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Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site was authorized by Congress on November 7, 2000 (Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site Establishment Act of 2000 [Public Law 106-465]). The 
authorizing legislation requires the Secretary of the Interior and the National Park Service (NPS) to 
protect and preserve the site, including: the topographic features, artifacts and other physical remains, 
and the cultural landscape; interpret the natural and cultural resource values of the site; provide for 
public understanding of, and preserve for future generations, those values; enhance cultural 
understanding about the site; and assist in minimizing the chances of similar incidents in the future. The 
act also directs the Secretary of the Interior, through the National Park Service, to prepare a 
management plan for the site.  
 
The purpose of the general management plan is to establish a comprehensive vision of the site’s purpose, 
significance, and resource goals. The plan will also define the management strategies for protecting the 
site’s resources, providing for public understanding and enjoyment, ensuring organizational 
effectiveness, and promoting partnership opportunities that will support and complement all aspects of 
park unit management. The plan will help the national historic site staff guide programs and set 
priorities for resource stewardship, visitor use and experience, partnerships, facilities, and operations at 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site.  
 
This document examines five alternatives for managing Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site for 
the next 15 to 20 years. It also analyzes the impacts of implementing each of the alternatives. The “no-
action” alternative, alternative A, consists of the existing national historic site management strategy and 
trends as described in the 2007 interim site management plan. Alternative A serves as a basis for 
comparison in evaluating the other alternatives. The concept for management under alternative B would 
provide the greatest variety and depth of interpretive media and programs and provide the greatest 
visitor access to the site. Alternative C would offer limited on-site interpretation and enhanced visitor 
opportunities for reflection, reverence, and remembrance. Alternative D would offer a balance of 
interpretation, visitor access, and memorialization. Alternative E would offer the greatest focus on 
resource preservation, combined with opportunities for contemplation and memorialization, 
interpretive programs, and visitor access to the site. Alternative E is the National Park Service preferred 
alternative. 
 
This Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Assessment has been distributed to other agencies 
and interested organizations and individuals for their review and comment. The public comment period 
for this document will last for 30 days. Readers are encouraged to submit comments on this plan online 
at http://parkplanning.nps.gov. You may also send written comments to Tom Thomas, Project Manager, 
National Park Service, Denver Service Center; PO Box 25287; Denver, CO 80225; or contact 
Superintendent Alexa Roberts at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site, PO Box 249, Eads, CO 
81036. Please note that National Park Service practice is to make comments, including names and 
addresses of respondents, available for public review; see the “How to Comment on this Plan” section 
for further information. 
 
 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

United States Department of the Interior  National Park Service 
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HOW TO COMMENT ON THIS PLAN 
 
 
Comments on this Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Assessment are welcome and 
will be accepted during the 30-day public review and comment period. During the comment 
period, comments may be submitted using several methods as noted below.  
 
 
Online: http://parkplanning.nps.gov/sand  
 
We prefer that readers submit comments online through the park planning website identified 
above, so the comments become incorporated into the National Park Service Planning, 
Environment, and Public Comment system. An electronic public comment form is provided 
through this website. 
 
 
Mail: Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site – General Management Plan 

National Park Service 
Denver Service Center 
PO Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225 

or 
 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
PO Box 249 
Eads, CO 81036 

 
 
Hand delivery: at public meetings to be announced in the media following the release of this plan. 
 
Before including your address, telephone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying 
information in your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment—including your 
personal identifying information—may be made publicly available at any time. While you may 
request in your comment that your personal identifying information be withheld from public 
review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 
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A GUIDE TO THIS DOCUMENT 

 
 
This Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Assessment (GMP/EA) is organized in 
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementing regulations for the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), and National Park Service (NPS) 
Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-making, 
NPS Management Policies 2006 (chapter 2), and NPS Planning Program Standards. 
 
Chapter 1: Introduction sets the framework for the entire document. It describes why the plan is 
being prepared and what needs it must address. It gives guidance for the alternatives that are being 
considered, which are based on the park’s legislated purpose; the significance of its resources, 
special mandates, and administrative commitments; servicewide mandates and policies; and other 
planning efforts in the area. 
 
The primary goal of scoping is to identify issues and determine the range of alternatives to be 
addressed. During scoping, the NPS staff provides an overview of the proposed project, including 
purpose and need and alternatives. The public is asked to submit comments, concerns, and 
suggestions relating to these goals. 
 
The chapter also details the planning opportunities and issues that were raised during public 
scoping meetings and initial planning team efforts; the alternatives in the next chapter address 
these issues and concerns to varying degrees. This chapter concludes with a statement of the scope 
of the environmental impact analysis—specifically what impact topics were or were not analyzed in 
detail. 
 
Chapter 2: Alternatives, Including the Preferred Alternative, begins by describing the 
management prescriptions that will be used to manage the national historic site in the future. It also 
consists of the continuation of current management practices and trends at the national historic 
site (alternative A, the no-action alternative). The action alternatives, including the preferred 
alternative, are presented. Mitigation measures proposed to minimize or eliminate the impacts of 
some proposed actions are described just before the discussion of future studies and/or 
implementation plans that will be needed. Evaluation of the environmentally preferred alternative 
is followed by summary tables of the alternative actions and the environmental consequences of 
implementing those alternative actions. The chapter concludes with a discussion of alternatives or 
actions that were dismissed from detailed evaluation. 
 
Chapter 3: The Affected Environment describes those areas and resources that would be affected 
by implementing actions in the various alternatives—cultural resources, natural resources, visitor 
use and experience, and socioeconomic environment. 
 
Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences analyzes the impacts anticipated to occur as a result of 
implementing the alternatives on topics described in the “Affected Environment” chapter. 
Methods that were used for assessing the impacts in terms of intensity, type, and duration of 
impacts are also outlined in this chapter. 
 
Chapter 5: Consultation and Coordination describes the history of public and agency 
coordination during the planning effort. It also includes lists of agencies and organizations that will 
be receiving copies of the document. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 
Chapter 6: Appendixes, References, and Preparers presents supporting information for the 
document, along with references and a list of the planning team and other consultants. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 
BACKGROUND 

The Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Assessment presents five alternative future 
directions—alternatives A, B, C, D, and E—for the management and use of Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site (national historic site or site). Alternative E is the NPS preferred alternative. 
The potential impacts of all the alternatives have been identified and assessed. 
 
General management plans are intended to be long-term documents that establish and articulate a 
management philosophy and framework for decision making and problem solving in national park 
system units. General management plans usually provide guidance during a 15- to 20-year period. 
 
The implementation of the approved plan (approval of one of the alternatives in this document) 
will depend on future funding. The approval of a plan does not guarantee that the funding and 
staffing needed to implement the plan will be forthcoming. Full implementation of the approved 
plan could be many years in the future. The national historic site must compete with other units of 
the national park system for limited implementation funding. 
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PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PLAN 

 
 
The approved general management plan will be the basic document for managing Sand Creek 
Massacre National Historic Site for the next 15 to 20 years. The purposes of this general plan are as 
follows: 
 
 Confirm the purpose, significance, and special mandates of Sand Creek Massacre National 

Historic Site. 

 Clearly define resource conditions and visitor experience and uses to be achieved, 
consistent with the national historic site’s purpose and significance statements. 

 Provide a framework for NPS managers to use when making decisions about how to best 
protect national historic site resources, how to provide quality visitor uses and experience, 
how to manage visitor use, and what kinds of facilities, if any, to develop in or near the 
national historic site. 

 Ensure that this foundation for decision making has been developed in consultation with 
interested stakeholders and adopted by NPS leadership after an adequate analysis of the 
benefits, impacts, and economic costs of alternative courses of action. 

 
Legislation establishing the National Park Service as an agency and governing NPS management 
provides the fundamental direction for the administration of all units and programs of the national 
park system. This general management plan will build on these laws and the legislation that 
established Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site to provide a vision for the future of the 
site. The “Servicewide Laws and Policies” section calls the reader’s attention to topics that are 
important for understanding management direction at the national historic site. “Table 1. 
Management Zones” summarizes the topics and the conditions toward which management is 
striving. The alternatives in this Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Assessment 
address the desired future conditions that are not mandated by law and policy and must be 
determined through the planning process. 
 
This new management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site is needed because the 
authorizing legislation for the site (Public Law 106-465, November 7, 2000) required development 
of a general management plan within five years of the site’s designation. Congress mandated that 
this general management plan be conducted in consultation with the associated tribes; the State of 
Colorado; and Kiowa County, Colorado. 
 
A general management plan also is needed to meet the requirements of the National Parks and 
Recreation Act of 1978 and NPS policy, which require a general management plan for each unit of 
the national park system. 
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Purpose of and Need for the Plan 

COMMEMORATION OF THE SAND CREEK MASSACRE IN THE 
NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

Historical Description of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 

At dawn on November 29, 1864, approximately 675 U.S. volunteer soldiers commanded by Colonel 
John M. Chivington attacked a village of about 700 Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho Indians (only 
100 of which were fighting-age men) along Sand Creek in southeastern Colorado Territory. Using 
small arms and howitzer fire, the troops drove the Indian people out of their camp. While many 
managed to escape the initial onslaught, others, particularly noncombatant women, children, and 
the elderly, fled into and up the bottom of the dry creek channel. The soldiers followed, shooting 
them as they struggled through the sandy ground. At a point several hundred yards above the 
village, the fleeing people frantically dug pits and trenches along either side of the streambed in a 
desperate attempt to escape the soldiers’ bullets. Some tried to fight back with whatever weapons 
they had managed to retrieve from camp. At several places along Sand Creek, the soldiers shot from 
opposite banks in a cross-fire. Finally, the howitzers were brought forward to drive the Indians 
from their makeshift defenses in the sand. Over the course of 7 hours, the troops killed between 
165 and 200 Cheyennes and Arapahos. Among the dead were 13 Cheyenne chiefs and 1 Arapaho 
chief; severely impacting the traditional governing councils for generations. During that afternoon 
and the following day, soldiers wandered over the open prairie committing atrocities on the dead, 
taking human body parts as trophies before departing the scene on December 1 to resume 
campaigning, taking 600 horses of the slain with them. 
 
Since the day it happened, the Sand Creek Massacre has maintained its significance as one of the 
most emotionally charged and controversial events in U.S. history; a tragedy reflective of its time 
and place. The background of the Sand Creek Massacre lay in a whirlwind of events and issues 
registered by the ongoing Civil War in the East and West; the overreactions by whites on the 
frontier to the 1862–63 Dakota uprising in Minnesota and its aftermath; the status of the various 
bands of Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho Indians vis-a-vis each other as well as other plains 
tribes; the constant undercurrent of threatened Confederate incursions; and the existing state of 
politics in Colorado. Perhaps most importantly, the causes of the Sand Creek Massacre lay in the 
irresistible momentum of Manifest Destiny—the United States’ objective to establish dominance 
over the lands between the Mississippi River and the Pacific coast. 
 
 
Site Establishment History 

The Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site was established in 2007, the culmination of a 
decade-long process. By the time U.S. Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell initiated efforts to protect 
the site as a national park system unit, the actual location of the massacre was unknown. Congress 
mandated that the National Park Service collaborate with the Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes and 
the State of Colorado to positively identify the site’s location. In 1998, a multidisciplinary team 
began the site location process to identify the location and extent of the massacre. The team 
focused on oral history, remote imagery, historical documentation, archeology, and aerial 
photography to locate the site. Along with other research, the group identified several areas along 
Sand Creek where events related to the massacre occurred.  
 
After completion of the Site Location Study, the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site was 
officially authorized on November 7, 2000. Although discussion continues regarding the specific 
location of internal features, most researchers agree the current established park boundary (listed 
with the National Register of Historic Places) contains the location of the Indian village, the point 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

from which the Colorado regiments first spotted the encampment, the location of the village horse 
herds, the general path of company and howitzer movement and attacks, positions of the hastily 
dug Cheyenne and Arapaho protective sand pits, and the military bivouac area of November 29–30.  
 
In 2007, the dedication ceremony for the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site was 
performed and the site was formally opened to the public on April 27. The authorized boundary for 
the site consists of 12,583 acres, while the established boundary currently consists of 2,385 acres, of 
which about 920 acres are owned by the National Park Service and 1,465 acres are tribal trust lands 
owned by the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma and managed by the National Park 
Service (figure 1). If future investigations reveal a need to protect additional resources within the 
authorized boundary, park managers can acquire land from willing sellers without additional 
legislation.  
 
 

 
FIGURE 1. SAND CREEK MASSACRE NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE AUTHORIZED AND ESTABLISHED BOUNDARY 

 
 
Site Location and Context 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site is on the grassland plains of southeast Colorado, about 
170 miles southeast of Denver (figure 2). The site is within Kiowa County, Colorado, 
predominately a ranching and farming area. The county seat, Eads, is approximately 28 miles from 
the site and has a population of approximately 600. Currently, the National Park Service leases an 
administrative office for the historic site in Eads. 
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Purpose of and Need for the Plan 

 
FIGURE 2. REGIONAL CONTEXT MAP  
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Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site is rural in nature and currently has a low level of 
development on-site (figures 3–8). On-site facilities include an existing ranch road, a small parking 
area, and fencing surrounding the park. On-site structures include a maintenance shed, temporary 
visitor contact station / office trailer, vault toilets, picnic tables, and a shade structure. Ranching 
and farming is the predominate land use surrounding the historic site.  
 
 

 
FIGURE 3. EXISTING PARK CONDITIONS 

 

 
FIGURE 4. LANDSCAPE FROM MONUMENT HILL OVERLOOK 
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FIGURE 5. MONUMENT HILL FIGURE 6. 1950 SAND CREEK 

BATTLEGROUND MONUMENT 

 
 
 

 
FIGURE 7. OPERATIONS AND VISITOR USE AREA 

 
 

 
FIGURE 8. VIEW OF OPERATIONS AND VISITOR USE AREA FROM MONUMENT HILL 
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Other NPS Sites Related to the Historical Context of the Sand Creek Massacre 

Historical events connected to the Sand Creek National Historic Site can be directly linked to a 
number of national park system units within the region (figure 9). These sites include:  
 
 Glorieta Battlefield (part of Pecos National Historical Park) – New Mexico 

 Bent’s Old Fort National Historic Site – Colorado 

 Fort Larned National Historic Site – Kansas 

 Fort Union National Historic Site – New Mexico 

 Santa Fe Trail National Historic Trail – many states 

 Washita National Battlefield – Oklahoma 

 Fort Laramie National Historic Site – Wyoming 

 
 

 
FIGURE 9. RELATED NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM UNITS 

 
 
GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN CONSULTATION PROCESS 

The development of the general management plan included an extensive consultation process 
involving members of the National Park Service and the designated Sand Creek representatives of 
the Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes, the Colorado state historic preservation officer and staff of 
History Colorado (formerly the Colorado Historical Society), and representatives of Kiowa 
County, Colorado.  
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Purpose of and Need for the Plan 

Tribal input has been an essential element of the planning process. Tribal representatives and 
members have provided input to the management alternatives and the overall plan. Tribal 
comments have been submitted through the consultation calls and in face-to-face meetings with 
NPS park staff and planning team members, rather than through formal correspondence. Please see 
chapter 5 for detailed descriptions of the collaborative planning process.  
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NEXT STEPS IN THE PLANNING PROCESS 

 
 
FINALIZING THE GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 

After distribution of the general management plan, there will be a 30-day public review and 
comment period, after which the NPS planning team will evaluate comments from other federal 
agencies, organizations, businesses, and individuals regarding the general management plan and 
make revisions as appropriate. After the public review, the plan may be approved with a Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI) assuming there are no significant impacts identified during the 
public review. If significant impacts are identified, a notice of intent to initiate an environmental 
impact statement may be prepared. A Finding of No Significant Impact would document the NPS 
selection of an alternative for implementation. Once the FONSI is signed, the planning process is 
complete, and the selected alternative would become the new management plan for Sand Creek 
Massacre National Historic Site and would be implemented. It is important to note that not all of 
the actions in the alternative would necessarily be implemented immediately. 
 
 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN 

The approval of this general management plan does not guarantee that the funding and staffing 
needed to implement the plan will be forthcoming. Actions directed by general management plans 
or in subsequent implementation plans are accomplished over time. Budget restrictions, 
requirements for additional data or regulatory compliance, and competing national park system 
priorities may prevent immediate implementation of many actions. An approved general 
management plan does not guarantee funding for implementation. Funding for individual actions 
would have to be requested in competition with requests from other park units. Full 
implementation of the plan could take place many years in the future. 
 
The implementation of the approved plan also could be affected by other factors. Once the general 
management plan has been approved, additional feasibility studies and more detailed planning and 
environmental documentation would be completed, as appropriate, before any proposed actions 
would be implemented. For example: 
 
 Appropriate federal and state agencies would be consulted concerning actions that could 

affect threatened and endangered species. 

 The state historic preservation officer would be consulted during implementation of those 
actions affecting sites either eligible for or listed in the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
The general management plan does not describe how particular programs or projects should be 
prioritized or implemented. Those decisions would be addressed during the more detailed 
planning associated with strategic plans and implementation plans. All of those future, more 
detailed plans would tier from the approved general management plan and would be based on the 
goals, future conditions, and appropriate types of activities established in the approved general 
management plan. 
 
Ongoing and future consultation with the Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes, the Colorado state 
historic preservation officers, Kiowa County, and other concerned parties would occur as 
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necessary, in accordance with section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act regarding 
implementation actions being carried out.  
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GUIDANCE FOR THE PLANNING EFFORT 

 
 
PURPOSE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

Purpose 

Purpose statements are based on the park’s establishing legislation, legislative history, and NPS 
policies. The statements reaffirm the reasons for which the site was set aside as a unit of the 
national park system and provide the foundation for park management and use. 
 

The purpose of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site is to protect and 
preserve the landscape of the massacre site and interpret the associated cultural 
values to enhance public understanding of the massacre and assist in minimizing the 
chances of similar incidents in the future. 

 
 
Significance 

Significance statements capture the essence of the historic site’s importance to our country’s 
natural and cultural heritage. Significance statements do not inventory resources; rather, they 
describe the site’s distinctiveness and help to place it within its regional, national, and international 
contexts. 
 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site is nationally significant for the following reasons: 
 
 The site of the Sand Creek Massacre has sacred significance to the Cheyenne and Arapaho 

tribes, particularly those tribal members who are descended from victims and survivors of 
the massacre. 

 The site is a reminder of the tragic extremes of the 500 years of conflict between American 
Indians and European Americans over land that now comprises the United States. 

 The intense distrust resulting from the Sand Creek Massacre influenced virtually all 
subsequent conflicts between American Indians and the U.S. Army. 

 The Sand Creek Massacre is an essential symbol of the struggles of American Indian tribes 
to maintain their ancestral ways of life.  

 The massacre profoundly disrupted the social, political, and economic structures of the 
Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes. 

 By eliminating most Cheyenne advocates for peace, the massacre hardened resistance to 
white expansion and escalated warfare between the army and the Cheyenne, Arapaho, and 
Sioux tribes. 

 The circumstances of the massacre elicited widespread national outrage, even against the 
backdrop of the Civil War, which forced substantial changes in U.S. Indian policy. 
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Guidance for the Planning Effort 

FUNDAMENTAL AND OTHER IMPORTANT RESOURCES AND VALUES 

The planning team, with input from the public, developed the following list of resources and values 
that warrant consideration during planning and management because they are essential or 
important to achieving the national historic site’s purpose and maintaining its significance. 
 
 
Fundamental Resources and Values 

 topographic features of the ethnographic landscape such as the bluffs; the creek bottom; 
ephemeral ponds; gently rolling prairie grasslands; extensive viewsheds to the north, east, 
and south 

 artifacts and other physical remains 

 the natural and cultural resource values associated with the site including cultural and 
natural resources encompassed within the 2001 National Register of Historic Places 
boundary, and culturally significant plant and animal species 

 Big Sandy Creek  

 the post-massacre camp of Chivington’s command 

 manuscripts and maps 

 oral histories / how discourse about the event is conducted because of its sacred nature 

 period trees and large downed cottonwood logs 

 repatriation site 

 intangible spiritual qualities of the landscape (sense of place) 

 remains of individuals still in the ground and those that have been repatriated from 
museums 

 memorialization and commemoration activities such as spiritual healing runs and places 
that have been blessed or where ceremonies occur/have occurred 

 
 
Other Important Resources and Values 

 1950 Sand Creek Battleground monument and overlook1  

 historic canals  

 wetlands 

 cottonwood trees (not present in 1864, but important to associated tribes) 

 post-massacre ranching history and associated resources 

 
 
INTERPRETIVE THEMES 

Due to the extreme sensitivity of the historical events of the Sand Creek Massacre and the need to 
interpret the tribal oral history and the voices of the decedents respectfully, it has been determined 

1 The Sand Creek Battleground marker was placed on-site by the Colorado Historical Society in 1950 and illustrates a persistent 
mischaracterization of the massacre by the State of Colorado.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

that interpretive themes for the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site will be developed in a 
separate consultation process. This process will involve the Northern Cheyenne Tribe of the 
Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation, Northern Arapaho Tribe of the Wind River Reservation, 
and the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes, Oklahoma. Development of interpretive themes would 
occur in a workshop scheduled for the fall of 2015. These interpretive themes will be based on the 
national historic site’s purpose, significance, and primary resources. Primary interpretive themes 
are the key stories, concepts, and ideas of a national park system unit. They are the groundwork 
that NPS staff will use for educating visitors about the national historic site’s resources. With these 
themes, visitors can form intellectual and emotional connections with national historic site 
resources and experiences. Subsequent interpretive planning may elaborate on the primary themes 
developed in the consultation process.  
 
 
SPECIAL MANDATES 

In the bill authorizing Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site (Public Law 106-465), Congress 
directed that the Secretary of the Interior shall protect and preserve the site and its resources. It 
also directed the Secretary of the Interior to 
 
 interpret the natural and cultural resource values associated with the site, provide for public 

understanding and appreciation of the cultural and natural resource values of the site, and 
preserve those values for future generations 

 memorialize, commemorate, and provide information to visitors to the site; enhance 
cultural understanding about the site; and assist in minimizing the chances of similar 
incidents in the future 

 grant to any descendant or other member of the Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes reasonable 
access to federally acquired land within the site for the purpose of carrying out traditional, 
cultural, or historical observances 

 
 
SERVICEWIDE LAWS AND POLICIES 

This section identifies what actions are required at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site to 
comply with federal laws and policies of the National Park Service. Many national historic site 
management directives are specified in laws and policies guiding the National Park Service and are 
therefore not subject to alternative approaches. A general management plan is not needed to 
decide, for instance, that it is appropriate to protect endangered species, control nonnative species, 
protect archeological sites, or provide universal access. Laws and policies have already decided 
those and many other issues. Although attaining some of these conditions set forth in these laws 
and policies may have been temporarily deferred in the national historic site because of funding or 
staffing limitations, the National Park Service will continue to strive to implement these 
requirements with or without a new general management plan. 
 
Some of these laws and executive orders are applicable solely or primarily to units of the national 
park system. These include the NPS Organic Act of 1916 that created the National Park Service; the 
General Authorities Act of 1970; the Redwoods Act amendments (March 27, 1978) to the Organic 
Act, relating to the management of the national park system; and the National Parks Omnibus 
Management Act (1998). Other laws and executive orders have much broader application such as 
the Endangered Species Act, the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and 
Executive Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands.” 
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Guidance for the Planning Effort 

Massacre National Historic Site is one of the only sites in the region providing opportunities for 
residents and visitors to access its history. 
 
 
State Plans 

The Power of Heritage & Place: A 2020 Action Plan to Advance Preservation in Colorado (State 
Preservation Plan 2010). This statewide plan identifies a variety of historic resources and monitors 
the progress of many local preservation efforts across Colorado. The State Preservation Plan is 
updated every 10 years to document historic resource needs, demonstrate progress toward 
preservation goals, and identify local action strategies that cumulatively, will help address critical 
challenges across the state.  
 
Colorado Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP 2008). This statewide plan 
gathered information on how Colorado residents recreate in the outdoors and identified goals for 
how the state, counties, and communities can meet future trends. National park system units were 
identified within the plan as a substantial tourism engine for the state. Management decisions for 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site affect local economies as well as statewide recreational 
opportunities. 
 
 
Multiagency Activities 

The protection of resources such as water, wildlife, and scenery require cooperative actions among 
many public and private entities. Coordinated planning and management for these regional-type 
resources could include designing structures and other energy infrastructure such as powerlines or 
wind turbines to be compatible with ongoing efforts to preserve historic landscapes, views, and 
vistas.  
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PLANNING ISSUES 

 
 
During the initial stages of planning for Sand Creek, the National Park Service solicited federal, 
state, local, and tribal officials; tribal members; and the public for ideas, suggestions, and concerns 
about Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. The National Park Service received many 
comments identifying issues and management concerns that could affect the future of the site. 
These included the following: 
 
 What is the appropriate level of development at the site? 

 What is the appropriate level of visitor access? 

 How can the National Park Service best provide tribal access for traditional, cultural, or 
historical observances? 

 What are the best ways to inform visitors about the history and significance of the site?  

 
The alternatives described in chapter 2 of this plan address these issues and concerns to varying 
degrees while staying within the boundaries set by laws and policies. The ways in which these 
questions are addressed help define the differences in the alternatives. 
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IMPACT TOPICS: RESOURCES AND VALUES CONSIDERED 
IN THE PLANNING PROCESS 

 
 
An important part of planning is seeking to evaluate the consequences of making one decision over 
another. To this end, NPS general management plans are accompanied by full environmental 
assessments. Environmental assessments identify the anticipated impacts of possible actions on 
resources and on national historic site visitors and neighbors. 
 
Impact topics serve to focus the environmental analysis and to ensure the relevance of impact 
evaluation. The impact topics identified for this general management plan are outlined in this 
section; they were identified based on federal laws and other legal requirements, CEQ guidelines, 
NPS Management Policies 2006, staff subject matter expertise, and issues and concerns expressed 
by the public, associated tribes, and other agencies early in the planning process (see previous 
section). Also included is a discussion of some impact topics that are commonly addressed, but that 
are not addressed in this plan for the reasons given. 
 
 
IMPACT TOPICS TO BE CONSIDERED 

Cultural Resources 

Archeological Resources. These would include archeological sites, artifacts, and associated 
documentation related to the massacre and to the agricultural period dating to the 1950s. 
 
Ethnographic Resources. All the lands currently under NPS jurisdiction comprise a discrete 
ethnographic landscape. This ethnographic landscape would include landscape features such as 
topographical features, the stream channel, springs and wetlands, viewsheds, campsites, lodgepole 
trails, and other landscape features associated with Cheyenne and Arapaho occupation of the site. 
Tribal trust lands will be included under this topic. 
 
