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Fort Union Trading Post NHS proposes to improve the quality and reliability of the potable and fire protection water systems in the park. Fort Union Trading Post currently has a well that provides potable water to the reconstructed fort/ visitor center, the park maintenance complex and 2 park residences, via a buried pipeline.  There is a 5,000 gallon water storage tank buried north of the fort which currently stores water for drinking and the fire suppression system.  Four storage tanks near the shop/housing area contain a total of 1,000 additional gallons of water used by park staff. 
Fort Union Trading Post NHS has considered two alternatives to their existing water supply to meet the park’s need for sustainable potable water for visitors, employees, residents, and fire protection.   The no-action alternative is to continue using only the existing well, which will require digging a new well at some point in the near future.  The preferred alternative is to access the new Dry Prairie Rural Water System as the primary public water supply for the park, and to continue temporarily to maintain the existing potable water well as a backup source.  The reservoirs would continue to be used for storage, but the reservoir at the fort would be reconfigured to provide water solely for the fire suppression system in the Bourgeois House.  This alternative requires digging a 3500’ trench to access the rural water system via a buried pipeline.
Fort Union Trading Post NHS welcomes your comments on this proposal and on the analysis contained within the document.  Comments will be taken for 30 days after the release of this document, and can be sent by mail to Andy Banta, Superintendent, Fort Union Trading Post NHS, 15550 Hwy 1804, Williston, North Dakota 58801 or by fax at 701-572-7321.  Comments may also be submitted through the Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website by navigating to http://parkplanning.nps.gov/, and selecting Fort Union Trading Post NHS.
INTRODUCTION
Fort Union Trading Post NHS
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Figure 1 Fort Union Trading Post NHS 

Fort Union Trading Post NHS, a management unit of the U. S. Department of the Interior's National Park Service, is in Williams and McKenzie Counties of the State of North Dakota and Roosevelt and Richland Counties of the State of Montana. The park lies in northwestern North Dakota and northeastern Montana. The park straddles the state line and the Missouri River. 
Fort Union Trading Post NHS was authorized in 1966 (P. L. 89-458, 80 Stat. 211)

…to commemorate the significant role played by Fort Union as a fur trading post on the upper Missouri River.
The park was authorized in 1966 and expanded in 1978. It includes 443 acres of which 307 are federally fee-owned, 121 are privately owned but under a Federal easement, 11 are privately owned without easement, and the remaining four are publicly owned. The area around Fort Union Trading Post NHS is rural, agricultural land including farm fields and mixed grass prairie.  The nearest communities are Williston, North Dakota, 25 miles east of the park and Sidney, Montana, 25 miles southwest of the park.

The National Park Service Organic Act (16 U.S.C. 1) requires that Fort Union Trading Post NHS be promoted and regulated to conform to the Service's fundamental purpose, which is


…”to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations
.”
Proposed Action
Fort Union Trading Post NHS desires to improve the quality and reliability of the potable and fire protection water systems in the park, while reducing testing requirements and operating costs. The park currently uses a single well which provides water to two separate systems (Fig. 2) for the reconstructed fort/visitor center and maintenance shop and residential area. 
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Figure 2. Proposed waterline route. The majority of the route would be open trench.

The park developed a Project Management Information System (PMIS) project statement (PMIS 103412, Replace Water Well) in 2003. This project allowed for replacement of the existing well or constructing access to rural water when it became available.  It is anticipated that the project will be funded in fiscal year 2007. The opportunity now exists to receive water from the new Dry Prairie Rural Water System.
National Park Service and State of North Dakota Water Supply Systems Policy and Regulations:
Fort Union Trading Post NHS has a public water system as defined in NPS Reference Manual 83 (NPS 1999:B.1), "…a system for the provision to the public of piped water for human consumption, providing such system has at least 15 service connections or serves an average of at least 25 individuals at least 60 days a year)." This definition is consistent with the Safe Water Drinking Act (SWDA) of 1974 as amended (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) and its regulations promulgated by the Environmental Protection Agency, as well as the language of the North Dakota Safe Drinking Water Act (N.D.C.C. Chapter 61-28.1-01).
National Park Service water supply systems management policy (NPS 2006:104) is clear. NPS units are to maximally conserve water and the energy used in its treatment and distribution, provide sufficient water to operate fire sprinkler systems and fight fire, rely on groundwater where feasible, and use efficient methods for outdoor irrigation. In complement, NPS Director’s Order 83 states that NPS units are to reduce the risk of waterborne diseases and provide safe drinking water to employees, the visiting public, and the park. Water systems are to be regulated in accordance with the Safe Drinking Water Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.).
While the park potable water consistently meets public health standards for safety, it has an undesirable taste and causes a mineral build-up on plumbing fixtures.  The following excerpts are from the North Dakota State Department of Health, Chemical Analysis of Water report.
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“This water would be: 
“…undesirable for private domestic supply…”








”A water which would be unsatisfactory for irrigation and its 








effect on the soil would prove harmful to all but the most tolerant 








of plants.”








“May prove harmful to individuals on salt-free diets.”




