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Maintenance Facilities Construction

Environmental Assessment 
Summary 
Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area (Park) proposes to construct a new maintenance building at the headquarters site of the Yellowtail Wildlife Habitat Management Area (YWHMA) Maintenance facilities within the park are currently situated in two locations.  The main shop and storage yard are located in the town of Lovell approximately 15 miles from the park entrance. The new maintenance building would replace the existing leased maintenance shop. In addition, the parks maintenance equipment storage yard would be moved from its current location near the Horseshoe Bend access road (immediately south of the sewage lagoon) to an existing storage yard in the YWHMA headquarters site. New maintenance and resource buildings, equipment storage sheds, and a fire suppression system consisting of a pump house and 33,000 gallon water tank would be constructed in the headquarters site storage yard. Provisions will be made for two above ground bulk fuel storage tanks, generator shed, and septic system. The yard will also provide sufficient storage and staging areas for boats, vehicles and materials. The entire storage yard would be fenced. Utility work related to these improvements would include providing water, sewer, electrical and natural gas service to the new maintenance and resource buildings, and storage sheds. 

The proposal to remove the current maintenance function from the leased building and transfer it to a new building is needed in part to address human health and safety risks associated with the existing leased building.  In particular, the existing maintenance shop does not comply with current building utility codes and OSHA regulations regarding workplace safety. It contains a number of structural deficiencies including: undersized electrical wiring, and lack of a fire detection and suppression system.  The existing leased workspace and storage areas are inadequate to accommodate the requirements of park facility operation and maintenance programs. Maintenance employees have no safety shower facilities in the shop. This action will reduce negative impact on the publics view by the removal of large equipment from the existing maintenance storage yard located near Horseshoe Bend to a central location just outside the park. The resource management division is currently in a 24x24 garage attached to the NPS residence located in the YWHMA.  The garage is totally inadequate to the mission, and does not comply with current building utility codes and OSHA regulations regarding workplace safety. Resource management employees have no restroom or safety shower facilities available in the garage.  A new maintenance facility would minimize these health and safety risks, and would also consolidate maintenance functions into one permanent facility.

This Environmental Assessment evaluates two alternatives; a No Action Alternative and an action alternative.  The No Action alternative describes the current condition if no maintenance facility were constructed, while the action alternative addresses the transfer from the existing leased building and construction of the new maintenance facility at the headquarters Site of the YWHMA. The action alternative also addresses the relocation of the resource management shop to the new facility, as well as other connected actions such as installation of utilities; improving the infrastructure in the project area; and restoring disturbed lands.  

This Environmental Assessment has been prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to provide the decision-making framework that 1) analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives to meet objectives of the proposal, 2) evaluates potential issues and impacts to the Yellowtail Wildlife Habitat Management Area’s resources and values, and 3) identifies mitigation measures to lessen the degree or extent of these impacts.  Resource topics included in this document because the resultant impacts may be greater-than-minor include historic structures; visitor use and experience; and park operations.  All other resource topics have been dismissed because the project would result in negligible or minor effects to those resources.  No major effects are anticipated as a result of this project.  Public scoping was conducted to assist with the development of this document and comments were received, mostly in support of the proposed project.
Public Comment

If you wish to comment on the Environmental Assessment/ Assessment of Effect, you may enter them online at the National Park Service website Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (http://parkplanning.nps.gov/) or you may mail comments to the name and address below.  This Environmental Assessment/ Assessment of Effect will be on public review for 30 days ending January 18, 2006.  Please note that names and addresses of people who comment become part of the public record.  We will make all submissions from organizations, businesses, and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses available for public inspection in their entirety.  If you wish us to withhold your name and/or address, you must state this at the beginning of your comment. 

Assistant Superintendent

Bighorn Canyon NRA


20 Hwy 14 A East
Lovell, WY 82431
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PURPOSE AND NEED
Introduction

Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area is located in southeastern Montana and north central Wyoming; it encompasses about 120,000 acres, including the 12,700 acres of Bighorn Lake. Currently approximately 56,000 acres within the Recreation area and lying within the Crow Indian Reservation are closed to public use. Bighorn Lake was created by the Yellowtail Dam, which was constructed on the Bighorn River in 1965 as a part of the Missouri River Basin Project by the Bureau of Reclamation.

The park was established in 1966 “In order to provide for public outdoor recreation and use and enjoyment of the Yellowtail Reservoir and lands, adjacent thereto in the States of Wyoming and Montana, by the people of the United States and for preservation of the scenic, scientific, and historic features contributing to public enjoyment of such lands and waters” (16 USC§ 460t). 

The Yellowtail Wildlife Habitat Management (YWHMA) Area is located six miles east of Lovell, Wyoming at the southern end of the park. Acquired in 1967, when the Department of Interior obtained lands for the construction of Yellowtail Dam and Reservoir, 19,424 acres are managed by the state of Wyoming Game and Fish Commission thru cooperative agreements with the National Park Service, the Bureau of Land Management and the Bureau of Reclamation. Situated at the confluence of the Shoshone and Bighorn rivers, the YWHMA contains a variety of habitat types which attract one of the state’s richest concentrations of wildlife species.

The purpose of this Environmental Assessment is to examine the environmental impacts associated with the proposal to construct a new maintenance building and facility upgrades at Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area.  The new maintenance building would be constructed near the headquarters site that currently serves as the Wyoming Game & Fish Maintenance Facility, and would replace the existing leased maintenance building.  This Environmental Assessment  has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR 1508.9), and the National Park Service Director’s Order (DO)-12 (Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-making).

Background

Maintenance operations at Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area are currently situated in two locations; in the leased building located in the town of Lovell and near the Horseshoe Bend access road (immediately south of the sewage lagoon)  The leased building was originally conceived as a temporary maintenance building before a more permanent maintenance building could be constructed.  This building contains shops and interior/exterior storage; however, additional operational requirements over the years have resulted in increased storage requirements. Therefore, the equipment storage facilities are currently split between multiple locations.

The existing building was never intended to serve as a permanent facility, but has housed shop and facility support functions for over 20 years.  Time and wear on the structure has resulted in structural deficiencies including an overloaded electrical wiring system, non-compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act access requirements, an inadequate heating system, and lack of a cooling system, a leaking roof, and unacceptable levels of rodent infestation. 
Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposal is to provide a safe, healthy, and functional and efficient working environment for Park staff in compliance with the goals and objectives of current plans and policy.  
The project is needed to accomplish the following objectives:


1. Meet federal and state health and safety recommendations for employee work areas.

2. Consolidate Maintenance functions into one area.

3. Provide a permanent maintenance facility that meets current health and safety standards.

4. Provide a convenient location for park staff to work that facilitates the Park’s operations.

5. Identify a site for the new maintenance building that minimizes impacts to park resources and will not result in impairment to these resources.

6. Fulfill Park’s obligations under Wyoming Game and Fish Commission (WGFC) 1998 Cooperative Agreement (1443CA1320980002) with the Park.
Relationship to Other Plans and Policies
Current plans and policy that pertain to this proposal include the 1981 Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement / Wilderness Recommendation / Development Concept Plan (NPS 1981); Wyoming Game and Fish Commission (WGFC) Cooperative Agreement dated July 1998 (1443CA1320980002) and the 2001 National Park Service Management Policies (NPS 2001).  Following is more information pertaining to how this proposal meets the goals and objectives of these plans and policies:
· This project is consistent with the 1981 Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area General Management Plan which proposes the development of a permanent maintenance facility.  The General Management Plan identifies the actions, impacts, and mitigating measures necessary to resolve the issues facing the Park.  Many of these issues are the direct result of operating and occupying interim facilities which don’t meet current health and safety codes.  
· The new maintenance facility would provide a maintenance building and facility upgrades that complies with the Wyoming Game and Fish Commission Cooperative Agreement dated July 1998 (1443CA1320980002).  This agreement calls for the Park to construct three concrete camper trailer sites for the WGFC at a location specified by the WGFC. Each site to include water, sewer and electrical hookups.
· The proposal is consistent with the goals and objectives of the 2001 National Park Service Management Policies (NPS D1416) which states that major park facilities should be located so as to minimize impacts to park resources.  As the proposed site of the new maintenance building is co-located with the Wyoming Game & Fish maintenance facility outside Park boundaries the facility would not conflict with current policy.
Figure 1 – Project Location
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The project is located approximately 5 miles northeast of the city of Lovell, in Bighorn County, Wyoming.  The area is shown on the Lovell Lakes, Wyoming 1964 U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5’ series topographic quadrangle The legal locations of the affected area is T57N, R95W, Section 33.
Public Scoping  

Scoping is a process to identify the resources that may be affected by a project proposal, and to explore possible alternative ways of achieving the proposal while minimizing adverse impacts.  Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area conducted both internal scoping with appropriate National Park Service staff and external scoping with the public and interested/affected groups and agencies.

Internal scoping was conducted by an interdisciplinary team of professionals from Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area, Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, and the National Park Service Intermountain Support Office.  Interdisciplinary team members met to discuss the purpose and need for the project; various alternatives; potential environmental impacts; past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects that may have cumulative effects; and possible mitigation measures.  Over the course of the project, team members also conducted site visits to view and evaluate the proposed sites for the new maintenance building.
External scoping was initiated with the distribution of a scoping letter to inform the public of the proposal to construct a new maintenance building, and to generate input on the preparation of this Environmental Assessment.  The scoping letter dated October 7, 2005 was faxed to all area print, radio, and television media outlets. Scoping information was also posted on the National Park Service Planning website (http://parkplanning.nps.gov).