Museum Collections. These collections include artifacts recovered from the massacre site as well 
as archival records associated with the massacre and the history of southeastern Colorado before 
and after the massacre. 
 
 
Natural Resources 

Soils. The soils at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site could be measurably affected by 
road, trail, and facility construction, landscape preservation, and vehicular and visitor use. The NPS 
Organic Act of 1916 and NPS Management Policies 2006 require the protection and conservation of 
soil resources that could be affected by actions that would change human use and development 
patterns in the national historic site. Alternatives presented in this plan could have adverse or 
beneficial moderate impacts on soils, so this topic is retained for analysis. 
 
Vegetation. NPS Management Policies 2006 require the protection of vegetation resources that 
could be affected by management actions. Undeveloped portions of the national historic site are 
home to a wide variety of vegetation representative of a high plains ecosystem. There is also 
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concern regarding the spread of nonnative plants and the resultant impact on native species. 
Changes in livestock grazing, climate (precipitation), nearby tillage, and the ongoing spread of 
certain nonnative species may change the face of the landscape and the supported plant and animal 
communities. 
 
Alternatives presented in this plan could affect native and nonnative vegetation, so this topic is 
retained for analysis. 
 
Water Resources (including floodplains). Surface and subsurface streams provide nutrient 
transport and habitat components in addition to supporting diverse riparian areas for a wide 
variety of wildlife. Water resources in the national historic site are protected and managed under 
the Clean Water Act of 1977 and NPS Management Policies 2006. 
 
Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management,” requires federal agencies to evaluate the 
potential effects of actions they may take to avoid, to the extent possible, adverse effects associated 
with direct and indirect development within a floodplain. NPS staff must determine whether an 
action would take place in or would affect a floodplain. If so, the responsible official shall prepare a 
floodplain assessment (statement of findings) that will become part of this General Management 
Plan / Environmental Assessment. 
 
National Park Service Management Policies 2006 state that parks will perpetuate surface waters and 
groundwaters as integral components of park aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems (NPS 2006a). 
Actions included in the alternatives in this plan have the potential to affect one or more 
components of water resources in the national historic site, so this topic is retained for analysis. 
 
Wildlife. Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site provides habitat for a variety of birds and 
other wildlife. Wildlife concerns at the national historic site include preserving natural habitats in 
undeveloped areas and maintaining healthy populations. According to NPS Management Policies 
2006, the National Park Service will strive to recognize, maintain, restore, and protect the inherent 
integrity of the natural resources, processes, systems, and values of park units, while providing 
meaningful and appropriate opportunities to enjoy them. The action alternatives in this plan have 
the potential to affect wildlife populations by changing the level of development and use, so this 
topic is retained for analysis. 
 
Special Status Species and Critical Habitat. Analysis of the potential impacts on special status 
species (federal or state endangered, threatened, candidate, or species of concern) is required by 
the Endangered Species Act, NPS Management Policies 2006, the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and other regulations. Twenty species have been detected at Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site that are listed in federal or state special status species or candidate species lists. The 
complete list of species known to occur on the site is listed in appendix C. Because historic site 
management actions can affect these sensitive populations, this topic is retained for further 
analysis. 
 
The Endangered Species Act requires designation of “critical habitat” for listed species when it is 
judged to be prudent and determinable. Critical habitat includes geographic areas that contain the 
physical or biological features essential to the conservation of the species and that may need special 
management or protection. Critical habitat designations affect only federal agency actions or 
federally funded or permitted activities. Federal agencies are required to avoid “adverse 
modification” of designated critical habitat. 
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Critical habitat may include areas not occupied by the species at the time of listing, but that are 
essential to its conservation. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recently listed the lesser prairie-
chicken as threatened under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. While the lesser prairie-chicken 
is not currently present on-site, most of the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site is 
considered excellent habitat (classified as F1 crucial habitat) for the species and two leks (breeding 
areas) were occupied in 2003 near the southeast boundary of the park. For these reasons, critical 
habitat for the lesser prairie-chicken and other species of concern is retained for further analysis. 
 
Acoustic Environment and Soundscapes. NPS Management Policies 2006 (sections 4.9 and 5.3.1.7) 
require NPS managers to strive to preserve the natural condition of the soundscape of a national 
park system unit. It also requires that noise be managed in order not to create unacceptable impacts 
on park resources. NPS Director’s Order 47: Soundscape Preservation and Noise Management 
describes the resources and management directives further. It distinguishes between the acoustic 
environment (combination of all the physical resources in a given area) and the soundscape (a 
component of the acoustic environment that can be perceived and comprehended by humans). 
Director’s Order 47 also provides guidance on how to measure, assess, and minimize noise impacts 
in national parks. 
 
At Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site, acoustic environment and soundscapes may be 
associated with physical, biological, and cultural resources.  
 
The acoustic environment and natural soundscape are important characteristics of the historic site, 
particularly for the solitude and intrinsic spiritual aspects of the historic site. Development that is 
proposed in the plan, particularly construction activities, may adversely affect acoustic 
environment and soundscapes, so this topic is retained for analysis. 
 
Visitor Use and Experience. The NPS Organic Act of 1916 and NPS Management Policies 2006 
require the National Park Service to provide opportunities for the enjoyment of a park unit’s 
resources and values. This enjoyment comes from activities that are appropriate for each park unit. 
Scenic and historic viewsheds are considered an important contributing factor to a positive visitor 
experience. Impact topics in this category include visitor experience of national historic site 
resources, orientation and information, education, and interpretation. 
 
The National Park Service anticipates the expansion of interpretation and educational use of 
resources at the site and the future research and learning center in Eads. There will likely be an 
increase of visitors wanting to see this unit. How to protect and interpret the landscape to instill a 
sense of place reflective of the environment reminiscent of the Sand Creek Massacre needs to be 
addressed in this general management plan. 
 
This plan identifies appropriate development at the national historic site, increased interpretation 
of site significance, and new ways of experiencing site resources. Each of these would affect the 
amount of time visitors spend at the national historic site and their perception of the resources and 
therefore affect visitor experience, so this topic is retained for analysis. 
 
Socioeconomics. The National Environmental Policy Act requires examination of social and 
economic impacts caused by federal actions. Management of the Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site can affect the local and regional economy, so this topic is retained for analysis. 
 
NPS Operations. The alternatives proposed in this plan could affect national historic site 
operations and facilities. Topics could include staffing, maintenance, commercial services, facilities, 
emergency response time, ability to enforce NPS regulations and protect national historic site 
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values, employee and visitor health and safety, management of collections and other resources, or 
administrative access, so this topic is retained for analysis. 
 
 
TOPICS DISMISSED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

Cultural Landscapes 

Cultural landscapes reveal aspects of our country’s origins and development through their form, 
features, and the ways they were used. Cultural landscapes also reveal much about our evolving 
relationship with the natural world. There is neither a cultural landscape inventory nor a cultural 
landscape report for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. In the absence of these reports, 
potential impacts to the cultural landscape cannot be assessed. The site has been identified as an 
ethnographic landscape that has profound associations with the Cheyenne and Arapaho peoples. 
Potential impacts will be assessed under “Ethnographic Resources.” The planning team 
recommends the development of a cultural landscape and ethnographic landscape inventory and 
report in partnership with representatives of the Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes. Given that under 
all alternatives, 90% or more of the site falls within one or more resource protection zones, it is 
anticipated that any potential impacts to the site will be negligible. Therefore, this topic has been 
dismissed from further consideration. 
 
 
Historic Structures 

There are few historic structures at the site, including building foundations dating from the historic 
ranching period and the physical remains of Chivington Canal. None of the actions analyzed in the 
general management plan pose impacts to these resources as the limited development as described 
in the plan occurs in zones that do not include historic structures. Therefore, this topic has been 
dismissed from further consideration. 
 
 
Air Quality 

The 1963 Clean Air Act, as amended (42 USC 7401 et seq.), requires federal land managers to 
protect air quality, and NPS Management Policies 2006 addresses the need to analyze air quality 
during planning. 
 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site and the Kiowa County area have generally excellent 
air quality and meet the “attainment” status for all required air pollutants monitored in the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The historic site is designated a class II airshed under the 
1977 amendments to the Clean Air Act. Under class II, modest increases in air pollution are allowed 
beyond baseline levels for particulate matter (sulfur dioxide, nitrogen, and nitrogen dioxide) 
provided that the National Ambient Air Quality Standards established by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency are not exceeded. 
 
There are no major air pollution sources in or around the national historic site. Principal sources of 
air pollutants in the area are particulates (dust) and combustion engine emissions from NPS and 
public vehicles. Two county roads near the site may temporarily increase vehicle emissions into the 
park unit; however, these emissions quickly dissipate. Driving on the existing unpaved ranch roads 
within the historic site may also increase fugitive dust in the area, but again, this dust would quickly 
dissipate. Outside the national historic site, farming equipment and vehicles would continue to stir 
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up dust on the unpaved roads increasing airborne particulate matter, which would occur at the 
same levels under any alternative, including the no-action alternative. 
 
Should any of the action alternatives be selected, local air quality might be temporarily and 
minimally affected by construction-related activities. Hauling material and operating construction 
equipment would result in increased vehicle emissions in a localized area. Volatile organic 
compounds, nitrogen compounds, carbon monoxide, and sulfur dioxide emissions would generally 
disperse fairly quickly from the construction area. This degradation would last only as long as 
construction activities occurred and would most likely have a negligible effect on regional pollution 
levels. Fugitive dust from construction could intermittently increase airborne particulate 
concentrations in the area near the project site, but mitigating measures would reduce potential 
adverse effects to a negligible level. No long-term impacts on air quality would be expected to 
occur from implementing any action alternative. 
 
In summary, if any action alternative is implemented, local air quality would be temporarily 
degraded by dust and emissions from construction equipment and vehicles. Regional air quality 
would not be more than negligibly affected. For these reasons, air quality is dismissed from further 
analysis in this document. 
 
 
Migratory Birds 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, kill, capture, possess, buy, sell, 
purchase, or barter for any migratory bird, including its 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 degradation.  
 
According to the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site (Bird) Inventory and Monitoring Final 
Report, Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site is composed of a diversity of habitats in various 
conditions within the shortgrass prairie that support the life history requirements of species in 
various seasons. The site is composed of two main habitats: riparian and upland shortgrass prairie. 
During spring, the riparian area provides necessary stopover habitat for migrating birds allowing 
them to replenish reserves essential for the flight to their breeding grounds. The report documents 
several species using the riparian areas at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site, including 
the chestnut-sided warbler, indigo bunting, Swainson’s thrush, hermit thrush, clay-colored 
sparrow, and Lincoln’s sparrow, but did not find these species breeding in the area. Stopover 
locations are limited in the shortgrass prairie and vital to long- and short-distance migratory bird 
populations. The value of riparian habitat along Big Sandy Creek is important on a local and 
regional level for bird migration, especially within the shortgrass prairie where stopover habitats 
are limited and where sound land management decisions can be implemented for the benefit of 
wildlife (NPS 2005a).  
 
Construction-related noise and activity 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. Additionally, impacts 
can be further reduced by timing operations, both seasonal and diurnal, to minimize disturbance. 
Therefore, migratory birds are not expected to be affected by the plan more than negligibly, so this 
topic is dismissed from further analysis in this document. 
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Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential 

Action alternatives could result in new facilities with inherent energy requirements. In all 
alternatives, new facilities would be designed with long-term sustainability in mind. The National 
Park Service has adopted the concept of sustainable design as a guiding principle of facility 
planning and development (NPS Management Policies 2006 [9.1.1.7]). The objectives of 
sustainability are to design facilities to minimize adverse effects on natural and cultural values, to 
reflect their environmental setting, and to require the least amount of nonrenewable fuels or 
energy.  
 
Action alternatives could result in an increased energy requirement, but this is expected to be 
negligible when seen in a regional context. Thus, this topic is dismissed from further analysis in this 
document. 
 
 
Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations,” requires all federal agencies to incorporate 
environmental justice into their mission 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. 
 
Kiowa County contains both minority and low-income populations; however, environmental 
justice is dismissed as an impact topic for the following reasons: 
 
 The NPS staff and planning team actively solicited public participation as part of the 

planning process and gave equal consideration to all input from persons regardless of age, 
race, income status, or other socioeconomic or demographic factors.  

 Implementation of the preferred alternative would not result in any identifiable adverse 
human health effects. Therefore, there would be no direct or indirect adverse effects on any 
minority or low-income population.  

 The impacts associated with implementation of the preferred alternative would not 
disproportionately affect any minority or low-income population or community. 

 Implementation of the preferred alternative would not result in any identified effects that 
would be specific to any minority or low-income community. 

 The impacts to the socioeconomic environment resulting from implementation of any of 
the action alternatives would be beneficial. In addition, the NPS staff and planning team do 
not anticipate the impacts on the socioeconomic environment to appreciably alter the 
physical and social structure of nearby communities. 

 
 
Oil, Gas, and Other Subsurface Minerals 

Geologically, Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site lies on an oil and gas play (positive 
investment) known as the Las Animas Arch. The long history of oil and gas activity includes 
sporadic discoveries and development of traditional sandstone and limestone reservoirs. Several 
wells have been drilled, produced, and eventually capped in what is now Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site. Further exploration and production of these conventional resource plays 
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will most likely continue. Prediction of the level of development of the shale formations that are 
present in the Las Animas Arch is more difficult. Shales containing oil and gas have been the subject 
of intense development across the country including the Niobrara Shale in northeastern Colorado. 
Horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing have made many shale formations economic to 
develop. The Atoka and Cherokee shales in Kiowa County and neighboring counties are 
geologically less attractive, but have sparked leasing interest—improving economics and 
technologies could make the shale plays here viable. 
 
Gas produced in the area has an unusually high percentage of helium (as high as 3% compared to 
most other gas holding less than 1.5%). Helium is being produced and marketed from a refinery 
northeast of the site in Cheyenne Wells, Colorado. There are no known mineral extraction 
operations in the vicinity of the historic site other than several oil/gas wells. 
 
Subsurface mineral rights on the historic site are currently held by individual landowners. Private 
mineral ownership and a possibility that undeveloped oil and gas resources occur beneath the 
historic site creates the potential for additional drilling inside the historic site. Owners of 
nonfederal oil and gas rights within units of the national park system may exercise those rights 
subject to NPS regulations in Title 36 CFR, part 9, subpart B (9B regulations). The regulations 
require oil and gas operators in park units to submit a plan of operations for NPS approval. The 
plan details all activities of the oil and gas development, describes how reclamation will be 
completed, and provides the basis for performance bonds. The National Park Service uses the 
information to determine the effects of proposed operations and alternatives on the environment 
and park management and visitor values. Once approved, the plan serves as the operator’s permit. 
The 9B regulations do not apply if operations are conducted wholly on nonfederally owned or 
controlled lands or waters. 
 
The National Park Service is currently in the process of revising its 9B regulations. An alternative 
being considered is to expand the scope of the regulations by making all operations within a unit 
subject to the regulations. If an operation on nonfederal surface had no reasonable expectation of 
impacting the federal interest, it would not be subject to NPS operational or reclamation 
requirements. If it were determined the operation did have a reasonable expectation of impacting 
federally owned or controlled lands or waters and resources, then it would be regulated to the 
extent necessary to mitigate such impacts. 
 
Drilling outside the park is occurring and is likely to continue in the future. Potential impacts on 
cultural and natural resources from drilling and production activities adjacent to the historic site 
would likely consist of visual and sound intrusions on the cultural landscape and visitor experience. 
The National Park Service would work with stakeholders to help ensure that any future drilling 
and/or resource extraction surrounding the historic site would be done in concert with 
management goals and objectives, and to minimize impacts on park resources and visitor 
experience. In the event that damage is caused to park resources from activities outside park 
boundaries, the National Park Service has authority to recover up to treble damages from the 
company under the Park System Resources Protection Act, 16 USC 19jj. This statute is a strict 
liability statute that authorizes the National Park Service to recover response costs and damages 
from a person who destroys, causes the loss of, or injures national park system resources. 
 
The proposed interim site management plan does not alter the manner in which private 
landowners or lessees could exercise their rights to nonfederal oil and gas resources. Also, future 
proposals that involve a federal permit would include separate compliance under the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Because this proposed plan would not affect potential development of 
oil, gas, and minerals, this topic is dismissed from further analysis in this document. 
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Utility Rights-of-Way 

The individual properties within the site have a variety of easements and rights-of-way for electrical 
power and telephone service. Only one major underground natural gas pipeline crosses the site in a 
southwest-northeast heading. Provisions for normal access for periodic monitoring, repairs, and 
certain future improvements would accompany such a right-of-way. However, site management 
has no proposals to affect these rights-of-way. 
 
A 3-mile-long electrical powerline also crosses the site. The park proposes to remove the above 
ground line and power poles and bury the powerline to remove the visual intrusion on the 
landscape. The park received funding to implement this project, including environmental 
compliance, in 2013.The park has completed consultation on this project with the Cheyenne and 
Arapaho tribes and History Colorado (formerly the Colorado Historical Society.) The project will 
begin in 2014; therefore, the topic of utility rights-of-way is dismissed from further analysis in this 
document. 
 
 
Natural or Depletable Resource Requirements and Conservation Potential 

Consideration of these topics is required by 40 CFR 1502.16. The National Park Service has 
adopted the concept of sustainable design as a guiding principle of facility planning and 
development (NPS Management Policies 2006 [9.1.1.7]). The objectives of sustainability are to 
design facilities to minimize adverse effects on natural and cultural values, to reflect their 
environmental setting and to maintain and encourage biodiversity, to operate and maintain 
facilities to promote their sustainability, and to illustrate and promote conservation principles and 
practices through sustainable design and ecologically sensitive use. Essentially, sustainability is the 
concept of living within the environment with the least impact on the environment. 
 
Through sustainable design concepts and other resource management principles, all of the 
alternatives analyzed in this document would conserve natural resources and would not result in an 
appreciable loss of natural or depletable resources. Thus, this topic is dismissed from further 
analysis in this document. 
 
 
Night Sky (Lightscapes) 

NPS policy requires the National Park Service to preserve, to the extent possible, the natural 
lightscapes and to seek to minimize the intrusion of artificial light (light pollution) into the night 
scene (NPS 2006, 4.10). The clarity of night skies can be important to visitor experience as well as 
being ecologically important. Artificial light sources, both within and outside the national historic 
site, have the potential to diminish the clarity of night skies. 
 
Following NPS policy, outdoor lighting that is contributing to nighttime light pollution will be 
replaced with fixtures that do not. In addition, any new outdoor lighting installed as a result of 
implementing any of the alternatives in this document would be the minimum necessary for safety 
or security and of a design that prevents light from spreading upward into the sky (best lighting 
practices). NPS staff would work with surrounding communities on ways to decrease light 
pollution in the region under any alternative.  
 
In accordance with NPS Management Policies 2006, the National Park Service will preserve, to the 
greatest extent possible, the natural lightscapes of park units, which are natural resources and 
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values that exist in the absence of human-caused light (NPS 2006a). Improper outdoor lighting can 
impede the view and visitor enjoyment of a naturally dark night sky. Recognizing the roles that light 
and dark periods and darkness play in natural resource processes and the evolution of species, the 
National Park Service will protect natural darkness and other components of the natural lightscape 
in parks.  
 
To prevent the loss of dark conditions and of natural night skies, the National Park Service will (1) 
restrict the use of artificial lighting in parks to those areas where security, basic human safety, and 
specific cultural resource requirements must be met; (2) use minimal-impact lighting techniques; 
and (3) shield the use of artificial lighting where necessary to prevent disruption of the night sky, 
the physiological processes of living organisms, and similar natural processes. 
 
With these policies and standard operating procedures in place, none of the actions in this plan 
would affect natural lightscapes more than negligibly so this topic is dismissed from further analysis 
in this document. 
 
 
Prime or Unique Farmlands 

In 1980, the Council on Environmental Quality directed that federal agencies must assess the 
effects of their actions on farmland soils classified by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resource Conservation Service, as prime or unique. Prime or unique farmland 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.  
 
The Natural Resource Conservation Service lists the following soils as prime farmland if irrigated: 
Baca-Wiley Complex, Fort Collins sandy loam, Goshen silt loam, Haverson clay loam, and Kim-
Harvey-Stoneham loams. While these soils are present on the national historic site, they are not 
irrigated. According to the Natural Resource Conservation Service, none of the soils in the project 
area are classified as prime and unique farmlands. Along the east side of Sand Creek there are soils 
that have high potential as dry cropland and would also be considered “prime” if they were 
irrigated. Irrigation of these soils is considered unlikely due to the difficulty and expense of 
obtaining and applying water, and some poor water quality concerns. Some of the areas were 
irrigated in the 1950s but were taken out of agricultural production following that period and 
before the lands were acquired by the National Park Service. 
 
Because no areas classified as prime or unique farmlands would be affected by actions in this plan, 
this topic is dismissed from further analysis in this document. 
 
 
Urban Quality and Design of the Built Environment 

Consideration of this topic is required by 40 CFR 1502.16. The quality of urban areas is not a 
significant factor in planning for the national historic site because of its rural location. Nonetheless, 
vernacular architecture would be taken into consideration for any building rehabilitation or new 
structures built under the action alternatives. Emphasis would be placed on designs, materials, and 
colors that do not detract from the natural and built environment. Given these considerations, this 
topic is dismissed from further analysis in this document. 
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Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Wilderness and wild and scenic rivers are congressional designations. There are no such 
designations in or near the national historic site, and no areas or rivers that would be potentially 
eligible for designation. Thus, this topic is dismissed from further analysis in this document. 
 
 
Wetlands 

Executive Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands,” requires federal agencies conducting certain 
activities to avoid, to the extent possible, the adverse impacts associated with destruction or loss of 
wetlands and to avoid new construction in wetlands if a practicable alternative exists. Wetlands are 
identified by hydrophytic plants, hydric soils, and flooding frequency. In eastern Colorado, 
wetlands are usually associated with springs, streams, or surface depressions that collect moisture. 
 
A narrow strip of wetlands (shown on National Wetlands Inventory maps) borders Sand Creek 
throughout the length of the site, consisting of two Palustrine wetland types: Palustrine Emergent 
Intermittently Flooded / Temporary and Palustrine Forested Intermittently Flooded / Temporary. 
A third type of wetland classification is found along the creekbed where more flow character is 
maintained: Riverine Intermittent Streambed Intermittently Flooded. Four small pockets or strips 
of wetland are also indicated on spring areas within sections 19, 20, and 30, known as Palustrine 
Emergent Intermittently Flooded. All four wetland classifications were determined by use of the 
Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States by Cowardin et al., the system 
the National Park Service has adopted for wetland determination.  
 
None of the actions proposed in the alternatives pose potential impacts on wetlands at the site. 
Therefore, this topic has been dismissed from further consideration. 
 
 
Hazardous Materials 

There is no known contamination of soil or water on-site that would meet current state or federal 
requirements for a cleanup, nor has any contamination been observed through several 
archeological on-site surveys. The current agricultural uses adjacent to the site normally would not 
include the use of hazardous materials; therefore, there is no risk of contamination. Should these 
lands become available for acquisition by the National Park Service, an environmental site 
assessment would be conducted. Therefore, this topic is dismissed from further analysis in this 
document. 
 
 
Climate Change 

The ongoing change to global climate patterns is perhaps the most far reaching and irreversible 
threat the national park system has ever faced. Climate change in this context refers to a suite of 
changes occurring in the earth’s atmospheric, hydrologic, and oceanic systems.  
 
Although climate change is a global phenomenon, it manifests itself differently in different places. 
One of the effects of global warming is the change in habitat suitability caused by increased 
temperatures or changes to the precipitation regime affecting the growth or health of plants and 
animals. Climate change is a long-term phenomenon, and the likelihood that substantial effects will 
be seen in the next 25 years is fairly certain. 
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Impact Topics: Resources and Values Considered in the Planning Process 

The NPS response to climate change revolves around (1) science, (2) mitigation, (3) adaptation, and 
(4) communication. At the park level, managers are primarily concerned with mitigation, 
adaptation, and communication. Mitigation involves reducing the park unit contribution to the 
causes of climate change. Reduction of the carbon footprint could include replacing current 
vehicles and motorized equipment with more fuel-efficient or alternative fuel models, adding 
insulation and weather-proofing to buildings, employing solar panels to generate electricity, etc. 
Adaptation is the ability of the park to identify and implement effective actions in anticipation of 
climate change effects, which may determine the continued existence of cultural and natural 
resources and infrastructure on both a local and regional basis. Communication involves the park’s 
responsibility to provide accurate information about climate change impacts on the public and to 
underscore the role of the National Park Service and the park as leaders by example. 
 
Effects of Climate Change. Climate change will have some level of impact on both cultural and 
natural resources at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site, along with potential impacts to 
visitor use patterns and park operations and facilities. The National Park Service recognizes that 
the major drivers of climate change are outside the control of the agency. However, climate change 
is included in this document to recognize its role in the changing environment of the national 
historic site and provide an understanding of its impact. 
 
As stated earlier, an important aspect of this chapter is a description of the resource conditions of 
the national historic site to better understand the effects of the alternatives. As relevant to each 
resource topic, this chapter includes a description of past, present, and future trends in resource 
conditions. Because climate change is an important factor that could influence future trends in 
resource conditions, it is included as part of the description of the affected environment. 
 
According to the United States Global Change Research Program, the average summer temperature 
in this area of Colorado will increase about 6 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) by the end of the 21st century 
using a lower emissions scenario model. Relatively cold days will become less frequent and 
relatively hot days more frequent. 
 
Projected increases in temperature, evaporation, and drought frequency add to concerns about the 
region’s declining water resources. Because of this, agriculture, ranching, and natural lands, already 
under pressure due to an increasingly limited water supply, are very likely to also be stressed by 
rising temperatures.  
 
NPS Guidance related to Climate Change. In a March 2012 memorandum, the NPS director 
provided specific guidance on applying NPS Management Policies 2006 in the context of climate 
change. In this memorandum the director identified the following: 
 

Our management policies are clear that managers cannot be held accountable for 
impairment from external sources—particularly those of global dimensions—over 
which managers have no control. However, managers can be held accountable for 
engaging partners and using the best available science, including climate change 
science, to inform park planning and implementation of cooperative solutions. 