“May exert a laxative effect upon persons unaccustomed to its high 




sulphate content.”
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION
Fort Union Trading Post NHS desires to improve the quality and reliability of the potable and fire protection water systems that service the Visitor Center, maintenance area and residential area, in compliance with the park’s mission, federal laws, and state regulations. While the existing well might be maintained, the quality of the water is less than acceptable.
The purpose of the proposal is to improve both the quality and the supply of potable water for park employees and visitors, and to ensure an adequate supply of water for other park purposes such as fire suppression, landscaping, cleaning, and other uses.  In addition, we would like to assure the water meets current and future public health standards, while minimizing costs associated with water testing. This would be done in a manner that best preserves and protects the natural and cultural environment of the park

The need for the proposal is the current lack of adequate supplies of high-quality potable water.  The existing well water is less than good quality water.  The need to improve the water supply has been recognized for some time. Further, the testing requirements of a public water system are very stringent and it would be beneficial for the park to purchase water that already meets these and future testing requirements.
Public Scoping Opportunity
A news release was placed in the local newspapers on August 30, 2006. (Appendix A). The news release requested that comments be submitted to Fort Union Trading Post NHS Superintendent Andy Banta.  The park received no comments concerning this project.
Other Compliance Issues
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) as amended (16 U.S.C. 460) requires that Federal agencies take into account the effect of any undertaking on "any district, site, building, structure, or object that is included in the National Register." NHPA Section 110(a)(2)(B) directs Federal agencies to manage and maintain any properties that might be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places that considers preservation of their historic, archaeological, architectural, and cultural values in compliance with Section 106. All this activity is to be done following the guidance of a programmatic agreement among the Service, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers (ACHP 1999).
Previous archeological investigations at FOUS have recorded 14 archeological sites, including the remains of Fort Union Trading Post (32WI17) (1828-1867), the Garden Coulee Hidatsa-Mandan village (32WI18) (1870s-1880s), and several sites relating to the town of Mondak (1900s-1930s). Documentation of archeological resources (32WI17) was critical to the accurate reconstruction of Fort Union. 
Fort Union was designated a National Historic Landmark on July 4, 1961.  It was automatically listed on the National Register of Historic Places in October 1966, with passage of the National Historic Preservation Act.  , and subsequently a National Register nomination was prepared and accepted on January 5, 1982. A revision and boundary expansion for the NHL is pending (2006).

The Cultural Landscape at Fort Union Trading Post was determined to be significant by consensus determination with the North Dakota State Historic Preservation Office (9/26/2001).  The boundary for the cultural landscape encompasses everything within the park boundary.  Cultural landscapes information is retained in the National Park Service Cultural Landscapes Inventory (CLI) database and meets the Department of the Interior's requirement of complete, accurate, and reliable inventory records.
Five Native American tribes have been determined to be culturally affiliated with the Fort Union Trading Post NHS.  Given these tribes’ affiliation with the park, Fort Union Trading Post NHS is particularly concerned about its compliance with the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 U.S.C. 1966), Executive Order (E.O.) 13007 (Indian Sacred Sites; 61 FR 26771), and E. O. 13175 (Tribal Consultation; 65 FR 67249) supplemented by U. S. Department of the Interior Departmental Manual (512 DM 2, 3) and Environmental Compliance Memorandum (ECM97-2). These require consultation with tribal representatives and consideration of trust resources and spiritual values throughout the management process.

The proposed water system project will involve ground-disturbing activity that must comply with requirements of the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) as amended (16 U.S.C. 470a) to avoid disturbing any archeological sites. In addition, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA, 25 U.S.C. 3001-3013) requires that if any American Indian graves with or without cultural items are discovered when no such items were expected to be found, disturbance of the items must immediately cease until appropriate tribes are consulted about treatment of the remains. 
The North Dakota State Historic Preservation Officer has reviewed this project and determined that it will not have an adverse effect on archeological resources. (see Appendix B)
The Three Affiliated Tribes and the Fort Peck Tribes were notified of this project and did not provide any comments. (see Appendices C and D)
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321) requires that, prior to initiating any major action that affects environmental quality, a detailed statement of the proposed action's alternatives, effects, and commitments of resources be developed in consultation with interested parties.  That detailed statement is contained within this environmental assessment.  The environmental assessment is being made available to the general public for review and comment before a decision is made on its implementation. A list of the parties consulted for this proposal is included in Appendix A.
The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service has determined that this project will not impact federally listed threatened or endangered species or designated critical habitats, per Section 7 consultation requirements. (see Appendix E)
Environmental Topics Relevant To the Proposed Action

