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This environmental assessment will be on public review for 30 days. If you wish to comment on this environmental assessment, you may mail comments to the address below or post comments online at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/hobe.
Horseshoe Bend National Military Park

11288 Horseshoe Bend Road

Daviston, Alabama 36256
Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment – including your personal identifying information – may be made publicly available at any time.  While you can ask us in your comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.
1.0     PROPOSED ACTION
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1.1 Proposed Action

Horseshoe Bend National Military Park proposes to replace the existing maintenance building at the park in order to better serve the needs of the Maintenance Division and other administrative divisions at the park.  

The existing maintenance facility is a patchwork of structures that are failing and do not meet current construction codes or standards.  This project would demolish the principal maintenance building (constructed in 1976) and various outbuildings and replace them with new, modern structures. The proposed replacement buildings would be constructed in a disturbed area currently used as the site of the existing maintenance building and service yard. The total affected area would be 15,632 sq. ft. or 0.36 acres. The size of the project is subject to change due to possible budgetary constraints. Any change would be a reduction in size, not an expansion.

The replacement facility would house the park’s Maintenance operations and Resource Management operations, as well as the regional coordinator’s office for the National Park Service Facilities Management Software System (FMSS). It would also house a training room so that the theater in the park visitor center would no longer be needed for training. Moving these divisions to the new maintenance facility would free up needed space in the existing visitor center for the Administration and Interpretation divisions, as well as provide additional space for the mail room, office supply storage, computer equipment room, and break room. It would also make all of the new office space, including the restroom, completely accessible in the new building. 

The replacement of the principal maintenance building and outbuildings would result in a facility that is safe for the employees to work in and that would better serve future and current operations taking place in the park. The replacement would also lessen the environmental impacts associated with the park’s sewage system, fuel storage system, and equipment storage and equipment maintenance, while reducing energy costs within the facility.
1.2 Need for the Proposed Action  

The park currently lacks adequate space for its maintenance staff. In addition, the current maintenance facility does not meet applicable life safety, Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), or Government Services Administration (GSA) standards.  As a result, working conditions for maintenance staff are substandard generally, and, in the case of handicapped employees, intolerable due to the absence of accessible restrooms.

The purpose of the proposed action is to achieve adequate work space for park staff while meeting, for the first time, life safety and other applicable requirements.   The proposed rehabilitation would relieve congested areas, provide barrier-free architecture for handicapped employees, and relieve over-crowded working conditions, thereby permitting compliance with standards imposed by the ADA and GSA.      

1.3 Issues Presented by the Proposed Action
Regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality require the National Park Service (NPS) to “determine the scope … and the significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the environmental impact statement” (40 CFR 1501.7(a)(2)), and “identify and eliminate from detailed study the issues which are not significant or which have been covered by prior environmental review …, narrowing the discussion of these issues in the statement to a brief presentation of why they will not have a significant effect on the human environment or providing a reference to their coverage elsewhere” (40 CFR 1501.7(a)(3)).  

Of the impact topics initially listed, the following were considered environmental issues warranting further study, and are carried through the EA for detailed analysis:

· Impacts to Historic Properties 
· Impacts to Soils

· Impacts to Vegetation

· Public Health and Safety

· Visitor Use and Experience

The proposed action will not have disproportionate impacts on socially or economically disadvantaged populations. Also, the actions in this plan would neither contribute materially to, nor be affected by, global climate change. Accordingly, neither environmental justice nor climate change is addressed as an issue in this EA.   
Endangered Species Act: Section 7 Determination of Effect

Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires federal agencies to use their authorities to conserve species listed under the Act and to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on actions that may affect these species. This section also prohibits federal agencies from authorizing, funding, or carrying out any action that would likely jeopardize a listed species or destroy or modify its critical habitat. 

The NPS notified the USFWS about the proposed action by letter dated September 6, 2016. Thereafter, the NPS reviewed the USFWS’s list of threatened and endangered species for Tallapoosa County Alabama found at http://ecos.fws.gov/ecp0/reports/species-by-current-range-county?fips=01123.
The proposed action would take place in an existing maintenance yard that has been in use for decades. The site of proposed construction consists of areas that have been mown for years, as well as ancillary graveled and paved surfaces (see photos later in this document). A review of USFWS listing data and park files indicates that no listed species occur at the site of the proposed action and no listed species will be affected by the proposed action. Accordingly, the NPS finds that the proposed action will have “no effect” on federally listed threatened or endangered species.
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2.0     ALTERNATIVES
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The issues and concerns identified during scoping were used to develop and evaluate alternatives for replacing the existing maintenance facility and related structures. In addition to a No Action Alternative (i.e., continue current management), a single alternative described and evaluated.  The resources affected by these alternatives are described under “Affected Environment” (Section 3).  The anticipated impacts are then analyzed in Section 4, “Environmental Consequences.”  Table 2.1 summarizes and compares the impacts from the two alternatives.