 
This memorandum further advises that the National Park Service must continue to work to 
preserve resources unimpaired from activities within the park and to engage fully in cooperative 
conservation and civic engagement to mitigate impacts arising from external forces, including those 
of climate change. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

The NPS Environmental Quality Division also provides draft interim guidance on considering 
climate change in NEPA analysis. There are two key questions to consider with respect to climate 
change: (1) what is the contribution of the proposed action to climate change such as greenhouse 
gas emissions and the “carbon footprint,” and (2) what are the anticipated effects of climate change 
on park resources and visitors that are affected by management alternatives? As later described in 
chapter 2, the proposed actions in all of the alternatives will have negligible impacts to the carbon 
footprint of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site and can therefore be dismissed.  
Regarding the second question, climate change will affect park resources, with the largest 
measureable impacts to water resources, vegetation, and wildlife. These impacts are described 
further in chapter 3.  
 
Department of the Interior Guidance Related to Climate Change. In February 2010, the 
Department of the Interior Secretarial Order 3289, “Addressing the Impacts of Climate Change on 
America’s Water, Land, and Other Natural and Cultural Resources,” was issued to ensure that 
potential climate change impacts are considered and analyzed when undertaking departmental 
long-range planning exercises. 
 
Contribution to Climate Change. Implementing any of the alternatives described in this plan 
would have little effect on the cumulative level of greenhouse gas emissions or other climate change 
factors (e.g., carbon footprint) in the region. Therefore, this topic is dismissed from further 
analysis. However, there are several management directions that the National Park Service has 
identified to reduce the site’s contribution to climate change factors such as seeking alternative, 
renewable energy sources to operate the site. One example is the use of electric and hybrid vehicles 
to reduce fossil fuel needs and the emission of greenhouse gases. As part of a servicewide initiative, 
the public would receive educational messages about reducing their impact on the climate. These 
programs and others would be implemented under any of the alternatives and contribute to 
national and international efforts to decrease the effects of human-caused climate change. 
 
The uncertainties created by climate change will also make it increasingly difficult to characterize 
desired conditions related to park resources. As such, the park will need to undertake additional 
planning activities to identify key conservation targets, identify vulnerabilities to climate change of 
these key resources, and to develop appropriate adaptation strategies to minimize adverse climate 
change-related impacts to park resources. It will be essential to use management strategies to build 
or maintain the resilience of park resources to climate change while collaborating with partners and 
stakeholders across many jurisdictions to ensure effective resource management and mitigation of 
the effects of climate change. 
 
In addition, as part of a servicewide climate change communication initiative, the public would 
receive educational/interpretive messages about the park unit’s response to the effects of climate 
change and how the public can reduce their impact on the climate. These programs and others 
would be implemented under any of the alternatives and contribute to national and international 
efforts to decrease the effects of human-caused climate change. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 
Many aspects of the desired future condition of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site are 
defined in the authorizing legislation, the national historic site’s purpose and significance 
statements, and the servicewide mandates and policies that were described earlier. Within these 
parameters, the National Park Service solicited input from the public, NPS staff, government 
agencies, associated tribes, and other organizations regarding issues and desired conditions for the 
park unit. Planning team members gathered information about existing visitor use and the 
condition of national historic site facilities and resources. They considered which areas of the 
national historic site attract visitors and which areas contain sensitive resources. 
 
Using the above information, the planning team developed a set of five management zones and five 
alternatives (see the “Management Alternatives” section for more information) to reflect the range 
of ideas proposed by the planning team and the public. These ideas and concepts provided the 
framework for the range of alternatives described in this planning document. A “no-action” 
alternative and four “action” alternatives were developed in ongoing consultation between 
members of the National Park Service and the designated Sand Creek representatives of the 
Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes, the Colorado state historic preservation officer and staff of History 
Colorado (formerly the Colorado Historical Society), and representatives of Kiowa County, 
Colorado. These alternative concepts were developed in two alternatives workshops in 2007 and 
2009. The no-action alternative serves as a description of baseline conditions from 2007 forward 
against which to evaluate the impacts of potential management actions.  
 
This chapter describes the management prescriptions and alternatives for managing the national 
historic site, which includes tables summarizing key differences in the impacts that are expected 
from implementing each alternative. (The summary of impacts table is based on the analysis in 
“Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences.”) This chapter also describes mitigation measures that 
would be used to lessen or avoid impacts and includes a discussion of the environmentally 
preferred alternative. 
 
When Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site was established, a larger boundary than that 
currently administered by the National Park Service was created. The larger legislated boundary 
encompasses state and private lands. Because these other lands are within the legislated boundary, 
they may be purchased by the federal government to become a part of the national historic site 
whenever a willing seller comes forward. The legislation also states that land may be acquired 
through donation or exchange. No lands or interests in lands shall be acquired by the federal 
government without the consent of the owner. 
 
The State of Colorado owns about 640 acres and there are about 10,000 acres of private land in 
three tracts outside the lands currently administered by the National Park Service. These tracts may 
include resources that would merit preservation and contribute to conveying the complete history 
of the massacre. 
 
Authorization to acquire these tracts is included in existing legislation and could occur in the future 
if there is a willing seller; therefore, this topic will not be analyzed further in this document. 
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

IMPLEMENTING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The preferred alternative focuses on what resource conditions and visitor uses, experiences, and 
opportunities should be available at the national historic site, rather than on the details of how 
these conditions and uses or experiences should be achieved. 
 
The preferred alternative better meets the national historic site’s purpose, need, and objectives 
compared with the no-action alternative by providing additional protection for the cultural and 
natural resources of the national historic site, expanding the range of visitor experience, and 
enhancing outreach and partnership programs. 
 
More detailed plans or studies will be required before most conditions proposed in the alternatives 
can be achieved. Implementing any alternative also depends on future funding and environmental 
compliance. This plan does not guarantee that any money will be forthcoming. The plan establishes 
a vision for the future that will guide the day-to-day and year-to-year management of the national 
historic site, but full implementation could take many years. 
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MANAGEMENT ZONES 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 

The building blocks for reaching an approved plan for managing a national park system unit 
comprise the management prescriptions and the alternatives. All are developed within the scope of 
the park unit’s purpose, significance, mandates, and legislation. 
 
 
MANAGEMENT ZONES 

Management zones describe the potential visitor experience, desired resource conditions, and 
appropriate activities and facilities that could be part of the future of Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site. The ways in which these management zones are applied to the site reflect 
the various action alternatives selected for the site. Since the management zones have been 
designed to describe future management of the site, they are not applied to the no-action 
alternative. The five zones developed for use in this General Management Plan / Environmental 
Assessment are: 
 
 Resource Preservation Zone 

 Contemplative Zone 

 Learning Zone 

 Development Zone 

 Sensitive Resource Zone (used only in alternative E) 

 

Please refer to table 1 below for definitions, desired conditions, visitor experience, and appropriate 
facilities. 
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MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

 
 
The NPS planning team is required to develop and analyze alternative ways to manage the site to 
address the issues and to achieve the site’s stated purpose and protect its nationally significant 
history, resources, and values. The planning team considered comments and suggestions from the 
public and legislative partners to develop the alternatives described here.  
 
The development of the action alternatives for the future management of the historic site began 
with the development of broad concepts regarding the history and resources of the site—concepts 
related to the need to preserve the resources of the site, the need to educate people about the 
events that occurred at the site, and the need to reflect on those events. When these broad concepts 
were identified, management zones were developed to identify a range of desired conditions for 
the site’s resources, possible visitor experiences, and general levels of development based on the 
purpose and significance of the site. These management zones were then applied to the site in 
different ways to reflect the concept of each alternative.  
 
 
ALTERNATIVE A: NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Concept 

The site would continue to be managed as it is now, in accordance with the interim site plan 
developed in September 2007. The no-action alternative serves as a basis of comparison for 
evaluating the action alternatives and is a requirement of the National Environmental Policy Act. 
The “Management Zones” map is provided after the “Key Elements Common to All the Action 
Alternatives” section.  
 
 
How the Site Would Be Managed 

Under the no-action alternative, the temporary administrative / visitor contact station would 
remain at the site. The main administrative headquarters would remain in Eads, Colorado. The 
existing on-site interpretive and informational media would be maintained. The maintenance 
facility would remain in the existing shop. The on-site cemetery would remain accessible for 
repatriation of human remains, funerary objects, or other tribal artifacts related to the Sand Creek 
Massacre. The existing monument overlook and trail would remain accessible to visitors. National 
historic site managers would continue to cooperate with the tribes on resource management issues. 
These issues would include protection of archeological sites and providing tribal fire crews for 
reduction of fuel loads in the cottonwood gallery, the floodplain, the stream channel, and other 
areas of the site where fuel buildup would raise the potential of fire damage and resultant adverse 
resources impacts. 
 
 
How Visitors Would Experience the Site 

Under the no-action alternative, visitors would continue to begin their exploration of Sand Creek 
Massacre National Historic Site at either of two facilities: park headquarters in Eads, Colorado, or 
at the site of the massacre—25 miles from Eads. Both areas are staffed to address visitor orientation 
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

and questions. Both provide a cooperating association sales outlet to purchase literature about the 
national historic site. The park brochure is offered free to the public. 
 
Once visitors arrive at the historic site, information would be provided to them at the contact 
station; they would have the option of walking the 0.5-mile trail leading to the historic monument 
on a bluff overlooking Sand Creek, visiting the cemetery, or picnicking at the facilities provided 
near the main administrative area. All visitors to the site are greeted by a ranger. They can 
independently tour or join a ranger to the stone monument to learn more about the event and site. 
Access would remain limited to the existing trail and overlook. The creekbed would remain closed 
to the public. 
 
The stone monument commemorating the tragedy and the benches would continue to provide 
opportunities to reflect upon the events surrounding the massacre. Several wayside exhibits 
interpret the events leading up to and after the massacre to allow visitors to reflect personally on 
the tragedy and the area in which it took place. The monument would remain a seasonal, strictly 
day-use facility, although access during winter may be available, pending weather conditions and 
ranger availability. Tribal requests for access would continue to be honored throughout the year. 
The landscape would remain uncluttered with no new development. The average time visitors 
would spend at the site would remain under 1 hour due to limited interpretive and recreational 
opportunities. Access for mobility-impaired visitors would continue to be provided via an alternate 
driving route and parking area. 
 
Visitors would continue to encounter NPS staff at the site throughout their visit, either at the 
contact station, along the trail via roving interpreters, or on small ranger-guided tours, providing an 
intimate learning experience about Sand Creek. Solace and contemplation would remain key 
components to the visitor experience. 
 
 
KEY ELEMENTS COMMON TO ALL THE ACTION ALTERNATIVES  

 
 Locate visitor center and research center off-site in Eads, Colorado. 

 On-site facilities would include administrative and maintenance facilities, restrooms, trails, 
interpretive signs, roads, and parking areas. 

 Access to the monument (on ranger-guided tours and on some portions of the trails) would 
be improved to accommodate visitors of all ability levels. 

 Restore components of the ethnographic landscape to the 1864 appearance where 
practicable. 

 Encourage and maintain partnerships with federal and state agencies, tribes, and 
neighboring landowners for resource management. 

 Work with partners to improve and maintain watershed hydrology of Sand Creek. 

 Present the broad historical context necessary to understand the events of November 29, 
1864, including the legacy of conflict, impacts of the tragedy on the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
tribes, and lessons learned, in the park visitor center in Eads, Colorado—interpretive 
programs would be presented at the site. 
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Management Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE B 

Concept 

This alternative would allow more of the stories of the massacre to be shared through varied on-site 
and off-site educational and interpretive programs, media, and other services. It would provide 
visitors with the broadest range of opportunities to access and experience certain areas of the 
landscape and gain a broader conception of the massacre. At the site, visitors would have the time 
and opportunities to comprehend the events of November 29, 1864, and the role the landscape 
played in those events. The “Management Zones” and “Monument Hill and Visitor Use and 
Operations Areas” maps are provided after the “How Visitors Would Experience the Site” section. 
 
 
How the Site Would Be Managed 

Park operations would be based in the operations and maintenance area in the main administrative 
zone. The existing shop would continue to serve as maintenance headquarters. A small 
administrative building would provide office space for on-site staff. The small visitor contact 
station would offer initial visitor orientation, other site information, and book sales.  
 
Two new roads would be constructed inside the boundary. The first would be positioned along the 
southern fenceline between the main administrative area and the road to the monument overlook. 
This road would enhance visitor safety by reducing the risks faced by visitors while turning from 
the county road onto the monument overlook road and from the site onto the county road. A 
second road would be developed along the west section line to the high elevation in the northwest 
corner of the site. Two small parking areas (five to six vehicles) would be developed at the 
trailheads in the northwest and southeast corners of the site to facilitate visitor access to these more 
remote locations. A loop trail around the contemplative zone would also be added for those 
wanting greater opportunity to reflect upon the tragedy and the healing efforts that have been 
pursued in the more recent past. 
 
A visitor center would be developed in conjunction with a research and learning center in the town 
of Eads. Park staff would increase efforts for community outreach through off-site interpretive 
programs, traveling exhibits, and participation in community events occurring in Eads and beyond. 
 
Archeological investigations currently underway continue to reveal details regarding where and 
how events took place, which could guide the development of additional interpretative programs. 
In the future, archeological investigations would continue to gather additional information about 
the massacre as part of resource protection efforts to reduce the potential of adverse impacts 
resulting from the construction of roads, parking areas, trails, visitor facilities, and the installation 
of interpretive and educational displays. Access to areas sensitive to tribes where historically 
significant events took place, however, would continue to be closed to the public. 
 
National historic site managers would continue to cooperate with the tribes on resource 
management issues. These issues would include protection of archeological sites and providing 
tribal fire crews for reduction of fuel loads in the cottonwood gallery, the floodplain, the stream 
channel, and other areas of the site where fuel buildup would raise the potential of fire damage and 
resultant adverse resource impacts. 
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Appropriate facilities for tribal ceremonial use could be developed in the contemplative zone 
around the monument and in the valley of Sand Creek. These facilities would be developed in 
consultation with the tribes as part of a subsequent planning and design process. 
 
 
How Visitors Would Experience the Site 

Informational and directional signs on U.S. Highway 287 and Colorado Highway 96 would direct 
visitors to the main visitor and research center in Eads. Here, visitors would have access to The 
Sand Creek Massacre and the Civil War, a National Park Service documentary produced by Denver-
based Post Modern Company, as well as interpretive and educational programs that would inform 
visitors of the broad historical context of southeastern Colorado in the 19th century and how these 
historical patterns helped lead to the disaster at Sand Creek on November 29, 1864. Historians, 
students, and other researchers would find extensive archival records related to tribal history, 
military history, and the early history of Colorado and the American Southwest. 
 
In addition to current visitor opportunities under this alternative, there would be greater 
opportunities to access the site. Nearly 5 miles of trails would allow visitors to follow more of the 
history of Sand Creek on the ground. From the stone monument overlooking Sand Creek, a trail 
would lead to the northwest along the bluff, affording increased opportunities to view the creekbed 
where victims escaped and dug pits into the bluffs above Sand Creek. This trail would extend to the 
western boundary of the historic site, then follow the road on the west section to a second trail to 
the south, creating a loop back to the monument. A new trail would be developed at the 
southeastern boundary of the historic site along the berm of historic Chivington Canal, providing 
additional access to the site to view and learn about the natural resources and the post-massacre 
history of ranching and farming.  
 
Various interpretive media and services would be developed for the newly opened areas. This 
could take the form of self-guided trails; brochures or site bulletins; small, low-profile exhibits at 
key points along the landscape; or ranger-guided tours. With alternative B, more interpretive media 
would be developed on-site than under other alternatives, which would provide accessibility to the 
breadth and depth of Sand Creek stories. 
 
Visitors would be encouraged to begin their visit to Sand Creek at the visitor contact station 
adjacent to the main parking area in the administrative zone. Here, they would be oriented to the 
site and listen to a park ranger present an overview of the history of Sand Creek. Visitors could then 
follow expanded ranger-guided talks at the monument or take self-directed hikes on the trails in 
the northwest and southeast corners of the site.  
 
The key component of this alternative is the opportunity it would provide visitors to access the site 
via nearly 5 miles of trails, where visitors could hike on the bluff above the valley, paralleling the 
path of tribal members who fled northwest along Sand Creek after the attack on the encampment. 
Visitors could reflect on the complex events of the Sand Creek Massacre that would be interpreted 
at the site of the 1950 stone marker. The trails would provide access to view the actual sites where 
events related to the attack and camp occurred, the location of escape routes, and historic ranching 
and farming activity. This alternative could lengthen the duration of stay at the site from the 
average of 45 minutes to well over an hour. 
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Management Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE C 

Concept 

This alternative would offer visitors enhanced opportunities for reflection, reverence, and 
remembrance of the physical and emotional costs of the Sand Creek Massacre. Development and 
visitor access would be the minimum necessary to commemorate the event. Visual and auditory 
distractions would be limited. Off-site interpretation would focus on the larger context of Sand 
Creek—the legacy of conflict, impacts of the tragedy on the Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes, and 
lessons learned. The “Management Zones” and “Monument Hill and Visitor Use and Operations 
Areas” maps are provided after the “How Visitors Would Experience the Site” section. 
 
 
How the Site Would Be Managed 

Park operations would be based in the operations and maintenance area in the main administrative 
zone. The existing shop would continue to serve as maintenance headquarters. A small 
administrative building would provide office space for on-site staff. The small visitor contact 
station would offer initial visitor orientation, other site information, and book sales. 
 
One new road would be constructed inside the historic site boundary. This road would be located 
along the southern fenceline between the main administrative area and the road to the monument. 
This road would enhance visitor safety by reducing the risks faced by visitors while turning from 
the county road onto the monument overlook road, and from the site onto the county road. 
Vehicle parking would be available in the main administrative zone. No additional parking would 
be developed under this alternative. A pedestrian trail would connect the main administrative zone 
with the monument. No additional trails would be developed under this alternative. 
 
A visitor center would be constructed in conjunction with a research and learning center in the 
town of Eads. Historic site staff would increase efforts for community outreach through off-site 
interpretive programs, traveling exhibits, and participation in community events in Eads and 
beyond. 
 
Archeological investigations currently underway continue to reveal details regarding where and 
how events took place, which could guide the development of additional interpretative programs. 
Archeological investigations would continue in the future to gather additional information about 
the massacre and also as part of resource protection efforts to reduce the potential of adverse 
impacts resulting from the construction of roads, parking areas, trails, visitor facilities, and the 
installation of interpretive and educational displays. Areas sensitive to associated tribes where 
historically significant events took place would continue to remain closed to the public. 
 
National historic site managers would continue to cooperate with the tribes on resource 
management issues. These issues would include protection of archeological sites and providing 
tribal fire crews for reduction of fuel loads in the cottonwood gallery, the floodplain, the stream 
channel, and other areas of the site where fuel buildup would raise the potential of fire damage and 
resultant adverse resources impacts. 
 
Appropriate facilities for ceremonial use by the tribes could be developed in the contemplative 
zone around the monument overlook and in the valley of Sand Creek. These facilities would be 
developed in consultation with the tribes as part of a subsequent planning and design process. 
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How Visitors Would Experience the Site 

With the focus of this alternative on the commemorative aspects of Sand Creek, visitor orientation 
to the site would be developed in conjunction with a research and learning center in the town of 
Eads. Informational and directional signs on U.S. Highway 287 and Colorado Highway 96 would 
direct visitors to the main visitor and research center in Eads. Here, visitors would have access to 
The Sand Creek Massacre and the Civil War, a National Park Service documentary produced by 
Denver-based Post Modern Company, as well as interpretive and educational programs that would 
help inform visitors of the broad historical context comprising southeastern Colorado in the 19th 
century and how these historical patterns helped lead to the disaster at Sand Creek on 
November 29, 1864. 
 
Visitor access to the site would be limited to the main administrative zone and the trail leading from 
the parking lot to the stone monument and the overlook to Sand Creek, as currently provided. 
There would be no added development. The stark and uncluttered values of the landscape would 
remain essential ingredients to a reflective experience. Interpretive media on-site would be limited 
to the existing wayside exhibits to avoid distractions from the memorial and contemplative aspects 
of the site. Visitors would encounter rangers on-site who would provide orientation and intimate 
small-group tours as they arrive. Visitors would rely more on their own knowledge of the site, 
imagination of the event, and interpretation from rangers as the built environment would not 
include additional interpretive media. This alternative would most closely resemble the conditions 
within the no-action alternative. 
 
Without an addition of trails and interpretive services, the average visitor stay would remain 45 
minutes or less. Rangers would be available, but would respect the visitors’ rights to privacy when 
contemplating the site. 
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Management Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE D 

Concept 

This alternative would provide equal opportunities for interpretation and memorialization. The 
stories of the massacre would be shared through a variety of on-site and off-site educational and 
interpretive programs, media, and services. Visitors would have opportunities to access and 
experience certain areas of the landscape for reflection, reverence, and remembrance. At the site, 
visitors would have the time and opportunity to comprehend the events of November 29, 1864, and 
the role the landscape played in those events. Off-site interpretation would focus on the larger 
context of Sand Creek, the legacy of conflict, impacts of the tragedy on the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
tribes, and lessons learned. The “Management Zones” and “Monument Hill and Visitor Use and 
Operations Areas” maps are provided after the “How Visitors Would Experience the Site” section. 
 
 
How the Site Would Be Managed 

Park operations would be based at the operations and maintenance area in the main administrative 
zone. The existing shop would continue to serve as maintenance headquarters. A small 
administrative building would provide office space for on-site staff. The small visitor contact 
station would offer initial visitor orientation, other site information, and book sales.  
 
As in alternative B, two new roads would be constructed inside the boundary of the national 
historic site. The first would be located along the southern fenceline, between the main 
administrative area and the road to the monument overlook. This road would enhance visitor 
safety by reducing the risks faced by visitors while turning from the county road onto the 
monument overlook road and from the site onto the county road. A second road would be 
developed along the west section line to the high elevation in the northwest corner of the site. Two 
small parking areas (five to six vehicles) would be developed at the trailheads in the northwest and 
southeast corners of the site to facilitate visitor access to these more remote locations. There would 
be moderate expansion of the trail system, in keeping with the balance between contemplation and 
interpretation under this alternative. One 2.5-mile loop trail, accessible from the road on the 
western boundary of the site, would provide access to the bluff above Sand Creek. A 0.75-mile trail 
would be developed along the berm of Chivington Canal. A pedestrian trail would connect the 
main administrative zone with the monument overlook. There would be no loop trail around and 
through the contemplative zone as in alternative B. This would enhance opportunities at the 
monument to reflect upon the tragedy and the healing efforts that have been pursued in the more 
recent past. 
 
A visitor center would be developed in conjunction with a research and learning center in the town 
of Eads. Park staff would increase efforts at community outreach through interpretive programs 
off-site, traveling exhibits, and participation in community events at Eads and beyond. 
 
Archeological investigations currently underway continue to reveal details regarding where and 
how events took place, which could guide the development of additional interpretative programs. 
Archeological investigations would continue in the future to gather additional information about 
the massacre and also as part of resource protection efforts to reduce the potential of adverse 
impacts resulting from the construction of roads, parking areas, trails, visitor facilities, and the 
installation of interpretive and educational displays. Areas sensitive to tribes where historically 
significant events took place, however, would continue to remain closed to the public. 
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National historic site managers would continue to cooperate with the tribes on resource 
management issues. These issues would include protection of archeological sites and providing 
tribal fire crews for reduction of fuel loads in the cottonwood gallery, the floodplain, the stream 
channel, and other areas of the site where fuel buildup would raise the potential of fire damage and 
resultant adverse resource impacts. 
 
Appropriate facilities for tribal ceremonial use could be developed in the contemplative zone 
around the monument overlook and in the valley of Sand Creek. These facilities would be 
developed in consultation with the tribes as part of a subsequent planning and design process. 
 
 
How Visitors Would Experience the Site 

As under alternatives B and C, visitor orientation to the site and center would be developed in 
conjunction with a research and learning center in the town of Eads. Informational and directional 
signs on U.S. Highway 287 and Colorado Highway 96 would direct visitors to the main visitor and 
research center in Eads. Here park visitors would have access to the park film as well as interpretive 
and educational programs that would inform visitors of the broad historical context of 
southeastern Colorado in the 19th century and how these historical patterns led to the disaster at 
Sand Creek on November 29, 1864. 
 
There would be moderate expansion of the trail system under this alternative, in keeping with the 
balance between contemplation and interpretation. The 2.5-mile loop trail, accessible from the 
road on the western boundary of the site, would enable visitors to access the bluff above Sand 
Creek. Here they would have broad views of the landscape of Sand Creek valley, including the 
likely routes used by tribal members to escape the massacre. The 0.75-mile trail along the 
Chivington Canal berm would provide interpretive opportunities of the natural resources at the site 
as well as the history of ranch and farm life in the decades after the massacre. Both trail segments 
would provide opportunities for additional interpretive media and services by means of self-guided 
trail brochures and ranger-guided tours. 
 
Visitors would still encounter rangers at the site, either at the contact station, on the trails, or 
through ranger-guided tours. The time spent on the trails would not substantially increase the 
overall time that visitors would spend at the site. 
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Management Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE E (NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

Concept 

This alternative would place the greatest emphasis on resource preservation by placing sensitive or 
at-risk resources in the sensitive resource zone. Access to the current monument site would 
continue. Another contemplative zone would be placed west of the creek and accessed via existing 
roads from the main administrative zone. A low level of development would support visitor access 
and interpretation. In addition to interpretation of the massacre site, information on natural 
resource information and the post-massacre evolution of the site would be provided on-site. The 
“Management Zones” and “Monument Hill and Visitor Use and Operations Areas” maps are 
provided after the “National Park Service Preferred Alternative” section. 
 
 
How the Site Would Be Managed 

Park operations would be based in the operations and maintenance area in the main administrative 
zone. The existing shop would continue to serve as maintenance headquarters. A small 
administrative building would provide office space for on-site staff. The small visitor contact 
station would offer initial visitor orientation, other site information, and book sales.  
 
Two new roads would be constructed inside the boundary. The first would be located between the 
main administrative area and the road to the monument overlook. This road would enhance visitor 
safety by reducing the risks faced by visitors while turning from the county road onto the 
monument overlook road and from the site onto the county road. A second road would be 
developed in section 25 to the raised elevation on the trail in the southwest corner of section 24. A 
small parking area (five to six vehicles) would be developed at this trailhead to facilitate visitor 
access to this more remote area. A pedestrian trail would connect the main administrative zone 
with the monument overlook. 
 
A visitor center would be developed in conjunction with a research and learning center in the town 
of Eads. Park staff would increase community outreach efforts through off-site interpretive 
programs, traveling exhibits, and participation in community events in Eads and beyond. 
 