Fort Union Trading Post NHS developed a plan for management of the resources of the park in 1978 (FOUS GMP 1978).  The proposed action, upgrade of the park’s public water supply, will be conducted within the park’s Natural Environment Sub-zone, Landscape Management Sub-zone and Historic zone (FOUS GMP 1978), and the project will be evaluated with respect to the requirements of each zone. The proposed action will also take place within the parkwide Cultural Landscape, so the project’s potential impacts on that landscape needs to be considered. The proposed project involves excavation of a trench to bury the waterline, which would impact soils and vegetation.  Provision of safe drinking water to park visitors and employees is a health and safety issue and is addressed here.
Several environmental issues considered in developing this assessment have been judged as not meriting further attention and have thus been dismissed. The proposed action will not affect the park’s wetlands or wildlife, air or natural water quality.  The proposed project will have a positive impact on the quality of potable water provided to staff and visitors.  Additionally, the proposed action will have a long-term beneficial impact, by preventing damage to plumbing and the water will now be suitable for irrigation.  The proposed project is unlikely to affect geological resources.  As previously stated, no threatened or endangered species will be affected by the proposed action, as has been discussed with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, North Dakota Ecological Services Office, Bismarck. No state-listed rare plants will be affected and the proposed project is not in an area of significant exotic plant infestation. The proposed project will not affect any sacred sites nor does it involve issues of environmental justice. The project area is not in a wild and scenic river corridor or a wilderness area.
ALTERNATIVES
To provide consistently high-quality and reliable water to Fort Union Trading Post NHS visitors, employees, residents, and other visitors, the park has considered two alternatives to accessing potable water.  The alternatives were developed from discussions among an interdisciplinary team of engineers, environmental specialists, and park management staff, identified later in this document. The Missouri River is a major river that bisects the park, but the NPS does not have rights to the river’s surface water. Consequently, park planners in the late 1970s relied on groundwater sources for providing potable water to park employees and visitors.  At that time, rural water was not available.  This ground water is typically high in mineral content and other secondary contaminants and as a community water supply it must be disinfected and retain a disinfection residual.  As a community water system regulated by the Environmental Protection Agency and the State of North Dakota, the ground water at Fort Union has to be tested chemically and bacteriologically.  This requires a fairly large amount of maintenance.  Maintenance of ground water systems includes pump maintenance, pump replacement, energy bills, water treatment, disinfection and testing.  Each of these processes consumes staff time and supplies.
In November of 2000, the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System was authorized and funded by the U.S. Congress.  This project allowed Fort Union Trading Post to receive this tested and treated water.  Access to this water offers the park the opportunity to acquire a much higher quality of drinking water, a dependable supply of treated water, and the ability to avoid costly maintenance and testing requirements.  Fort Union would be considered a service connection to the rural water system.  As such, the park would no longer be responsible to maintain its own community water system.
Alternative 1: No New Action; Current Public Water Supply System Maintained
Fort Union Trading Post’s water system includes a well bored and tested in 1976. The well was drilled 105 feet into coarse, light brown sandstone and was used to provide fire control and potable water to the then-interim visitor facilities and shop.  It continues in use today, supplying water to the restored fort, shop and housing areas. The well casing was not screened, which has caused some water quality problems in the past.  A submersible pump provides the working water pressure for the entire park water system. The shop/housing area and the fort area each have a separate chlorination system to disinfect water.

Under this alternative, the described public water supply would be maintained, but the water quality would remain poor. No new pipelines would be constructed, but a new well would need to be drilled in the future.
Alternative 2 (Preferred): Access Rural Water
Under this alternative a 3,500 foot buried pipeline would bring water from the rural water system to the existing park water pipeline infrastructure. The existing well, pump and chlorination systems would no longer be used but would remain as an emergency back-up for the new water supply system.  Once the dependability of the rural water system can be assured, they will be removed and the area reseeded with native prairie species.

The existing potable water pipeline infrastructure would remain the same, except that the existing 5,000 gallon tank would be reconfigured to serve exclusively as a fire suppression reservoir for the fort structures. This would require installing approximately 65 feet of new, buried pipe from the existing water tank at the fort into the Bourgeois House.
The primary impacts of this project would be the trenching and remote boring required to bury the new water lines 7 feet deep. 
The construction project would be completed in approximately 60 days.  Reseeding would be performed as post-construction growth seasons permit. Construction impacts and traffic would be limited to the specific construction zones.  Twelve sites with archeological surface scatter have been located in the vicinity of the proposed waterline.  Four are considered eligible for National Landmark status, five are considered ineligible, and three have not been evaluated.  The proposed waterline route circumvents all twelve of these sites.  The waterline would be installed primarily by trenching, except in areas, which would require remote boring techniques.  Trenches would not be kept open any longer than necessary to lay, seal, and test newly laid pipelines. All disturbed dirt would be stockpiled alongside the trenches, and used to refill them.

Disturbed ground will be reseeded with native grasses.  In the event the construction period extends into late summer or fall, it would be seeded with annual rye grass to control erosion and suppress weedy species. Any area seeded with annual rye would be restored to native grasses as the growing seasons permit.  Newly seeded areas would be watered if required. In the last few years the park has very successfully reseeded over 125 acres of its prairie restoration areas.
THE AFFECTED CULTURAL AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Cultural and Natural History of the Park Lands

Cultural History
Excerpt from “Chipped Stone Use At Fort Union Trading Post NHS, North Dakota, Ann 
C. Bauermeister, December 2000.

“The lands within and around Fort Union Trading Post have probably been used by people for at least the past 12,000 years based on archeological materials and bison kill sites.  Human presence on the northwestern plains goes back much further though, evidence for which begins with Paleo-Indians hunters and gatherers.  The earliest recorded sites have been attributed to Clovis cultures.
The Middle Plains Archaic is marked by new projectile styles and also by a greater number of tools associated with plant preparation (Frison 1998:163). Several major cultural horizons appear during the Late Plains Archaic or Late Middle Prehistoric period.  Associated with these are large bison kills and bison jumps as well.

The Late Prehistoric period shows a succession from corner- to side- notched arrow point forms, attributed to the introduction of the bow and arrow (Frison 1991:111).  This period is marked also by communal bison hunting, a shift to agriculture, and the development of aggregated villages along the Missouri River, representative of the Plains Village Tradition (Lehmer 1971).

The Protohistoric period in the Northwestern plains began with the first contact, probably indirect, of Indians with Europeans  (Frison et al. 1996:35).  The introduction of European trade goods to the northern plains occurred about 1675 with initial explorations of the region a half-century later (Owsley 1992:67).  The introduction of horses to the northern plains was precipitated by Spanish settlements on the Rio Grande, and by A.D. 1720 horses had become incorporated into northwestern plains life (Frison et al. 1996; Lehmer 1971:30).
In the Middle Missouri area, long established trading patterns involving Native Americans as middlemen brought European goods to the villages.  In the northern plains, local groups were geographically isolated from direct contact until early in the eighteenth century (Owsley 1992:67).