During the 30-day scoping period, no public responses were received.  However, Prior to the public scoping process, Bighorn Canyon NRA received one negative letter about the cost of building a new building verses the cost of remaining in the leased building; this alternative was examined by the interdisciplinary team and ultimately dismissed as not meeting the other objectives of the project, particularly resolving structural deficiencies in the existing maintenance building (see also Impact Topics Dismissed from Further Analysis in Chapter 2.0 Alternatives). The Northern Arapaho, Northern Cheyenne, Crow, and Eastern Shoshone tribes have expressed a specific interest in the Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area. Copies of this Environmental Assessment were sent to the addresses listed in Consultation and Coordination.

Impact Topics Retained for Further Analysis 

Impact topics for this project have been identified on the basis of federal laws, regulations, and orders; National Park Service 2001 Management Policies; and National Park Service knowledge of resources at Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area.  Impact topics that are carried forward for further analysis in this Environmental Assessment are listed below along with the reasons why the impact topic is further analyzed.  For each of these topics, the following text also describes the existing setting or baseline conditions (i.e. affected environment) within the project area.  This information will be used to analyze impacts against the current conditions of the project area in the Environmental Consequences chapter.
Historic Structures

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended in 1992 (16 USC 470 et seq.); the National Park Service’s Director’s Order 28 Cultural Resource Management Guideline; and National Park Service 2001 Management Policies (NPS D1416) require the consideration of impacts on historic properties that are listed on or eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places.  The National Register is the nation’s inventory of historic places and the national repository of documentation on property types and their significance.  The above-mentioned policies and regulations require federal agencies to coordinate consultation with State Historic Preservation Officers regarding the potential effects to properties listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.
The National Park Service, as steward of many of America's most important cultural resources, is charged to preserve historic properties for the enjoyment of present and future generations.  Management decisions and activities throughout the National Park System must reflect awareness of the irreplaceable nature of these resources.  The National Park Service will protect and manage cultural resources in its custody through effective research, planning, and stewardship and in accordance with the policies and principles contained in the 2001 Management Policies and the appropriate Director’s Orders. The term “historic structures” refers to both historic and prehistoric structures, which are defined as constructions that shelter any form of human habitation or activity.  The project area contains one historic structure that is currently eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places; The Big Fork Ditch (48BH1527) was listed on file within the project area.  The Historic Big Fork Ditch is an early historic irrigation ditch in the Bighorn Basin.  The Big Fork Ditch is an irrigation structure that served approximately five miles of river bottom flood plain on the north or left hand bank of the Shoshone River where it discharges into the Bighorn River.  The very first water rights issued on the Shoshone River were territorial water rights issues to W.J. Ecker on March 1st 1888 for the Wardwell Ditch (now known as the Big Fork Canal) to irrigate 465 acres.  The ditch generally followed the present location of the Big Fork canal according to information documented on an 1895 GLO map and terminated near the center of Section 35 at the “Ed Wardwell” ranch.  A tunnel was constructed through a hill east of the “Ed Wardwell” ranch sometime prior to 1902 when 21 individuals filed to irrigate an additional 2685acres of land to the east with water from the Wardwell Ditch.  It is rumored that the tunnel was excavated by Chinese miners, or C.C.C. crews.  No solid evidence has been discovered to prove or disprove the rumor that the tunnel was excavated by Chinese miners.  In 1907 four individuals filed on an additional 107 acres, in 1912 one individual filed for 15 acres, and in 1926 one individual filed for 80 acres.  According to State Engineer Water division Number Three records, the 1926 entry was the last to be filed on the Wardwell Ditch which totally eliminates the possibility that the tunnel was excavated by the C.C.C. for expanded use of the ditch for agricultural development.  The project area consists of two blocks of land totaling approximately 4 acres truncated by the Historic Big Fork Canal.  The Big Fork Canal is crossed in two places in the project area by Galvanized steel corrugated culverts.  Only one of these crossings will be utilized on a regular basis for crossing the canal after completion of the project.  The other crossing is used by farmers to access agricultural field and by Game and Fish personnel for access to the habitat area.  The south bank of the ditch has a well maintained graveled road to facilitate monitoring the canal by ditch riders and to allow local ranchers a corridor for trailing livestock to summer range and for access to winter grazing allotments in the habitat area.  Head gates for dispersal of water to users are constructed with a combination of concrete and treated lumber using modern screw type steel head gates.  The portion of the Historic Big Fork Canal passing through the project area has no historic integrity, and has been modified extensively for several different functions and therefore is not considered eligible as a contributing segment. However, as designed the project establishes a Twenty foot buffer between the canal and any construction preformed in the project area eliminating any further damage to the historic integrity of the Big Fork Canal.

Moving the maintenance function from the leased facility to the new location in the Yellowtail Habitat Area and the resultant increase in traffic associated with the move will likely have no measurable adverse effect on the Big Fork Canal.  Therefore, the topic of historic structures has been retained for further analysis.
Visitor Use and Experience

According to 2001 Management Policies, the enjoyment of park resources and values by people is part of the fundamental purpose of all park units (NPS D1416).  The National Park Service is committed to providing appropriate, high quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks, and will maintain within the parks an atmosphere that is open, inviting, and accessible to every segment of society.  Further, the National Park Service will provide opportunities for forms of enjoyment that are uniquely suited and appropriate to the superlative natural and cultural resources found in the parks.  The National Park Service 2001 Management Policies also state that scenic views and visual resources are considered highly valued associated characteristics that the National Park Service should strive to protect (NPS D1416). While the Yellowtail Wildlife Habitat Management Area headquarters sight is located outside the boundaries of the park this policy is consistent with the Wyoming Game and Fish policies.

The average visitor length of stay at the Yellowtail Wildlife Habitat Management Area is 6 hours.  There are diverse visitor activities including wildlife viewing, photography, hiking, camping, hunting and fishing. Approximately 17,000 visitors are recorded annually at the YWHMA with most use occurring during the summer and fall months. Visitors can view the Habitat’s diverse wildlife by walking along the several gravel paths throughout the Habitat area.
Because the proposed project will functionally and visually reconfigure the area the topic of visitor use and experience has been carried forward for further analysis.

Park Operations 

The maintenance functions for the park are currently located in two separate areas.  While the majority of employee work spaces are located in the existing leased building, there are numerous scattered storage yards.  In order for employees to meet with other employees and locate equipment in another area requires that they traverse back and forth between various sites. 

Construction of a new maintenance building in addition to relocating the storage yards into the project area will have a measurable effect on the park’s staff and how/where they conduct their work.  For these reasons, the topic of park operations has been carried forward for further analysis in this document.

Impact Topics Dismissed From Further Analysis  

Some impact topics have been dismissed from further consideration, as listed below.  The rationale for dismissing these specific topics is stated for each resource.

Topography, Geology, and Soils 

According to the National Park Service’s 2001 Management Policies, the National Park Service will preserve and protect geologic resources and features from adverse effects of human activity, while allowing natural processes to continue (NPS D1416).  These policies also state that the National Park Service 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.  

The proposed construction of a new maintenance building would be located in an area of the YWHMA that does not contain significant topographic or geologic features.  Further, the general location for the new maintenance building has been previously disturbed by past construction of utilities, previously removed structures, and two tract roads.  Minor modifications of the topography would be required to facilitate a level surface on which to construct the building which would have a negligible to minor effect to the topography of this area.  The building construction would also require excavation which would displace and disturb soils, primarily in the footprint of the new building.  Soils may also be disturbed and compacted on a temporary basis in the locations used to access the construction site.  

Given that there are no significant topographic or geologic features in the project area, and that the area has been previously disturbed, the proposed actions would result in negligible to minor, temporary and permanent adverse effects to topography, geology, and soils.  Because these effects are minor or less in degree, this topic has been dismissed from further analysis in this document.

Vegetation 

According to the National Park Service’s 2001 Management Policies, the National Park Service strives to maintain all components and processes of naturally evolving park unit ecosystems, including the natural abundance, diversity, and ecological integrity of plants (NPS D1416).  The existing vegetation cover of the headquarters area is dominated by native grey rabbit brush (Chrysothamnus nauseosus) and greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus), with sparse amounts of prickly pear cactus (Opuntia polyacantha). Cottonwood trees are present in the surrounding area. The soil contains some sand with very few pebble sized rocks visible. A row of Rocky Mountain maple trees about 10 feet tall has been planted on the north side of the project area inside the highway right-of-way fence. 

Vegetation would be displaced, disturbed, and/or compacted in the areas of construction particularly in the footprint of the new building and along the utility line corridors. Construction of new trails to provide access to the newly situated building would also disturb vegetation.  Disturbed areas, and a 20 foot buffer area bounding on the Big Fork Canal would be revegetated and rehabilitated following construction; therefore, removal and/or disturbance of vegetation in the project area is expected to result in negligible to minor adverse impacts to vegetation.  Because these effects are minor or less in degree, this topic has been dismissed from further analysis in this document.

Wildlife 

According to the National Park Service’s 2001 Management Policies, the National Park Service strives to maintain all components and processes of naturally evolving park unit ecosystems, including the natural abundance, diversity, and ecological integrity of animals (NPS D1416).  Many species of birds and mammals commonly found in the Habitat Area include wild turkeys, sand hill cranes, ring-necked pheasant, white-tailed deer, and mule deer. There are also numerous insect species and an occasional garter, and western rattler snakes.  The project area is in a heavily used visitor service area and hence is little used by the larger animals.