As in the other alternatives, archeological investigations currently underway would continue to 
reveal details regarding where and how events took place, which could guide the development of 
additional interpretative programs. In the future, archeological investigations would continue to 
gather additional information about the massacre as part of resource protection efforts to reduce 
the potential of adverse impacts resulting from the construction of roads, parking areas, trails, 
visitor facilities, and installation of interpretive and educational displays. Areas sensitive to tribes 
where historically significant events took place, however, would continue to remain closed to the 
public. 
 
National historic site managers would continue to cooperate with the tribes on resource 
management issues. These issues would include protection of archeological sites and providing 
tribal fire crews for reduction of fuel loads in the cottonwood gallery, the floodplain, the stream 
channel, and other areas of the site where fuel buildup would raise the potential of fire damage and 
resultant adverse resource impacts. 
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Appropriate facilities for tribal ceremonial use could be developed in the contemplative zone east 
of the administrative zone and west of Sand Creek. These facilities would be developed in 
consultation with the tribes as part of a subsequent planning and design process. 
 
 
How Visitors Would Experience the Site 

Under this alternative, visitors would be able to access the monument along approximately 1.5 
miles of trails along the bluff above Sand Creek, providing opportunities to interpret the natural 
landscape and resources and the role they played in the events of Sand Creek before, during, and 
after the onslaught. Low-profile wayside exhibits, site bulletins, or ranger-guided tours would 
accentuate interpretation of the natural landscape and how it influenced the evolution of the 
human environment as well. From the stone monument, the trail would extend along the bluff of 
Sand Creek allowing visitors to view the creekbed where the massacre took place; however, there 
would be no loop connecting back to the monument, so visitors would have to retrace their steps. 
Visitors could also begin their hike on the trail from the parking area on the west end of the trail. 
Self-guided or ranger-guided tours could access various parts of the site and story. 
 
The sensitive resource zone, placed along the creek only in this alternative, would be closed to 
visitors. 
 
A visitor center addressing the broader context of Sand Creek would be developed off-site as part 
of a research and learning center in the town of Eads. Off-site interpretation would focus on the 
larger context of Sand Creek, the legacy of conflict, impacts of the tragedy on the Cheyenne and 
Arapaho tribes, and lessons learned. 
 
 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

A “choosing by advantages” (CBA) workshop was held in December 2011 to analyze the 
alternatives and decide which one would be the recommended NPS preferred alternative. Three 
factors were used during the CBA process to analyze each alternative contribution to the following: 
 

1. protect cultural resources 

2. protect natural resources 

3. provide and enhance visitor experience 

 
 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Alternative E is the alternative preferred by the National Park Service because it better meets the 
site’s purposes, needs, and objectives compared with the no-action alternative. Compared with the 
other alternatives, alternative E provides the highest level of protection for the national historic 
site’s sensitive cultural and natural resources, expands the range of visitor experiences, expands the 
park’s educational and interpretive programs, and enhances the NPS partnership with the 
Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes, the State of Colorado, and Kiowa County. Alternative E would have 
beneficial impacts on visitor experience, interpretive programs, cultural and natural resources, and 
monument operations. 
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USER CAPACITY 

 
 
The General Authorities Act for the National Park Service, section 604, amended section 12(b), 
requires that general management plans establish a user (carrying) capacity for a unit of the 
national park system, saying, among other things, that there must be “identification of an 
implementation commitment for visitor carrying capacity for all areas of the [national park system] 
unit . . .” In addition, there also is a requirement in NPS Management Policies 2006 that general 
management plans address the issue of user capacity. The use of the concept of user capacity in 
planning infrastructure and visitor management programs is expected to result in effective and 
efficient management. 
 
User capacity, once referred to as visitor carrying capacity, is the type and level of visitor use that 
can be accommodated while sustaining the quality of park resources and visitor opportunities 
consistent with the purposes of a park. Although many people think of capacity as the number of 
people in a given area, the concept is more complex. Research has shown that user capacity often 
cannot be measured simply as the number of people because impacts on desired resource 
conditions and visitor experience are often related to a variety of factors. These can include the 
number of people, the activities in which people engage, where they go, what type of resources are 
in the area, and the level of management presence. 
 
General management plans are required by law to address the topic of user capacity. The National 
Park Service defines user capacity as the types and extent of visitor use that can be accommodated 
while sustaining the quality of resources and visitor opportunities consistent with the purposes of 
the park. It is a process involving planning, monitoring, and management actions to ensure that a 
park unit’s values are protected.  
 
Managing user capacity in national parks is inherently complex and depends not only on the 
number of visitors, but also on where they go, what they do, and the “footprints” they leave behind. 
In managing for user capacity, the park staff relies on a variety of management tools and strategies, 
rather than solely on regulating the number of people in a park or simply establishing limits on 
visitor use. In addition, the ever-changing nature of visitor use in parks requires a deliberate and 
adaptive approach to user capacity management. 
 
Adaptive management is intended to maintain the desired conditions described in the management 
zones. Indicators and standards are the tools for monitoring shifts toward or away from desired 
conditions. An indicator is a measurable variable that can be used to track changes in resource and 
social conditions related to human activity so that existing conditions can be compared to desired 
conditions. A standard is the minimum acceptable condition for an indicator. The indicators and 
standards help translate the broader qualitative descriptions of desired conditions in the 
management zones into measurable conditions. As a result, park managers can track changes in 
resource conditions and visitor experience, and provide a basis for park staff to determine whether 
desired conditions are being met. The monitoring component of this process also tests the 
effectiveness of management actions and provides a basis for informed adaptive management of 
visitor use. 
 
User capacity decision making is a continuous process; decisions are adjusted based on monitoring 
the indicators and standards. Management actions are taken to minimize impacts when needed. 
The indicators and standards included in this management plan would generally not change in the 
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future. However, as monitoring historic site conditions continues, managers may decide to modify, 
add, or eliminate indicators if better ways are found to measure important changes in resource and 
social conditions. Also, if new use-related resource or visitor experience concerns arise in the 
future, additional indicators and standards would be identified as needed to address these 
concerns. The results of the monitoring efforts, related visitor use management actions, and any 
changes to the indicators and standards would be available to the public.  
 
 
INDICATORS AND STANDARDS 

Indicators are measurable effects on the condition of resources or values that might change as a 
result of human use. Standards are the maximum acceptable levels of adverse effect on the 
indicators. 
 
The following indicators and standards have been developed for Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site. Monitoring resource and visitor experience would occur, and if new knowledge is 
gained or visitor use patterns change drastically from projected patterns, these indicators would be 
modified. Table 2 summarizes the identified indicators, standards, and some actions that could be 
taken when the conditions being monitored are found to be approaching or exceeding the 
standard. 
 
 
User Capacity at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 

Currently, visitor use has had few adverse effects on the resources of Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site. As visitor numbers increase, it is expected that the potential for adverse 
effects on natural and cultural resources would also increase. A large number of visitors at one time 
could affect visitor experience and result in resource damage. Therefore, it is important for the 
National Park Service to be proactive in preventing problems that could result from visitors’ use of 
the site. 
 
While final user capacities are being determined during implementation of this plan, NPS staff will 
monitor resources and visitor use and judge whether or not the capacities (desired conditions) are 
being exceeded in any area. It is not likely that the expected levels of facility development and 
visitation and the expected types of use would cause unacceptable impacts on the desired visitor 
experience or on the site’s resources. 
 
For the life of this plan, visitation would be controlled by the number and quality of facilities, by 
management actions, and by cooperative local efforts and initiatives. The NPS Visitor Experience 
and Resource Protection (VERP) process, or similar processes would guide planners and managers 
in addressing user capacity and assessing impacts on resources and visitor experience. The process 
would enable the staff to avoid some of the problems that other areas have experienced when 
visitation has not been managed to protect resources or the quality of visitor experience. 
 
 
Desired Conditions 

The Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site staff has identified general desired conditions for 
various areas (zones), which are described in table 1 of this document. Desired conditions for 
specific resources are outlined in the resource stewardship strategy that was developed as a 
supporting document to this general management plan. 
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ESTIMATED COSTS 

 
 
The following cost descriptions are for items and actions above the current cost of operations for 
the national historic site (see table 3). 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE A: NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The no-action alternative would not result in any new construction costs. However, there would be 
administrative and personnel costs associated with operating additional facilities in Eads. This 
would include additional utility costs. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE B 

This alternative would involve the most new park development. In addition to the administrative 
and personnel costs associated with operating additional facilities in Eads, there would be new 
amenities developed on-site. These would include new roads and trails, two parking areas, a shade 
structure, benches, and interpretive panels. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE C 

This alternative would involve a minimum of new park development: one new road, a bench, an 
interpretive panel, and an upgrade of the restrooms. Administrative and personnel costs associated 
with operating additional facilities in Eads would be included. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE D 

This alternative would involve a moderate amount of new park development. In addition to the 
administrative and personnel costs associated with operating additional facilities in Eads, there 
would be new amenities developed on-site. These would include new roads and trails, a parking 
area, a shade structure, a bench, and interpretive panels. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE E: NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative would involve a moderate amount of new park development. In addition to the 
administrative and personnel costs associated with operating additional facilities in Eads, there 
would be new amenities developed on-site. These would include new roads and trails, a parking 
area, a shade structure, a bench, and interpretive panels. 
 
 
COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE ALTERNATIVES 

The following tables summarize the costs associated with facility development under each of the 
action alternatives. These actions will enhance visitor experience and access at the site, including 
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MITIGATION MEASURES COMMON TO THE ALTERNATIVES 

 
 
Congress has charged the National Park Service with managing the lands under its stewardship “in 
such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 
generations” (NPS Organic Act, 16 USC 1). As a result, the National Park Service routinely 
evaluates and implements mitigation whenever conditions occur that could adversely affect the 
sustainability of national park system resources. 
 
To ensure that implementation of the final selected management alternative protects natural and 
cultural resources unimpaired for future generations and provides for a high-quality visitor 
experience, a consistent set of mitigation measures would be applied to all alternatives. 
 
As global and regional climates continue to change, a management approach that enhances the 
protection and resilience of climate-sensitive resources will become increasingly important. 
 
For all future actions that resulted from the implementation of this plan, the National Park Service 
would prepare appropriate environmental compliance reviews, such as those required by the 
National Environmental Policy Act, National Historic Preservation Act sections 106 and 110, 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act, Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act, and other 
relevant legislation. As part of the environmental review, the National Park Service would avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts. The park unit could consider implementing a compliance 
monitoring program that would apply these mitigation measures and also include reporting 
protocols. 
 
The following mitigation measures and best management practices would be applied to avoid or 
minimize potential adverse impacts from implementation of the general management plan. These 
measures would not apply to the no-action alternative. 
 
 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The National Park Service would preserve and protect, to the greatest extent possible, resources 
that reflect human occupation and historical events at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
Specific mitigating measures include the following: 
 
 Continue to develop inventories for and oversee research about archeological, historic, and 

ethnographic resources to better understand and manage the resources, including historic 
cultural and ethnographic resources. Conduct any needed archeological or other resource-
specific surveys and national register evaluations, and identify recommended treatments. 
Incorporate the results of these efforts into site-specific planning and environmental 
analysis documents. Continue to manage cultural resources and collections following 
federal regulations and NPS guidelines and the NPS Museum Collection Facilities Strategy, 
Intermountain Region. Any cultural resource professionals will meet the Secretary of the 
Interior’s historic preservation professional qualifications. 

 Subject projects (with the potential for ground disturbance) to site-specific planning and 
environmental analysis procedures. For archeological resources, accomplish this by siting 
projects and designing facilities in previously disturbed or existing developed areas and 
make efforts to avoid resources and thus adverse impacts through use of The Secretary of 
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the Interior’s Standards for Archeology and Historic Preservation. Use screening and/or 
sensitive design that would be compatible with historic resources and ethnographic 
landscapes and not adjacent to ethnographic resources. If adverse impacts could not be 
avoided, mitigate these impacts through a consultation process with all interested parties. 

 Perform archeological surveys before ground-disturbing undertakings. Archeological 
resources would be avoided to the greatest extent possible during construction. If such 
resources could not be avoided, an appropriate mitigation strategy and memorandum of 
agreement would be developed in consultation with the Colorado state historic 
preservation office, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and associated tribes. If, 
during construction, previously unknown archeological resources were discovered, all 
work in the immediate vicinity of the discovery would be halted until the resources could 
be identified and documented and, if the resources cannot be preserved in situ, an 
appropriate mitigation strategy would be developed. In the event that human remains, 
funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony are discovered during 
construction, provisions outlined in the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 USC 3001) would be followed. 

 Adhere to NPS standards and guidelines on the display and care of artifacts. This would 
include artifacts used in exhibits in the visitor center. Irreplaceable items would be kept 
outside the 500-year floodplain.  

 Continue ongoing consultations with culturally associated American Indian tribes. Protect 
sensitive traditional use areas to the extent feasible by avoiding or mitigating impacts on 
ethnographic resources and continuing to provide access to traditional use and spiritual 
areas. Mitigation could include identification of and assistance in accessing alternative 
resource gathering areas and screening new development from traditional use areas. 

 Encourage visitors (by means of the interpretive programs) to respect and leave 
undisturbed any inadvertently encountered archeological resources and to respect and 
leave undisturbed any offerings placed by American Indians. 

 
 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

Nonnative Species 

Implement a noxious weed control program. Standard measures could include the following 
elements: ensure that construction-related equipment arrives on-site free of mud or seed-bearing 
material, certify all seeds and straw material as weed-free, identify areas of noxious weeds before 
construction, treat noxious weeds or noxious weed topsoil before construction (e.g., topsoil 
segregation, storage, herbicide treatment), and revegetate with appropriate native species. 
 
 
Soils 

Build new facilities on soils suitable for development. Minimize soil erosion by limiting the time 
that soil is left exposed and by applying other erosion-control measures, such as erosion matting, 
silt fencing, and sedimentation basins, in construction areas to reduce erosion, surface scouring, 
and discharge to water bodies. Once work is completed, revegetate construction areas with native 
plants in a timely manner. 
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Threatened and Endangered Species and Species of Concern 

Mitigation actions would occur during normal park operations as well as before, during, and after 
construction to minimize immediate and long-term impacts on rare, threatened, and endangered 
species. These actions would vary by specific project and area of the national historic site affected. 
Additional mitigation will be added depending on the specific action and location. Many of the 
measures listed above for vegetation and wildlife would also benefit rare, threatened, and 
endangered species by helping to preserve habitat. Mitigation actions specific to rare, threatened, 
and endangered species would include the following: 
 
 Conduct surveys for rare, threatened, and endangered species and their habitat, as 

warranted. 

 Position and design facilities/actions to avoid adverse effects on rare, threatened, and 
endangered species. If avoidance is infeasible, minimize and compensate for adverse effects 
on rare, threatened, and endangered species as appropriate and in consultation with the 
appropriate resource agencies. Conduct work outside critical periods for the specific 
species. 

 Develop and implement restoration and/or monitoring plans, as warranted. Plans should 
include methods for implementation, performance standards, monitoring criteria, and 
adaptive management techniques. 

 Implement measures to reduce adverse effects of nonnative plants and wildlife on rare, 
threatened, and endangered species. 

 
 
Vegetation 

 Monitor areas used by visitors (e.g., trails) for signs of undue native vegetation disturbance. 
Use public education, revegetation of disturbed areas with native plants, erosion-control 
measures, and barriers to control potential impacts on plants from trail erosion or social 
trails.  

 Develop revegetation plans for the disturbed area and require the use of native species. 
Revegetation plans should specify seed/plant source, seed/plant mixes, soil preparation, 
etc. Salvage vegetation should be used to the extent possible. 

 
 
Water Resources 

To prevent water pollution during construction, use erosion-control measures, minimize discharge 
to water bodies, and regularly inspect construction equipment for leaks of fuel and other 
chemicals. Minimize the use of heavy equipment in waterways. 
 
 
Wetlands 

Delineate existing wetlands and apply protection measures during construction. Wetlands would 
be delineated by qualified NPS staff or certified wetland specialists and clearly marked before 
construction work begins. Perform construction activities in a cautious manner to prevent damage 
caused by equipment, erosion, siltation, etc. 
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Acoustic Environment and Soundscapes 

Mitigating measures would be applied to protect natural sounds in the national historic site and 
surrounding high plains environment. Specific mitigating measures include the following: 
 
Implement standard noise abatement measures during site operations. Standard noise abatement 
measures could include the following elements: a schedule that minimizes impacts on adjacent 
noise-sensitive uses, use of the best available noise control techniques wherever feasible, use of 
hydraulically or electrically powered impact tools when feasible, and place stationary noise sources 
as far from sensitive uses as possible. Locate and design facilities to minimize objectionable noise. 
 
 
SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

During the future planning and implementation of the approved management plan for Sand Creek 
Massacre National Historic Site, the National Park Service would work with local communities and 
county governments to further identify potential impacts and mitigating measures that would best 
serve the interests and concerns of both the National Park Service and the local communities. 
Partnerships would be pursued to improve the quality and diversity of community amenities and 
services. 
 
 
FUTURE STUDIES NEEDED 

After completion and approval of a general management plan for the national historic site, other 
more detailed studies and plans would be needed before specific actions could be implemented. As 
required, additional environmental compliance (National Environmental Policy Act, National 
Historic Preservation Act, and other relevant laws and policies), and public involvement would be 
implemented. Those additional studies include, but would not be limited to, the following: 
 
 complete ongoing administrative history 

 continue the archeological surveys 

 prepare an archeological overview and assessment 

 prepare an ethnographic landscape report for the national historic site 

 prepare a cultural landscape study 

 prepare a museum collections plan 
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ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

 
 
The environmentally preferred alternative is the alternative that will promote the national 
environmental policy as expressed in section 101 of the National Environmental Policy Act. 
According to the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA (43 CFR 46.30), the environmentally 
preferred alternative is the alternative that, “causes the least damage to the biological and physical 
environment and best protects, preserves, and enhances historical, cultural, and natural resources. 
The environmentally preferable alternative is identified on consideration and weighing by the 
Responsible Official of long-term environmental impacts against short-term impacts in evaluating 
what is the best protection of these resources.” 
 
The environmentally preferred alternative is determined by applying the criteria suggested in the 
National Environmental Policy Act and guided by the Council on Environmental Quality. 
According to section 101, this alternative would also “create and maintain conditions under which 
man and nature can exist in productive harmony and fulfill the social, economic, and other 
requirements of present and future generations of Americans.” 
 
Alternative A (no action) would continue existing natural and cultural resource management 
actions, and visitor services. Alternative A provides some range of diversity and individual choices. 
It does not provide as much resource protection and beneficial management as some other 
alternatives; therefore, more resource impacts would be expected if visitor use levels increase 
under this alternative. Thus, the no-action alternative would not meet national environmental 
policy criteria as well as the other alternatives. 
 
Alternative B would greatly expand NPS visitor use opportunities and interpretation at Sand Creek 
Massacre National Historic Site via the additional trails, roads, and parking areas and increased 
interpretation. This would provide the widest range of neutral and beneficial uses of the 
environment of any alternative. This alternative would also continue protection of the 
undeveloped areas of the national historic site. 
 
Alternative C would provide a high level of resource protection as management emphasis is shifted 
away from development. This alternative would continue protection of the undeveloped areas of 
the national historic site and enhancement of the resource education program, which would lead to 
long-term protection of the resources by instilling a stewardship ethic in visitors. The range of 
visitor experience opportunities would not be as great in this alternative when compared to the 
others.  
 
Alternative D would moderately expand visitor use opportunities at Sand Creek via additional 
trails, roads, and parking areas and increased interpretation. This would provide some range of 
neutral and beneficial uses of the environment. 
 
Alternative E would somewhat expand visitor opportunities and interpretation at the site by means 
of an additional trail, a new road, and more focused interpretation. The combination of the 
resource preservation zone and the sensitive resources zone would provide the highest level of 
protection for cultural and natural resources of any of the alternatives. This would provide a range 
of beneficial uses of the environment while continuing protection of undeveloped areas in the 
national historic site.  
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After consideration of the alternatives in this general management plan and the environmental 
consequences of implementing them, alternative E best meets the criteria of section 101(b) and is 
the environmentally preferable alternative. This alternative would fully satisfy more of the national 
environmental criteria than alternatives A, B, C, or D. Alternative E would provide a high level of 
protection of natural and cultural resources throughout the entire site. Alternative E would also 
maintain an environment that supports a diversity and variety of individual choices and would 
integrate resource protection with an appropriate range of visitor use. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

 
 
LOCATION 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site is located where the inception of the 1864 massacre 
took place in Kiowa County on the grassland plains of southeastern Colorado, about 171 miles 
southeast of Denver. 
 
 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Archeological Resources 

The National Park Service has demonstrated a long-standing 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; thus, it is important that all management decisions and activities throughout the 
National Park Service reflect a commitment to the conservation of archeological resources as 
elements of our national heritage. 
 
A number of archeological surveys have been conducted at the Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site, including the site location survey, Archeological Reconnaissance of Two Possible 
Locations of the Sand Creek Massacre of 1864 (1997) conducted by Fort Lewis College and the 
Colorado Historical Society in conjunction with the tribes as well as the NPS site location surveys 
beginning in 1999. 
 
Site Location Study Surveys (1997–2000). This survey to “identify the location and extent of the 
massacre area” was conducted by Fort Lewis College, the Colorado Historical Society, with some 
help from the NPS Midwest Archeological Center and the Oklahoma Historical Society, along with 
the tribes as part of a larger effort to determine “the suitability and feasibility of designating the site 
as a unit of the National Park Service system.” The NPS Intermountain Region and Colorado 
Historical Society, along with the tribes conducted an additional site location survey beginning in 
1999. In addition to collecting oral histories about the massacre, the survey evaluated historical and 
archeological information to determine the massacre site boundary. Fieldwork was conducted in 
1999–2000 in conjunction with tribal consultations. A limited number of artifacts related to military 
use and American Indian occupation, consistent with the time period of the massacre, were 
recorded. The study helped determine the suitability and feasibility rationale for establishment of 
the national historic site. Subsequent efforts to refine the preliminary conclusions regarding the site 
location have been conducted in a partnership effort between the National Park Service and the 
representative of the Cheyenne and Arapaho peoples. The National Park Service and tribal 
representatives are continuing with research and on-site surveys to make a final determination of 
the village location. 
 
Dawson Residence Removal (2005). In spring 2005, a cultural resource inventory of the Dawson 
ranch complex was performed (for more information, see the “Historic Structures” section). The 
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complex was determined to not be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. 
The National Park Service proposed the removal of the residence and an underground storage 
tank, the corrals, storage sheds, livestock stalls, fencing, and refuse piles because they were no 
longer structurally sound or posed a future threat to visitor safety. Concurrence from the Colorado 
Historical Society on the determination of no historic properties meeting the criteria of the 
national register was affected, in accordance with 36 CFR 800, was received on September 6, 2005. 
 
Cemetery Survey (2005). From October 11–13, 2005, NPS archeologists conducted archeological 
investigations at the national historic site for a proposed cemetery to be used by the Cheyenne and 
Arapaho tribes for repatriation purposes. Pedestrian survey and shovel testing occurred in the 
presence of and in consultation with tribal representatives. The results of both the surface survey 
and shovel testing were negative, with no indication of the presence of archeological materials. This 
information was submitted to the Colorado Historical Society (state historic preservation officer 
[SHPO]) in a letter dated April 6, 2006. Concurrence from the Colorado Historical Society on the 
determination of no historic properties affected was received on April 19, 2006. This project also 
documented the remains of the historic SS Line Camp and completed a re-determination of its eligibility 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. 
 
Electrical Powerline Survey (2006). Per consultations with the Colorado Historical Society and 
the Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes, a trench was dug and an electrical powerline was laid in Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site within the headquarters complex in 2006. The powerline 
was installed near the existing easternmost ranch road. Construction activity was monitored by an 
archeologist, and no cultural materials were discovered. This information was conveyed to the 
Colorado Historical Society in a letter dated January 9, 2007. At the time of this writing, the 
National Park Service received concurrence from the Colorado Historical Society on a 
determination of no historic properties affected. 
 
Archeological Survey Prior to Temporary Facility Development (2007). A cultural resource 
survey of the existing headquarters location and the surrounding area was conducted in 2007, prior 
to the grand opening dedication of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. Tribal 
representatives participated and monitored this survey. 
 
Archeological Monitoring for Tornado Shelter Installation (2009). A contracted archeologist 
monitored excavations for the installation of a tornado shelter at the site; no archeological 
materials were encountered and the Colorado state historic preservation officer was notified 
accordingly. 
 
Archeological Survey of Proposed Burn Area (2009). A contracted archeologist and NPS staff 
completed a class III archeological survey of a proposed 123-acre burn plot. A class III or intensive 
survey involves 100% pedestrian coverage of a project area. No archeological evidence was found. 
As the burn project was not implemented, a section 106 compliance package was not created for 
submission to the Colorado state historic preservation officer. 
 
Metal Detector Survey of the potential “Big Head Site” (2012). An additional metal detector 
survey was conducted in the extreme southwest corner of section 24 of the site in the fall of 2012. 
The work was conducted with contracted archeologists, NPS archeologists and staff, and tribal 
representatives. The goals of the project were to test a hypothesis derived from eyewitness 
accounts about the location of an engagement between U.S. Third Regiment soldiers and about 30 
Cheyennes and Arapahos associated with the warrior Big Head during the Sand Creek Massacre, 
and also to assess a proposed hiking trail location. The project included metal detecting of about 
133 acres along transects established within a 320-acre area. While hundreds of metal artifacts were 
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encountered, the vast majority were related to modern ranch practices. A handful were historic but 
none conclusively dating to or apparently related to the Sand Creek Massacre. A report 
summarizing the findings of this survey has been submitted to the National Park Service and Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site personnel. The recovered artifacts have been included in 
the historic site’s museum collection.  
 
Archeological Testing of Historic Trash Dump (2012). In preparation for stabilization of an 
eroded gully near the monument overlook, a historic trash dump was tested by contracted 
archeologists. The dump was determined to be associated with the most recent occupation of the 
ranch preceding the national historic site and was determined to not be eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 
 
Electrical Powerline Project (2013). The enabling legislation for Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historical Site directs the National Park Service to restore, where practicable, the 1864 cultural 
landscape. Beginning in 2013, a project was initiated to remove the last human-made intrusion to 
the viewshed within Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. This modern intrusion belongs to 
Southeastern Colorado Power Association, comprising a total of 3 miles of powerlines and poles. 
The electricity is invaluable to the site, and in 2013 the park proposed to bury the 3 miles of 
powerlines, thus removing the visual intrusion while still maintaining the power grid. The project 
was proposed to the Colorado Historical Society and presented through consultation with the 
Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes. The project was funded in 2013, providing for completion of a 
surface survey with appropriate mitigation measures. The actual trenching for the powerlines was 
completed in 2014. Trenching was monitored by an archeologist and followed section 106 and 
NEPA compliance requirements. 
 