Throughout prehistory and the contact period it appears as though groups on the northwestern plains maintained reliance upon hunting bison, supplementing their subsistence with smaller ungulates and plants.  Proper economic exploitation, however, required a carefully planned routine of yearly activities and even then, food resources were never abundant.  As a result, human populations remained small and greatly dispersed until the historic period, when the horse enabled fuller exploitation of the bison herds. (Frison 1991:148)"
In 1828 the American Fur Company established Fort Union Trading Post near the confluence of the Yellowstone and Missouri Rivers.  The fort traded with the local Indian Tribes, primarily the Assiniboine, but also the Crow, Cree, Blackfoot, Chippewa, Sioux, Mandan and Hidatsa, The European traders received bison and other animal furs in exchange for blankets, metal pots, firearms, cloth, and steel knives, and other trade goods.  Trade flourished into the 1860’s, when the social dynamics on the northern great plains changed. As more European settlers encroached into Indian Lands, hostilities ensued and the trade network failed. In 1867 the fort was sold to the U.S. Army, which tore the buildings down to obtain building materials to expand nearby Fort Buford.
Eventually, the area west of the fort was mined for gravel, undermining the fort’s southwest bastion.  Most of the area around the fort was farmed and much of it was leveled in the 1960’s. In the 1980’s, work began to partially reconstruct the fort buildings. Historic artifacts still remain throughout the site, including objects such as broken dishes, spent cartridges and bullets. Working closely together, the Historic Architect and the Archeologists were able to create a reconstruction that accurately represents the original fort buildings.
Natural History

The park lies within the glaciated Missouri Plateau Subsection of the Great Plains Physiographic Province.  The terrain represents the Missouri River Trench and Coteau Slope.  Topographically, the Missouri river Trench consists of low-lying alluvial landforms, floodplain, older river terraces, river breaks terrain, and uplands.  The Coteau Slope is characterized by gently rolling hills caused by glaciations, and is dissected by numerous rivers and creeks that drain to the Missouri River.

Bedrock of the Fort Union Trading Post area is the Fort Union Formation, a series of sands, silts and clays that were deposited on a marshy plain eons ago.  Interbedded within the Fort Union Formation are lignitic coals.  Above the Fort Union Formation lies a mantle of glacial drift, remnants of rock debris deposited by retreating glacial ice.  There are alluvial sediments and a composite terrace along the Missouri River.

Cultural Resources

Archeological Sites
The entire park has been inventoried to identify its archeological sites, and twelve sites have been found in the proposed project area. Four sites are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, five are not eligible and it is unknown whether the final three sites are eligible.
The sites in the park are in good condition as defined in the Service’s current technical guidance for performance management (NPS 2006a:6-61), in that they are stable and their current archeological values are not threatened.

Historic Properties and Cultural Landscapes 
The Fort Union structures now seen at the site are “reconstructions”, but are managed as historical resources.  The structures are not considered historic for Section 106 purposes.  However, some historical and archeological artifacts are stored on site within the structures.

The entire Fort Union Trading Post NHS cultural landscape, including its federally owned, private, and other public lands, has been determined to be significant through a consensus determination of eligibility process with the North Dakota State Historic Preservation Office.  The significance of the landscape is such that it could be documented in a National Register of Historic Places revision for the site.  The landscape has been documented and entered as complete in the National Park Service Cultural Landscape Inventory. 

The landscape is considered to be in good condition as that value is defined in the Service’s current technical guidance for performance management (NPS 2001a:6-58)—the landscape shows no clear evidence of major negative disturbance or deterioration by natural and/or human forces, and its natural and cultural values are as well preserved as can be expected under the current environmental conditions.

In the proposed project area there are no significant components (structures and/or small scale features) dating to the period for which the Fort Union Trading Post NHS parkwide landscape is considered significant. However, attention will be given to sensitively addressing character- defining features of the cultural landscape including views, topography, spatial organization, vegetation, circulation, and archeology, because these are essential to the landscape's integrity.  

There are no known Native American sacred sites or traditional cultural properties associated with the proposed project area.
Natural Resources

Groundwater

Test drilling north of the Missouri River by the USGS revealed the presence of sand or gravel aquifers in the Fort Union Formation, at the base of terrace deposits, and in the alluvium.  The highest quality water was produced from the upper section of the alluvium.  
All areas below the level terrace upon which the fort is constructed are within the floodplain of the Missouri River.  This vegetation complex is affected primarily by floodwaters (NPS 1999:6).  Historically, the Missouri River formed a floodplain from 2,000 to 5,000 feet wide.  Flooding is now controlled by the Fort Peck Reservoir, which is approximately 100 miles upstream.


Soils
A non-technical report describing the soils of Williams County, North Dakota (Soil Conservation Service 1994:30) has been completed.  The soils of Fort Union Trading Post NHS range from medium-textured silts and sands of the upland prairies to deep, silty, clay loams on the upland prairies, to deep, silty, clay loams on the hardwood bottoms.  The uplands are composed of shallow soils in low-lying hills, while the bottoms have developed from river sandbars.  The soils of the site regularly receive additional moisture from flooding and runoff from higher land.  Soils are deep alluvium with moderate to excessive drainage.  Available water capacity varies from low to high, depending on soil texture.  Because of the site’s low position in the surrounding landscape, it commonly receives extra runoff from snowmelt in early spring and summer thunderstorms. Runoff is slow and water transmission rate of the soil is slow to fast, depending on soil textures and moisture levels.
A soil survey prepared by the USDA for Williams County, North Dakota, shows that soils at Fort Union Trading Post NHS are primarily composed of Lawther Silty Clay.  This soil is deep and well-drained.  Permeability is slow and available water capacity is high.  Runoff is very slow while organic matter is high.   