2.1 Introduction

Two alternatives are considered in this environmental assessment, namely, a no-action and an action alternative.

2.2 Alternative A – No Action

Under this alternative, NPS would not move to replace the existing maintenance building and related structures at Horseshoe Bend. Employees would continue to work in substandard office conditions and the park would continue to suffer from insufficient workspace for its employees.
2.3 Alternative B – Replace Existing Maintenance Facility and Related Structures (Preferred Alternative)
Under Alternative B, NPS would demolish the existing, outdated maintenance building and outbuildings. These structures would be replaced with new, modern structures that meet all applicable building-code and safety requirements.
The first step under this alternative would be to construct a new maintenance building. The new facility would be a 32’ by 68’ building, with office space and work bays. There would also be an attached 32’ by 105’ equipment storage building. The new building would sit on a 5,536 sq. ft. concrete slab. The yard area in front of the building would be crushed gravel and be approximately 8,008 sq. ft. in size. There would also be an equipment wash rack / fueling area at the end of the building approximately 1,088 sq. ft. in size. The shop building would have two roll-up doors with see-through curtains. The building would come with low-flow water fixtures, demand hot water heaters, LED or T-5 fixtures and occupancy controllers, and a package sewer system suitable for maintenance operations with a fuel / oil water separator. The septic field would be approximately 1,000 sq. ft. in size.

The total affected area would be 15,632 sq. ft. or 0.36 acres. The size of the project is subject to change due to possible budgetary constraints. Any change would be a reduction in size, not an expansion.
After completion of the new facility, the existing facility would be demolished. The park would also demolish the following out buildings: sign shed / tractor pole shed / fuel storage shed and material storage shed.
The existing maintenance building, constructed in 1976, appears to have been built on the site of an historic barn and incorporates part of the barn’s foundation. The barn dates to some time before 1923 and was part of the Witness Tree Homestead (ASMIS # HOBE-7.000) (see discussion below under “Historic Properties”). Under Alternative B, removal of the existing maintenance facility would not include demolition of the remnant historic foundation. Rather, the historic fabric would be left in place. To accomplish this, the slab of the existing facility would be left in place so as not to disturb the old foundation. The area around the old foundation would then be back-filled. Thereafter, the slab could be used as additional parking for training purposes.     

Photos Illustrating Alternative B 
1. Photos of Existing facility
The existing maintenance building, pictured below, would remain in place until the new facility was constructed and occupied.
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2. Photos of Historic Fabric in Existing Facility, Exterior Views 

In the two pictures below, note the old barn foundation that extends out about 6 feet from the back wall of the existing facility.
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3. Photos of Historic Fabric in Existing Facility, Indoor Views 

The pictures below show the old barn foundation wall inside the lower bays. Under Alternative B, the slab of the facility would be left in place so as not to disturb the old foundation. The area around the old foundation would then be back-filled. Thereafter, the slab could be used as additional parking for training purposes.
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4. Photos Showing Site of Replacement Building 

The planned replacement building would be constructed in the area shown below. The buildings in the photos would be removed.
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The following pictures show the grease rack, oil shed, and roadway that would also be removed and returned to a natural site.

 [image: image27.jpg]



[image: image28.jpg]m
=
=
s
=





[image: image29.jpg]



The oil shed and fuel shed have already been replaced by HAZMAT storage buildings.
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The new replacement HAZMAT buildings (shown below) would be incorporated into the maintenance yard upon completion of the new facility.
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The fuel tanks and portable storage buildings would also be incorporated into the maintenance yard upon completion of the new facility.
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2.4 Mitigation Measures  
For Alternative B, best management practices and mitigation measures would be used to prevent or minimize potential adverse impacts associated with this project. These practices and measures would be incorporated into the project construction documents and plans.