Metal Detection Survey (2014). An additional archeological survey will be undertaken by NPS 
archeologists, volunteer metal detector specialists, and tribal representatives, to further investigate 
hypotheses about where specific events occurred during the Sand Creek Massacre as indicated by 
primary source materials.  
 
 
Ethnographic Resources 

The Sand Creek Massacre site is particularly sacred to the Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes. It lies 
along a primary migratory route where the tribes hunted, gathered, held ceremonies, and camped. 
The entire massacre site is within the original reservation designated for the Cheyenne and 
Arapaho people in the 1851 Fort Laramie Treaty and a portion of the massacre site fell within the 
reservation lands designated under the 1861 Fort Wise Treaty. Also important in the study area are 
places where spiritual experiences have occurred, where ceremonies have been conducted, and 
where artifacts have been found. Time, elements, and people have changed the site’s natural 
features, but the intangible spiritual qualities of the landscape are as strong, or even stronger, today 
than on the day of the massacre. 
 
Among the apparent ethnographic resources in the area (but not within the massacre site 
boundary) is a natural spring in section 20 of township 17 south, range 45 west, approximately 2 
miles northeast of the Dawson South Bend. As noted earlier, Cheyenne oral histories state that the 
village attacked by Chivington’s troops may have been close to a large natural spring. Although the 
encampment was on the banks of Big Sandy Creek, Cheyenne tradition held that only animals 
would drink creek water, and people drank water from a clear running source, such as a spring. 
The Cheyennes believe the spring, creekbed, sand pits, and cottonwood trees in section 20 may be 
associated with the Sand Creek Massacre encampment. 
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Museum Collections 

According to Director’s Order 24: Museum Collections Management, the National Park Service is 
the custodian in perpetuity of irreplaceable and priceless museum collections including objects, 
specimens, and archival and manuscript materials (textual, electronic, and audio-visual 
documents), representing cultural and natural resources in the United States. The collections 
include but are not limited to the disciplines of archeology, biology, ethnology, geology, history, 
genealogy, and paleontology. National Park Service museum collections are part of the natural and 
cultural heritage of the country and are collected, preserved, and interpreted for public benefit. 
 
The museum and archival collections at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site total 55,129 
items as of August 2013. These collections include manuscripts, maps, oral history recordings or 
transcripts, and artifacts from the site or which are associated with the massacre. Collections are 
stored in the National Park Service Western Archeological and Conservation Center in Tucson, 
Arizona. 
 
 
Indian Trust Resources 

Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any anticipated impacts to Indian trust resources from a 
proposed project or action by Department of the 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, treaty rights, 
and treaty obligations. It represents a duty to carry out the mandates of federal law with respect to 
American Indian and Alaska Native tribes. 
 
Tribal trust legislation was signed by President George W. Bush on August 2, 2005. This legislation, 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site Trust Act of 2005 (Public Law 109-45), authorizes the 
transfer, in trust, of 1,465 acres within the site’s authorized boundaries from the Southern 
Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma to the National Park Service (NPS 2005b). On 
September 9, 2006, the governor of the Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma 
signed legislation conveying, as trust, 1,465 acres of land at Sand Creek from the Cheyenne and 
Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma to the United States of America. This conveyance, unanimously 
approved by tribal legislators, enabled the establishment of the Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site. 
 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site includes about 2,385 acres of land, with about 920 
acres owned by the National Park Service. The 1,465 acres within the authorized site are tribal trust 
lands managed by the National Park Service. The tribes incorporated this land into the national 
historic site as tribal trust land. This trust land within the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic 
Site means that the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma remain the “beneficial owners” of 
the land, but the United States is charged with the responsibility of managing the land for the 
cultural, historical, and traditional benefit of the tribes. Unlike trust lands within tribal reservations, 
the trust land within Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site is to be managed according to 
laws specifically governing national parks. 
 
The tribal trust legislation states that the trust property shall be administered in perpetuity by the 
Secretary of the Interior as part of the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site, only for 
historical, traditional, cultural, and other uses in accordance with the Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site Establishment Act of 2000. Further, the National Park Service may construct 
a facility on the trust property only after consulting with, soliciting advice from, and obtaining the 
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agreement of, the Northern Cheyenne Tribe, the Arapaho Tribe of the Wind River Reservation, 
and the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma. Facilities constructed with federal funds or 
funds donated to the United States shall be owned in fee by the United States. For the purposes of 
construction, maintenance, or demolition of improvements or facilities, federal funds shall be 
expended only on improvements or facilities that are owned in fee by the United States.  
 
 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

Topography and Geology 

The historic site lies in eastern Kiowa County within the High Plains section of the Great Plains-
Palouse Dry Steppe Province ecoregion. This ecoregion stretches from northeastern Oklahoma, 
north-northwesterly through Montana. The historic site has gently rolling topography with 
elevations of approximately 3,960 feet above sea level along the creek. The bluffs to the west rise 
more than 4,000 feet above sea level, and the slopes to the east are more than 4,050 feet above sea 
level. The Big Sandy Creek floodplain is terraced, but mostly level to gently sloping and varying 
from 0.25 to 0.5 mile in width throughout the site (NPS 2000b). 
 
Big Sandy Creek drains the eastern side of a broad southeasterly trending valley composed largely 
of Quaternary eolian (wind-deposited) sands. These sands from the Holocene and Pleistocene 
periods overlay complex and discontinuous Pleistocene sands, silts, and gravels from 0 to 70 feet in 
depth to the Smoky Hill Shale (part of the Niobrara Formation). Dune sands make up the bluffs 
along and extending back from the western side of the creek, while coarser (and including more 
silt) valley fill and slopewash materials blanket the terraces and slopes extending eastward. Along 
Big Sandy Creek, just south of the large bend in the creek, dune, and valley fill deposits average 20 
to 50 feet in depth above the chalky Smoky Hill Shale (NPS 2000b). 
 
Along and directly adjacent to the massacre site and Sand Creek, distinct alluvial terraces have 
developed as secondarily worked deposits of Pliocene and lower Pleistocene materials that 
originated from the mountains to the west. Numerous climatic extremes of wet, dry, and wind 
periods over thousands of years have then modified surficial conditions to allow development of 
most of the alluvial and eolian soils seen on the site today (NPS 2000b). 
 
 
Soils 

The diversity of the soils of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site is a result of a variety of 
natural soil-forming factors and anthropogenic stressors that have formed the 23 different soil 
types that we can observe today. The dominate soils of the park are the Bijou, Fort Collins, Valent, 
and Wiley soils, which have formed in windblown sandy material that originated from mixed 
sources. These soils have fine sandy loam or loamy fine sand textures, with very little soil 
development present, and occur on stream terraces and upland areas within the park. They are 
well-drained or excessively well-drained soils with rapid soil permeability. These soils are very 
susceptible to wind erosion, and to a lesser extent, water erosion in steeper areas of the park. 
 
The park soils have been significantly impacted by years of accelerated wind erosion on arid 
croplands, partially resulting from the Dust Bowl era of the 1930s. Additional impacts to soil 
resources have occurred since then via a variety of agricultural practices such as mechanical 
cultivation, irrigation, and livestock grazing. Since the park was established, these agricultural 
practices have been discontinued on most of the park lands administered by the National Park 
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Service. The park staff has implemented several resource management treatments that have 
benefitted soil resources. One in particular has been the brush management treatment in which a 
small area of the park was mechanically mowed, which decreased the sand sage canopy, increased 
the herbaceous cover, and decreased the amount of bare ground, reducing the potential for soil 
erosion.  
 
The key to preserving soil quality is to ensure that proper resource management activities maintain 
a protective and healthy vegetation cover and reduce the amount of bare ground, minimizing the 
potential for accelerated erosion by wind and water.  
 
 
Water Resources 

National Park Service policies require protection of water quality consistent with the Clean Water 
Act. The following text describes water resources in terms of water quantity, water quality, and 
water rights. 
 
Water Quantity. Big Sandy Creek is an intermittently flowing stream through Sand Creek 
Massacre National Historic Site. The creek’s watershed stretches more than 120 miles from El Paso 
County, Colorado, through Limon and Kit Carson before reaching the historic site and continues 
more than 30 miles more to join the Arkansas River, 8 miles east of Lamar. While Big Sandy Creek 
drains more than 3,400 square miles of southeastern Colorado to the Arkansas River, most of the 
flow through the historic site derives from infrequent large rainfall events during the spring and 
summer. Thus, during normal and dry years, there are long periods during which the creek does 
not substantially flow at the site. It has not been reliably used for potable or irrigation use in its 
history. Recent observations of the creek and associated plant communities suggest that the only 
water normally found on the site is in creek-scoured depressions that intercept groundwater, 
several minor seeps, and one large spring on the east side of the creek floodplain. The spring is in 
section 20, with water flowing through section 30, township 17 south, range 45 west. The bed of Big 
Sandy Creek is lightly defined throughout much of its floodplain, both upstream and downstream 
of the site. During moderate to large flows of the creek, clearly marked edges and bank conditions 
develop through erosion and debris deposition; numerous braided channels and shallow flow areas 
are evident among the cottonwood groves (NPS 2000b). 
 
Because of the creek’s ephemeral character, the nearest water flow monitoring has occurred at a 
gauging station more than 30 miles downstream, close to the confluence with the Arkansas River. 
Because of return flow from irrigated fields downstream of the historic site, the average and low 
flows recorded during the summer months are not reflective of the true creek flow. During several 
winter observations of the creek at the site and the downstream gauging station, the site showed no 
flow, while at the gauging station, the creek was flowing more than 5 cubic feet per second. 
Gauging station records since 1968 show daily mean flows at 12 to 76 cubic feet per second, a 
maximum daily flow of 276 cubic feet per second, and a daily mean low flow during spring and 
summer months of less than 1 cubic foot per second. During several on-site investigations during 
the summer of 1999, streamflow flooding on Sand Creek caused access difficulties with flowing and 
standing portions of water greater than 50 feet in width and more than 4 feet in depth. Indian oral 
histories, period diaries and interviews, and period U.S. Army soldiers’ accounts describe the 
general creek area of the historic site as being similar to the current condition, with some notable 
exceptions. Apparently, at the time of the Sand Creek Massacre, very few small and/or stunted 
cottonwoods existed along the creek within the historic site, compared to the numerous groves of 
large cottonwoods observed today (NPS 2000b). 
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Streamflow diversion has occurred for a number of years earlier in the 20th century for the 
Chivington irrigation canal. Just prior to World War I, the Chivington Irrigation Company built 
and operated this short-lived and now defunct creek diversion and canal that fed Chivington 
Reservoir No. 4, also known as Brandon Lake, for agricultural irrigation purposes. All of the 
diversion structures and most of the earthen canal system remain in a poor and unworkable 
condition. The canal construction and operation, compounded by extensive livestock grazing, 
some crop tilling farming, and erosion have altered flow characteristics and embankments 
surrounding the largest spring entering the creek at the east end of Dawson South Bend (NPS 
2000b).  
 
The intermittent flow and periodic flooding character of Big Sandy Creek appear essential to the 
maintenance of the general physical stream morphology, plant species habitat, and the visual 
appearance of the floodplain through the historic site. More mesic and wetland species, such as 
rushes and sedges, are limited to the wettest of areas in or surrounding surface or shallow 
groundwater. Cottonwoods are only successful where established during specific scouring and 
flooding conditions, nurtured by available surface or groundwater, and minimally disturbed by 
livestock grazing. Wildlife grazing by bison and fuel wood gathering by Indian tribes may have been 
the primary forces limiting the successful establishment and growth of cottonwoods throughout 
the 19th century (NPS 2000b). 
 
Several springs enter Big Sandy Creek or its floodplain throughout the length of the site. Very small 
spring traces exist that provide water to areas of vegetation and occasional wildlife grazing along 
the east floodplain of the creek. There is a large spring that is recharged by local groundwater and 
from more than 5 miles of contributing surface and groundwater flow from the northeast. Water 
from this perennial spring flows into Big Sandy Creek at the terminus of Dawson South Bend. The 
spring historically produced enough water such that two wells with recorded water well “exempt” 
status tap portions of its source more than 2 miles upgradient northeast of the historic site (NPS 
2000b). 
 
Most of the region’s water comes from the High Plains aquifer (also referred to by the name of its 
largest formation, the Ogallala aquifer) from which water withdrawals already outpace recharge. 
Rising temperatures, faster evaporation rates, and more sustained drought brought on by climate 
change will add more stress to overtaxed surface and subsurface water resources. 
 
Water Quality. Water quality in Big Sandy Creek through the national historic site varies to a great 
degree throughout the year and through particular storm events because of the creek’s intermittent 
character. It is generally of good quality although with limitations of use as potable water due to 
high alkalinity and periodic high suspended sediments. Local residents and Indian oral histories 
suggest that the water quality in the creek or in the persistent ponding of water within the creek 
bottom was never considered as a potable source for humans, although consumption by cattle, 
horses, or wildlife appeared to cause no ill effects. Vegetation types and soil surfaces observed 
during site evaluations indicated no visible reaction of plants (e.g., increase in alkali-tolerant 
species) to poor water quality or any significant deposits of alkali salts. Few data exist on measured 
water quality in Big Sandy Creek, partially because of its intermittent character and the lack of 
development of its surface water as a potable supply for individuals or communities. Sporadic 
testing of the creek downstream at the gauging station yielded specific conductance measurements 
between 2,620 and 4,420 micro-ohms per centimeter at respective discharge flows of 126 to 50 
cubic feet per second (October 1997 through September 1998) (NPS 2000b). 
 
The large perennial spring in section 20 is of apparent excellent quality and flows from the 
northeast into the easternmost extent of Dawson South Bend. As noted above, this spring has some 
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local source, but also exists as a small groundwater drainage trace that flows discontinuously from 
sources more than 5 miles distant. The spring and its entire drainage throughout sections 20 and 30 
are heavily used and impacted by livestock grazing within those sections. The water quality of the 
spring may also be affected by livestock grazing and unknown agricultural use farther upstream. 
Two shallow wells mentioned in the “Water Quantity” section, and of unknown quality, tap the 
groundwater that likely feeds this spring. Several other springs on the east side of the Big Sandy 
Creek floodplain, also mentioned previously, supply water of unknown quality for at least one 
stock watering location. Each of these springs may have been used historically by American 
Indians, even though the source or discharges may have changed since 1864 (NPS 2000b). 
 
Groundwater quality in the area of the creek has generally been rated as fair to poor. In a 1967 
report on local groundwater resources, 37 of 41 wells had sulfate contents greater than the 250 
parts per million limit recommended by the U.S. Public Health Service—all of the wells contained 
more than the recommended 500 parts per million dissolved solids limit. One local well had an 
elevated selenium content of 0.11 parts per million, and it was recommended that all wells be 
carefully checked for elevated levels of that potentially toxic element. It is possible that the shallow 
spring sources along the eastern side of the creek floodplain could be of similar, better, or worse 
quality than the tested wells (NPS 2000b). 
 
Current land uses on the historic site are not substantially affecting water quality in the creek. 
Groundwater locally and beneath the site is considered hard (and high in sulfate and dissolved 
solids), but is used for domestic and livestock purposes. No current threat to surface or 
groundwater is apparent, particularly since livestock operations have ceased since the land was 
acquired for the historic site. The perennial spring(s) along the east side of the creek floodplain are 
believed to have been one of the reasons for historic encampments made on the site by numerous 
Indian tribes. While the spring on sections 20 and 30 appears to tap shallow groundwater draining 
from the northeast, it apparently sustains its flow even during dry periods through its connection to 
a large watershed and aquifer. The location of the source, flow discharge, and riparian habitat of 
the spring has changed through the construction and operation of Chivington Canal, some local 
farming, extensive livestock grazing, and local erosion (NPS 2000b). 
 
 
Wetlands 

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 NPS Management Policies 2006 strive to (1) provide leadership and 
take action to prevent the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands; (2) preserve and enhance 
the natural and beneficial values of wetlands; and (3) avoid direct and indirect support of new 
construction in wetlands unless there are no practicable alternatives and the proposed action 
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands (2006a). In accordance with 
Director’s Order 77-1: Wetland Protection, proposed actions that have the potential to adversely 
impact wetlands must be addressed in a statement of findings for wetlands (NPS 2002). 
 
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.” 
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A narrow strip of wetlands shown on National Wetlands Inventory mapping borders Big Sandy 
Creek throughout the length of the historic site consisting of two Palustrine wetland types: (1) 
Palustrine Emergent Intermittently Flooded/Temporary, and (2) Palustrine Forested Intermittently 
Flooded/ Temporary. A third type of wetland classification is found along the creekbed where 
more flow character is maintained: Riverine Intermittent Streambed Intermittently Flooded. Four 
small pockets or strips of wetland are also indicated on spring areas within sections 19, 20, and 30, 
known as Palustrine Emergent Intermittently Flooded. All four wetland classifications were 
determined by use of the Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States by 
Cowardin et al., the system the National Park Service has adopted for wetland determination. No 
field surveys of wetland boundaries or functions were undertaken for this plan (NPS 2000b). 
 
 
Floodplains 

Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management,” requires all federal agencies to avoid 
construction within the 100-year floodplain unless no other practicable alternative exists. 
Director’s Order 77-2: Floodplain Management, states that park units shall strive to preserve 
floodplain values and minimize hazardous floodplain conditions (NPS 2003). Specifically, the 
National Park Service will (1) protect, preserve, and restore the natural resources and functions of 
floodplains; (2) avoid the long- and short-term environmental effects associated with the 
occupancy and modification of floodplains; and (3) avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain 
development and actions that could adversely affect the natural resources and functions of 
floodplains or increase flood risks (NPS 2006a). Policy also states that certain construction within a 
100-year floodplain requires preparation of a statement of findings for floodplains (NPS 2003). 
 
No current flood survey or floodplain delineation exists for the Big Sandy Creek drainage at or 
near the site. The nearest gauging station on Big Sandy Creek is more than 30 miles downstream 
and flow discharge records from that station are too distant to be helpful in describing flooding 
characteristics of the historic site. Anecdotal evidence and observations of the watershed and the 
site suggests that there are no structures or uses of the land that are threatened by flooding along 
Big Sandy Creek, except for boundary fencing and small portions of vegetation on grazed land. The 
floodplain bordering Big Sandy Creek is 0.25 to 0.5 mile and displays terraces that likely describe 
certain flow frequency events. The flood flows in Big Sandy Creek can carry large quantities of 
sand/gravel and floating vegetation debris (grasses, branches, and small trees). Evidence of large 
open bars of sand and gravel were observed after the large flows in the summer of 1999; many of 
the cottonwood tree trunks on bars in the floodplain were decorated with masses of floated debris. 
The County Road W crossing of Sand Creek downstream of Dawson South Bend was overtopped 
during May 1999 for more than 100 feet of its length (NPS 2000b). 
 
 
Vegetation 

The National Park Service will maintain, as part of the natural ecosystems of parks, all plants and 
wildlife native to park ecosystems by (1) preserving and restoring the natural abundance, diversity, 
dynamics, distribution, habitat, and behavior of native plant and wildlife populations and the 
communities and ecosystems in which they occur; (2) restoring native plant and animal populations 
in parks when they have been extirpated by past human-caused actions; and (3) minimizing human 
impacts on native plants, animals, populations, communities, and ecosystems, and the processes 
that sustain them (NPS 2006a). 
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The primary grasses found in the area are blue gramma grass and buffalo grass, accompanied by 
some switchgrass and side-oats gramma. Western wheatgrass is also found in the lower, moister 
swales. Where livestock grazing has been excessive and on drier slopes, sand sage has gained a 
foothold. Trees on the site are eastern cottonwood, found in several even-aged groves (cohorts) 
close to current or historic seasonal stream traces of Big Sandy Creek. In the area surrounding the 
site, there is little active farming by cultivation. Crops usually cultivated, primarily east and north of 
the site, have been milo, sorghum, and millet (the land is normally too dry for wheat). The dry and 
sandy nature of the soil is more suited to livestock grazing, although several sections of land in and 
bordering the historic site have been placed into the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
Conservation Reserve Program. The Conservation Reserve Program is a federal program 
administered by the Natural Resources Conservation Service and was developed as part of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-127) to preserve lands 
that had been tilled and could be preserved for plant or wildlife habitat through planting and 
protection from livestock grazing or future farming. 
 
Important to the associated tribes are the cottonwoods growing near Big Sandy Creek. Tribal 
history identifies some of these as “period” trees meaning that they were present during the 
massacre. 
 
According to NPS Management Policies 2006, nonnative species will not be allowed to displace 
native species if displacement can be prevented (NPS 2006a). Nonnative plants are found in Kiowa 
County and throughout southeastern Colorado, but currently are not a major problem along Big 
Sandy Creek. Cheat grass, Russian thistle (tumbleweeds), sand burr, and goatshead burr are 
probably some of the more common nuisance species on the site. Canada thistle is troublesome 
east of the site, and leafy spurge is prevalent in Lincoln County to the northwest. 
 
Climate change will likely affect vegetation and wildlife communities of the national historic site 
because of projected changes in annual temperature, precipitation levels, and extreme weather 
occurrences. However, the rate and magnitude of these changes to specific populations of plants 
and animals is difficult to predict. 
 
Climate change will likely impact vegetation composition because air temperatures will continue to 
increase, with average low temperatures in winter and average high temperatures in summer 
increasing. These changes will likely alter species composition as some species requiring cooler 
temperatures will move northward. Warming temperatures could further alter the composition of 
native plant communities and increase problems related to insects and disease. 
 
 
Wildlife 

The National Park Service will maintain, as part of the natural ecosystems of parks, all plants and 
animals native to park ecosystems by (1) preserving and restoring the natural abundance, diversity, 
dynamics, distribution, habitat, and behavior of native plant and animal populations and the 
communities and ecosystems in which they occur; (2) restoring native plant and animal populations 
in parks when they have been extirpated by past human-caused actions; and (3) minimizing human 
impacts on native plants, animals, populations, communities, and ecosystems, and the processes 
that sustain them (NPS 2006a). 
 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site is composed of a diversity of habitats in various 
conditions within the shortgrass prairie that support the life history requirements of species in 
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various seasons. The site is composed of two main habitats: riparian and upland shortgrass prairie 
(NPS 2005a). 
 

Larger wildlife in the area of the site consists of free-ranging mule deer, white-tailed 
deer, and pronghorn. Other mammals include coyote, fox, raccoon, badger, and 
prairie dogs (NPS 2000b). At the time of the writing of this document, there were no 
prairie dogs inhabiting the site, possibly due to plague. Various reptiles, amphibians, 
and insects associated with high plains grasslands are also found here. The black-
tailed prairie dog formerly occurred at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
An outbreak of the plague in 2010 decimated prairie dog communities in this area. 

 
The Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory conducted a bird inventory in 2005, in which they collected 
valuable information about the birds present at the historic site, resulting in an initial species list 
and establishment of baseline information that can be used to evaluate population trends in the 
future (NPS 2005a). Compared with some habitat areas in Colorado, the grasslands harbor 
relatively few bird species. Only in summer, when food, cover, and attractive nesting sites are 
available, are birds abundant on the site. Agricultural grazing and cropping have reduced historic 
bird habitat regionally; however, lightly grazed and Conservation Reserve Program lands provide 
some excellent grassland habitat for birdlife (NPS 2000b). 
 
The riparian habitat along Big Sandy Creek provides suitable habitat for many probable breeding 
bird species, the most common being western kingbird, orchard oriole, mourning dove, and 
western meadowlark. Another, less common, probable breeding bird species detected in this area is 
the red-headed woodpecker, a species of conservation concern according to the Partners in Flight 
North American Landbird Conservation Plan (NPS 2005a). During spring, the riparian habitat on 
the historic site provides a necessary stopover for migrating birds, allowing them to replenish 
reserves essential for the flight to their breeding grounds. More on migratory birds can be found 
under the “Special Status Species” section. 
 
The upland habitats of the historic site host many species that are designated species of 
conservation concern or stewardship species as defined in the Partners in Flight North American 
Landbird Conservation Plan. During the 2005 inventory, the following designated species were 
detected: scaled quail, northern harrier, Swainson’s hawk, mountain plover, burrowing owl, short-
eared owl, Say’s phoebe, western kingbird, horned lark, Cassin’s sparrow, lark sparrow, lark 
bunting, grasshopper sparrow, dickcissel, and western meadowlark (NPS 2005a). 
 
Climate change is expected to have profound effects on wildlife because their biological cycles are 
so closely tied to temperature and habitat. Birds and mammals will most likely be affected. Plant-
wildlife interactions such as pollination, seed dispersal, and insect control may be disrupted. 
Altered precipitation and temperature regimes may trigger invasive species to expand their ranges. 
 
 
Acoustic Environment and Soundscapes 

The acoustic environment in national parks is managed under several policies and regulations, 
which include: NPS Organic Act of 1916, Director’s Order 47: Soundscape Preservation and Noise 
Management, National Parks Air Tour Management Act of 2000, and several sections of the Code of 
Federal Regulations regarding audio noise levels, snowmobiles, boats, and other motorized 
equipment. In addition, soundscapes are mentioned throughout NPS Management Policies 2006, 
including “Soundscape Management” (4.9), “Cultural Soundscape Management” (5.3.1.7), 
“Recreational Activities” (8.2.2), “Use of Motorized Equipment” (8.2.3), and “Wilderness 
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VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site, one of the newest sites in the national park system, 
opened to the public on June 1, 2007. Visitors arrive in a remote and seemingly undeveloped 
landscape, the site of one of the most tragic events in American history. Preserving the landscape 
and interpreting the historic event are integral to helping visitors gain a better understanding of the 
Sand Creek massacre and its enduring impact on the Cheyenne and Arapaho people and the 
history of the United States. 
 
 
Visitor Access/Use 

The 2,385-acre historic site is 23 miles northeast of the town of Eads, Colorado. To reach Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site from Eads, visitors should drive east on State Highway 96 
approximately 16 miles to the town of Chivington before turning north on Chief White Antelope 
Way, formerly County Road 54 (a well-maintained unpaved road) for 8 miles before reaching the 
historic site.  
 
The historic site is open daily from spring through fall. During the winter months, the days and 
times may vary. Peak visitation occurs during the summer months and decreases between 
September and May. Visitation has been steadily increasing since the site opened in 2007 and 
reached more than 5,000 visitors in 2012. 
 