Vegetation (General Flora)
Fort Union Trading Post NHS has a relatively complete inventory of its plant community, which has been mapped (http://biology.usgs.gov/npsveg/FOUS), and the lichens have been documented (Wetmore 1998). The flora of the park is a mixture of native grasses (green needlegrass, western wheatgrass, blue grama); non-native grasses (smooth brome, crested wheatgrass, Kentucky bluegrass); native sedges (Penn sedge, threadleaf sedge, needleleaf sedge,); forbs (hairy goldaster, rush skeletonplant, gray sagewort); and shrubs (broom snakeweed, prairie rose, silver sage).  Prairie is predominant at the site and occupies approximately 90 percent of the total surface.  The remaining 10 percent is a rich riparian area along the active floodplain of the Missouri River, which includes thick growths of cottonwood, green ash, chokecherry, Redosier dogwood, and willow.
Wetland and riparian areas have been identified at Fort Union Trading Post, although their significance is questionable because they did not exist during the fort’s occupation.  At that time, the river channel was located just below the level terrace where the fort now stands.  They do, however, represent vegetation that was present in surrounding areas that would have been observed by early travelers and traders.

A variety of species of exotic plants are of concern at Fort Union Trading Post.  They include Canada thistle, Russian olive, leafy spurge, smooth brome, crested wheatgrass, cheatgrass, foxtail barley, and tamarisk.  Although these exotic plants occur as isolated plants or in small clumps throughout the park their cumulative impact has significantly altered the cultural landscape of Fort Union Trading Post.

As stated earlier, (Figure 2) the proposed project area starts near the northwest corner of the park, and south of MT Highway 327.  The trench will travel east, parallel with the boundary fence to a point northwest of the reconstructed fort. From there the trench will travel south and east to a point just north and east of the fort, where it will join the existing water line. This entire area has been disturbed by farming but has since been reseeded with native grasses. 
Health and Safety
Fort Union’s goal is to provide the public and employees with palatable, safe drinking water that meets all North Dakota and federal standards. The State of North Dakota is the Primacy Agency monitoring Fort Union Trading Post’s compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act, and consequently the North Dakota Department of Health requires that the park provide a biweekly water sample for coliform analysis to a state-licensed testing laboratory. The analysis uses standard methods and reports only on the presence or absence of total coliform or of Escherichia coli in determining whether or not a sample meets bacteriological standards for drinking water purity. No E. coli has ever been reported in a park water sample. 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Analysis Methods
The interdisciplinary team for this environmental assessment consisted of the Fort Union Trading Post NHS staff and a variety of consultants, as identified in the “Preparers and Qualifications” section below. After defining the alternative methods for achieving the desired goals of the proposed Fort Union Trading Post NHS water system modernization program (i.e., improve water quality, reliability, and quantity), and considering the affected environment, the park staff and consultants assessed the interconnectedness of resources, actions, and impacts. This assessment was based on, and complements, the objective and accurate presentation of data about the existing environment and the proposed alternatives.
The area of analysis and impact thresholds were defined for each resource as the assessment was conducted.  The analysis considered the intensity, duration, and timing of the potential adverse and beneficial impacts of the proposed actions on the park environment. Definitions of impact evaluation factors varied by affected resource, but the following baseline terms were applied across this evaluation.

Impact type:

· Beneficial: A positive change in the condition or appearance of a resource or a change that moves the resource toward a desired condition.

· Adverse: A change that moves the resource away from a desired condition or detracts from its appearance or condition.

· Direct: An effect caused by an action at the same time and place.

· Indirect: An effect caused by an action where the effect is later in time or removed in space, but is reasonably foreseeable.

· Cumulative: The Council on Environmental Quality (1978) regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act require assessment of cumulative effects in the decision-making process for federal actions. Cumulative effects are defined as "the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions" (40 CFR 1508.7). Cumulative effects are considered for both the no action alternative and the preferred alternative. Cumulative effects were determined by combining the effects of the alternative with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Therefore, it was necessary to identify other past, ongoing, or reasonably foreseeable future actions within Fort Union National Historic site and in the surrounding region.
Impact intensity (either adverse or beneficial):
The criteria used to define the intensity of impacts associated with the analyses are presented for each resource, since impact intensities can vary according to the sensitivity of each resource.  The impact analyses were based on professional judgment using information provided by park staff, relevant references and technical literature citations, and subject matter experts.

Context:
· Site-specific: Impact is limited to the area of the proposed action.
· Local: Impact extends beyond the area of the proposed action, generally within five to ten miles of the specific site.
· Regional: Impact extends beyond the specific or local area of the proposed action, generally within a hundred miles of the specific site.
Duration:
· Short-term: An effect would no longer be detectable in resource appearance or condition within a relatively short period of time, generally less than three years.

· Long-term: A change in the appearance or condition of a resource that for all purposes is permanent.
Impairment: 
"… [A]n impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values, including the opportunities that otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of those resources or values. Whether an impact meets this definition depends on the particular resources and values that would be affected; the direct and indirect effects of the impact; the cumulative effects of the impact in question and other impacts" (NPS 2006:12).
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES.
Impact Thresholds 
Negligible: There would be either no impact or impacts at the lowest levels of detection with neither adverse nor beneficial consequences. The maximum determination of effect for §106 purposes would be no adverse effect.

