PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT DOCUMENT
This section contains a summary of comments received through public meetings, letters and e-mail after the Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for Arkansas Post National Memorial was released on January 16, 2003. The National Park Service considered all written comments according to the requirements of 40 CFR 1503.
RECORD OF PUBLIC COMMENTS
A notice of availability of the draft document was published in the Federal Register on January 16, 2003 (FR Vol. 68, No. 16). Approximately 500 copies of the draft were distributed to government agencies, public interest groups, and individuals. In addition, the complete text of the Draft General Management Plan/ Environmental Impact Statement was posted on the NPS Web site.

COMMENTS

A series of public meetings were held in March of 2003. The National Park Service held three public meetings in DeWitt, Dumas, and Stuttgart. There were 10 people at these meetings. In general, the comments at the public meetings sought clarification of the various alternatives with some discussion on the “pros and cons” of each alternative. Comments were made concerning alternative implementation centering on how and when the park would receive funding to carry out facility development; and, details on how the park could develop a transportation system between units if the a shuttle was determined feasible.     
In addition to the public meetings, the park superintendent made one presentation during the public comment period to a civic organization and received comments similar to those at the public meetings. 

A total of nine additional comments letters and one electronic mail were received in response to the draft itself from governing bodies, government agencies, organized interest groups, and individual during the comment period. Written comments were accepted through March 25, 2003. All letters from governing bodies, government agencies, and organizations are reproduced on the following pages, as are letters from individuals. The following paragraphs contain the NPS response to suggestions for modification of the draft plan.

Comment: 
The FWS [Fish and Wildlife Service] has already partnered with the Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma and the AAS [Arkansas Archeological Survey] as part of our initial development and implementation of a long-term resource management plan for the Wallace Bottom No. 2 Site. We would hope that the NPS would wish to participate in this partnership rather than attempt to forcibly exercise this tract from the FWS.

Response: The text in the “Boundaries” section has been changed to better reflect the role of the FWS in managing Wallace Bottoms. A General Management Plan (GMP) takes a long view (10 to 15 or more years) into the park’s future. It is required by the National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978 and Management Policies to evaluate any potential boundary adjustments and come to a conclusion as whether or not the NPS has an interest in making any such adjustments.  The criteria used for this evaluation is found in “Boundaries” section of this document. Wallace Bottoms potentially contains significant resources associated with Arkansas Post. At some future time and only with the full concurrence of the FWS would this area be considered for addition to Arkansas Post National Memorial. The FWS is to be commended for its stewardship of Wallace Bottoms and the NPS would appreciate the opportunity to develop a partnership that would result in the long-term continued protection and interpretation of this site.
Comment:
Therefore, we (Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office) recommend Alternative B, which emphasizes the archeological and historic nature of the park. This alternative will have far less impact on cultural resources and better preserve the landmark’s historic and archeological integrity for future generations.

It is also our opinion that merely monitoring ground disturbance activities as they occur is unacceptable because if offers insufficient protection to archeological deposits that may be present. We recommend that these activities be conducted only after sufficient archeological investigations have been conducted to determine an adverse effect will result. Some of the planned activities may have to be relocated or abandoned as a result. In addition, failure to conduct proper 106 review before initiating such an undertaking could constitute foreclosure on the Advisory Council’s opportunity to comment. 
Response: The NPS concurs with the recommendations by the Arkansas Historic Preservation Office and the “Mitigation Measures” section of the draft document contains the following language: “archeological surveys would be conducted in unsurveyed areas where development would occur to determine the extent and significance of archeological resources in the areas.”  Further Appendix B: Summary of Key Legal Mandates of the draft document under the heading of “National Historic Landmark Preservation Act of 1966, as Amended (16 USC 470, Et Seq.)” contains the following language: “The implementation of all construction actions in the preferred alternative would require consultation and review at the scoping, conceptual, and design stages by the Arkansas Historic Preservation Office. American Indian groups would participate in these reviews as well.”  This language strives to make the point that the protection and preservation of Arkansas Post and Osotouy are our primary interest. 
Comment:
I recommend that Alternative B be implemented  with one addition, the inclusion of Scull Cemetery, which is located just north of the memorial and clearly a part you descriptive phase, “…the rich cultural heritage that flourished over the centuries in the are of Arkansas Post National Memorial.”

Response: The NPS recognizes the historic importance of the Scull Cemetery. The general management planning team evaluated Scull Cemetery as a potential new addition to the memorial. It did not meet the NPS management policy’s significance criteria necessary for its incorporation into the park. However, the NPS in the past has exerted efforts to preserve this cemetery and would continue to provide assistance and seek partnerships for Scull Cemetery’s continued preservation and interpretation. 
Park Operational Comments
Several comments were received that made recommendations for various park operational programs. While many of these suggestions may have considerable merit, they are too detailed to be included in the plan, which is intended to be a long-range, general guidance document. For example, one commenter suggested the park develop a “distance learning” area. Decisions on how to provide enhanced outreach and other details are beyond the scope of a general management plan.  Many such recommendations will be considered, however, as the park moves into more detailed implementation planning. Other comments included:

The NPS future construction should be designed to eliminate any restrictions caused by the 100-year and 500-year floodplain restrictions. 
Addition interpretive emphasize should be give to the Post’s roll in Indian removal and other activities associated with Indians.

Exhibits should be considered regarding the timber industry and railroad construction.
Any fishing area should consider including a handicapped-accessible fishing pier or dock.

A small deck should be developed among trees on back of river for visitors to enjoy the waters around the park.

Trail marking should be improved particular in areas where the paved and unpaved trails intersect. 

CHANGES FOR TEXT PP. 31-32.
Add to p. 31 after first paragraph under Wallace Bottoms

Presently the area is part of the White River National Wildlife Refuge and is being administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and that agency treats this as a trust resource. In this regard, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service , like other federal agencies, has been mandated to protect, inventory, and assess pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act, Archeological Resources Protections Act, and other pertinent historic preservation legislation, regulations, and Executive Orders. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service have developed a partnership with the Quapaw tribe and the Arkansas Archeological Survey to provide management for this site.
Add to p. 32 After the second sentence in the fourth paragraph in column 2 which reads “However, the site fits more directly into the mission of Arkansas Post National Memorial.” The followings:

Presently, the partnership developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with the Quapaw tribe and the Arkansas Archeological Survey is managing the site for the preservation and protection of  the site’s resources.  