The location of the proposed maintenance building is in a previously disturbed area of the Habitat Area that contains seasonal water (Big Fork Canal), minimal vegetation, and is generally flat with no major geologic features.  The presence of humans, human-related activities, and structures have removed or displaced much of the native wildlife habitat in the project area which has limited the number and variety of wildlife occurrences in the area.  Some smaller wildlife such as rodents, reptiles, and amphibians and their habitat would be displaced or eliminated during construction of the new maintenance building.  Disturbed areas would be revegetated and rehabilitated following construction which would result in a negligible to minor adverse impact to the wildlife and wildlife habitat in the immediate area of construction.

During construction, noise would also increase which may disturb wildlife in the general area.  Construction-related noise would be temporary, and existing sound conditions would resume following construction activities.  Therefore, the temporary noise from construction would have a negligible to minor adverse effect on wildlife.  

Because the effects to wildlife and wildlife habitat from the proposed project are minor or less in degree, this topic has been dismissed from further analysis in this document.

Special Status Species

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 requires examination of impacts on all federally-listed threatened, endangered, and candidate species.  Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires all federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (or designated representative) to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency does not jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or critical habitats.  In addition, the 2001 Management Policies and Director’s Order 77 Natural Resources Management Guidelines require the National Park Service to examine the impacts on federal candidate species, as well as state-listed threatened, endangered, candidate, rare, declining, and sensitive species (NPS D1416).  For the purposes of this analysis, the Wyoming Game and Fish, along with park personnel were consulted with regards to federally- and state-listed species to determine those species that could potentially occur on or near the project area. 
The Yellowtail Wildlife Habitat Headquarters Area was surveyed in 2005 by park personnel and no threatened or endangered species were found. Consultation with the WGFC confirms that there are no known federal or state listed threatened or endangered species, federal candidate species, or state listed species of special concern within the project area (per meeting on 06/14/05 with Steve Ronne, WGFC Habitat and Access Branch Supervisor Cody Region). However, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service “Recommendations for Minimizing Bald Eagle Mortalities on Distribution Power Lines” will be followed to ensure the safety of any transitory Bald Eagles. (USFWS) 
Further protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, kill, capture, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird, including the feathers or other parts, nests, eggs, or migratory bird products.  In addition, this act serves to protect environmental conditions for migratory birds from pollution or other ecosystem degradations.  Some migratory birds may be potential transients of the general area, but the immediate project area contains little to no suitable habitat for migratory birds.  There are no known nesting sites in this area, and these lands are not vital for foraging or roosting.  Construction-related noise could potentially disturb transient bird species, but these adverse impacts would be 1) temporary, lasting only as long as construction, and 2) negligible, because suitable habitat for transient birds is found throughout the region.  

Because no threatened, endangered, or other species of concern are known to occur in the project area, the topic of threatened and endangered species was dismissed from further analysis.
Water Resources

National Park Service policies require protection of water quality consistent with the Clean Water Act.  The purpose of the Clean Water Act is to "restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's waters".  To enact this goal, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has been charged with evaluating federal actions that result in potential degradation of waters of the United States and issuing permits for actions consistent with the Clean Water Act.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency also has responsibility for oversight and review of permits and actions, which affect waters of the United States.  
The proposed project site does not contain surface waters, and is mostly dry, except for periodic runoff during storm events.  Water quality, water quantity, and drinking water are not expected to be affected by the project.  The size of the new maintenance building’s footprint and the area of the facility upgrades (approximately 18,000 square feet) would increase the amount of impervious surface in the area, which could possibly increase the erosion potential of the area. To further assist with erosion and water quality, disturbed areas would be revegetated and re-contoured following construction.  Because the project results in negligible effects to water resources, this topic has been dismissed from further consideration.

Wetlands 

For regulatory purposes under the Clean Water Act, the term wetlands means "those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs and similar areas."

Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wetlands requires federal agencies to avoid, where possible, adversely impacting wetlands.  Further, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act authorizes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to prohibit or regulate, through a permitting process, discharge or dredged or fill material or excavation within waters of the United States.  National Park Service policies for wetlands as stated in 2001 Management Policies and Director’s Order 77-1 Wetlands Protection, strive to prevent the loss or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands.  In accordance with DO 77-1 Wetlands Protection, proposed actions that have the potential to adversely impact wetlands must be addressed in a Statement of Findings for wetlands.  

No wetlands are located in the project area; therefore, a Statement of Findings for wetlands will not be prepared, and the impact topic of wetlands has been dismissed. 

Floodplains 

Executive Order 11988 Floodplain Management requires all federal agencies to avoid construction within the 100-year floodplain unless no other practicable alternative exists.  The National Park Service under 2001 Management Policies and Director’s Order 77-2 Floodplain Management will strive to preserve floodplain values and minimize hazardous floodplain conditions.  According to Director’s Order 77-2 Floodplain Management, certain construction within a 100-year floodplain requires preparation of a Statement of Findings for floodplains.  

The project area for the new maintenance building is not located within a 100-year floodplain.  Therefore a Statement of Findings for floodplains will not be prepared, and the topic of floodplains has been dismissed.
Archeological Resources 

The National Historic Preservation Act and the National Park Service 2001 Management Policies (NPS D1416), the National Park Service’s Director’s Order 28B Archeology, affirms a long-term commitment to the appropriate investigation, documentation, preservation, interpretation, and protection of archeological resources inside units of the National Park System.  As one of the principal stewards of America's heritage, the National Park Service is charged with the preservation of the commemorative, educational, scientific, and traditional cultural values of archeological resources for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations.  Archeological resources are nonrenewable and irreplaceable, so it is important that all management decisions and activities throughout the National Park System reflect a commitment to the conservation of archeological resources as elements of our national heritage. 
The National Park Service, as steward of many of America's most important archeological resources, is charged to preserve historic properties for the enjoyment of present and future generations.  Management decisions and activities throughout the National Park System must reflect awareness of the irreplaceable nature of these resources.  The National Park Service will protect and manage archeological resources in its custody through effective research, planning, and stewardship and in accordance with the policies and principles contained in the 2001 Management Policies and the appropriate Director’s Orders. 

Consultation with the Wyoming State Historic Preservation Officer affirmed that the proposed project will have no adverse affect on any historic properties.  A letter dated 3 October 2005, was sent to the Wyoming State Preservation Office and as per their policy letter dated 23 August 2004 WYSHPO will no longer send out letters of concurrence. if WYSHPO disagrees with the agency official’s findings a letter stating their objections will be sent within the 30-day time frame if no response has been received after thirty days the agency may proceed to the next step in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.3(c)(4). Therefore WYSHPO concurs with our decision of “no historic properties adversely affected” determination under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (WYSHPO 2004).
The proposed location for the maintenance building was previously surveyed, and no archeological sites were identified in the immediate project area.  Therefore, the proposed project area is not expected to contain archeological deposits; however, appropriate steps would be taken to protect any archeological resources that are inadvertently discovered during construction.  Because the project will not disturb any known archeological sites, the affect of the project on archeological resources is expected to be negligible, and this topic has been dismissed from further analysis.

Paleontological Resources

According to 2001 Management Policies, paleontological resources (fossils), including both organic and mineralized remains in body or trace form, will be protected, preserved, and managed for public education, interpretation, and scientific research (NPS D1416). The Fossil Protection Act of 1996 was enacted to secure, for the present and future benefit of the people of the United States, the protection, including collection and preservation, of fossils that are on Federal lands; the proposed location for the maintenance building was previously surveyed, and no paleontological resources were identified in the immediate project area.  Therefore, the proposed project area is not expected to contain paleontological deposits; however, appropriate steps would be taken to protect any paleontological resources that are inadvertently discovered during construction.  Because the project will not disturb any known paleontological sites, the affect of the project on paleontological resources is expected to be negligible, and this topic has been dismissed from further analysis. 
Ethnographic Resources

Per the National Park Service’s Director’s Order 28 Cultural Resource Management, ethnographic resources are defined as any site, structure, object, landscape, or natural resource feature assigned traditional legendary, religious, subsistence, or other significance in the cultural system of a group traditionally associated with it.  According to DO-28 and Executive Order 13007 on sacred sites, the National Park Service should try to preserve and protect ethnographic resources.  
Ethnographic resources are not known to exist in the proposed project area a file search was conducted through the Wyoming State Historic Preservation Office (File Search # 8199) on 18 February 2003. The file search indicated that No Prehistoric Properties have been discovered /documented in the area. The class III survey conducted on 25 March 2003 revealed No Prehistoric Properties. Therefore, based on the lack of cultural materials present in the project area this topic has been dismissed from further consideration.

Cultural Landscapes

According to the National Park Service’s Director’s Order 28 Cultural Resource Management Guideline, a cultural landscape is a reflection of human adaptation and use of natural resources, and is often expressed in the way land is organized and divided, patterns of settlement, land use, systems of circulation, and the types of structures that are built.  A cultural landscape inventory has not been conducted for the Habitat area, the features within the general project area including the existing Wyoming Game & Fish maintenance, storage, and housing buildings. As these structures are less than Fifty years old they are not likely to contribute to a significant cultural landscape.  Therefore, this topic has been dismissed from further consideration.

Museum Collections 

According to Director’s Order 24 Museum Collections, the National Park Service requires the consideration of impacts on museum collections (historic artifacts, natural specimens, and archival and manuscript material), and provides further policy guidance, standards, and requirements for preserving, protecting, documenting, and providing access to, and use of, National Park Service museum collections.  No specimens or artifacts are displayed in the project area. Therefore, the topic of museum collections has been dismissed from further consideration.