Minor: Adverse: disturbance of a site(s) results in little, if any, loss of integrity. The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.
Minor: Beneficial: maintenance and preservation of a site(s). The determination of effect for

§106 would be no adverse effect.


Moderate: Adverse: disturbance of a site(s)  would result in loss of integrity.  The determination of effect for §106 would be adverse effect.  A memorandum of agreement (MOA) is executed among the National Park Service and the North Dakota State Historic Preservation Officer, and, if necessary, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b).  Measures identified in the MOA to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts result in a final determination of no adverse effect.

Moderate: Beneficial: stabilization of a site(s). The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.


Major: Adverse: disturbance of a site(s) results in a certain loss of integrity.  The determination of effect for §106 would be adverse effect.  Measures to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts cannot adequately mitigate for the loss of integrity.
Major: Beneficial:  active intervention to preserve a site(s). The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.
Alternative 1. No New Action; Current Public Water Supply System Maintained
No new construction related to Fort Union Trading Post’s public water supply system results in no impacts to the park’s archeological sites.  Current maintenance of the present system would have no impact on park archeological sites.
Alternative 2 (Preferred): Access Rural Water
There are twelve archeological sites in the project area.  The alignment of the water line has been carefully planned to avoid all sites. Construction in the area would be monitored by a qualified archeologist to ensure that proper procedures are followed to protect any significant archeological or Native American materials that might be discovered.  Construction would be halted if necessary, to protect such resources.  The impacts to archeological resources would thus be negligible or none.
Cumulative effects: Other than the disturbances occurring prior to and associated with the establishment of Fort Union, disturbances to the park and surrounding areas have been relatively minor. Prior to the establishment of the park the area west of the fort was mined for gravel, including the southwest bastion. This area has since become the visitor parking lot.  In establishing the park, an access road was built.  The restored fort was constructed on the original fort site.  A maintenance facility and employee housing were constructed 500 yards east of the fort site and approximately 100 yards east of the Garden Coulee site. Disturbances surrounding the park include a county road which provides access to the park and beyond.  Much of the surrounding land has been tilled for farming. Non-tilled pasture land is grazed annually by livestock. Further from the park, oil wells, pumping facilities and tanks are visible just beyond the south bank of the Missouri River. 
In the near future the park also intends to change the alignment of the service road from the fort to the maintenance shop. The current road alignment crosses an archeological site and the realignment project will correct that situation. The exact path of the new alignment has not yet been established.
Because of the nature of the two alternatives, neither will contribute to ongoing impacts in the immediate area of the park.
Impairment: Because there would be no adverse impacts to an archeological resource whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation for Fort Union Trading Post NHS (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park; (3) identified as a goal in the park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of resources from either alternative.
HISTORIC PROPERTIES AND CULTURAL LANDSCAPES.

Impact Thresholds 
Negligible: There would be either no impact or impacts at the lowest levels of detection with neither adverse nor beneficial consequences. The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.

Minor: Adverse: alteration of a pattern(s) or feature(s) of the landscape would not diminish the overall integrity of the landscape. The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.

Minor: Beneficial: preservation of  landscape patterns and features in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.

Moderate: Adverse: alteration of a pattern(s) or feature(s) of the landscape would diminish the overall integrity of the landscape. The determination of effect for §106 would be adverse effect.  A MOA is executed among the National Park Service and the North Dakota State Historic Preservation Officer, and, if necessary, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b).  Measures identified in the MOA to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts result in a final determination of no adverse effect.

Moderate: Beneficial: rehabilitation of a landscape or its patterns and features in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.

Major: Adverse: alteration of a pattern(s) or feature(s) of the landscape would diminish the overall integrity of the landscape.  The determination of effect for §106 would be adverse effect.  Measures to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts cannot adequately mitigate for the loss of integrity.
Beneficial: restoration of a landscape or its patterns and features in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.
Alternative 1  No New Action; Current Public Water Supply System Maintained
No new construction related to Fort Union Trading Post’s public water supply system results in no impacts to the park’s historic properties or cultural landscape.  Maintenance of the present system would continue the beneficial impact of providing potable water for park operations.
Alternative 2 (Preferred): Access Rural Water
The proposed construction period of 60 days, followed by post-construction reseeding of disturbed ground, would have a negligible impact since all of the impacts would be limited to the construction zones.  This alternative would have relatively short-term impacts on the landscape since the construction period is 60 days, and the revegetation would be complete in two to three years.

Cumulative effects: Because of the nature of the two alternatives, neither will contribute to ongoing impacts in the immediate area of the park.
Impairment: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to historic resource or cultural landscape whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation for Fort Union Trading Post NHS (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park; (3) identified as a goal in the park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of historic resources or cultural landscapes from either alternative.
VEGETATION.
Impact Thresholds 
Negligible: No native vegetation would be affected or some individual native plants could be affected as a result of the alternative, but there would be no effect on the viability of any native species populations. The effects would be short-term, on a small scale, and no species of special concern would be affected.

Minor: The alternative would affect some individual native plants and would also affect a small portion of that species’ population. Mitigation to offset adverse effects, including special measures to avoid affecting species of special concern, could be required and would be effective.

Moderate: The alternative would affect some individual native plants and would also affect a sizeable segment of the species’ population in the long-term and over a relatively large area. Mitigation to offset adverse effects could be extensive, but would likely be successful. Some species of special concern could also be affected. 