Resource protection measures undertaken during project implementation would include, but would not be limited to, those listed in below in Table 2.1 below. The impact analyses in the “Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences” section (see below) were performed assuming that these best management practices and mitigation measures would be implemented as a part of the action alternative. 

Table 2.1: Mitigation Measures and Best Management Practices 
	Potential Adverse Effect on:
	Mitigation Measure or Best Management Practice


	Historic Properties 

	To minimize ground disturbance, all staging areas, materials stockpiling, vehicle storage, and other construction-related facilities and areas would be located in a previously disturbed area or on hardened surfaces such as the existing parking areas.  

Ground-disturbing activities would be carefully planned because some areas may harbor presently unknown archeological resources. Construction documents would include stop-work provisions should archeological resources be uncovered and the contractor would be apprised of these protective measures during the pre-construction conference. 

Work limits would be established and clearly marked to protect resources, and all protection measures would be clearly stated in the construction specifications. Workers would be instructed to avoid conducting activities beyond the construction zone and their compliance monitored by the project Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative. 

Archeological monitoring of ground disturbance in currently inaccessible paved areas or areas beneath and adjacent to existing structures (walkways, steps, flooring, etc.) would help ensure that all cultural resources were identified and documented during the construction process. 

If previously unknown archeological resources were discovered, work would be stopped in the area of any discovery, protective measures would be implemented, and procedures outlined in 36 Code of Federal Regulations 800 would be followed. Resources would be evaluated for their National Register of Historic Places significance, and adequate mitigation of project impacts (in consultation with appropriate agencies) and adjustment of the project design would take place to avoid or limit the adverse effects on resources.

To reduce unauthorized collecting, construction personnel would be educated about cultural resources in general and the need to protect any cultural resources encountered. Work crews would be instructed regarding the illegality of collecting artifacts on federal lands to avoid any potential Archeological Resources Protection Act violations. This would include instructions for notifying appropriate personnel if human remains were discovered.

	Construction-related effects on soils 


	Standard best management practices to limit erosion and control sediment release would be employed. Such measures include use of silt fencing, limiting the area of vegetative disturbance, use of erosion mats, and covering banked soils to protect them until they are reused.

	Public Health and Safety


	An accident prevention program would be a required submittal. This plan would include job hazard analyses associated with each major phase of the proposed project and would emphasize both worker and public safety. It would include planning for emergency situations, including fires, tornados, building collapse, explosions, power outages, and rainstorms. 

The plan would also take into consideration the nature of the construction, site conditions, including seasonal weather conditions and the degree of risk or exposure associated with the proposed activity. Regular project inspections and safety meetings would ensure the safety of the premises both to construction staff and visitors. 

A defined work area perimeter would be maintained to keep all construction-related impacts within the affected area. All paved areas that are subject to vehicular and pedestrian traffic would be kept clean of construction debris and soils. Sweeping of these areas would be implemented as necessary. 

Visitor safety would be ensured both day and night by fencing of the construction limits of the proposed action. Areas not safe for public entry would be marked and signed for avoidance. Unsafe conditions would be inspected for and corrected as soon as practicable to minimize the potential for staff or visitor injury. 

To the degree possible, impacts would be mitigated by the use of best management practices to reduce generation of dust and by limits on the types of chemicals (e.g., ones with high VOC ratings) used in new construction and the rehabilitation.

	Visitor Experience 

	Specific provisions would ensure that the majority of material deliveries were made during the week, rather than on weekends or holidays. By the same token, most of the disruptive work would not occur on weekends or holidays. Disruptive early morning or late evening deliveries would be minimized to the extent possible. The contractor would be encouraged to deliver the majority of materials in the early morning hours, before 10:00 a.m.  

All construction equipment would be equipped with mufflers kept in proper operating conditions, and when possible, equipment would be shut-off rather than allowed to idle. Standard noise abatement measures would include the following elements: a schedule that minimizes impacts to adjacent noise-sensitive areas, use of the best available noise control techniques wherever feasible, use of hydraulically or electrically powered impact tools when feasible, and location of stationary noise sources as far from sensitive public use areas as possible.

	Sustainability and Conservation Potential
	Shipment of materials in full loads would be encouraged, and vehicles and equipment would be maintained to minimize pollution generation. 