Air Quality 

The Clean Air Act of 1963 (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) was established to promote the public health and welfare by protecting and enhancing the nation’s air quality.  The act establishes specific programs that provide special protection for air resources and air quality related values associated with National Park Service units.  Section 118 of the Clean Air Act requires a park unit to meet all federal, state, and local air pollution standards.  Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area is designated as a Class II air quality area under the Clean Air Act.  A Class II designation indicates the maximum allowable increase in concentrations of pollutants over baseline concentrations of sulfur dioxide and particulate matter as specified in Section 163 of the Clean Air Act.  Further, the Clean Air Act provides that the federal land manager has an affirmative responsibility to protect air quality related values (including visibility, plants, animals, soils, water quality, cultural resources, and visitor health) from adverse pollution impacts (EPA 2005).
Construction activities such as hauling materials and operating heavy equipment could result in temporary increases of vehicle exhaust, emissions, and fugitive dust in the general project area.  Any exhaust, emissions, and fugitive dust generated from construction activities would be temporary and localized, and would likely dissipate rapidly because air stagnation at Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area is rare.  Overall, the project could result in a negligible degradation of local air quality, and such effects would be temporary, lasting only as long as construction.  The Class II air quality designation for Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area would not be affected by the proposal.  Therefore, air quality has been dismissed as an impact topic.

Soundscape Management 

In accordance with 2001 Management Policies and Director’s Order 47 Sound Preservation and Noise Management, an important component of the National Park Service’s mission is the preservation of natural soundscapes associated with national park units (NPS D1416).  Natural soundscapes exist in the absence of human-caused sound.  The natural ambient soundscape is the aggregate of all the natural sounds that occur in park units, together with the physical capacity for transmitting natural sounds.  Natural sounds occur within and beyond the range of sounds that humans can perceive and can be transmitted through air, water, or solid materials.  The frequencies, magnitudes, and durations of human-caused sound considered acceptable varies among National Park Service units as well as potentially throughout each park unit, being generally greater in developed areas and less in undeveloped areas.

The proposed location for the new maintenance building and all construction activity would occur in what can be considered the developed zone of the Yellowtail Habitat Management Area.  Existing sounds in this area are most often generated from vehicular traffic (visitors and employees entering/leaving the habitat Area), people, climate controls on the buildings, some wildlife such as birds, and wind.  Sound generated by the long-term operation of the maintenance building may include climate controls such as heating or air conditioning units and people using the building.  Because the area already contains man-made noises, the long-term operation of the building is not expected to appreciably increase the noise levels in the general area.  

Lightscape Management 

In accordance with 2001 Management Policies, the National Park Service strives to preserve natural ambient landscapes, which are natural resources and values that exist in the absence of human caused light (NPS D1416).  Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area strives to limit the use of artificial outdoor lighting to that which is necessary for basic safety requirements.  The park also strives to ensure that all outdoor lighting is shielded to the maximum extent possible, to keep light on the intended subject and out of the night sky.  The existing Game and Fish maintenance building and employee housing building are the primary sources of light in the Habitat area.

The proposed action may incorporate minimal exterior lighting on the maintenance building, but the lighting would be directed toward the intended subject with appropriate shielding mechanisms, and would be placed in only those areas where lighting is needed for safety reasons.  The amount and extent of exterior lighting on the maintenance building would have negligible effects on the existing outside lighting or natural night sky of the area; therefore, this topic has been dismissed.

Socioeconomics

The proposed action would neither change local and regional land use nor appreciably impact local businesses or other agencies.  Implementation of the proposed action could provide a negligible beneficial impact to the economies of nearby Lovell, Wyoming, as well Bighorn County due to minimal increases in employment opportunities for the construction workforce and revenues for local businesses and governments generated from these additional construction activities and workers.  Any increase in workforce and revenue, however, would be temporary and negligible, lasting only as long as construction.  Because the impacts to the socioeconomic environment would be negligible, this topic has been dismissed.

Prime and Unique Farmlands 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981, as amended, requires federal agencies to consider adverse effects to prime and unique farmlands that would result in the conversion of these lands to non-agricultural uses.  Prime or unique farmland is classified by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and is defined as soil that particularly produces general crops such as common foods, forage, fiber, and oil seed; unique farmland produces specialty crops such as fruits, vegetables, and nuts.  According to the NRCS, the project area does not contain prime or unique farmlands.  Therefore, the topic of prime and unique farmlands has been dismissed.

Indian Trust Resources 

Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any anticipated impacts to Indian trust resources from a proposed project or action by the Department of Interior agencies be explicitly addressed in environmental documents.  The federal Indian trust responsibility is a legally enforceable fiduciary obligation on the part of the United States to protect tribal lands, assets, resources, and treaty rights, and it represents a duty to carry out the mandates of federal law with respect to American Indian and Alaska Native tribes.

There are no Indian trust resources at Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area.  The lands comprising the park are not held in trust by the Secretary of the Interior for the benefit of Indians due to their status as Indians.  Therefore, the project would have negligible effects on Indian trust resources, and this topic was dismissed as an impact topic.

Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898 General Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low‑Income Populations requires all federal agencies to incorporate environmental justice into their missions by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs and policies on minorities and low‑income populations and communities.  Because the new maintenance facility would be available for use by all park staff regardless of race or income, and the construction workforces would not be hired based on their race or income, the proposed action would not have disproportionate health or environmental effects on minorities or low‑income populations or communities.  Therefore, environmental justice has been dismissed as an impact topic in this document.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

During July of 2005, an interdisciplinary team of National Park Service employees met for the purpose of developing project alternatives.  This meeting resulted in the definition of project objectives as described in the Purpose and Need, and a list of alternatives that could potentially meet these objectives.  

A total of three action alternatives and the No Action Alternative were originally identified for this project.  Of these, two of the action alternatives were dismissed from further consideration for various reasons, as described later in this chapter.  One action alternative and the No Action Alternative are carried forward for further evaluation in this Environmental Assessment.  A summary table comparing alternative components is presented at the end of this chapter.

Alternatives Carried Forward

Alternative A – No Action 

Under this alternative, the maintenance building would not be constructed.  The existing leased building and numerous storage sites would continue to provide employee work spaces and other maintenance functions.  The storage sites located near Horseshoe Bend and the site at the Yellowtail Wildlife Habitat Area would remain in their present locations.  Structural problems with the existing facilities would not be repaired, and rodent control would not be sought.  The facility upgrades would not be undertaken and the trail system in the project area would not be improved.  Should the No-Action Alternative be selected, the National Park Service would respond to future needs and conditions of the storage areas without major actions or changes in present course of action.  See Figure 2 for a plan of the existing conditions.
Alternative B – Construct New Maintenance Facility

This alternative consists of constructing a new maintenance facility located in the fenced storage yard at the headquarters site of the Yellowtail Wildlife Habitat Area (Figure 3).  This general area has been previously disturbed by the construction of utility corridors, trails, and storage yards. The following text further describes the components of Alternative B:

· Maintenance Building Features – The new maintenance building would be a pre-engineered metal construction, approximately 6,200 square feet in size.  Rough dimensions for the new maintenance building are 70 feet wide by 100 feet long, which is slightly more than 1,700 square feet larger than the existing maintenance building in order to accommodate all employee workspaces and maintenance functions. The new building would consist of a slab-on-grade foundation of approximately 137 cubic yards of concrete over which would be constructed a pre-fabricated metal building with walls of approximately 16 feet in height and a 3:12 maximum roof pitch.  The interior of the building would include employee offices, general work space(s), a break room, toilets, and some storage space; the building would be handicapped accessible.  The maintenance building would be equipped with a modern climate control system, which would include heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC).  A security system would be installed to protect from unauthorized entry, in addition to a fire protection system for the entire facility, which would consist of smoke and heat detection alarms and sprinklers.  In an effort to “green the parks”, construction of the new building would enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources, to the extent possible.

· Equipment Storage Sheds.  New open faced equipment storage sheds of 2,800 square foot each constructed of a pre-engineered metal shell on cast – in – place reinforced concrete footings frost depth per Bighorn county engineer: 5’-0”with the existing floor of packed road base and concrete slab will be located in accordance with the site plan. The storage sheds will each consist of eight, 14 X25 foot bays
· Use/Operation of the Facility – The maintenance building would primarily be used by park employees for maintenance functions.  All employee work spaces and equipment storage would be located in the new maintenance facility.  The current equipment storage located at the leased site and near Horseshoe Bend would be relocated to the new site.  Restoration and rehabilitation of the storage area near Horseshoe Bend would be determined in the future, but would likely result in the restoration of the disturbed lands.  The park would not offer general visitor services in the new maintenance building; however the building would be open for park-specific business.