Major: The alternative would have a considerable long-term effect on native plant populations, including species of special concern, and affect a relatively large area in and out of the monument. Mitigation measures to offset the adverse effects would be required, extensive, and success of the mitigation measures would not be guaranteed.
Alternative 1  No New Action; Current Public Water Supply System Maintained
No new construction related to Fort Union Trading Post’s public water supply system results in no impacts to the park’s vegetation.  Maintenance of the present system would have no impact on vegetation.
Alternative 2 (Preferred): Access Rural Water
The proposed construction period of 60 days, followed by post-construction reseeding of disturbed ground with native grasses, would have a minor impact since all of the impacts would be limited to the construction zones.  This alternative would have relatively short-term impacts on the landscape since the construction period is 60 days, and the revegetation would be complete in two to three years. 
Cumulative effects:  Neither alternative will contribute to ongoing impacts in the immediate area of the park.  Likewise, neither alternative will contribute ongoing impacts beyond the park.
Impairment: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to vegetation whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation for Fort Union Trading Post NHS (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park; (3) identified as a goal in the park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of vegetation from either alternative.
GROUNDWATER. 

Impact Thresholds 
Negligible: Neither the quality nor the hydrology of groundwater would be affected, or changes would be either non-detectable or if detected, would have effects that would be considered slight, local, and short-term. 

Minor: Changes in groundwater quality or hydrology would be measurable, although the changes would be small, likely short-term, and the effects would be localized. No mitigation measure associated with water quality or hydrology would be necessary.

Moderate: Changes in groundwater quality or hydrology would be measurable and long-term but would be relatively local. Mitigation measures associated with water quality or hydrology would be necessary and the measures would likely succeed. 

Major: Changes in groundwater quality or hydrology would be readily measurable, would have substantial consequences, and would be noticed on a regional scale. Mitigation measures would be necessary and their success would not be guaranteed.
Alternative 1 No New Action; Current Public Water Supply System Maintained
No new construction related to Fort Union Trading Post’s public water supply system results in negligible to minor adverse impacts to groundwater in the area of the park.  Some dissolved solids from the current well water may have a negligible to minor adverse impact to groundwater.  If the current well is retained and maintained, a new well would need to be drilled eventually.  This would not be expected to appreciably impact the quality or hydrology of the groundwater.  Overall, a new well could have negligible to minor adverse impact on the quality or hydrology of the park’s groundwater.
Alternative 2 (Preferred): Access Rural Water
The acquisition of rural water would replace the existing groundwater system for potable water; however, the existing well would continue to be maintained temporarily as a backup for fire and other uses.  The overall impact on groundwater is negligible and possibly beneficial, since the draw on groundwater is expected to diminish or cease if the existing well is eventually abandoned.
Cumulative effects:  Neither alternative will contribute to ongoing impacts in the immediate area of the park.

Impairment: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to groundwater resources whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation for Fort Union Trading Post NHS (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park; (3) identified as a goal in the park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of groundwater resources from either alternative.
SOILS 
Impact Thresholds 
Negligible: Soils would not be affected or the effects to soils would be below or at the lower levels of detection. Any effects to soil productivity or fertility would be slight and only short-term effects to soils would occur.

Minor: The effects to soils would be detectable but neither soil productivity nor fertility would be impacted over the long-term.  Effects would be limited to the immediate construction zone.  Mitigation needed to offset adverse effects would be relatively simple to implement and would be successful.

Moderate: The effect on soil productivity or fertility would be readily apparent, likely long-term, and result in a change to the soil character beyond the immediate construction zone. Mitigation measures would be necessary to offset adverse effects.  They may be more difficult to implement, but would likely be successful.

Major: The effect on soil productivity or fertility would be readily apparent, long-term, and substantially change the character of the soils over a large area beyond the construction zone. Difficult and extensive mitigation measures to offset adverse effects would be needed, and success would not be guaranteed.

Alternative 1. No New Action; Current Public Water Supply System Maintained
Maintenance of the present system with no new construction would have no impact on park soils.
Alternative 2 (Preferred): Access Rural Water
The proposed construction of the water line, including open-trench and boring methods, would have minor, short term adverse impacts on soils.  All excavated soils will be stockpiled adjacent to the immediate construction zone, then used to backfill the trench.  All excess soils will be evenly distributed across the construction zone to minimize slumping.  All exposed areas will be reseeded as quickly as possible to reduce erosion.  The duration of soil impacts would be relatively short since the construction period is 60 days, and revegetation would be complete within a two- to three-year period.
Cumulative effects: Neither alternative will contribute to ongoing impacts in the immediate area of the park.

Impairment: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to soil resources whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation for Fort Union Trading Post NHS (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park; (3) identified as a goal in the park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of soil resources from either alternative.
HEALTH AND SAFETY. 
Impact Thresholds 
Negligible: Public health and safety would not be affected, or the effects would be at low levels of detection and would not have an appreciable effect on the public health or safety.

Minor: The effect would be detectable and would likely be short-term, but would not have an appreciable effect on public health and safety. If mitigation were needed, it would be relatively simple and would likely be successful.

Moderate: The effects would be readily apparent and long-term, and would result in substantial, noticeable effects to public health and safety on a park-wide scale. Mitigation measures would probably be necessary and would likely be successful.