All new buildings would incorporate energy efficient and sustainable design to minimize energy consumption.
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3.0     ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
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3.1 Background 
Horseshoe Bend National Military Park is located in a rural section of east central Alabama in Tallapoosa County, on State Highway 49, 12 miles north of the town of Dadeville (see map on following page). The park is situated near the southern end of the Piedmont Plateau and encompasses 2,040 acres. It contains low rolling hills, which range in elevation from 535 feet to 680 feet above sea level, and approximately 4 miles of the Tallapoosa River, which meanders through the park.   

In August 1959, President Dwight D. Eisenhower signed the Proclamation establishing Horseshoe Bend National Military Park, enacting the park’s enabling legislation, passed three years earlier. The 2,040-acre park was established to memorialize the final and most critical battle of the Creek Indian War.

The Creek Indian War consisted of 17 battles or skirmishes with the final and most significant battle fought at Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814. In this battle, 3,300 frontier troops and Indian allies under the command of Andrew Jackson defeated 1,000 Red Stick Creek warriors who had fortified themselves behind a seemingly impregnable log barricade. More than 800 Creek Indians were killed, ending for all time the military power of the Creek Nation. 

As a result of this battle, much of Alabama and Georgia was opened to American settlement, paving the way for Alabama’s statehood five years later. The battle was also a critical step toward the forced removal of southeastern American Indians from their ancestral homes.

Today the park includes the site of the fortified Creek position as well as the outlying areas of the battlefield, from which Major General Jackson, to the north, and Brigadier General John Coffee, to the south, attacked the Red Stick Creeks. In addition to the battlefield, the park includes a portion of the late 1700’s/early 1800’s Creek town site of Newyaucau, and forested land surrounding the battlefield. A tour road, with parking pull-offs and interpretive signs, was constructed in 1964, and three interpretive shelters were built in 1967. (The latter were replaced in the early 2000s.) The entire park was accepted for National Register listing in 1976 as the Horseshoe Bend National Military Park Historic District.
The park maintenance facility is located just southwest of the park visitor center (see map below), on the west side of Alabama State Highway 49. 

[This space intentionally left blank]
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Figure 1

The area of proposed construction is immediately west of Highway 49, southwest of the Visitor Center
3.2 Purpose of Environmental Assessment 
According to the Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations regarding the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), there are three primary purposes of an Environmental 
Assessment (EA):  (1) to help determine whether the impact of a proposed action or alternative could be significant, thus indicating that an environmental impact statement (EIS) is needed; (2) to aid in compliance with NEPA when no EIS is necessary by evaluating a proposal that would have no significant impacts, but that may have measurable adverse impacts; and (3) to facilitate preparation of an EIS if one is necessary. This Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared to analyze the environmental effects of the two alternatives described in section two above.

3.3 Direct versus Indirect Effects of Alternatives  

The following definitions of direct and indirect effects were used in this evaluation:

Direct.  An effect that is caused by an action and occurs at the same time and place; and

Indirect.  An effect that is caused by an action, but is later in time, or farther removed in distance, but still reasonably foreseeable. These would be caused, for example, by growth that is induced by the project. For purposes of this environmental assessment, however, it is assumed that because the proposed maintenance building project is so small, it would not have any indirect effects related to induced growth or other factors. The indirect effects of the project are therefore not referenced again in this impact analysis.

3.4 Specific Methodology for Assessing Effects on Historic Properties
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their undertakings on properties listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. All actions affecting the parks’ historic properties must comply with this legislation.

Similarly, the National Environmental Policy Act requires analysis of the impacts of federal actions on the human environment (the natural and physical environment and its relationship with human culture); and directs that these important historical, cultural and natural aspects of our national heritage be preserved. 

The impact analysis in this section is intended to comply with the requirements of both the National Environmental Policy Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. (Letters to this effect have been sent to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the Alabama State Historic Preservation Officer.) Accordingly, NPS is following the procedures for coordinating Section 106 with NEPA set forth in 36 CFR 800.8. In accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic Properties), effects to historic properties were identified and evaluated by (1) determining the area of potential effects; (2) identifying historic properties present in the area of potential effects that are either listed in or eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places; (3) applying the criteria of adverse effect to affected, National Register eligible or listed historic properties; and (4) considering ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects. 