· Utilities - The building would be served by existing utilities located near the site, including water, sewer, electric, and gas.  Connecting these existing utilities to the maintenance building would likely entail excavation and placement of additional underground piping/wiring to connect with these utilities. A well will be drilled approximately 30 feet east of the northwest corner of the existing storage yard perimeter fence. A 1000 gallon septic tank with drain field will be provided IAW the Appendix a Construction Drawings for the NPS facilities and an additional 1000 gallon septic tank with drain field for the WGFC will be provided IAW the Appendix a Utility Layout for the WGFC facilities. 
· Fire suppression system:  A fire suppression system will be provided throughout the storage yard and the maintenance buildings. A 33,000 gallon storage tank, and fire pump building housing a 500 gallon per minute fire pump will be constructed (IAW AWWA D100 or D103) and located approximately 120 feet north east of the southeast corner of the existing storage yard perimeter fence.
· Fuel:  Vehicle and equipment fuel will be provided by two 500-gallon double-wall aboveground tanks with an underground one-half inch double-walled pipe to the service island. A concrete pad and dike designed to be liquid tight and to withstand a full hydrostatic head will be provided (use 29CFR §1926.152,and NFPA 30)
· Construction of three Camper Trailer Sites. Previously preformed as part of the Cooperative Agreement the NPS constructed three concrete camper trailer sites for the WGFC at a location specified by the WGFC. Each site included water, sewer, and electrical hookups. Three concrete 12 X 25 camper trailer pads were constructed, underground water and electric was extended from the “Brick House” located approximately 100 feet west of the trailer pads. Sewer was provided by the installation of a 1000 gallon septic tank and 24 diffusers. 
· Expand and Fence the Storage Yard.  After construction of the Maintenance facilities the existing storage yard would be expanded into the surrounding vegetation by approximately 18,100 square feet. This would alleviate the loss of outdoor storage area lost by construction of the new buildings. At the conclusion of this work the entire area would be enclosed with eight-foot high chain link fence, both for security and to prevent damage to vegetation surrounding the area. Thus, the existing area (56,300 square feet) combined with the expansion (18,100 square feet) would create a total, fenced storage yard of approximately 74,400- square feet. 
· Parking - The site of the new maintenance facility will provide an employee parking area located near to the new maintenance building outside the fenced area.

· Access - Access to the new maintenance building would be via a system of trails (footpaths) and existing two tract roads leading to/from the headquarters site buildings and parking area.  The current configuration of trails would be improved to alleviate confusion for employees and visitors.  Signs may also be erected to direct employees and visitors around these trails.
· Construct a new resource management building.  The existing resource management operation, housed in a 576 square foot garage located at 379 Highway 37, Lovell Wyoming, would be moved into a newly constructed, 3,200 square foot building to be located in the headquarters area of the YWHMA  storage yard. The new building would consist of a slab-on-grade foundation of approximately 70 cubic yards of concrete over which would be constructed a pre-fabricated metal building with walls of approximately 16- in height and a 4 : 12 maximum roof pitch.
· Revegetation – The existing trees in the project area would be preserved to the extent possible; all areas disturbed by construction of the new maintenance building would be revegetated and re-contoured to the style of the native landscape. Disturbed lands surrounding the new facility will also be restored. Native vegetation, rocks, or other natural features would be used, as appropriate.  

· Pest Control – Pest control would likely not be needed in the new maintenance building due to its structural integrity.  However, if rodents or other pests do enter the new building, they would be removed using biological, physical, or chemical controls.  

· Construction Staging – To implement this alternative, an area near the new maintenance facility would be used for construction staging, material stockpiling, and equipment storage.  This area would likely be located in a previously disturbed area, away from visitor use areas.  Portions of the existing storage area may be used for construction purposes as well.  

This alternative is based on preliminary designs and best information available at the time of this writing.  Specific distances, areas, and layouts used to describe the alternative are only estimates and could change during final site design.  If changes during final site design are not consistent with the intent and effects of the selected alternative, then additional compliance would be completed, as appropriate.

Figure 2 – Alternative A, No Action 
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Figure 3 – Alternative B, Construct New Maintenance Facility
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Alternatives Considered and Dismissed

The following two alternatives were considered for project implementation, but were ultimately dismissed from further analysis (the last bullet describes two alternatives).  Reasons for their dismissal are provided in the following alternative descriptions. 

· Alternative Locations for a New Maintenance Building – Two alternate locations were considered for constructing a new administration building.  One location was situated in the storage area, near Horseshoe Bend.  This area is on a slight hill and exposed to public view.  The other location that was considered was approximately 50 yards to the west of the existing Game and Fish maintenance building, and is closer in proximity to the headquarters site.  Both of these alternatives were dismissed from further consideration site one because of it’s location in relation to existing utilities.  Connecting to existing utilities from this location would have resulted in higher costs and greater environmental impacts. The site two was dismissed as it would have required a prohibitive amount of gravel to stabilize the site.   

Mitigation Measures 
The following mitigation measures have been developed to minimize the degree and/or severity of adverse effects, and would be implemented during construction of the action alternative, as needed:   

· To minimize the amount of ground disturbance, staging and stockpiling areas would be located in previously disturbed sites, away from visitor use areas to the extent possible.  All staging and stockpiling areas would be returned to pre-construction conditions following construction.   

· Construction zones would be identified and fenced with construction tape, snow fencing, or some similar material prior to any construction activity.  The fencing would define the construction zone and confine activity to the minimum area required for construction.  All protection measures would be clearly stated in the construction specifications and workers would be instructed to avoid conducting activities beyond the construction zone as defined by the construction zone fencing.

· Revegetation and re-contouring of disturbed areas would take place following construction, and would be designed to minimize the visual intrusion of the structure.  Revegetation efforts would strive to reconstruct the natural spacing, abundance, and diversity of native plant species using native species.  All disturbed areas would be restored as nearly as possible to pre-construction conditions shortly after construction activities are completed.  Weed control methods would be implemented to minimize the introduction of noxious weeds.  Some trees may be removed, but other existing vegetation at the site would not be disturbed to the extent possible.

· Because disturbed soils are susceptible to erosion until revegetation takes place, standard erosion control measures such as silt fences, matting and/or sand bags would be used to minimize any potential soil erosion.  

· Fugitive dust generated by construction would be controlled by spraying water on the construction site, if necessary.

· To reduce noise and emissions, construction equipment would not be permitted to idle for long periods of time.  

· To minimize possible petrochemical leaks from construction equipment, the contractor would regularly monitor and check construction equipment to identify and repair any leaks.

· Construction workers and supervisors would be informed about special status species. Contract provisions would require the cessation of construction activities if a species were discovered in the project area, until park staff re-evaluates the project. This would allow modification of the contract for any protection measures determined necessary to protect the discovery.

· Should construction unearth previously undiscovered cultural resources, work would be stopped in the area of any discovery and the park would consult with the state historic preservation officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, as necessary, according to §36 CFR 800.13, Post Review Discoveries.  In the unlikely event that human remains are discovered during construction, provisions outlined in the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (1990) would be followed.

· The National Park Service would ensure that all contractors and subcontractors are informed of the penalties for illegally collecting artifacts or intentionally damaging paleontological materials, archeological sites, or historic properties.  Contractors and subcontractors would also be instructed on procedures to follow in case previously unknown paleontological or archeological resources are uncovered during construction. 

· To minimize the potential for impacts to park visitors, variations on construction timing may be considered.  One option includes conducting the majority of the work in the off-season (winter) or shoulder seasons.  Another option includes implementing daily construction activity curfews such as not operating construction equipment between the hours of 6 PM to 7 AM in summer (May – September), and 6 PM to 8 AM in the winter (October – April).  The National Park Service would determine this in consultation with the contractor. 

· Construction workers and supervisors would be informed about the special sensitivity of park’s values, regulations, and appropriate housekeeping.

· According to 2001 Management Policies, the National Park Service would strive to construct facilities with sustainable designs and systems to minimize potential environmental impacts.  Development would not compete with or dominate park/habitat’s features, or interfere with natural processes, such as the seasonal migration of wildlife or hydrologic activity associated with wetlands.  To the extent possible, the design and management of facilities would emphasize environmental sensitivity in construction, use of nontoxic materials, resource conservation, recycling, and integration of visitors with natural and cultural settings.  The National Park Service also reduces energy costs, eliminates waste, and conserves energy resources by using energy-efficient and cost-effective technology.  Energy efficiency is incorporated into the decision-making process during the design and acquisition of buildings, facilities, and transportation systems that emphasize the use of renewable energy sources.

Alternative Summaries

Table 1 summarizes the major components of Alternatives A and B, and compares the ability of these alternatives to meet the project objectives (the objectives for this project are identified in the Purpose and Need chapter).  As shown in the following table, Alternative B meets each of the objectives identified for this project, while the No Action Alternative does not address all of the objectives.

Table 1 – Alternatives Summary and Extent to Which Each Alternative Meets Project Objectives

	Alternative A – No Action
	Alternative B – New Administration Building

	Under this alternative, the maintenance building would not be constructed.  The existing leased building and numerous storage sites would continue to provide employee work spaces and other maintenance functions.  The storage sites located near Horseshoe Bend and the site at the Yellowtail Wildlife Habitat Area would remain in their present locations.  Structural problems with the existing facilities would not be repaired, and rodent control would not be sought.  The facility upgrades would not be undertaken and the trail system in the project area would not be improved.
	This alternative consists of constructing a new maintenance building located in the fenced storage yard at the headquarters site of the Yellowtail Wildlife Habitat Area. All employee work spaces and maintenance functions would be consolidated into the new facility. Connected actions include utility connections, construction staging areas, new parking area, and trail relocation.

	Meets Project Objectives?
	Meets Project Objectives?

	No.  Continuing the existing conditions would not provide for an employee work area that meets current health and safety recommendations in terms of the existing building’s structural deficiencies and pest problems.  Although this alternative provides a convenient location for park staff, it does not consolidate all maintenance functions into one facility because some employee equipment would still be located in the remote storage yards.  This alternative does meet the objective for minimizing impacts to park resources because no construction would be required.
	Yes.  Constructing a new maintenance building would provide for an employee work area that meets current health and safety recommendations, particularly with regard to the existing building’s structural deficiencies and pest problems.  The new facility would be situated in convenient location for park staff and all maintenance functions would be consolidated into the new facility.  This alternative minimizes environmental impacts to the extent possible, and would not result in impairment to any park resources. 


Table 2 summarizes the anticipated environmental impacts for Alternatives A and B.  Only those impact topics that have been carried forward for further analysis are included in this table.  The Environmental Consequences chapter provides a more detailed explanation of these impacts. 