Major: The effects would be readily apparent and long-term, and would result in substantial, noticeable effects to public health and safety on a park-wide or larger scale. Extensive mitigation measures would be needed, and their success would not be guaranteed.
Alternative 1. No New Action; Current Public Water Supply System Maintained
Maintenance and use of the present system would continue to risk having a minor adverse impact on Health and Safety.  While the system currently meets all water quality standards, the taste and smell are undesirable.  Some dissolved solids may have a minor impact on those employees or visitors whose diets limit salts, or those unaccustomed to these levels of sulfates.  Continued disinfection of the water to prevent bacteriological contamination also affects the palatability of the water. In order to increase the palatability of the drinking water, reverse osmosis filters have been installed in each housing unit, the visitor center and the maintenance shop.
Alternative 2 (Preferred): Access Rural Water
Upgrading the park’s water supply to rural water would have minor beneficial impacts to employee and visitor’s health by improving the water palatability and minimizing the risk of bacteriological contamination.  Rural water would meet all water quality standards without additional treatment at the park, and the amount of dissolved solids would likely be considerably less than the current water system, reducing the effects on employees and visitors with restricted diets or sensitivity to sulfates.
Cumulative effects: Because of the nature of the two alternatives, neither alternative will contribute to ongoing impacts in the immediate area of the park.

Summary Assessment of Alternatives and Associated Environmental Consequences

For ease in evaluating the impact of these alternatives, and based on the detailed discussion presented above, the following table (Table 1) summarizes the environmental consequences associated with each alternative.
Table 1. Alternatives and Associated Environmental Impacts

	Alternatives:

Affected /environment
	 Alternative 1: No Action
	Alternative 2: Access Rural Water
[PREFERRED]

	Archeological Sites
	Negligible impacts
	Negligible impacts

	Historic Properties and Cultural Landscapes 
	Negligible impacts
	Negligible impacts

	Vegetation
	Negligible impacts
	Minor, adverse; short term, site-specific, impacts.

	Groundwater
	Negligible-to-minor impacts
	Negligible beneficial impacts

	Soils
	Negligible impacts
	Minor, adverse, short-term, site specific impacts

	Health and Safety
	Minor, adverse, long-term impacts
	Minor, beneficial, long term, impacts.


Environmentally Preferable Alternative
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) and the DO-12 require the NPS identify the alternative that best promotes the goals of section 101 of the NEPA.  The environmentally preferred alternative is defined by the CEQ as:  

“…the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment; it also means the alternative which best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources” (CEQ 1981)

Fort Union Trading Post NHS public water rehabilitation project Alternative 2 is the plan that would best meet this definition. This is the environmentally preferred alternative, in that it will (1) fulfill Fort Union Trading Post’s responsibilities as an environmental trustee for future generations; (2) assure a safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically pleasing surrounding; (3) attain the widest range of beneficial uses without undesirable consequences; (4) preserve the cultural and natural aspects of Fort Union Trading Post (5) achieve a balance between preservation and resource use; and (6) enhance the quality of the park’s renewable resources.
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PREPARERS

This Environmental Assessment and Assessment of Effect was prepared by Andy Banta, Superintendent, Fort Union Trading Post NHS, with the assistance of Audrey Barnhart, Fort Union Trading Post Curator, and Gayle Whittlesey, Fort Union Trading Post Facility Manager.  Randy Correll of the Midwest Regional Office managed the project design activities.
RESPONSE REQUIREMENTS

Comments concerning this Environmental Assessment and Assessment of Effect should be submitted in writing to the Superintendent, Fort Union Trading Post NHS (15550 Hwy 1804, Williston, ND 58801, Ph. 701 572 9083, FAX 701 572 7321, 5:00 pm, February 23, 2007.

You may also comment directly to the park on this proposal by utilizing the Planning, Environment, and Public Comment website (PEPC) at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/.  Simply select Fort Union Trading Post NHS from the dropdown list
FORT UNION TRADING POST NHS

By:  /s/Andrew Banta


  Date: 
January 19, 2007
Title: Superintendent, Fort Union Trading Post NHS







Appendix B North Dakota State Historic Preservation letter of concurrence of no significant impact to archeological resources.

Appendix C Letter to the Three Affiliated Tribe, requesting input on this proposal.

Appendix D Letter to the Fort Peck Tribes, requesting input on this proposal.

Appendix E. Letter from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with concurrence of no impact on T&E Species.
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Fort Union Trading Post Seeks Public Input








Fort Union Trading Post has the opportunity to access potable water from the Dry Prairie Rural Water System and is seeking public comment to determine the best manner to accomplish this task.  Rural water would provide the park with a higher quality of drinking water, a dependable supply and will reduce the park maintenance requirements associated with the existing shallow well water.  To access the new rural water line a 3500 foot buried pipeline will be required, from the west boundary of the park to the fort structures. A 2” water line will be buried in a trench parallel to Hwy 1804, making a nearly right angle from the highway to the fort.





Under the National Environmental Policy Act federal agencies are required to solicit public input into the management of their natural and cultural resources.  Please submit any comments, suggestions, or questions to Park Superintendent Andy Banta at 701 572 9083, at Fort Union Trading Post NHS, 15550 Hwy 1804, Williston, ND 58801.  You may also comment directly to the park on this proposal by utilizing the Planning, Environment, and Public Comment website (PEPC) at � HYPERLINK "http://parkplanning.nps.gov/" ��http://parkplanning.nps.gov/�.  Simply select Fort Union Trading Post NHS from the dropdown list.  Comments received within the next 21 days would be most helpful.





In the coming months Fort Union Trading Post NHS will complete an Environmental Assessment and Historic Preservation Assessment of Effect evaluating the impacts of this proposed project and alternatives of the actions on the park’s landscape.  These documents will be made available for comment when the analysis is complete.
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