Under the Advisory Council’s regulations, a determination of either adverse effect or no adverse effect must also be made for affected National Register listed or eligible historic properties. An adverse effect occurs whenever an effect alters, directly or indirectly, any characteristic of a historic property that qualifies it for inclusion in the National Register, for example diminishing the integrity (or the extent to which a resource retains its historic appearance) of its location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Adverse effects also include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the alternatives that would occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative (36 CFR 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects). A determination of no adverse effect means there is an effect, but the effect would not diminish the characteristics of the historic property that qualify it for inclusion in the National Register.
3.5 Cumulative Effects Analysis Method

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ 1978) regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act requires assessment of cumulative effects in the decision making process for federal projects. 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 and the two action alternatives, and are presented at the end of each impact topic discussion analysis.

Cumulative effects were determined by combining the predicted effects of an alternative with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Therefore, it was necessary to identify other past, ongoing, or reasonably foreseeable future actions at the park and in the surrounding area. 
Horseshoe Bend is located in a relatively remote, rural area that is subject to relatively minimal new development pressures. Past damage to cultural and natural resources are largely those associated with land clearing, cultivation, and the construction of dwellings and farm structures. Within the park itself, natural terrestrial resources are in many respects recovering from past land disturbing activities. Similarly, historic properties (archeological resources, historic structures, cultural landscapes) have benefited from decades of protection and absence of substantial development activity. Therefore, cumulative effects of the proposed action are considered to be almost identical to existing conditions. 
3.6 Impacts to Historic Properties 

Affected Environment
The current park maintenance facility was constructed in 1976. Historic maps indicate that this facility is located in close proximity to the site of a house and possible barn, known as the Witness Tree Homestead (ASMIS # HOBE-7.000).  No longer extant, the historic structures of the homestead first appear on a 1923 Alabama Power Company (APCO) map (Figure 1) and again on a 1956 APCO map. There are no corresponding structures represented at this location on the 1906 Dadeville quadrangle map or the 1909 Tallapoosa County Soil Survey map, which would suggest that the site probably does not date not much earlier than the early 1920s.

In 1998, a team of archeologists from the NPS Southeast Archeological Center (SEAC) under the direction of Dr. Guy Prentice visited the site as part of an archeological inventory project (SEAC Acc. # 1330). Little evidence of these structures was observed during the pedestrian survey. However, Dr. Prentice returned to the farmstead in 2011 (SEAC Acc. # 2351) to conduct a site condition assessment, and this time he located evidence that corresponds to the location of the house. No artifacts were collected at that time. Dr. Prentice was later informed that one of the walls of the presumed barn was actually used as part of the foundation for the current maintenance building. Thus, historic structures were once located in the vicinity of the proposed new construction and one of the buildings has been tentatively identified in-situ by Dr. Prentice.
To determine whether archeological resources could be present at the maintenance facility site, representatives of SEAC performed a shovel test survey in July 2012. In order to ensure an adequate survey of the entire footprint of the proposed new facility, the SEAC team set up a 40x60m test grid consisting of 3 lines of 4 test pits running East-West, with 20-meter spacing. The grid encompassed the yard and continued a short distance into the wooded area beyond (see figure below). 

[This area intentionally left blank]
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HOBE: Location of shovel test pits.
The soils in the survey area are characterized by yellowish brown sandy clays from the surface down to 20–30 centimeters (cm) deep, followed by highly compacted, culturally sterile red clay. All shovel test pits (STP) were dug until the red clay was encountered, documented, and backfilled. The average STP depth was 46 centimeters below surface (cmbs). The removed soil was screened through ¼-inch (0.64cm) mesh hardware cloth. Several of the STPs had to be offset to avoid the gravel pathways, storage sheds, and piles of modern refuse. A total of 12 STPs were excavated, four of which produced fragments of colorless glass and nails—all of which were determined to be of modern origin and discarded in the field. No culturally significant materials were found. SEAC concluded that, because the area has been disturbed from the construction of the storage sheds and its daily use, the probability of locating intact cultural resources is low. The results of the shovel test survey also indicated a low probability of intact cultural resources in the proposed area. The construction of the new maintenance facility, as designed, should not adversely impact any archeological deposits. 
Environmental Consequences
Impacts from Alternative A (continue current management)
Under Alternative A, the existing maintenance building and related outbuildings would remain in place. There would be no new construction and no new ground-disturbing activity. As a result, no new adverse impacts to historic properties (archeological resources, historic structures, cultural landscapes) would occur. This alternative would not contribute to ongoing cumulative adverse impacts to historic properties.   
Impacts from Alternative B (construct new maintenance facility)
Construction of the proposed new maintenance facility and related buildings would take place within the Horseshoe Bend National Military Park Historic District. The area of potential effect is the Historic District as a whole. 
The only historic feature that could possibly be affected is a foundation remnant from a historic barn formerly located at the site. The foundation remnant appears to date to around the early 1920s. The remnant lacks integrity because part of it has been removed/destroyed and the remainder has been incorporated into the current maintenance building. Accordingly, the remnant is not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, NPS intends to preserve the foundation remnant when demolition of the existing maintenance building takes place. To minimize impacts to the foundation remnant, NPS will consult with a historic architect for recommended procedures to minimize the negative impacts of demolition. The demolition itself will be undertaken with care to avoid damaging the foundation. Thereafter, the area around the foundation will be backfilled with soil to protect it. The slab of the old building would be left in place so as not to disturb the old foundation. Thereafter, the slab could be used for additional parking.  
No actual historic structures would be affected by Alternative B. The maintenance building and other structures proposed for demolition are less than fifty years old and are not otherwise eligible for listing in the National Register. Both the site of proposed construction and the surrounding area are previously disturbed and have been used as a maintenance facility/maintenance yard for at least forty years. Shovel tests performed in the area of proposed construction by NPS SEAC failed to locate any culturally significant materials.