Table 2 – Environmental Impact Summary by Alternative

	Impact Topic
	Alternative A – No Action
	Alternative B – Preferred Alternative

	Historic Structures
	No disturbance of historic canal
	 Minor increase in traffic over canal may occur

	Visitor Use and Experience
	No change in existing conditions.  Minor adverse impact to visitor use from confusing trail system.
	Minor adverse effects resulting from changes to the viewshed and construction noise/dust.  Minor beneficial effects to visitor use from an improved trail system in the project area.  

	Park Operations
	Minor to moderate adverse impacts resulting from employees working in an unsafe environment and additional maintenance required on the structurally deficient buildings.
	Minor to moderate to beneficial effects from an improved work environment that meets health and safety standards.  Minor adverse impacts from additional time needed to transfer operations to the new building.


Identification of the Environmentally Preferred Alternative

The environmentally preferred alternative is determined by applying the criteria suggested in the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), which guides the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). The CEQ provides direction that the environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that would promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA’s Section 101:

· fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations;

· assure for all generations safe, healthful, productive, and esthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings;

· attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk of health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences;

· preserve important historic, cultural and natural aspects of our national heritage and maintain, wherever possible, an environment that supports diversity and variety of individual choice;

· achieve a balance between population and resource use that will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities; and

· Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources.

Alternative A, No Action, only minimally meets the above six evaluation factors because it retains facilities that do not meet health and safety standards in terms of structural deficiencies and rodent problems.  While it minimizes potential impacts to park cultural resources such as the Big Fork Canal, it does not achieve a balance between these resources and the health and safety of park staff.  Originally intended for use as an interim maintenance facility, the leased building has exceeded its usable lifespan.  This alternative also does not meet the criteria for improving renewable resources because the existing maintenance facilities are inefficient with regards to energy and water use.

Alternative B is the environmentally preferred alternative because it best addresses these six evaluation factors.  Alternative B, Construction of a New Maintenance Building, would provide a working environment for park staff that meets health and safety recommendations, while minimizing environmental impacts to the extent possible.  As a permanent facility, the new maintenance building would be used by future generations.  The new building would also be more energy efficient and more environmentally-friendly than the existing maintenance building.  Alternative B would also be more cost effective for the park as it would save in leasing cost and reduce commuting costs.
No new information came forward from public scoping or consultation with other agencies to necessitate the development of any new alternatives, other than those described and evaluated in this document.  Because it meets the Purpose and Need for the project, the project objectives, and is the environmentally preferred alternative, Alternative B is also recommended as the National Park Service Preferred Alternative.  For the remainder of the document, Alternative B will be referred to as the Preferred Alternative.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
This chapter analyzes the potential environmental consequences, or impacts, that would occur as a result of implementing the proposed project.  Topics analyzed in this chapter include historic structures, visitor use and experience, and park operations.  Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, as well as impairment are analyzed for each resource topic carried forward.  Potential impacts are described in terms of type, context, duration, and intensity.  General definitions are defined as follows, while more specific impact thresholds are given for each resource at the beginning of each resource section.

· Type describes the classification of the impact as either beneficial or adverse, direct or indirect:

-Beneficial: A positive change in the condition or appearance of the 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 that is caused by an action and occurs in the same time and place.

-Indirect: An effect that is caused by an action but is later in time or farther removed in distance, but is still reasonably foreseeable.

· Context describes the area or location in which the impact will occur.  Are the effects site-specific, local, regional, or even broader?

· Duration describes the length of time an effect will occur, either short-term or long-term:

-Short-term impacts generally last only during construction, and the resources resume their pre-construction conditions following construction.

-Long-term impacts last beyond the construction period, and the resources may not resume their pre-construction conditions for a longer period of time following construction.

· Intensity describes the degree, level, or strength of an impact.  For this analysis, intensity has been categorized into negligible, minor, moderate, and major.  Because definitions of intensity vary by resource topic, intensity definitions are provided separately for each impact topic analyzed in this Environmental Assessment.

Cumulative Effects: The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ 2005) regulations, which implement the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4321 et seq.), require assessment of cumulative impacts in the decision‑making process for federal projects.  Cumulative impacts 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 impacts are considered for both the No Action and Preferred Alternatives.  

Cumulative impacts were determined by combining the impacts of the Preferred Alternative with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  Therefore, it was necessary to identify other ongoing or reasonably foreseeable future projects at Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area and, if applicable, the surrounding region.  The geographic scope for this analysis includes elements mostly within the park/habitats boundaries, while the temporal scope includes projects within a range of approximately ten years.  Given this, the following projects were identified for the purpose of conducting the cumulative effects analysis, listed from past to future:

· Stack Yard and Bee Hive Yard: Constructed in the late 1960’sthe stack yard consists of a pole back brace for the stack wagon and haystack. The stack yard was unfenced. The Bee Hive Yard was constructed some time in the 1990’s it contained a few abandoned hive frames, wood and stainless steel rack’s. The hive yard was barb wire fenced. In 2005 the owner removed the remains of the bee hive yard.
· Development of Fire Management Plan, 2002:  The Park’s Fire Management Plan was completed in October 1999.  One of the primary actions prescribed by the plan is the reduction of hazardous fuels over the last few years starting with Fiscal Year 1999; Bighorn Canyon has begun a prescribed fire program. This program is designed to reduce hazardous fuels and improve wildlife habitat throughout the southern end of the Recreation Area. In addition to utilizing prescribed fire as a tool for fuels reduction, other biological, chemical, and mechanical means have been used. Expanding technologies in biological and chemical treatment and the use of mechanical thinning have made non-fire treatment especially viable in areas around developments or historic sites, and to supplement prescribed fire in reducing noxious plants. The plan calls for treatment of approximately 1000 acres of the Yellowtail Habitat

· Construction of Camper Pads, 2004:  Permanent camper pads were constructed to the east of the Brick housing unit (FMSS# 71863). Preformed as part of the Cooperative Agreement the NPS constructed three concrete camper trailer sites for the WGFC. Each site included water, sewer, and electrical hookups. The three 12 X 25 camper trailer pads were constructed within close proximity of the existing maintenance yard, underground water and electric was extended from the “Brick House” located approximately 100 feet west of the trailer pads. Sewer was provided by the installation of a 1000 gallon septic tank and 24 diffusers. 
· Integrated Weed Management Program, 2004: The Park’s Integrated Weed Management Program EA was completed in January 2004. Weed control is considered to be critical part of management of vegetative communities to enhance biodiversity and maintain the native species that were there before disturbance and weed invasion. The primary goal of any weed management program is not just to kill weeds, but rather to restore or enhance native plant communities.

· Fence Replacement, 2006-2008:  Expand and fence the storage yard.  After construction of the Maintenance and Resource Management facilities the existing storage yard would be expanded into the surrounding vegetation by approximately 18,100 square feet. This would alleviate the loss of outdoor storage area lost by construction of the two new buildings. At the conclusion of this work the entire area would be enclosed with eight-foot high chain link fence, both for security and to prevent damage to vegetation surrounding the area. Thus, the existing area (56,300 square feet) combined with the expansion (18,100 square feet) would create a total, fenced storage yard of approximately 74,400- square feet. 
Impairment:  National Park Service’s Management Policies, 2001 require analysis of potential effects to determine whether or not actions would impair park resources (NPS D1416).  The fundamental purpose of the national park system, established by the Organic Act and reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act, as amended, begins with a mandate to conserve park resources and values.  National Park Service managers must always seek ways to avoid, or to minimize to the greatest degree practicable, adversely impacting park resources and values.  However, the laws do give the National Park Service the management discretion to allow impacts to park resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of a park, as long as the impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and values.  

Although Congress has given the National Park Service the management discretion to allow certain impacts within parks, that discretion is limited by the statutory requirement that the National Park Service must leave park resources and values unimpaired, unless a particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise.  The prohibited impairment is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible National Park Service manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values.  An impact to any park resource or value may constitute an impairment, but an impact would be more likely to constitute an impairment to the extent that it has a major or severe adverse effect upon a resource or value whose conservation is:

1. necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the park;

2. key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park; or

3. Identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant National Park Service planning documents.

Impairment may result from National Park Service activities in managing the park, visitor activities, or activities undertaken by concessionaires, contractors, and others operating in the park.  A determination on impairment is made in the Conclusion section for each of the resource topics carried forward in this chapter.

Impacts to Cultural Resources and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act: In this Environmental Assessment/Assessment of Effect, impacts to historic properties are described in terms of type, context, duration, and intensity, as described above, which is consistent with the regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) that implement the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This Environmental Assessment/Assessment of Effect is intended, however, to comply with the requirements of both NEPA and §106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  To achieve this, a §106 summary is included under the Preferred Alternative for each of the cultural resource topics carried forward including Historic Structures.  The topics of archeological sites, paleontological resources cultural landscapes, ethnographic resources, and museum collections were dismissed from further consideration in Impacts Dismissed from Further Consideration because none were identified in the project area.  The §106 Summary is intended to meet the requirements of §106 and is an assessment of the effect of the undertaking (implementation of the alternative) on cultural resources, based upon the criterion of effect and criteria of adverse effect found in the Advisory Council’s regulations.  A letter dated 3 October 2005 was sent to the State Historic Preservation Office informing them of using a combined document to meet §106 obligations.