Visitors entering the site are directed to a visitor contact station where they are greeted by a ranger 
and provided with an orientation to the site. Visitors can also find site bulletins, interpretive 
brochures, and books for sale in the bookstore managed by the Western National Parks 
Association. Formal group interpretive programs can also be arranged.  
 
After orientation and a brief interpretive presentation, visitors can hike a 0.25-mile foot trail to the 
stone monument and overlook on the bluff. Mobility impaired visitors can drive to the parking area 
at the base of the monument overlook, where ranger staff will facilitate access to the stone 
monument and overlook. At the stone monument and overlook, interpretive wayside exhibits and 
benches provide opportunities for visitors to reflect upon the tragic events that transpired on 
November 29, 1864. A designated site for repatriation of human remains and sacred objects 
associated with the massacre is below the crest of the bluff. The repatriation site is delineated by 
four corner fences and is open to the public for contemplation. A low-profile wayside exhibit 
provides information on the repatriation site and its significance. 
 
The park brochure and several wayside exhibits at the overlook provide visitors with information 
about the massacre and the events leading up to it, the testimony of eyewitnesses to the massacre, 
and present-day ceremonies and observances. These include the Cheyenne Spiritual Healing Run, 
an annual event held on or around November 29, the anniversary of the massacre. The Healing 
Run commemorates the tragedy and honors the memory of the Cheyennes and Arapahos who 
were killed in the massacre. The run begins at the national historic site and ends at the State Capitol 
in Denver. This event is open to the public. 
 
The average length of a visit to the park is one hour, which includes site orientation, access to the 
monument, and time spent at the overlook. For those participating in a ranger-guided interpretive 
program or browsing in the visitor contact station bookstore, the length of a visit increases by 
approximately 30 to 60 minutes. Visitors can also collect information about the site, purchase 
publications, and view exhibits about the Sand Creek Massacre at park headquarters in Eads.  
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Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site is a day-use area. Camping is not allowed. The nearest 
primitive camping facilities are 25 miles southwest of Eads at the Nee Gronda and Nee Noshe 
reservoirs. Limited RV camping is available in Eads. 
 
 
Visitor Experience, Interpretation, and Education 

Interpretation and educational programs for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site are 
designed to fulfill the park’s legislated purpose to protect and preserve the historic landscape, 
enhance understanding of the massacre, and contribute to preventing similar incidents from 
occurring in the future. Information from these programs can be found on the park’s website, 
where visitors can access information on the history of the massacre, biographies of significant 
people associated with Sand Creek, testimony from individuals whose ancestors participated in or 
witnessed the massacre, and the natural history of the site.  
 
Archeological investigations and thorough historical and archival research continue to uncover 
evidence that sheds new light on the massacre. These discoveries help shape the ongoing 
development of interpretive media and educational programs.  
 
 
Ethnographic Landscape – Key to Visitor Understanding 

The landscape of Sand Creek contains a record of the relationships between humans and the 
natural environment over a vast span of time, contrasting the values of European Americans and 
American Indians. The openness and isolation of the area creates a powerful setting in which the 
stories of Sand Creek can be told, which provides a key element of the contemplative experience. 
The ability to communicate that story relies heavily on the stark natural setting, which could be 
impacted by development. 
 
Generally, most visitors seem to appreciate the isolation as a necessary ingredient for assimilating 
the immense tragedy of the massacre. A few, however, complain about the park’s remote, 
undeveloped setting, the long unpaved approach, and extreme weather conditions. Nonetheless, 
these conditions are an integral part of the Sand Creek experience. To tame or contain, pave, or 
develop the site would deny the harsh and stark reality faced by the Cheyenne and Arapaho people 
on November 29, 1864, and mask the lessons that could be learned. 
 
 
SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

Socioeconomic Benefits of the National Park Service 

National parks generate to the public more than $4 in value for every tax dollar invested. 
Nationwide, the national parks generate $13.3 billion of local private-sector economic activity and 
267,000 private sector jobs. National parks attract businesses and individuals to the area 
surrounding the park unit, resulting in economic growth in areas near parks that averages 1% per 
year greater than statewide rates over the past three decades. In addition to the economic benefits, 
the social benefits of national parks are many and extend well beyond economic values. 
 
A trend affecting most units of the National Park Service in the past several years is decreased 
visitation. Of particular note is the apparent decrease in interest of young people. A priority for the 
National Park Service is to entice America’s youth back to the parks. 
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Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site’s total operating budget was $774,200 in 2013. One-
time projects currently funded include deferred maintenance requirements and new facilities 
required for minimum visitor operations, tribal use, and park operations. A project to bury 
powerlines was funded for $224,900. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

 
 
The planning team based the impact analysis of the resources described in Chapter 3 “Affected 
Environment” and the conclusions in this chapter largely on the review of existing literature and 
studies, information provided by experts in the National Park Service and other agencies, and 
national historic site staff insights and professional judgment. The team’s method of analyzing 
impacts is further explained below. It is important to remember that all impacts have been assessed 
under the assumption that mitigating measures have been implemented to minimize or avoid 
impacts. If mitigating measures described in “Chapter 2: Alternatives, Including the Preferred 
Alternative” were not applied, the potential for resource impacts and the magnitude of those 
impacts would increase. 
 
The Director’s Order 12 Handbook presents an approach of identifying the duration (short or long 
term), type (adverse or beneficial), and intensity or magnitude (e.g., negligible, minor, moderate, or 
major) of the impact(s), which has been used in this document. Direct and indirect effects caused 
by an action were considered in the analysis. Direct effects are caused by an action and occur at the 
same time and place as the action. Indirect effects are caused by the action and occur later in time 
or farther removed from the place, but are still reasonably foreseeable.  
 
This is consistent with the regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality that implement the 
National Environmental Policy Act. Because definitions of intensity (negligible, minor, moderate, 
or major) vary by impact topic, intensity definitions are provided separately for each impact topic. 
These impact analyses are intended, however, to comply with the requirements of both the 
National Environmental Policy Act and section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
CEQ regulations and Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, 
and Decision-making also call for a discussion of mitigation and an analysis of how effective the 
mitigation measures would be in reducing the intensity of a potential impact—for example, 
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 the National Environmental Policy Act only. It does not suggest that the level of effect as 
defined by section 106 is similarly reduced. Cultural resources are nonrenewable resources, and 
adverse effects generally consume, diminish, or destroy the original historic materials or form, 
resulting in a loss of integrity in the resource that can never be recovered. Therefore, although 
actions determined to have an adverse effect under section 106 might be mitigated, the effect 
remains adverse. 
 
The impact analyses of the action alternatives describe the difference between implementing the no-
action alternative and implementing the action alternative. To understand a complete “picture” of 
the impacts of implementing the action alternative, the reader must take into consideration the 
impacts that would occur under the no-action alternative. 
 
Additional information on methodology that is specific to some topics is presented with the 
discussion of those topics.  
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SECTION 106 OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT 
AND IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES 

In this environmental assessment, impacts to cultural resources are described in terms of type, 
context, duration, and intensity, which is consistent with the regulations of the Council on 
Environmental Quality that implement the National Environmental Policy Act. These impact 
analyses are intended, however, to also comply with the requirements of section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. In accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation regulations implementing section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(“Protection of Historic Properties” [36 CFR 800]), impacts to cultural resources were identified 
and evaluated by (1) determining the area of potential effects; (2) identifying cultural resources 
present in the area of potential effects that are either listed in or eligible to be listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places; (3) applying the criteria of adverse effect to affected national register-
eligible or national register-listed cultural resources; and (4) considering ways to avoid, minimize, 
or mitigate adverse effects. 
 
Under the Advisory Council’s regulations, a determination of either adverse effect or no adverse 
effect must be made for affected national register-listed or -eligible cultural resources. An adverse 
effect occurs whenever an impact alters, directly or indirectly, any characteristic of a cultural 
resource that qualifies it for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, such as 
diminishing the integrity (or the extent to which a resource retains its historic appearance) of its 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Adverse effects also 
include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the alternatives that would occur later in time, be 
it further removed in distance or cumulative (“Assessment of Adverse Effects” (36 CFR 800.5)). A 
determination of no adverse effect means there is an effect, but the effect would not diminish the 
characteristics of the cultural resource that qualify it for inclusion in the national register. 
 
In this general management plan / environmental assessment, impacts on cultural resources 
(archeological resources, ethnographic landscape, and museum collections) are described in the 
following terms:  
 
 type – are the effects adverse?  

 context – are the effects site-specific, local, or even regional? 

 duration – are the effects short term, or long term, as defined in the beginning of each 
impact topic? 

 intensity – are the effects negligible, minor, moderate, or major? 

 
In accordance with ACHP regulations implementing section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (“Protection of Historic Properties” [36 CFR 800]), impacts on cultural resources 
were also identified and evaluated in the following way: 
 

1. determining the area of potential effects 
2. identifying cultural resources present in the area of potential effect that are either listed in 

or eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places 
3. applying the criteria of adverse effect to affected national register-eligible or national 

register-listed cultural resources 
4. considering ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects 
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Under ACHP regulations, a determination of either adverse effect or no adverse effect must also be 
made for affected national register-listed or national register-eligible cultural resources. The Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site is listed in the National Register of Historic Places (see 
appendix F). An adverse effect occurs whenever an impact alters—directly or indirectly—any 
characteristic of a cultural resource that qualifies it for inclusion in the national register; the impact 
diminishes the integrity (or the extent to which a resource retains its historic appearance) of its 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Adverse effects also 
include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the alternatives that would occur later in time, be 
farther removed in distance, or be cumulative (“Assessment of Adverse Effects” [36 CFR 800.5]). A 
determination of no adverse effect means there is an effect, but the effect would not diminish the 
characteristics of the cultural resource that qualify it for inclusion in the national register. 
 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A cumulative impact is described in CEQ regulation 1508.7 as follows: 
 

Cumulative impacts are incremental impacts of the action when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (federal 
or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other action. Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over a period 
of time. 

 
To determine potential cumulative impacts, other projects within and surrounding Sand Creek 
National Historic Site were identified. The area includes Kiowa County and the town of Eads, 
Colorado. Projects examined as potential cumulative actions included any planning or development 
activity that was currently being implemented such as agricultural activities adjacent to the site, 
energy development, transportation development, impoundments on the Sand Creek watershed, or 
others that would be implemented in the reasonably foreseeable future. Impacts of past actions were 
also considered in the analysis. 
 
These actions are evaluated in conjunction with the impacts of each alternative to determine if there 
would be any cumulative impacts on a particular cultural resource, visitor experience, socioeconomic 
environment, or NPS operations. This assessment of cumulative impacts is required under “Criteria of 
Adverse Effect” (36 CFR 800.5(1)). 
 
Duration of Impacts: 
 
Duration of impacts is resource specific and defined at the beginning of each impact topic. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES IMPACT ANALYSIS 

 
 
Analysis of potential impacts on cultural resources was based on research, knowledge of national 
historic site resources, and the best professional judgment of planners, archeologists, 
ethnographers, and historians who have experience with similar types of projects.  
 
 
ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Applying CEQ regulations for NEPA analysis, the thresholds for the intensity of impacts on 
archeological resources are defined as follows. [Please note that while beneficial impacts to 
archeological resources may be considered in NEPA analysis, beneficial impacts are not applicable 
under section 106.] 
 

Negligible: Impacts are at the lowest levels of detection, with neither adverse nor beneficial 
consequences. The determination of effect for section 106 would be no adverse effect. 
 
Minor: Adverse impacts are measurable or perceptible, but disturbance of a site(s) results 
in little, if any, loss of integrity. Beneficial impacts would include the implementation of 
measures to safeguard archeological resources from ongoing management undertakings or 
visitor activities. The determination of effect for section106 would be no adverse effect.  
 
Moderate: Impacts are measurable and perceptible, and disturbance of a site(s) results in 
loss of integrity. The determination of effect for section 106 would be adverse effect. A 
memorandum of agreement is executed among the National Park Service and applicable 
state or tribal historic preservation office(r) and, if necessary, the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b). Measures identified in the 
memorandum of agreement to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts reduce the intensity of 
impacts under NEPA impact analysis from major to moderate. Beneficial impacts would 
include the implementation of measures to limit visitor access to sensitive areas and 
minimize management undertakings to those essential to park operations. 
 
Major: Impacts are substantial, disturbance of a site(s) results in loss of integrity. The 
determination of effect for section106 would be adverse effect. Measures to minimize or 
mitigate adverse impacts cannot be agreed on and the National Park Service and applicable 
state or tribal historic preservation office(r) and/or the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation are unable to negotiate and execute a memorandum of agreement in 
accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b). Beneficial impacts would include the implementation of 
measures to close sensitive areas to visitor access and minimize management undertakings 
to those essential to park operations with additional monitoring by NPS archeologists.  

 
Cumulative Impacts. These impacts are the result of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
actions that have affected, or potentially could affect, archeological resources. 
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Impacts Under Alternative A 

Archeological sites continually deteriorate, due primarily to the effects of weather and gravity. Left 
alone, sites will inevitably degrade over time. However, impacts from human visitation and use 
contribute to the effects of natural agents and can substantially increase the rate of site 
deterioration. Archeological resources adjacent to or easily accessible from visitor use areas or 
trails would continue to be vulnerable to inadvertent damage and vandalism. Inadvertent impacts 
would include picking up or otherwise displacing artifacts, the compaction of cultural deposits, and 
the creation of social trails (which can lead to erosion and destabilization of archeological sites). 
Vandalism includes removing artifacts and probing or digging at site locations. Inadvertent damage 
or vandalism would result in a loss of surface archeological materials, alteration of artifact 
distribution, and a reduction of contextual evidence.  
 
Climate change may impact archeological sites and ethnographic resources at Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site. Unprotected sites are especially vulnerable to accelerated erosion from 
increased storm frequency and intensity. Related to greenhouse gasses and other air pollution is the 
change in the pH of precipitation (acid rain) that can degrade exposed resources. As archeological 
resources become compromised or lost because of climate change, they become unavailable for 
their traditional use, archeological value, and visitor enjoyment. 
 
Many such adverse impacts could be mitigated through additional stabilization of the site, 
prevention of social trails in undisturbed or vulnerable sites, and/or systematic collection of surface 
artifacts for long-term curation. Continued site monitoring and visitor education programs 
emphasizing the significance and fragility of such resources and how visitors can reduce their 
impacts on archeological resources, would discourage vandalism and inadvertent impacts and thus 
minimize adverse impacts. The actions under this alternative would result in negligible to minor, 
long-term, beneficial impacts on archeological resources. 
 
The staff of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site would continue to work to develop 
partnerships with History Colorado; Kiowa County, Colorado; and the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
tribes to ensure that archeological resources would be protected to the greatest extent possible. 
The National Park Service would partner with willing landowners to protect archeological 
resources on lands adjacent to the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have 
affected, and in the future could affect, archeological resources, both at Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site and on adjacent lands. Livestock grazing; farming; and development of 
roads, trails, and buildings have resulted in minor to moderate adverse impacts on archeological 
resources at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
 
The long-term, negligible impacts of this alternative, in conjunction with the minor to moderate, 
adverse impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in minor, 
adverse, cumulative impacts on archeological resources. Any adverse impacts on archeological 
resources resulting from implementation of alternative A would be a very small component of the 
negligible to minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of the no-action alternative would result in permanent, negligible 
impacts on archeological resources, which would be a very small component of the overall minor, 
adverse, cumulative impacts. 
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Impacts Under Alternative B 

Actions under alternative B that could potentially impact archeological resources include the 
development of new roads along the southern boundary fence parallel to County Road W, the road 
and parking area on the western boundary of the site in sections 24 and 25, the small parking area in 
the southeast corner of the site, and the new trails in section 24 and 25 and along the berm of 
Chivington Canal. Previous archeological surveys have not revealed the presence of archeological 
resources in those areas. As required, additional archeological investigations would precede any 
ground-disturbing activities associated with these construction projects as well as monitoring 
archeological resources during construction. Development of visitor facilities and interpretive 
panels surrounding the Sand Creek battleground marker on the monument overlook summit 
potentially could cause adverse impacts on archeological resources, although previous 
investigations have not detected evidence of artifacts. New and expanded construction in the 
development zone in section 30, including tree plantings and other landscape improvements, likely 
would pose no impacts on archeological resources as investigations have revealed no archeological 
resources within this previously disturbed area. 
 
The development of new trails would likely reduce the incidence of social trails at the site, thereby 
minimizing the risk of inadvertent damage to or collection of artifacts or vandalism of archeological 
sites. Continued site monitoring and visitor education programs emphasizing the significance and 
fragility of such resources and how visitors can reduce their impacts on archeological resources 
would discourage vandalism and inadvertent impacts and thus minimize adverse impacts. The 
actions under this alternative would result in negligible, long-term impacts on archeological 
resources. 
 
The staff of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site would continue to work to develop 
partnerships with History Colorado; Kiowa County, Colorado; and the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
tribes to ensure that archeological resources would be protected to the greatest extent possible. 
The National Park Service would partner with willing landowners to protect archeological 
resources on lands adjacent to the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have 
affected, and in the future could affect, archeological resources, both at Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site and on adjacent lands. Artifact gathering; livestock grazing; farming; and 
development of roads, trails, and buildings have resulted in minor, adverse impacts on 
archeological resources at the national historic site. 
 
The permanent, negligible, adverse impacts of this alternative, in conjunction with the minor, 
adverse impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in 
permanent minor, adverse, cumulative impacts on archeological resources. Any adverse impacts on 
archeological resources resulting from implementation of alternative B would be a small 
component of the minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of alternative B would result in long-term, negligible to minor, 
adverse impacts on archeological resources, which would be a very small component of the minor 
adverse, cumulative impacts. 
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Impacts Under Alternative C 

Actions under alternative C that could potentially impact archeological resources include 
development of visitor facilities and interpretive panels surrounding the Sand Creek battleground 
marker on the monument overlook summit. Previous archeological surveys have not revealed the 
presence of archeological resources. The visitor trail between the development zone and the 
monument overlook would be established on the existing trail between these two sites. The 
installation of interpretive panels on this trail could impact archeological resources in this area, 
although previous investigations have not revealed evidence of archeological resources here. As 
required, additional archeological investigations would precede any ground-disturbing activities 
associated with these construction projects as well as monitoring archeological resources during 
construction. New and expanded construction in the development zone in section 30, including 
tree plantings and other landscape improvements, likely would not impact archeological resources 
as investigations have revealed no archeological resources within this previously disturbed area. 
 
The lack of new trail development in the resource preservation zone might increase the risk of 
social trails at the site created by visitors who might choose to explore the site without 
authorization, thereby increasing the risk of inadvertent damage to or collection of artifacts or 
vandalism of archeological sites. Continued site monitoring and visitor education programs 
emphasizing the significance and fragility of such resources and how visitors can reduce their 
impacts on archeological resources would discourage vandalism and inadvertent impacts and thus 
minimize adverse impacts. The actions under this alternative would result in negligible, long-term 
impacts on archeological resources. 
 
The staff of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site would continue to work to develop 
partnerships with History Colorado; Kiowa County, Colorado; and the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
tribes to ensure that archeological resources would be protected to the greatest extent possible. 
The National Park Service would partner with willing landowners to protect archeological 
resources on lands adjacent to the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have 
affected, and in the future could affect, archeological resources, both at Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site and on adjacent lands. Livestock grazing; farming; and the development of 
roads, trails, and buildings have resulted in minor, adverse impacts on archeological resources at 
the historic site.  
 
The long-term, negligible to minor, beneficial impacts of this alternative, in conjunction with the 
minor, adverse impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in 
long-term, minor, beneficial, cumulative impacts on archeological resources. Any adverse impacts 
on archeological resources resulting from implementation of alternative C would be a very small 
component of the minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of alternative C would result in long-term, negligible to minor, 
beneficial impacts on archeological resources, which would be a small component of the minor, 
adverse, cumulative impacts. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative D 

Actions under alternative D that could potentially impact archeological resources include the 
development of new roads along the southern boundary fence parallel to County Road W, the road 
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and parking area on the western boundary of the site in sections 24 and 25, the small parking area in 
the southeast corner of the site, and the new trails in sections 24 and 25 and along the berm of 
Chivington Canal. Previous archeological surveys have not revealed the presence of archeological 
resources. As required, additional archeological investigations would precede any ground-
disturbing activities associated with these construction projects. Development of visitor facilities 
and interpretive panels surrounding the Sand Creek battleground marker on the monument 
overlook summit potentially could pose adverse impacts on archeological resources, although 
previous investigations have not detected evidence of artifacts. New and expanded construction in 
the development zone in section 30, including tree plantings and other landscape improvements, 
likely would not impact archeological resources as investigations have revealed no archeological 
resources within this previously disturbed area. 
 
As in alternative B, the development of new trails would likely reduce the incidence of social trails 
at the site, thereby minimizing the risk of inadvertent damage to or collection of artifacts or 
vandalism of archeological sites. However, the configuration of the loop trail in sections 24 and 25 
could prompt some visitors to walk between the two trails, opening social trails on previously 
undisturbed ground. Continued site monitoring and visitor education programs emphasizing the 
significance and fragility of such resources and how visitors can reduce their impacts on 
archeological resources, could discourage vandalism and inadvertent impacts, thus minimizing 
adverse impacts. The actions under this alternative would result in negligible to minor, long-term, 
adverse impacts on archeological resources. 
 
The staff of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site would continue to work to develop 
partnerships with History Colorado; Kiowa County, Colorado; and the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
tribes to ensure that archeological resources would be protected to the greatest extent possible. 
The National Park Service would partner with willing landowners to protect archeological 
resources on lands adjacent to the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have 
affected, and in the future could affect, archeological resources, both at Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site and on adjacent lands. Livestock grazing and the development of roads, 
trails, and buildings have resulted in minor, adverse impacts on archeological resources at Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
 
The long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts of this alternative, in conjunction with the 
minor, adverse impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in 
permanent, minor, adverse cumulative impacts on archeological resources. Any beneficial impacts 
on archeological resources resulting from implementation of alternative D would be a small 
component of the minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of alternative D would result in long-term, negligible to minor, 
adverse impacts on archeological resources, which would be a very small component of the minor, 
adverse, cumulative impacts.  
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative E (NPS Preferred Alternative) 

Actions under alternative E that could potentially impact archeological resources include the 
development of a new road in section 30 connecting the road in the main development zone with 
the road to the monument overlook, a new road in sections 24 and 25 to provide visitor access to 
the bluff above Sand Creek, the parking area near the western boundary of the site in sections 24 
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and 25, and the new trail along the bluff line in sections 24 and 25. Previous archeological surveys 
have not revealed the presence of archeological resources. As required, additional archeological 
investigations would precede any ground-disturbing activities associated with these construction 
projects. Development of visitor facilities and interpretive panels surrounding the Sand Creek 
battleground marker on the monument overlook summit potentially could cause adverse impacts 
to archeological resources, although previous investigations have not detected evidence of artifacts. 
New and expanded construction in the development zone in section 30, including tree plantings 
and other landscape improvements, likely would not impact archeological resources as 
investigations have revealed no archeological resources within this previously disturbed area. The 
closure to visitor access at the Sand Creek stream channel, the cottonwood groves, and the 
immediate floodplain, with the application of the sensitive resource zone would provide additional 
protection for many of the site’s archeological resources.  
 
The development of the new trail would likely reduce the incidence of social trails at the site, 
thereby minimizing the risk of inadvertent damage to or collection of artifacts or vandalism of 
archeological site. Continued site monitoring and visitor education programs emphasizing the 
significance and fragility of such resources and how visitors can reduce their impacts on 
archeological resources, would discourage vandalism and inadvertent impacts and thus minimize 
adverse impacts. The actions under this alternative would result in long-term, negligible to minor, 
adverse impacts on archeological resources. 
 
The staff of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site would continue to work to develop 
partnerships with History Colorado; Kiowa County, Colorado; and the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
tribes to ensure that archeological resources would be protected to the greatest extent possible. 
The National Park Service would partner with willing landowners to protect archeological 
resources on lands adjacent to the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have 
affected, and in the future could affect, archeological resources, both at Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site and on adjacent lands. Livestock grazing; farming; and the development of 
roads, trails, and buildings have resulted in minor, adverse impacts on archeological resources at 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
 
The long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts of this alternative, in conjunction with the 
minor, adverse impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in 
permanent, minor, adverse, cumulative impacts on archeological resources. Any impacts on 
archeological resources resulting from implementation of alternative E would be a very small 
component of the minor, adverse, cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of alternative E would result in permanent, negligible to minor, 
adverse impacts on archeological resources, which would be a very small component of the minor 
to moderate, cumulative, adverse impacts.  
 
 
ETHNOGRAPHIC RESOURCES 

Applying CEQ regulations for NEPA analysis, the thresholds for the intensity of impacts on 
ethnographic resources are defined as follows: 
 

Negligible: Impacts would be at the lowest levels of detection and barely perceptible. 
Impacts would neither alter resource conditions, such as traditional access or site 
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preservation, nor alter the relationship between the resource and the associated group’s 
body of practices and beliefs. For purposes of section 106, the determination of effect 
would be no adverse effect. 
 
Minor: Adverse impacts would be slight but noticeable and would neither appreciably alter 
resource conditions, such as traditional access or site preservation, nor alter the 
relationship between the resource and the associated group’s body of beliefs and practices. 
Beneficial impacts would include the implementation of limited measures to restore natural 
components of the ethnographic landscape or enhance opportunities for traditional 
cultural practices or observances. For purposes of section 106, the determination of effect 
would be no adverse effect. 
 
Moderate: Adverse impacts would be apparent and would alter resource conditions or 
interfere with traditional access, site preservation, or the relationship between the resource 
and the associated group’s beliefs and practices, even though the group’s practices and 
beliefs would survive. Beneficial impacts would include the implementation of larger-scale 
measures to restore natural components of the ethnographic landscape, with a greater 
emphasis on enhancing opportunities for traditional cultural practices or observances. For 
purposes of section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse effect. 
 
Major: Adverse impacts would alter resource conditions. Proposed actions would block or 
greatly affect traditional access, site preservation, or the relationship between the resource 
and the associated group’s body of beliefs and practices to the extent that the survival of a 
group’s beliefs and/or practices would be jeopardized. Beneficial impacts would include the 
implementation of extensive measures to restore natural components of the ethnographic 
landscape, with substantial emphasis on enhancing opportunities for traditional cultural 
practices or observances. For purposes of section 106, the determination of effect would be 
adverse effect.  