The new construction proposed under Alternative B would take place entirely within the existing maintenance area, which is screened from the rest of the park by a vegetative buffer. The proposed action would leave the entirety of this buffer in place. As a result, there would be no adverse impacts to the cultural landscape at the park. 
Section 106 Summary
After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects), the NPS concludes that implementation of Alternative B would have no adverse effect on archeological resources, historic structures, or the cultural landscape at Horseshoe Bend National Military Park.

This environmental assessment includes mitigation measures that would help reduce potential adverse effects on historic properties, and all work would be performed in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation (NPS 1995a). 

To avoid any unauthorized collecting from areas where construction is proposed, work crews would be educated about historic properties in general and the need to protect any resources encountered. Work crews would be instructed regarding the illegality of collecting artifacts on federal lands to avoid any potential violations. In the unlikely event that previously unknown historic properties were discovered during construction, work would be halted in the vicinity of the resource, and procedures outlined in 36 Code of Federal Regulations 800 would be followed. 

The Alabama State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) SHPO will be provided a copy of this EA and any comments the SHPO may have on the project will be addressed in the final compliance documents. Should the need arise, additional mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with the SHPO.  

3.6 Impacts to Soils (continue current management) 
Affected Environment
The park is located along the southern boundary of the Northern Piedmont Upland physiographic region and consists of metamorphic and igneous rocks of Paleozoic to Precambrian age. The granite, gneiss, and schist bedrock weather to produce well-drained reddish loamy or clayey soils. The elevation ranges from 535 feet along the river to 680 feet at the higher ridgelines. The topography is relatively flat along the river floodplain, with low rolling hills throughout much of the park. Slopes may reach 30 percent in some areas, but are more commonly 10 to 14 percent.
In accordance with the NPS’s Management Policies (2001), the NPS will strive to understand and preserve the soil resources of park units and to prevent, to the extent possible, the unnatural erosion, physical removal, or contamination of the soil, or its contamination of other resources.

Environmental Consequences
Impacts from Alternative A (continue current management) 
Under Alternative A, the existing maintenance building and related outbuildings would remain in place. There would be no new construction and no new ground-disturbing activity. As a result, no new adverse impacts to soils would occur. This alternative would not contribute to ongoing cumulative adverse impacts to soils.
Impacts from Alternative B (construct new maintenance facility)
Construction of the proposed new maintenance building and related structures would result in localized disturbance to soils within the existing maintenance area/maintenance yard. Disturbance would result from both excavation activities (associated with installing foundations, etc.) and soil compaction (resulting from the operation of heavy equipment on exposed soils). For the most part, soil disturbance would take place on flat ground and would result in minimal erosion, especially in light of the silt fences and other best management practices required by the “Mitigation Measures” portion of this EA (see Section 2.4 above). Soil functions would be lost under the footprint of all new buildings and parking areas.  On balance, impacts to soils would be limited because of the small area affected (about .36 acres or less) and the fact that much of the soil in the maintenance area is already disturbed and compacted. 
Alternative B would add to the ongoing loss of soils at the local and regional level resulting from human land disturbing activities.  The contribution of this alternative to such ongoing soil loss would be minimal due to the small amount of land affected. Alternative B would thus contribute only minimally to ongoing cumulative adverse impacts to soils. 
3.6 Impacts to Vegetation
Affected Environment
In many portions of Horseshoe Bend National Military Park, shortleaf pine and loblolly pine have displaced the mixed longleaf pine/hardwood forest that existed in 1814. However, most of the plant species are indigenous to this region. 