Under the Advisory Council’s regulations, a determination of either adverse effect or no adverse effect must be made for affected historic properties that are eligible for or listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  An adverse effect occurs whenever an impact alters, directly or indirectly, any characteristic of a cultural resource that qualify it for inclusion in the National Register (e.g. diminishing the integrity of the resource’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association).  Adverse effects also include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the Preferred Alternative that would occur later in time; be farther removed in distance; or be cumulative (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects).  A determination of no adverse effect means there is an effect, but the effect would not diminish in any way the characteristics of the cultural resource that qualify it for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

In accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations implementing §106 of the NHPA (36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic Properties), impacts to historic properties for this project were identified and evaluated by (1) determining the area of potential effects; (2) identifying cultural resources present in the area of potential effects that were either listed in or eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places; (3) applying the criteria of adverse effect to affected cultural resources either listed in or eligible to be listed in the National Register; and (4) considering ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects.

CEQ regulations and the National Park Service’s Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis and Decision-Making (Director’s Order #12) also call for a discussion of the appropriateness of mitigation, as well as an analysis of how effective the mitigation would be in reducing the intensity of a potential impact (e.g. reducing the intensity of an impact from major to moderate or minor).  Any resultant reduction in intensity of impact due to mitigation, however, is an estimate of the effectiveness of mitigation under NEPA only.  It does not suggest that the level of effect as defined by §106 is similarly reduced.  Although adverse effects under §106 may be mitigated, the effect remains adverse.

In order for a historic property to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places, it must meet one or more of the following criteria of significance: A) associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history; B) associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; C) embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic value, or represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; D) have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  In addition, the historic property must possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, association (National Register Bulletin, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation). 

Historic Structures

Intensity Level Definitions

The 1888 Wardwell Ditch (now known as the Big Fork Canal) which serves as the primary water distribution system for the habitat and surrounding farms and ranches is the only cultural resource in the project area that is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  The methodologies used for assessing impacts to this historic structure are based on how the project will affect the features for which the structure is significant.  The thresholds for this impact assessment are as follows:

Negligible: 
Impact(s) is at the lowest levels of detection - barely perceptible and not measurable. For purposes of §106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

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

Beneficial: Stabilization/ preservation of features in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.
Moderate: 
Adverse: Alteration of a feature(s) would diminish the overall integrity of the resource.  The determination of effect for §106 would be adverse effect.  A memorandum of agreement (MOA) is executed among the National Park Service and applicable state or tribal 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 reduce the intensity of impact under NEPA from major to moderate.   

Beneficial: rehabilitation of a structure in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.
Major: 
Adverse: alteration of a feature(s) would diminish the overall integrity of the resource.  The determination of effect for §106 would be adverse effect.  Measures to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts cannot be agreed upon and the National Park Service and applicable state or tribal historic preservation officer and/or Advisory Council are unable to negotiate and execute a memorandum of agreement in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b).

Beneficial: restoration of a structure in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.   
Impairment: 
A major, adverse impact to a resource or value whose conserva​tion is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or procla​mation of Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the National Recreation Area; or (3) identified as a goal in the National Recreation Area’s general management plan or other relevant National Park Service planning documents.
Impacts of Alternative A (No Action Alternative)

The No Action Alternative would result in negligible impacts to the Big Fork Ditch because no construction activities would be conducted.  The maintenance facilities currently situated in their respective areas would remain as they exist now. No facility expansions or upgrades would be completed other than those necessary to fulfill the Cooperative Agreement, with no effects to the historic structure.

Cumulative Effects:  In the future, no facilities would be constructed this will ultimately have a minimal effect on the historic ditch.  In relation to this project, this alternative would not affect historic structures; therefore, this project would not cumulatively affect historic structures when considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

Conclusion:  The No Action Alternative would result in negligible impacts to historic structures because no construction activities would be conducted.  As such, this alternative would not contribute to any cumulative disturbance of historic structures, when considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  Considering these negligible effects, this alternative would not impair historic structures.
Impacts of Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)

The Preferred Alternative would result in minor to moderate beneficial effects to the historic 1888 canal due to the disturbed lands restorations that would be made to the area surrounding the structure. All activities conducted on or around the structure will be according to the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.
Cumulative Effects:  In the future, a new resource management building will be constructed which will consolidate the maintenance, natural, and cultural resource activities into one location.  This will ultimately have a beneficial effect on the historic canal because as part of the project disturbed lands associated with the canal will be restored.  Alternative B will also have a beneficial effect on the historic Canal as the frequent interaction with maintenance personnel will enable the early discovery of deficiencies.  Cumulatively, these actions will have an overall minor beneficial cumulative effect on the when considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

Conclusion:  The Preferred Alternative would result in minor to moderate beneficial effects to the historic canal from the restoration of disturbed lands associated with the canal during post construction activities.  

§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 National Park Service concludes that implementation of the Preferred Alternative would have no adverse effect on the National Register of Historic Places eligible Big Fork Ditch (48BH1527).

Visitor Use and Experience
Intensity Level Definitions

Bighorn Canyon NRA  established  “In order to provide for public outdoor recreation and use and enjoyment of the Yellowtail Reservoir and lands, adjacent thereto in the States of Wyoming and Montana, by the people of the United States and for preservation of the scenic, scientific, and historic features contributing to public enjoyment of such lands and waters” (16 USC§ 460t).  The methodology used for assessing impacts to visitor use and experience is based on how a new maintenance facility would affect the visitor, particularly with regards to the visitors’ enjoyment of the park/habitat’s resources.  The thresholds for this impact assessment are as follows:

Negligible: 
Visitors would not be affected or changes in visitor use and/or expe​rience would be below or at the level of detection.  Any effects would be short-term.  The visitor would not likely be aware of the effects associated with the alterna​tive.
Minor:
Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be detectable, although the changes would be slight and likely short-term.  The visitor would be aware of the effects associated with the alterna​tive, but the effects would be slight.
Moderate:
Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be readily apparent and likely long-term.  The visitor would be aware of the effects associated with the alterna​tive, and would likely be able to express an opinion about the changes.
Major: 
Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be readily apparent and have substantial long-term consequences.  The visitor would be aware of the effects associated with the alternative, and would likely express a strong opinion about the changes.

Impacts of Alternative A (No Action Alternative)
The No Action Alternative would not measurably alter the visitor use and experience because the area around the Yellowtail Wildlife Habitat Management headquarters site would remain unchanged.  In particular, the network of trails in this area would not change, and visitors would continue to use these trails to access the habitat area. Damage to the existing vegetation would continue as the area is crisscrossed with two track and foot trails. In addition, the visual resources of the area would remain unchanged because no new building would be constructed.

Cumulative Effects:  Any construction activities have the potential to affect visitor use and experience.  The construction of the camper pads likely had an adverse effect on the visitor experience as a result of noise and dust. Projects such as the bee hive and stack yards, road improvements, exotic vegetation management, and fence replacement have had or could have an adverse effect on visitor use and experience because of the inconvenience of construction noise, dust, and possible off-limit areas.  Ultimately, however, these actions would have or have had a beneficial effect on visitor use and experience because of long-term improvements to the human health and safety aspects of the park; the visual and natural environment; interpretive opportunities; and functionality of the park.  Potential improvements to the habitat area would also have a beneficial effect on visitor use and experience.  Under this alternative, visitor functions in the project area are not expected to change; therefore, cumulatively, visitor use and experience would not appreciably change when considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.
Conclusion:  The No Action Alternative would result in primarily negligible effects to visitor use and experience because the features and visitor functions in the project area would not change.  This alternative may have a minor, long-term, adverse effect on visitor experience due to the continued confusion of the trail network leading to various habitat buildings and access points in the general area that would not be improved.  Cumulatively, this alternative would have a negligible effect on visitor use and experience when considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  

Impacts of Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would relocate the Horseshoe Bend storage yard outside the park allowing for the restoration of the disturbed park lands. Additionally this relocation would visually improve the Horseshoe Bend site resulting in a minor to moderate beneficial effect on visitor use and experience. Visitor use and experience would also be improved through the enhancement of the trail network in the project area.  

Minor, temporary, adverse impacts to visitor use and experience would result from construction activities.  The project area is currently seldom used by visitors, and during construction, portions of this area would be limited to visitor use.  Noise and dust from construction activities would also adversely affect visitor use and experience; however all construction-related impacts would be temporary and cease following construction activities. Visually, the changes to the project area would have a minor to moderate adverse effect on visitor experience.  The location, size, and aesthetics of the new maintenance building were chosen so as not to visually interfere with the habitat area; however, changes to the visual environment would be noticeable.  The primary visual changes would result from the construction of a new maintenance building; removal of the existing hay stack and bee yards; reconfiguration of the trail system in the project area; excavation for utility connections; and the temporary presence of construction equipment, materials, and crews.  Despite these changes to the visual environment, the new maintenance facility would likely be more visually pleasing to visitors in comparison to the existing scattered storage yards located in the park.

Cumulative Effects:  As described under Alternative A, any construction activities have the potential to affect visitor use and experience.  The construction of the camper pads likely had an adverse effect on the visitor experience as a result of noise and dust. Exotic vegetation management and fence replacement have had or could have an adverse effect on visitor use and experience because of the inconvenience of construction noise, dust, and possible off-limit areas. Ultimately, however, these actions would have or have had a beneficial effect on visitor use and experience because of long-term improvements to the human health and safety aspects of the park; the visual and natural environment; and functionality of the park.  Potential restoration to the disturbed lands would also have a beneficial effect on visitor use and experience.  Considering these past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, the minor to moderate beneficial effects of constructing the new maintenance facility would have a minor cumulative benefit to the overall visitor use and experience at the Monument.

