property owners and will have a negative economic effect on the property owners i

1 feel the Musselshell Meadow already represents the camas and short grass prairies of this
area and is already owned by the govemment. No other park is needed or wanted.

1 DO NOT FEEL this park will benefit the MAJORITY of the people in this, or any other
arca.

Sincerely,
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Breedlove, Jim W. and Linda J.
Breedlove, Jim
Breedlove, Linda
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Brotnor, James
Brown, Jim

Brown, Sharon
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Bryson, Freda
Buchel, Sue
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Cahala, Steven H.
Cahala, James
Cabhill, Nancy

Cahill, Nancy Jo
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Carden, Ronald
Carden, Susan
Carlson, Mary Catherine
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Carver, David W.
Carver, J. L.

Cash, Frank R.
Chapman, Everett
Chapman, LeRoy
Chapman, James L.
Chapman, Kenneth L.
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Fezatt, Claire
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Jorgenson, Vickie L.
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