Hardwood trees in the area are represented by white oak (Quercus alba), southern red oak (Quercus falcata), black oak (Quercus velutina), and bitternut hickory (Carya cordiformis). Other common overstory trees are southern sugar maple (Acer barbatum), basswood (Tilia americana), and northern red oak (Quercus rubra).  Southern pine beetle infestations exist in numerous pockets of the park.  In some cases, infestations are near park boundaries and endanger adjacent commercial forests.
Understory and shrub species are represented by dogwood (Cornus florida), redbud (Cercis canadensis), pawpaw (Asimina triloba), sassafras (Sassafras albidum), and oak-leaved hydrangea (Hydrangea quercifolia). The common herbaceous species are Christmas fern (Polystichum acrostichoides), rattlesnake fern (Botrychium virginianum), and bedstraw (Galium aparine).

Exotic plant species have impacted many areas within the park. Invading exotic plants such as ailanthus (Altissima), mimosa (Albizia julibrissin), Chinaberry (Melia azedarach), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), kudzu (Pueraria lobata), and sandburs (Cenchrus longispinas) continue to expand and invade new areas.  Some of these invasive plants, such as kudzu and honeysuckle, can serve as ladder fuels and increase fire danger.
Environmental Consequences
Impacts from Alternative A (continue current management)
Under Alternative A, the existing maintenance building and related outbuildings would remain in place. There would be no new construction and no new ground-disturbing activity. As a result, no new adverse impacts to vegetation would occur. This alternative would not contribute to ongoing cumulative adverse impacts to vegetation.
Impacts from Alternative B (construct new maintenance facility)
Alternative B would generate new impacts to vegetation due to construction of a new maintenance building and related structures. Vegetation would be lost outright (removed and replaced with hardened surfaces) in the case of the new structures and new parking areas. However, the amount of vegetation to be removed is small and would consist mostly of grasses (including non-native species) and some individual trees. 

Virtually all of the areas affected would be considered already disturbed.
Heavy equipment may cause temporary disturbance in adjacent areas beyond the footprint of the construction sites. There would also be localized vegetation disturbance from foot traffic during vegetation clearing and construction activities. Repeated disturbance of vegetation (i.e., due to vehicle passes or foot traffic) during construction in areas where plants are not cleared would cause damage to plants and disturbance to ground cover. 

Exotic plants or seeds could be brought to the site with fill material or on construction machinery. New introductions could allow for exotic plants to become established and spread, especially in areas where the ground is disturbed by construction activities, and their proximity to native vegetation communities would represent a new threat to native habitats. Exotic plants currently growing in the area can also become established and spread on newly disturbed substrates. However, mitigation to ensure that imported material does not contain exotic plant material would be implemented, and contractual documents would require that heavy equipment should be cleaned so that it is weed-free before entering the project area.  