Conclusion:  Under the Preferred Alternative, the enhancement of the trail network and the additional space created in the new maintenance facility would have a minor to moderate beneficial effect on visitor use and experience.  Construction disturbances (noise, dust, limited areas) would have a minor, temporary adverse effect to visitor use and experience.  The visual changes to the area from construction of a new building would have a minor to moderate adverse effect on visitor experience because the changes would be readily noticeable.  Cumulatively, this alternative would have a minor beneficial effect to visitor use and experience because ultimately this project combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions would benefit a number of visitor resources.

Park Operations

Intensity Level Definitions

Implementation of a project can effect the operations of a park such as the number of employees needed; the type of duties that need to be conducted; when/who would conduct these duties; how activities should be conducted; and administrative procedures.  For the purpose of this analysis, the human health and safety of park employees is also evaluated.  The methodologies used to assess potential changes to park operations are defined as follows:  

Negligible: 
Park operations would not be affected or the effect would be at or below the lower levels of detection, and would not have an appreciable effect on park operations.
Minor: 
The effect would be detectable, but would be of a magnitude that would not have an appreciable adverse or beneficial effect on park operations.  If mitigation were needed to offset adverse effects, it would be relatively simple and successful.
Moderate: 
The effects would be readily apparent and would result in a substantial adverse or beneficial change in park operations in a manner noticeable to staff and the public.  Mitigation measures would probably be necessary to offset adverse effects and would likely be successful.
Major: 
The effects would be readily apparent and would result in a substantial adverse or beneficial change in park operations in a manner noticeable to staff and the public, and be markedly different from existing operations.  Mitigation measures to offset adverse effects would be needed, could be expensive, and their success could not be guaranteed.
Impacts of Alternative A (No Action Alternative)

The No Action Alternative would not measurably change current park operations at Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area.  The existing maintenance building would continue to function as such, and the storage yards located in the park would remain there.  Equipment would continue to be stored in different locations, which poses a minor inconvenience in terms of time utilization and commuting distances.  

The existing maintenance facilities contain numerous structural deficiencies, which could potentially endanger the employees.  Over time, these structural deficiencies could cause water damage to park equipment.  The building also has a rodent infestation problem which poses the potential threat of employees contracting diseases carried by the rodents.  In time, these health and safety problems could have a minor to moderate adverse effect on the employees.  Also, under this alternative, the storage yards would remain and their functions would remain the same.

Cumulative Effects:  Any project that occurs in the park has an effect on park operations; therefore, most of the actions listed in the cumulative scenario in the introduction of this chapter would have some degree of effect on employees and park operations.  Planning projects such as the development of a Fire Management Plan and planning for improvements to the maintenance facility typically involve the majority of park staff to contribute their expertise and assistance.  Resource management projects such as exotic vegetation management, and compliance would primarily involve resources staff.  Fence replacement would primarily involve the maintenance staff.  Visitor contact, interpretation, and safety activities usually involve rangers and interpretive specialists.  Under this alternative, park operations associated with the current and future use of the existing maintenance building are not expected change; therefore, park operations would not appreciably change when considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.
Conclusion:  The No Action Alternative would not measurably change current park operations because the existing maintenance building would continue to function as such.  The impact; however, of increased maintenance to repair equipment damaged by structural deficiencies in the existing maintenance building coupled with the lack of equipment consolidation and the health and safety issues related to the rodent problems would have a minor to moderate adverse effect on park operations and employee health and safety.  Cumulatively, these effects would have a negligible impact to park operations when considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

Impacts of Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)

The construction of a new maintenance building under Preferred Alternative would provide a working environment for park employees that meet current health and safety standards.  Structural deficiencies associated with the existing maintenance building would not be present in the new building.  Because of the improved integrity of the building, maintenance crews would likely have a shorter transit times than if the existing maintenance building were to continue to be used.  Similarly, the new maintenance building would remedy the rodent infestation problem that the existing maintenance building has.  The new building would be more secure and less apt to allow rodents to enter, thereby improving the working conditions for all employees.  These impacts would have a moderate beneficial effect on the health and safety of employees and the efficiency of park operations.  

Other changes related to the new maintenance building would also provide for an improved working environment for park employees.  The storage yards currently located at the existing maintenance building and at Horseshoe Bend would be relocated to the new maintenance facility, which would consolidate all equipment into one location.  Likewise, the new maintenance building would provide improved work areas for employees including handicapped accessible office space, general work areas, a break room, and storage space.  Light, ventilation, heating, and air quality would also be improved in the new maintenance building.  Further, the improved trail network would provide safer and easier access to the facilities in the project area.  These effects would have a minor to moderate benefit on employee communication, cohesion, and efficiency.

During construction, park operations would continue from there present location. The typical work load for employees would also be increased during implementation of this project from the need to finalize project plans, hire contractors, and monitor construction. Once the new maintenance building is constructed all employee furniture and equipment from the existing maintenance facility would have to be moved to the new maintenance building. This move would temporarily disrupt employee efficiency to a minor degree.      Construction noise and dust may also adversely affect the park’s employees working in the project area, but these inconveniences would be temporary, lasting only as long as construction.
Cumulative Effects:  As described under Alternative A, any project that occurs in the park has an effect on park operations; therefore, most of the actions listed in the cumulative scenario in the introduction of this chapter would have some degree of effect on employees and park operations.  Planning projects such as the development of a Fire Management Plan and planning for improvements to the maintenance facility typically involve the majority of park staff to contribute their expertise and assistance.  Resource management projects such as exotic vegetation management, and compliance would primarily involve resources staff.  Fence replacement would primarily involve the maintenance staff.  Visitor contact, interpretation, and safety activities usually involve rangers and interpretive specialists. Park operations associated with the current and future use of the new maintenance building would be improved to a moderate degree, which would cumulatively have a minor beneficial impact to park operations when considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

Conclusion:  Construction of a new maintenance building under the Preferred Alternative would have a minor to moderate benefit on employees at the park because the new building would provide a safer and healthier work environment, as well as provide for all equipment to be consolidated into one location.  The new building would rectify the structural deficiencies and rodent problems associated with the existing maintenance building.  Adverse effects to park operations would occur during construction which would require employees to move equipment and manage the construction of the project.  Cumulatively, the improvements associated with this alternative would have a moderate beneficial effect on park operations when considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

CONSULTATION and COORDINATION

External Scoping 

External (public) scoping was conducted to inform various agencies and the public about the proposal to construct a new maintenance facility at Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area and to generate input on the preparation of this Environmental Assessment.  This effort was initiated with the distribution of a scoping letter which was sent to local news organizations, and it was posted on the National Park Service’s Planning, Environment and Public Comment internet website.  With this press release, the public was given 30 days to comment on the project beginning October 7, 2005.  

In addition to the aforementioned public entities, the following agencies and Native American tribes were sent scoping information or were contacted for information regarding the project:

State Agencies

Wyoming office of the State Historic Preservation

Wyoming Game and Fish Commission

Tribal Groups and Tribes

Chairman





Gilbert Brady

Northern Arapaho Business Council


Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

Box 396





Northern Cheyenne Tribe

Ft Washakie, WY 82514




Box 128








Lame Deer, MT 59043

Tribal Chairperson




Chairman

Crow Tribal Council




Eastern Shoshone Business Council

Box 159





Box 538

Crow Agency, MT 59022



Ft Washakie, WY 82514







During the 30-day scoping period, no responses were received from the public through letters, telephone calls, or visitor contact. Of the Federal and State Agencies contacted; the Wyoming Game and Fish responded during the scoping period that they had no objection to the proposed project, and requested to be kept informed of the project’s progress. The above Tribes and Tribal Groups have expressed an interest in Bighorn Canyon NRA and were provided with copies of the proposed Environmental Assessment.

Internal Scoping 

Internal scoping was conducted by an interdisciplinary team of professionals from Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area, Wyoming Game and Fish and the Intermountain Support Office.  Interdisciplinary team members met on June 14, 2005 to discuss the purpose and need for the project; various alternatives; potential environmental impacts; past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects that may have cumulative effects; and possible mitigation measures.  The team also gathered background information and discussed public outreach for the project.  Over the course of the project, team members have conducted individual site visits to view and evaluate the proposed construction site.  The results of the June 14, 2005 meeting are documented in this Environmental Assessment.  

Environmental Assessment Review and List of Recipients

The Environmental Assessment will be released for public review in December 2005.  To inform the public of the availability of the Environmental Assessment, the National Park Service will publish and distribute a letter or press release to various agencies, and news media outlets. Copies of the Environmental Assessment will be provided to interested individuals, upon request.  Copies of the document will also be available for review at the park’s visitor center and on the internet at http://parkplanning.nps.gov

The Environmental Assessment is subject to a 30-day public comment period ending on January 18, 2006.  During this time, the public is encouraged to submit their written comments to the National Park Service address provided at the beginning of this document.  Following the close of the comment period, all public comments will be reviewed and analyzed, prior to the release of a decision document.  The National Park Service will issue responses to substantive comments received during the public comment period, and will make appropriate changes to the Environmental Assessment , as needed.

List of Preparers 

Preparers (developed EA content):

· Steve Grisham, PEPC System Administrator, National Park Service, Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area, Lovell, Wyoming

Consultants (provided information):

National Park Service, Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area, Lovell, Wyoming

· Rick Lasko, Acting Assistant Superintendent, Chief of Resource Management 

· Keith Bierman, Chief of Maintenance
· Michael Durtsche, South District Maintenance Supervisor
· Chris Finley, Cultural Resources Program Manager
· Cassity Bromley, Natural Resource Program Manager
· Charles Pickett, GIS, Bio Technician
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission
· Steve Ronne, Habitat and Access Branch Supervisor
· Rick Huber, Compliance Specialist
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