 
 
Impacts Under Alternative A (No Action) 

Under the no-action alternative, existing conditions would remain unchanged. There would be no 
construction-related impacts on resources. Natural systems and features, the scale and visual 
relationships among landscape features, as well as the national historic site’s topography, 
vegetation, circulation features, and land use patterns, would be unaltered. Development and 
visitor activities would be managed in a way that would avoid impacts on the tangible and 
intangible qualities that are integral to the Cheyenne and Arapaho peoples’ associations with the 
site. These include broad expanses of high plains, grasslands environment, extensive vistas that are 
largely unobstructed by modern intrusions (houses and farm buildings, power poles and 
powerlines, grain silos, oil and gas rigs, or wind turbines). 
 
Archeological sites, topographic features, cottonwood groves, and wetlands adjacent to or easily 
accessible from visitor use areas or trails would continue to be vulnerable to inadvertent damage 
and vandalism. Continued visitor education programs emphasizing the significance and fragility of 
such resources and how visitors can reduce their impacts on them, would discourage vandalism 
and inadvertent impacts and thus minimize adverse impacts. Actions under this alternative would 
result in negligible to minor, long-term or permanent, beneficial impacts on resources. 
 
To appropriately preserve and protect components of the ethnographic landscape, all preservation 
efforts, including stabilization of vulnerable topographic features, would be undertaken in 
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accordance with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes (1996). Stabilization and preservation 
would have no adverse effects on resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have 
affected and could in the future affect resources at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
Actions associated with livestock grazing and farming, such as reduction of grasslands; 
construction of farm buildings, fences, and roads; the introduction of nonnative plants and 
animals; and development of NPS facilities, affected the stream channel of Sand Creek, the 
surrounding landscape, and the associated viewshed and have resulted in minor, long-term or 
permanent, adverse impacts on the ethnographic landscape at Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site. Similar impacts can be anticipated from ongoing development outside the national 
historic site’s boundaries. 
 
As described previously, implementation of the no-action alternative could result in negligible, 
long-term, impacts on resources. The negligible impacts associated with the no-action alternative, 
in combination with the minor, permanent, adverse impacts of other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, would result in negligible to minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. 
However, the no-action alternative would be expected to contribute only minimally to the adverse 
cumulative impacts. Thus, any adverse impacts on resources resulting from implementation of the 
no-action alternative would be a very small component of the minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of the no-action alternative would result in long-term, negligible 
adverse impacts, which would be a very small component of the minor, adverse, cumulative impact. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative B 

Development proposed under alternative B could impact the site’s ethnographic landscape. 
Construction of roads, parking areas, trails, shade shelters, interpretive signs, and comfort stations 
would introduce modern elements that would adversely impact the integrity of the 1864 landscape. 
Development and visitor activities would be managed in a way that would avoid impacts on the 
tangible and intangible qualities that are integral to the Cheyenne and Arapaho peoples’ 
associations with the site. These include broad expanses of high plains, grasslands environment, 
extensive vistas that are largely unobstructed by modern intrusions (houses and farm buildings, 
power poles and powerlines, grain silos, oil and gas rigs, or wind turbines). 
 
Natural systems and features; the scale and visual relationships among landscape features; as well as 
the national historic site’s topography, vegetation, circulation features, and land use patterns would 
be unaltered.  
 
The impact of new roads, parking areas, and trails would have less impact on the landscape given 
their lower profile. The installation of shade shelters, interpretive signs, and comfort stations could 
impact archeological sites and topographic features. The cottonwood groves and wetlands could be 
more easily accessible from visitor use areas or trails and would continue to be vulnerable to 
inadvertent damage and vandalism. Continued visitor education programs emphasizing the 
significance and fragility of such resources and how visitors can reduce their impacts on them 
would discourage vandalism and inadvertent impacts and thus minimize adverse impacts. Actions 
under this alternative would result in negligible, long-term or permanent, impacts on resources. 
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To appropriately preserve and protect components of resources, all preservation efforts, including 
stabilization of vulnerable topographic features, would be undertaken in accordance with The 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (1995). Stabilization and 
preservation would have no adverse effects on resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have 
affected and could in the future affect resources at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
Livestock grazing, farming, road construction, trails, and buildings, and development of NPS 
facilities, have resulted in permanent, minor, adverse impacts on the ethnographic landscape at 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. Similar impacts can be anticipated from ongoing 
development outside the national historic site’s boundaries. 
 
As described previously, implementation of alternative B could result in permanent, negligible, 
adverse impacts on resources. The negligible impacts associated with alternative B, in combination 
with the minor, permanent, adverse impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions would result in minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. Alternative B would be expected 
to contribute only minimally to the adverse cumulative impacts. Thus, any adverse impacts on 
resources resulting from implementation of alternative B would be a very small component of the 
minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of alternative B would result in permanent, negligible, adverse 
impacts, which would be a very small component of the minor, adverse cumulative impacts.  
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative C 

Development proposed under alternative C would have a minimal impact on the site’s 
ethnographic landscape. Construction of shade shelters, interpretive signs, and comfort stations 
would introduce modern elements that would adversely impact the integrity of the 1864 landscape. 
Development and visitor activities would be managed in a way that would avoid impacts on the 
tangible and intangible qualities that are integral to the Cheyenne and Arapaho peoples’ 
associations with the site. These include broad expanses of high plains, grasslands environment, 
extensive vistas that are largely unobstructed by modern intrusions (houses and farm buildings, 
power poles and powerlines, grain silos, oil and gas rigs, or wind turbines). 
 
Natural systems and features, the scale and visual relationships among landscape features, as well as 
the national historic site’s topography, vegetation, circulation features, and land use patterns would 
be unaltered.  
 
There would be no new roads, parking areas, or trails developed under this alternative. The 
installation of shade shelters, interpretive signs, and comfort stations could impact archeological 
sites and topographic features. The cottonwood groves and wetlands could be more easily 
accessible from visitor use areas or trails and would continue to be vulnerable to inadvertent 
damage and vandalism. Continued visitor education programs emphasizing the significance and 
fragility of such resources and how visitors can reduce their impacts on them would discourage 
vandalism and inadvertent impacts and thus minimize adverse impacts. Actions under this 
alternative would result in negligible, long-term or permanent impacts on resources. 
 
To appropriately preserve and protect components of the ethnographic landscape, all preservation 
efforts, including stabilization of vulnerable topographic features would be undertaken in 
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accordance with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(1995). Stabilization and preservation would have no adverse effects on resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have 
affected and could in the future affect resources at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
Livestock grazing, farming, road construction, trails, buildings, and development of NPS facilities 
have resulted in permanent, minor to moderate, adverse impacts on the ethnographic landscape at 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. Similar impacts can be anticipated from ongoing 
development outside the national historic site’s boundaries. 
 
As described previously, implementation of alternative C could result in long-term, negligible 
impacts on resources. The negligible impacts associated with alternative C, in combination with the 
permanent, minor, adverse impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, would result in minor to moderate, adverse, cumulative impacts. However, alternative C 
would be expected to contribute minimally to the adverse cumulative impacts. Thus, any adverse 
impacts on resources resulting from implementation of alternative C would be a very small 
component of the minor to moderate, adverse, cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of alternative C would result in permanent, negligible, adverse 
impacts, which would be a very small component of the minor to moderate, adverse, cumulative 
impacts.  
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative D 

Development proposed under alternative D could impact the site’s ethnographic landscape. 
Construction of roads, parking areas, trails, shade shelters, interpretive signs, and comfort stations 
would introduce modern elements that would adversely impact the integrity of the 1864 landscape. 
Development and visitor activities would be managed in a way that would avoid impacts on the 
tangible and intangible qualities that are integral to the Cheyenne and Arapaho peoples’ 
associations with the site. These include broad expanses of high plains, grasslands environment, 
extensive vistas that are largely unobstructed by modern intrusions (houses and farm buildings, 
power poles and powerlines, grain silos, oil and gas rigs, or wind turbines). 
 
Natural systems and features, the scale and visual relationships among landscape features, as well as 
the national historic site’s topography, vegetation, circulation features, and land use patterns would 
be unaltered.  
 
The impact of new roads, parking areas, and trails would have less impact on the landscape given 
their lower profile. The installation of shade shelters, interpretive signs, and comfort stations could 
impact archeological sites and topographic features. The cottonwood groves and wetlands could be 
more easily accessible from visitor use areas or trails and would continue to be vulnerable to 
inadvertent damage and vandalism. Continued visitor education programs emphasizing the 
significance and fragility of such resources and how visitors can reduce their impacts on them 
would discourage vandalism and inadvertent impacts and thus minimize adverse impacts. Actions 
under this alternative would result in negligible to minor, long-term or permanent, adverse impacts 
on resources. 
 
To appropriately preserve and protect components of the ethnographic landscape, all preservation 
efforts, including stabilization of vulnerable topographic features, would be undertaken in 
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accordance with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(1995). Stabilization and preservation would have no adverse effects on resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have 
affected and could in the future affect resources at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
Livestock grazing, farming, road construction, trails, buildings, and development of NPS facilities 
have resulted in permanent, minor, adverse impacts on the ethnographic landscape at Sand Creek 
Massacre National Historic Site. Similar impacts can be anticipated from ongoing development 
outside the national historic site’s boundaries. 
 
As described previously, implementation of alternative D could result in long-term, negligible to 
minor, adverse impacts on resources. The negligible to minor adverse impacts associated with this 
alternative, in combination with the minor to moderate, permanent, adverse impacts of other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in minor to moderate, adverse, 
cumulative impacts. However, alternative D would be expected to contribute minimally to the 
adverse cumulative impacts. Thus, any adverse impacts on resources resulting from 
implementation of alternative D would be a very small component of the minor to moderate, 
adverse, cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of alternative D would result in permanent, negligible to minor, 
adverse impacts, which would be a very small component of the minor to moderate, adverse 
cumulative impacts.  
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative E (NPS Preferred Alternative) 

Development proposed under alternative E could impact the site’s ethnographic landscape. 
Construction of roads, parking areas, trails, shade shelters, interpretive signs, and comfort stations 
would introduce modern elements that would have a minimally adverse impact on the integrity of 
the 1864 landscape. Development and visitor activities would be limited to less than 5% of the site 
and would be managed in a way that would avoid impacts on the tangible and intangible qualities 
that are integral to the Cheyenne and Arapaho peoples’ associations with the site. These include 
broad expanses of high plains, grasslands environment, extensive vistas that are largely 
unobstructed by modern intrusions (houses and farm buildings, power poles and powerlines, grain 
silos, oil and gas rigs, or wind turbines). 
 
Natural systems and features, the scale and visual relationships among landscape features, as well as 
the national historic site’s topography, vegetation, circulation features, and land use patterns would 
be unaltered.  
 
The impact of new roads, parking areas, and trails would have less impact on the landscape given 
their lower profile and the very small development footprint on the overall landscape. The 
installation of shade shelters, interpretive signs, and comfort stations could impact archeological 
sites and topographic features. The cottonwood groves and wetlands could be more easily 
accessible from visitor use areas or trails and would continue to be vulnerable to inadvertent 
damage and vandalism. Continued visitor education programs emphasizing the significance and 
fragility of such resources and how visitors can reduce their impacts on them would discourage 
vandalism and inadvertent impacts and thus minimize adverse impacts. Actions under this 
alternative would result in long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts on resources. 
 

142 



Cultural Resources Impact Analysis 

To appropriately preserve and protect components of the ethnographic landscape, all preservation 
efforts, including stabilization of vulnerable topographic features, would be undertaken in 
accordance with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(1995). Stabilization and preservation would have no adverse effects on resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have 
affected and could in the future affect resources at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
Livestock grazing, farming, road construction, trails, and buildings, and development of NPS 
facilities have resulted in minor to moderate, long-term or permanent, adverse impacts on the 
ethnographic landscape at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. Similar impacts can be 
anticipated from ongoing development outside the national historic site’s boundaries. 
 
As described previously, implementation of alternative E could result in long-term, negligible to 
minor, adverse impacts on resources. The impacts associated with alternative E, in combination 
with the minor to moderate, permanent, adverse impacts of other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, would result in negligible to minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. 
Alternative E would be expected to contribute only minimally to the adverse cumulative impacts. 
Thus, any adverse impacts on resources resulting from implementation of alternative E would be a 
very small component of the minor to moderate, adverse, cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of alternative E would result in long-term, negligible to minor, 
adverse impacts, which would be a very small component of the minor to moderate, cumulative, 
adverse impacts. 
 
 
MUSEUM COLLECTIONS 

Museum collections (historic objects, artifacts, works of art, archival documents, and natural 
history specimens) that are generally ineligible for listing in the national register are not subject to 
section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Potential impacts on museum collections are 
described in terms of duration—short-term (less than one year), long term (one year or longer), or 
permanent. Identified impacts are also described in terms of intensity (the degree or severity of 
impacts is either negligible, minor, moderate, or major). The definitions of impact intensity for 
museum collections follow: 
 

Negligible: Impacts are at the lowest levels of detection—barely measurable with no 
perceptible consequences, either adverse or beneficial, to museum collections. 
 
Minor: Adverse impacts would affect the integrity of few items in the museum collection 
but would not degrade the usefulness of the collection for future research and 
interpretation. Minor beneficial impacts would include minor improvements of collections 
facilities, or transfer of collections to such a repository, and a consequent enhanced level of 
protection for artifacts. 
 
Moderate: Impacts would affect the integrity of many items in the museum collection and 
diminish the usefulness of the collection for future research and interpretation. Moderate 
beneficial impacts would include more extensive improvements of collections facilities and 
a substantially enhanced level of protection for artifacts. 
 
Major: Impacts would affect the integrity of most items in the museum collection and 
destroy the usefulness of the collection for future research and interpretation. Major 
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beneficial impacts would include the development of state-of-the-art collections facilities 
to provide the highest possible level of protection for artifacts. 

 
 
Impacts Under Alternative A (No Action) 

Under the no-action alternative, there would be no changes to existing management practices for 
the national historic site’s museum and archival collections. The majority of the collection would 
continue to be stored and protected at the Western Archeological and Conservation Center in 
Tucson, Arizona, with a small portion of the collection at Bent’s Old Fort National Historic Site. 
The current level of environmental, security, and fire protection standards in the facilities is 
adequate. This situation would continue to have long-term, negligible, beneficial impacts on 
collections. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Although other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions may 
affect museum collections in the area, alternative A would have no new impacts on museum 
collections and therefore would not contribute to the effects of other actions. Consequently, there 
would be no cumulative impacts to museum collections under alternative A. 
 
Conclusion. Continued management under the no-action alternative would result in long-term, 
negligible impacts on museum collections. There would be no cumulative impacts on the national 
historic site’s resources and values. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative B 

Under alternative B, most of the national historic site’s museum and archival collections would 
remain in storage at the Western Archeological and Conservation Center. The portion of the 
collection currently stored at Bent’s Old Fort National Historic Site would remain there. 
 
Future archival collections related to the history of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
would be collected and stored at the research center in Eads, Colorado. This new archival facility 
would provide curatorial storage and protection for the additional archive collection. The new 
facility would also provide exhibit space where objects in the collection would be featured in 
interpretive displays in the new visitor center. Artifacts recovered in future archeological 
investigations would be stored at the Western Archeological and Conservation Center. These 
actions would result in long-term, minor to moderate beneficial impacts on collections. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past actions at the national historic site, such as the collection of artifacts 
through archeological research, restoration/rehabilitation projects, acquisition of artifacts and 
archival materials, and development of the current curatorial space, have had long-term, minor, 
beneficial impacts on museum collections at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
Combined with the actions described under this alternative, the cumulative impact would be long 
term, moderate, and beneficial. Alternative B would contribute a measurable beneficial increment 
to the cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of alternative B would result in long-term, minor to moderate, 
beneficial impacts on museum collections. Combined with the long-term, minor, beneficial impacts 
of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions, the cumulative impacts would be long 
term, moderate, and beneficial. 
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Impacts Under Alternative C 

Under alternative C, most of the national historic site’s museum and archival collections would 
remain in storage at the Western Archeological and Conservation Center. The portion of the 
collections currently stored at Bent’s Old Fort National Historic Site would remain there. 
 
Future archival collections related to the history of the Sand Creek Massacre would be collected 
and stored at the research center in Eads, Colorado. This new archival facility would provide 
curatorial storage and protection for the additional archive collection. The new facility would also 
provide exhibit space where objects in the collection would be featured in interpretive displays in 
the new visitor center. Artifacts recovered in future archeological investigations would be stored at 
the Western Archeological and Conservation Center. These actions would result in long-term, 
minor to moderate, beneficial impacts on collections. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past actions at the national historic site, such as the collection of artifacts 
through archeological research, restoration/rehabilitation projects, acquisition of artifacts and 
archival materials, and development of the current curatorial space, have had long-term, minor, 
beneficial impacts on the museum collections at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
Combined with the actions described under this alternative, the cumulative impacts would be long 
term, moderate, and beneficial. Alternative C would contribute a measurable beneficial increment 
to the cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of alternative C would result in long-term, minor to moderate, 
beneficial impacts on museum collections. Combined with the long-term, minor, beneficial impacts 
of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions, the cumulative impacts would be long 
term, moderate, and beneficial. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative D 

Under alternative D, most of the national historic site’s museum and archival collections would 
remain in storage at the Western Archeological and Conservation Center. The portion of the 
collections currently stored at Bent’s Old Fort National Historic Site would remain there. 
 
Future archival collections related to the history of the Sand Creek Massacre would be collected 
and stored at the research center in Eads, Colorado. This new archival facility would provide 
curatorial storage and protection for the additional archive collection. The new facility would also 
provide exhibit space where objects in the collection would be featured in interpretive displays in 
the new visitor center. Artifacts recovered in future archeological investigations would be stored at 
the Western Archeological and Conservation Center. These actions would result in long-term, 
minor to moderate, beneficial impacts on collections. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past actions at the national historic site, such as the collection of artifacts 
through archeological research, restoration/rehabilitation projects, acquisition of artifacts and 
archival materials, and development of the current curatorial space, have had long-term, minor, 
beneficial impacts on the museum collections at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
Combined with the actions described under this alternative, cumulative impacts would be long 
term, moderate, and beneficial. Alternative D would contribute a measureable beneficial increment 
to the cumulative impacts. 
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Conclusion. Implementation of alternative D would result in long-term, minor to moderate 
beneficial impacts on museum collections. Combined with the long-term, minor, beneficial impacts 
of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions, the cumulative impact would be long 
term, moderate, and beneficial.  
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative E (NPS Preferred Alternative) 

Under alternative E, most of the national historic site’s museum and archival collections would 
remain in storage at the Western Archeological and Conservation Center. The portion of the 
collections currently stored at Bent’s Old Fort National Historic Site would remain there. 
 
Future archival collections related to the history of the Sand Creek Massacre would be collected 
and stored at the research center in Eads, Colorado. This new archival facility would provide 
curatorial storage and protection for the additional archive collection. The new facility would also 
provide exhibit space where objects in the collection would be featured in interpretive displays in 
the new visitor center. Artifacts recovered in future archeological investigations would be stored at 
the Western Archeological and Conservation Center. These actions would result in long-term, 
minor to moderate, beneficial impacts on collections. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past actions in the national historic site, such as the collection of artifacts 
through archeological research, restoration/rehabilitation projects, acquisition of artifacts and 
archival materials, and development of the current curatorial space, have had long-term, minor, 
beneficial impacts on the museum collections at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
Combined with the actions described under this alternative, the cumulative impacts would be long 
term, moderate, and beneficial. Alternative E would contribute a measurable beneficial increment 
to the cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Implementation of alternative E would result in long-term, minor to moderate, 
beneficial impacts on museum collections. Combined with the long-term, minor, beneficial impacts 
of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions, the cumulative impact would be long 
term, moderate, and beneficial. 
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NATURAL RESOURCES 

 
 
Analysis of natural resources was based on research, knowledge of park resources, and the best 
professional judgment of planners, biologists, hydrologists, and botanists who have experience 
with similar types of projects. Information on the park’s natural resources was gathered from 
several sources. As appropriate, additional sources of data are identified under each topic heading. 
 
Where possible, map locations of sensitive resources were compared with the locations of 
proposed developments and modifications. Predictions about short-term and long-term site 
impacts were based on previous studies of visitor and facilities development impacts on natural 
resources. Sociological studies comparing the deterrent effects of signs versus ranger presence on 
sites were also considered in this analysis. 
 
 
WATER RESOURCES 

Water resources in the analysis include surface flow, water quality, subsurface water, floodplains, 
and wetlands. For the most part, potential impacts of actions comprising the alternatives cannot be 
defined relative to site-specific locations. Consequently, water quality impacts of the alternatives 
were assessed qualitatively. 
 

Negligible – The proposed action may have an effect on water quality or the timing or 
intensity of flows, but it would not be readily measurable or detectable.  
 
Minor – The action would have measurable effects on water quality or the timing or 
intensity of flows. Effects could include increased or decreased loads of sediment, debris, 
chemical or toxic substances, or pathogenic organisms. 
 
Moderate – The action would have clearly detectable effects on water quality or the timing 
or intensity of flows and potentially would affect organisms or natural ecological processes. 
 
Major – The action would have substantial effects on water quality or the timing or 
intensity of flows and potentially would affect organisms or natural ecological processes. 

 
 
Impacts Under Alternative A (No Action) 

There would be no new actions affecting water resources including surface and subsurface water 
under this alternative. Current actions that are likely to continue include the periodic removal of 
debris in the creek’s floodplain. The removal of organic material affects the movement of water 
when the creek is flowing and would result in the minor, beneficial impact of restoring hydrology. 
 
Only a small portion of the national historic site has been developed for operations and visitor 
services. This alternative would have no new impacts on the broader water resources because it 
would continue the current management.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Prior to NPS management, the area that is now the national historic site was 
used mostly for agricultural operations, primarily livestock grazing. Some areas were used for 
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growing crops that used water drawn from Sand Creek or pumped from wells. These actions 
reduced available surface water and possibly lowered the shallow water table. 
 
Since NPS management practices were introduced, agricultural land use practices have ceased, 
causing a minor beneficial impact. Road construction and other park development have caused a 
slight increase in the impermeability of land surfaces. Past and current development and land use 
has resulted in long-term, localized, minor disturbance of water resources.  
 
Because alternative A would have no new effect on water resources, there would be no new 
cumulative effects. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing the no-action alternative would have no new effects on water resources 
of the historic site. There would be no new cumulative effects. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative B 

Some actions under alternative B could affect water resources. If implemented, this alternative 
would increase the number of roads and trails. The impacts would come from the construction and 
use of 4.1 miles of new trails, 1.5 miles of access roads, and two proposed small parking areas in this 
alternative. One trail would be in the floodplain near the creek, but would be on an existing 
administrative road. The others would be naturally surfaced and would reduce the surface 
permeability and increase stormwater runoff and erosion near the parking areas, roads, and trails 
during storm events. Consequently, this alternative would have short- and long-term, minor, 
adverse impacts on water resources.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Prior to NPS management, the area that is now the national historic site was 
used mostly for agricultural operations, primarily livestock grazing. Some areas were used for 
growing crops that used water drawn from Sand Creek or pumped from wells. These actions 
reduced the available surface water and possibly lowered the shallow water table.  
 
The construction of roads and other park development has caused a slight increase in the 
impermeability of land surfaces by increasing stormwater runoff and erosion near roads, parking 
areas, and trails in the national historic site boundary, which would be a negligible adverse impact. 
 
The negligible adverse impacts of alternative B, when combined with the negligible adverse impacts 
of other past, present, and foreseeable actions would have long-term, minor, adverse cumulative 
effects on water resources. This alternative would have a modest contribution to the overall 
cumulative effect. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative B would have short-term and long-term, minor, adverse 
impacts on water resources of the historic site from construction and use of additional roads and 
trails. There would be minor, adverse cumulative effects on water resources. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative C 

There would be one action that could affect water resources under this alternative. If implemented, 
this alternative would result in impacts from construction and use of an additional 0.25-mile access 
road. The road would be naturally surfaced and would negligibly reduce surface permeability and 
storm runoff when compared to the no action alternative. No new activity would occur in the 
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floodplain near the creek. This alternative would have short- and long-term, negligible, adverse 
impacts on water resources.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Prior to NPS management, the area that is now the national historic site was 
used mostly for agricultural operations, primarily livestock grazing. These actions reduced the 
available surface water and possibly lowered the shallow water table.  
 
Road construction and other park development has caused a slight increase in the impermeability 
of the surface lands by increasing stormwater runoff and erosion near roads, parking areas, and 
trails at the national historic site boundary, which would be a negligible adverse impact. Past and 
current development and land use practices have resulted in localized, minor, adverse impacts on 
water resources.  
 
The negligible adverse impacts of alternative C, when combined with the minor adverse impacts of 
other past, present, and foreseeable actions would have minor, adverse cumulative effects on water 
resources. This alternative would have a slight contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative C would have short- and long-term, negligible, adverse 
impacts on water resources of the historic site from construction and use of an additional 
connector road. There would be minor and adverse project-related cumulative effects on water 
resources. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative D 

There would be some actions that could affect water resources under alternative D. If 
implemented, this alternative would increase the number of roads and trails. The impacts would 
come from the construction and use of 3.2 miles of new trails, 1.5 miles of access roads, and two 
proposed small parking areas under this alternative. These would be naturally surfaced and would 
reduce the surface permeability and storm runoff in the historic site a small amount when 
compared to the no-action alternative. No new activity would occur in the floodplain near the 
creek. 
 
Alternative D would have short- and long-term, minor, adverse impacts on water resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Prior to NPS management of the national historic site, the area was used 
mostly for agricultural operations, primarily livestock grazing. These actions reduced the available 
surface water and possibly lowered the shallow water table.  
 
Road construction and other park development has caused a slight increase in the impermeability 
of surface lands by increasing stormwater runoff and erosion near roads, parking areas, and trails, 
which would be a negligible adverse impact. Past and current development and land use has 
resulted in localized, minor, adverse impacts on water resources.  
 
The minor adverse impacts of alternative D, when combined with the minor adverse impacts of 
other past, present, and foreseeable actions, would have minor adverse cumulative effects on water 
resources. This alternative would have a small contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative D would have short- and long-term adverse impacts on 
water resources of the national historic site from construction and use of additional trails and 
roads. There would be minor adverse cumulative effects on water resources. 
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Impacts Under Alternative E (NPS Preferred Alternative) 

There would be some actions that could affect water resources under this alternative. If 
implemented, this alternative would increase the number of roads and trails. Adverse impacts 
would result from the construction and use of 1.8 miles of new trails, 1.5 miles of access roads, and 
one small parking area proposed in this alternative. These would be naturally surfaced and would 
reduce the surface permeability and storm runoff in the national historic site a small amount when 
compared to the no-action alternative. 
 