Federal or State-listed plant species, or their habitats, would not be impacted as none occur in the vicinity of the project areas.
Alternative B would add to the ongoing loss of vegetation at the local and regional level resulting from human land disturbing activities.  The contribution of this alternative to such ongoing loss of vegetation would be minimal due to the small amount of land affected. Alternative B would thus contribute only minimally to ongoing cumulative adverse impacts to vegetation.
3.7 Impacts to Public Health and Safety
Affected Environment
The proposed action would involve demolishing an existing maintenance facility and related outbuildings that date to the 1970s. Given the foregoing time period of construction, it is possible that one or more of these structures contains lead-based paint and/or asbestos. These substances, if present, pose a threat to park staff and construction workers if not properly managed. Tests for these substances would have to be performed before the proposed action could go forward.  
Environmental Consequences
Impacts from Alternative A (continue current management)
Under Alternative A, the existing maintenance building and related outbuildings would remain in place. There would be no new construction and no new ground-disturbing activity. As a result, any asbestos or lead based paint in these structures would remain in place, posing a potential safety threat to workers if the material were disturbed. Risks from such disturbance are low due to the unlikelihood of new disturbance in previously undisturbed areas, but the risk would nonetheless exist. 
Impacts from Alternative B (construct new maintenance facility)
The replacement maintenance building would include new and up-to-date plumbing, mechanical, security, fire detection, and fire suppression systems. These modifications also would provide for a safe means of visitor egress, and would help ensure the health, comfort, safety, and security of visitors and park staff. These features would comply with applicable building and safety codes. The new maintenance building and related structures would thus allow maintenance activities to be performed in a safe environment. Impacts to public health and safety would be beneficial.  
3.8 Impacts to Visitor Use and Experience
Affected Environment
Horseshoe Bend National Military Park is open year round except Thanksgiving, Christmas, and New Year's days.  The park averages about 109,000 visitors annually, and peak visitation occurs in the spring and fall. Visitation is heaviest during the spring and fall, with weekend visitation usually higher than on weekdays. The principle visitor activities are driving the battlefield tour road, hiking the nature trail, visiting the museum/visitor center, viewing the interpretive film, picnicking, and water related activities on the river. The average length of stay is less than 2 hours.
Environmental Consequences
Impacts from Alternative A (continue current management)
Under Alternative A, the existing maintenance building and related outbuildings would remain in place. Park maintenance operations would be essentially unchanged. As a result, there would be no new impacts to visitor use and experience. 
Impacts from Alternative B (construct new maintenance facility)
Visitor use and experience would be enhanced under this alternative. Construction of the new maintenance building and related structures would allow for a more efficient and productive maintenance operation, allowing more work to get done for the benefit of visitors. The visitor experience could thus be enhanced as repairs and upgrades were made in a more timely fashion. Cumulative impacts to visitor use and experience would be unchanged. 
3.10 Compliance with Federal and State Regulations 

The implementation of Alternatives A or B will not impact wetlands, floodplains, threatened and endangered species, air quality, wildlife, water quality, or produce hazardous or toxic waste.  Accordingly, the project will not require additional compliance with federal or state environmental regulations governing these resources.
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4.0     CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION
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Scoping is defined as the effort to involve agencies and the general public in determining the scope of issues to be addressed in the environmental document. Among other tasks, scoping determines important issues and eliminates issues that are not important; allocates assignments among the interdisciplinary team members and other participating agencies; identifies related projects and associated documents; identifies other permits, surveys, and consultations required by other agencies; and creates a schedule which allows adequate time to prepare and distribute the environmental document for public review and comment before a final decision is made. Scoping includes any interested agency or any agency with jurisdiction by law or expertise to obtain early input. Due to the small and relatively benign nature of the project, no public involvement was undertaken for the construction of the expanded administration facility.

4.1 Internal Scoping
The following NPS Personnel have been involved in internal scoping:

· Steve Crowder, Facility Management Specialist, Horseshoe Bend National Military Park

· Heather Tassin, Park Ranger, Horseshoe Bend National Military Park
· Tammie Renicker, Administrative Officer
· John Cornelison, Archeologist, NPS Southeast Archeological Center

· Vicki Garrett, Southeast Regional Coordinator, Facilities Management Software System
· Mark Kinzer, Environmental Protection Specialist, NPS Southeast Regional Office

· Barbara Tagger, Superintendent, Horseshoe Bend National Military Park

 4.2  Tribal Consultation

Letters were sent to affiliated Tribal leaders on September 26, 2016 to document consultation with the Tribes. The letters informed the Tribes of the proposed action and described the resulting ground disturbance.  These letter invited comments or questions, and/or the opportunity to initiate formal consultation.  

The following affiliated Tribes received this letter: 
Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town


Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas



Cherokee Nation








Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana

Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
Kialegee Tribal Town

Muscogee (Creek) Nation

Poarch Band of Creek Indians
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma
Seminole Tribe of Florida

Thlopthlocco Tribal Town
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians

4.3  Agency Consultation

The park contacted the Alabama State Historic Preservation Officer regarding this project. A letter was sent to the Alabama State Historic Preservation Officer on September 26, 2016. 
By letter dated September 26, 2016, the park advised the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation of its intent to use the environmental assessment process to accomplish compliance with both Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the National Environmental Policy Act, per regulations set forth at 36 Code of Federal Regulations 800.8(c). 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was notified of this project by letter dated September 26, 2016. No response was received. 
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	Horseshoe Bend National Military Park
NPS Southeast Regional Office


-2-