No new activity would occur in the floodplain near the creek. Implementation of the sensitive 
resources zone, only in this alternative, would provide additional protection for lowlands on the 
national historic site. This would be a long-term, minor, beneficial impact on water resources. 
 
This alternative would have short- and long-term, minor, adverse impacts on water resources.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Prior to NPS management of the national historic site, the land was used 
mostly for agricultural operations, primarily livestock grazing. These actions reduced the available 
surface water and possibly lowered the shallow water table.  
 
Road construction and other park development has caused a slight increase in the impermeability 
of surface lands at the national historic site by increasing stormwater runoff and erosion near 
roads, parking areas, and trails, which would be a negligible adverse impact. Past and current 
development and land use has resulted in localized, minor, adverse impacts on water resources.  
 
The minor adverse impacts of alternative E, when combined with the minor adverse impacts of 
other past, present, and foreseeable actions would have minor adverse cumulative effects on water 
resources. This alternative would have a small contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative E would have short- and long-term, minor, adverse impacts 
on water resources of the national historic site from construction and use of additional roads and 
trails. There would be minor and adverse project-related cumulative effects on water resources. 
 
 
SOILS 

Methodology 

Negligible: Impacts on soil resources may occur, but are not detectable based on standard 
scientific methodologies. Impacts result in frequency, magnitude, and duration 
measurements that are well within the natural range of variability. 
 
Minor: Low level of impact because either (1) the activity would occur in a geologic or soil 
layer not known to contain unique features and the volume of disturbance would be small, 
or (2) the activity would occur in a soil layer containing unique features, but the volume of 
disturbance would be nearly indiscernible. Monitoring would likely detect changes or loss 
of the features, and the loss of associated contextual information would be minimal. 
Frequency, magnitude, and duration measurements are expected to remain within the 
natural range of variability, possibly showing small, short-term disruptions.  
 
Moderate: An impact would be considered moderate if either (1) the activity would occur 
in a soil layer not known to contain unique features and the volume of disturbance would 
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be large, or (2) the activity would occur in a soil layer known to contain unique features, but 
the volume of disturbance would be small. Monitoring would identify the most affected soil 
features, but some features and/or associated contextual information would be lost. 
Frequency, magnitude, and duration measurements are expected to be outside the natural 
range of variability.  
 
Major: Major impacts would occur if it is in a soil layer containing unique features and the 
volume of disturbance would be large. Even with monitoring, many features and/or 
associated contextual information would likely be lost. Frequency, magnitude, and 
duration measurements are expected to be outside the natural range of variability.  

 
Duration of Impacts: 
 

Short-term: Impacts that are expected to last less than one year. 
 
Long term: Impacts that are expected to last more than one year. 

 
 
Impacts Under Alternative A (No Action) 

There would be no new actions affecting soils under this alternative. Only a small portion of the 
national historic site has been developed for operations and visitor services, and therefore, the 
continuation of current management under this alternative would have no new effect on broader 
soil resources. This is important because some of the soils are susceptible to wind erosion because 
of their sandy nature and sparse vegetation.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Prior to NPS management of the national historic site, the area was used 
mostly for agricultural operations. Some areas were used for growing crops under which the top 
layers of soil were repeatedly disturbed but left in place. Most areas were used for livestock grazing, 
which maintained the soil resources as primarily intact. Road construction, park development, and 
use of a few trails has caused resource disturbance in the national historic site boundaries. Past and 
current development and land use has resulted in long-term, localized, minor disturbance of soils 
in a few distinct areas.  
 
Because alternative A would not affect soil resources, there would be no new project-related 
cumulative effects. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing the no-action alternative would have no effect on soils of the historic 
site. There would be no new project-related cumulative effects. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative B 

Implementing alternative B would result in some disruption of native soils. The impacts would 
result from construction and the use of 4.4 miles of trails, 1.5 miles of new access roads, and two 
small parking areas proposed in this alternative. The construction of these roads and trails would 
cause short-term disruption of soil layering and some possible loss of soil from wind and water 
erosion during construction. The continued use of the trails and roads would result in long-term 
trampling and compaction of the soils in these areas. The total area of impact would be about 5 
acres of 23,000 acres, which is less than 1% of soils within the national historic site boundary. Thus, 
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alternative B would have both short-term and long-term, minor, adverse impacts on native soils in 
the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Prior to NPS management of the national historic site, the area was used 
mostly for agricultural operations. Some areas were used for growing crops under which the top 
layers of soil were repeatedly disturbed but left in place. Most areas were used for livestock grazing, 
which maintained the soil resources as primarily intact. The construction of roads, park 
development, and use of a few trails has caused soil disturbances. Use of motorized vehicles at the 
national historic site has probably been reduced since transfer to the National Park Service. Past 
and current development and land use has caused erosion and loss of vegetation, which resulted in 
long-term, localized, minor disturbance of soils in a few distinct areas.  
 
Alternative B would have both short-term and long-term moderate adverse impacts and when 
added to the localized minor disturbance of other past, present, and future actions would result in 
minor adverse cumulative effects. This alternative would have a modest contribution to cumulative 
effects. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative B would have both short- and long-term, moderate, adverse 
impacts on native soils in the national historic site. Overall cumulative effects would be minor and 
adverse. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative C 

Implementing alternative C would result in a small disruption of native soils. The construction of 
the new 0.25-mile connecting road would cause short-term disruption of soil layering and some 
possible loss of soil from wind and water erosion. The continued use of the roads would result in 
long-term compaction of the soils. Alternative C would have both short- and long-term, minor, 
adverse impacts on native soils in the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Prior to NPS management of the national historic site, the area was used 
mostly for agricultural operations. Some areas were used for growing crops under which the top 
layers of soil were repeatedly disturbed, but left in place. Most areas were used for livestock 
grazing, which maintained the soil resources as primarily intact. Road construction, park 
development, and use of a few trails has caused resource disturbance in the national historic site. 
Use of motorized vehicles has probably been reduced since the lands were transferred to the 
National Park Service. Past and current development and land use has resulted in long-term, 
localized, minor disturbance of soils in a few distinct areas.  
 
Alternative C would have both short- and long-term, minor, adverse impacts and when combined 
with the localized minor disturbance of other past, present, and future actions would result in 
minor, adverse, cumulative effects. This alternative would have a small contribution to the 
cumulative effects. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative C would have both short- and long-term, minor, adverse 
impacts on native soils of the national historic site from one short road. Overall cumulative effects 
would be minor and adverse. 
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Impacts Under Alternative D 

Implementing alternative D would result in some disruption of native soils. The impacts would 
come from the construction and use of 3.2 miles of trails, 1.5 miles of new access roads, and two 
small parking areas proposed in this alternative. The total area of impact would be about 4 acres. 
The construction of these roads and trails would cause short-term disruption of soil layering and 
some possible loss of soil from wind and water erosion during construction. The continued use of 
the trails and roads would result in long-term trampling and compaction of the soils in those 
features. Thus, alternative D would have both short-term and long-term, minor, adverse impacts on 
native soils in the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Prior to NPS management, the area that is now the national historic site was 
used mostly for agricultural operations. Some areas were used for growing crops under which the 
top layers of soil were repeatedly disturbed but left in place. Most areas were used for livestock 
grazing, which maintained the soil resources as primarily intact. The construction of roads, park 
development, and use of a few trails has caused soil disturbances. Use of motorized vehicles at the 
national historic site has probably been reduced since transfer to the National Park Service. Past 
and current development and land use has resulted in long-term, localized, minor disturbance of 
soils in a few distinct areas.  
 
Alternative D would have both short-term and long-term, minor, adverse impacts, and when 
combined with the minor disturbance of other past, present, and future actions, would result in 
minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. This alternative would have a modest contribution to 
cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative D would have both short-term and long-term, minor, 
adverse impacts on native soils in the national historic site. Overall cumulative effects would be 
minor and adverse. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative E (NPS Preferred Alternative) 

Implementing alternative E would result in some disruption of native soils. The impacts would 
result from construction and the use of 1.8 miles of trails, 1.5 miles of new access roads, and one 
small parking area proposed in this alternative. The total area of impact would be about 3.7 acres. 
The construction of these roads and trails would cause short-term disruption of soil layering and 
some possible loss of soil from wind and water erosion during construction. The continued use of 
the trails and roads would result in long-term trampling and compaction of soils in those features. 
Thus, alternative E would have both short-term and long-term, minor, adverse impacts on native 
soils in the national historic site. 
 
Implementation of the sensitive resources zone, only in this alternative, would provide additional 
protection for lowlands on the national historic site. This would be a long-term, minor, beneficial 
impact on soil resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Prior to NPS management, the area that is now the national historic site was 
used mostly for agricultural operations. Some areas were used for growing crops under which the 
top layers of soil were repeatedly disturbed but left in place. Most areas were used for livestock 
grazing, which maintained the soil resources as primarily intact. The construction of roads, park 
development, and use of a few trails has caused soil disturbance. Use of motorized vehicles at the 
national historic site has probably been reduced since transfer to the National Park Service. Past 
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and current development and land use has resulted in long-term, localized, minor disturbance of 
soils in a few distinct areas.  
 
Alternative E would have both minor adverse and minor beneficial impacts and when combined 
with the minor disturbance of other past, present, and future actions would result in minor, 
adverse, cumulative effects. This alternative would have a modest contribution to cumulative 
effects. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative E would have both short-term and long-term, minor, 
adverse impacts and long-term, minor, beneficial impacts on native soils in the national historic 
site. Overall, cumulative effects would be minor and adverse. 
 
 
VEGETATION 

Methodology 

Potential impacts from implementing the alternatives are described using the following thresholds 
of severity. 
 

Negligible: Impacts would have no measurable or perceptible changes in plant community 
size, integrity, or continuity. Impacts to the composition and function of ecologically 
sensitive areas are not detectable. 
 
Minor: Impacts would be measurable or perceptible, but would be localized within a 
relatively small area. The overall viability of the plant community would not be affected 
and, if left alone, would recover. Impacts are detectable, but the severity and timing of 
changes are not expected to be outside the natural variability and are not expected to have 
any widespread effects on biological, abiotic, or other ecologically sensitive components. 
Certain ecosystem patterns may experience localized disruptions. Key processes and 
habitat for all species remains functional. 
 
Moderate: Impacts would cause a change in the plant community (e.g., abundance, 
distribution, quantity, or quality); however, the impact would remain localized. Impacts are 
detectable, and the severity and timing of changes are expected to be outside the natural 
variability. Ecosystem patterns may be permanently disrupted or there may be loss on a 
limited spatial scale. Key ecosystem processes may experience disruptions that are outside 
natural variability, but then return to within the normal range. Habitat for all species 
remains functional. 
 
Major: Impacts to the plant community would be substantial and highly noticeable. 
Impacts would be easily detectable, and the severity and timing of changes are expected to 
be outside natural variability. In extreme cases, species may be extirpated from the area. 
Ecosystem processes may be disrupted, and habitat for certain species may become 
nonfunctional. 
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Duration of Impacts: 
 

Short-term: Impacts that are expected to last during the period of construction, plus 
vegetation recovery time or 12 months. 

 
Long term: Impacts that are expected to last more than 12 months. 

 
 
Impacts Under Alternative A (No Action) 

Only a small portion of the national historic site has been developed for operations and visitor 
services. No additional development would occur under this alternative and therefore the broader 
vegetation communities would not be impacted under the continuation of current management. 
This is important because the appearance of an undisturbed landscape is part of the visitor 
experience. There would be no actions in this alternative that would have a new effect on 
vegetation in the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The construction and use of buildings, roads, and trails is the only current 
cause of natural resource disturbance within the historic site boundaries. Surrounding lands have 
been used for agricultural operations such as livestock grazing or crops, which has altered the 
native vegetation communities. Agricultural activity can reduce vegetation and biodiversity 
allowing nonnative species to thrive. These actions have resulted in long-term and localized losses 
of vegetation in a few distinct areas of the national historic site. This is a minor adverse impact. 
 
Because alternative A would have no effect on vegetation there would be no new project-related 
cumulative effects.  
 
Conclusion. Implementing this alternative would have no new effect on vegetation. There would be 
no new project-related cumulative effects. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative B 

Implementing alternative B would result in some disruption of existing vegetation. The 
construction of additional trails, the new connecting road, and the east-side access road would 
cause loss of vegetation on about 5 acres. The continued use of the trails and roads would result in 
long-term trampling and continual exclusion of vegetation in those areas. Thus, alternative B would 
have long-term, minor, adverse impacts on vegetation in the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The construction and use of buildings, roads, and trails is the only current 
cause of natural resource disturbance within the historic site boundaries. Surrounding lands have 
been used for agricultural operations such as livestock grazing or crops, which has altered the 
native vegetation communities. Agricultural activity can reduce vegetation and biodiversity 
allowing nonnative species to thrive. These actions have resulted in long-term but localized losses 
of vegetation in a few distinct areas of the national historic site. This is a minor adverse impact. 
 
Alternative B would have long-term, minor, adverse impacts on vegetation, and when combined 
with the minor adverse and minor beneficial impacts of other past, present, and future actions 
would result in minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. This alternative would have a modest 
contribution to cumulative impacts. 
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Conclusion. Implementing alternative B would have long-term, minor, adverse impacts on 
vegetation communities in the national historic site. Overall cumulative effects would be minor and 
adverse. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative C 

Implementing alternative C would result in minimal disruption of existing vegetation. Construction 
of the new connecting road would cause loss of vegetation on about 0.6 acre. The continued use of 
the road would result in long-term trampling and continual exclusion of vegetation. Thus, 
alternative C would have long-term, minor, adverse impacts on vegetation in the national historic 
site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The construction and use of buildings, roads, and trails is the only current 
cause of natural resource disturbance within the historic site. Surrounding lands have been used for 
agricultural operations such as livestock grazing or crops, which has altered the native and historic 
vegetation communities. These actions have resulted in long-term and localized losses of 
vegetation in a few distinct areas of the national historic site. This is a minor adverse impact. 
 
Past, present, and future resource management (such as managing wildland fire, controlling the 
spread of invasive species, and protecting native species) has and would result in long-term, minor, 
beneficial impacts to vegetation. 
 
Alternative C would have long-term, minor, adverse impacts on vegetation, and when combined 
with the minor, adverse, and minor beneficial impacts of other past, present, and future actions, 
would result in minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. This alternative would have a slight 
contribution to cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative C would have a long-term, minor, adverse impact on 
vegetation communities in the national historic site. Overall cumulative effects would be minor and 
adverse. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative D 

Implementing alternative D would result in some disruption of existing vegetation. The impacts 
would come from construction of 3.2 miles of trails, 1.5 miles of new access roads, and two small 
parking areas proposed in this alternative. The total area of impact would be about 4 acres. The 
construction and use of these roads and trails would cause the loss of vegetation in those areas. 
Thus, alternative D would have localized, long-term, minor, adverse impacts on vegetation 
resources in the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The construction and use of buildings, roads, and trails is the only current 
cause of natural resource disturbance within the historic site boundaries. Surrounding lands have 
been used for agricultural operations such as livestock grazing or crops, which has altered the 
native and historic vegetation communities. These actions have resulted in long-term and localized 
losses of vegetation in a few distinct areas of the national historic site. This is a minor adverse 
impact. 
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Past, present, and future resource management (such as managing wildland fire, controlling the 
spread of invasive species, and protecting native species) has and would result in long-term, minor 
beneficial impacts to vegetation. 
 
Alternative D would have long-term minor adverse impacts and when combined with the minor 
disturbance of other past, present, and future actions would result in minor adverse cumulative 
effects. This alternative would have a modest contribution to the cumulative effects. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative D would have long-term minor adverse impacts on 
vegetation in the national historic site. Overall cumulative effects would be minor and adverse. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative E (NPS Preferred Alternative) 

Implementing alternative E would result in some disruption of vegetation. The impacts would 
come from the construction and use of 1.8 miles of trails, 1.5 miles of new access roads, and one 
small parking area proposed in this alternative. The total area of impact would be about 3.7 acres. 
The construction of these roads and trails would cause the long-term loss of individual plants in 
those localized areas. This would have long-term minor adverse impacts on vegetation in the 
national historic site. 
 
Implementation of the sensitive resources zone, only in this alternative, would provide additional 
protection for lowlands on the national historic site. This would be a long-term minor beneficial 
impact on vegetation resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The construction and use of buildings, roads, and trails is the only current 
cause of natural resource disturbance within the historic site boundaries. Surrounding lands have 
been used for agricultural operations such as livestock grazing or crops, which has altered the 
native and historic vegetation communities. These actions have resulted in long-term and localized 
losses of vegetation in a few distinct areas of the national historic site. This is a minor adverse 
impact. 
 
Past, present, and future resource management (such as managing wildland fire, controlling the 
spread of invasive species, and protecting native species) has and would result in long-term, minor, 
beneficial impacts to vegetation. 
 
Alternative E would have minor, adverse, and beneficial impacts and when combined with the 
minor disturbance of other past, present, and future actions would result in minor, adverse, 
cumulative effects. This alternative would have a small contribution to the cumulative effects. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative E would have short-term, minor, adverse impacts and a 
long-term, minor, beneficial impact on vegetation in the national historic site. Overall cumulative 
effects would be minor and adverse. 
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WILDLIFE 

Methodology 

Potential impacts from implementing the alternatives are described using the following thresholds 
of severity. 
 

Negligible: There would be no observable or measurable impacts to native species, their 
habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them. Any effects would be well within natural 
fluctuations.  
 
Minor: Impacts would be detectable, but they would not be expected to be outside the 
natural range of variability or have any lasting effects on native species, their habitats, or the 
natural processes sustaining them. Population numbers, genetic variability, and other 
demographic factors for species might have small changes, but they would remain stable 
and viable. Occasional responses to disturbance by some individuals could be expected. 
Sufficient habitat would remain functional to maintain viability of native species.  
 
Moderate: Impacts on native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining 
them would be detectable, and they could be temporarily outside the natural range of 
variability. Population numbers, genetic variability, and other demographic factors for 
species might change, but would be expected to rebound to pre-impact numbers and to 
remain stable and viable over time. Frequent responses to disturbance by some individuals 
could be expected. Sufficient habitat would remain functional to maintain viability of native 
species.  
 
Major: Impacts on native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them 
would be detectable, and they would be expected to be outside the natural range of 
variability. Population numbers, genetic variability, and other demographic factors for 
species might experience substantial changes. Frequent responses to disturbance by many 
individuals would be expected. Loss of habitat might affect the viability of at least some 
native species. 

 
Duration of Impacts: 
 

Short term: Impacts that are expected to last during the period of temporary 
disturbance such as construction, or about three months 

 
Long term: Impacts that are expected to last longer than three months. 

 
 
Impacts Under Alternative A (No Action) 

Under this alternative, visitor use and agency operations would continue to cause low levels of 
disturbance to some individuals. Because resident wildlife species are likely to become accustomed 
to the current use, the result would be a continuation of localized, short-term, negligible, adverse 
impacts to wildlife. There would be no new actions or development under this alternative that 
would affect wildlife or habitat.  
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Cumulative Impacts. Before the national historic site’s establishment in 2007, the area was 
privately owned and used as ranch land. Ranch land operations would have disturbed potential 
habitat for all wildlife. 
 
Although small, Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site may serve as a refuge for wildlife, 
providing long-term beneficial effects to wildlife. Ongoing resource management (such as 
controlling the spread of invasive species and protecting native species) would result in continued 
long-term, minor, beneficial impacts to wildlife and habitats. 
 
There is minimal development in the national historic site such as roads and administrative 
buildings, which continue to cause some fragmentation of the grassland habitat. Hunting occurs on 
surrounding lands, but this is at such a low level that the impact is likely negligible. 
 
When the negligible adverse impacts of alternative A are combined with the minor, adverse, and 
beneficial impacts of other actions, the resulting cumulative effects would be negligible and 
beneficial. This alternative would have a slight continuing contribution. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing the no-action alternative would result in the continuation of short-term, 
negligible, adverse impacts from continuing visitor use and management activities. The cumulative 
effect would be negligible and beneficial. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative B 

Under alternative B, park development would have the highest potential to affect wildlife. The 
construction of additional roads and trails would cause short-term, moderate, adverse impacts by 
disrupting habitat and displacing individuals. After construction, the use of the roads and trails 
would cause long-term, minor, adverse impacts by fragmenting habitat and affecting natural 
wildlife movement. This would cause displacement of individual animals, but would diminish over 
time as wildlife becomes accustomed to people on the trails. The construction of additional park 
facilities would occur in developed areas and would have negligible adverse effects on wildlife. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Before the national historic site’s establishment in 2007, the area was 
privately owned and used as ranch land. Ranch land operations would have disturbed potential 
habitat for all wildlife.  
 
Although small, Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site may serve as a refuge for wildlife, 
providing long-term beneficial effects. Ongoing resource management (such as controlling the 
spread of invasive species and protecting native species) would result in continued long-term, 
minor, beneficial impacts to wildlife and habitats.  
 
There is minimal development in the national historic site such as roads and administrative 
buildings, which continue to cause some fragmentation of the grassland habitat. Hunting occurs on 
surrounding lands, but is at such a low level that impacts are likely negligible. 
 
When the adverse impacts of alternative B are combined with the minor, adverse, and beneficial 
impacts of other actions, the resulting cumulative effects would be negligible and beneficial. This 
alternative would have a modest contribution. 
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Conclusion. Implementing alternative B would result in short-term, moderate, adverse impacts and 
long-term, minor, adverse impacts from new construction. The cumulative effect would be 
negligible and beneficial. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative C 

Implementing alternative C would result in minimal disruption of wildlife and wildlife habitat. 
Construction of the new connecting road would cause short-term, minor, adverse impacts from 
displacement of individual animals. Long-term adverse effects would be minimal because the new 
road segment would be short and connect two existing roads. 
 
Alternative C would have short-term, minor, adverse impacts and long-term, negligible, adverse 
impacts on wildlife at the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Before the national historic site’s establishment in 2007, the area was 
privately owned and used as ranch land. Ranch land operations would have disturbed potential 
habitat for all wildlife. 
 
Although small, Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site may serve as a refuge for wildlife, 
providing long-term beneficial effects. Ongoing resource management (such as controlling the 
spread of invasive species and protecting native species) would result in continued long-term, 
minor, beneficial impacts to wildlife and habitats.  
 
There is minimal development in the national historic site such as the roads and administrative 
buildings that continue to cause some fragmentation of grassland habitat. Hunting occurs on 
surrounding lands, but is at such a low level that the impact is likely negligible. 
 
When the adverse impacts of alternative C are combined with the minor, adverse, and beneficial 
impacts of other actions, the resulting cumulative effects would be negligible and beneficial. This 
alternative would have a slight contribution. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative C would result in short-term, minor, adverse impacts from 
new construction and long-term, negligible, adverse impacts. The cumulative effect would be 
negligible and beneficial. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative D 

Alternative D would propose some park development with the potential to affect wildlife. The 
construction of additional roads and trails would cause short-term, moderate, adverse impacts by 
disrupting habitat and displacing individuals. After construction, the use of the roads and trails 
would cause long-term, minor, adverse impacts by fragmenting habitat and affecting natural 
wildlife movement. This would also cause displacement of individual animals, but this would 
diminish over time as wildlife becomes accustomed to people on the trails. The construction of 
additional park facilities would occur in developed areas and would have negligible adverse effects. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Before the national historic site’s establishment in 2007, the area was 
privately owned and used as ranch land. Ranch land operations would have disturbed potential 
habitat for all wildlife.  
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Although small, Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site may serve as a refuge for wildlife, 
providing long-term beneficial effects. Ongoing resource management (such as controlling the 
spread of invasive species and protecting native species) would result in continued long-term, 
minor, beneficial impacts to wildlife and habitats.  
 
There is minimal development in the national historic site such as roads and administrative 
buildings, which continue to cause some fragmentation of grassland habitat. Hunting occurs on 
surrounding lands, but is at such a low level that impacts are likely negligible. 
 
When the adverse impacts of alternative D are combined with the minor, adverse, and beneficial 
impacts of other actions, the resulting cumulative effects would be negligible and beneficial. This 
alternative would have a small contribution. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative D would result in short-term, moderate, adverse impacts and 
long-term, minor, adverse impacts from new construction. The cumulative effect would be 
negligible and beneficial. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative E (NPS Preferred Alternative) 

Alternative E would propose some park development with the potential to affect wildlife. The 
construction of additional roads and trails would cause short-term, moderate, adverse impacts by 
disrupting habitat and displacing individuals. After construction, use of the roads and trails would 
cause long-term, minor, adverse impacts by fragmenting habitat and affecting natural wildlife 
movement. This would cause displacement of individual animals, but would diminish over time as 
wildlife becomes accustomed to people on the trails. The construction of additional park facilities 
would occur in developed areas and would have negligible adverse effects. 
 
The implementation of the sensitive resources zone would further protection of natural resources, 
including wildlife habitat, within that zone. This would be a long-term, minor, beneficial impact. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Before the national historic site’s establishment in 2007, the area was 
privately owned and used as ranch land. Ranch land operations would have disturbed potential 
habitat for all wildlife.  
 
Although small, Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site may serve as a refuge for wildlife, 
providing long-term beneficial effects. Ongoing resource management (such as controlling the 
spread of invasive species and protecting native species) would result in continued long-term, 
minor, beneficial impacts to wildlife and habitats.  
 
There is minimal development in the national historic site such as roads and administrative 
buildings, which continue to cause some fragmentation of grassland habitat. Hunting occurs on 
surrounding lands, but is at such a low level that impacts are likely negligible. 
 
When the adverse and beneficial impacts of alternative E are combined with the minor, adverse, 
and beneficial impacts of other past, present, and future actions, the resulting cumulative effects 
would be negligible and beneficial. This alternative would have a small contribution. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative E would result in short-term, moderate, adverse impacts 
from new construction. It would also have long-term, minor, beneficial impacts from protective 
zoning. The cumulative effect would be negligible and beneficial. 
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ACOUSTIC ENVIRONMENT AND SOUNDSCAPES 

Impacts Under Alternative A (No Action) 

Because there is no change from current management, alternative A contains no actions that would 
impact the existing acoustic environment and soundscape within the national historic site. Sounds 
at the site would remain primarily natural, interrupted only occasionally by human-made noise 
such as commercial jet overflights, car engines, or loud conversation. It would be the intention of 
site management to keep noise levels at their current low level. Actions common to all alternatives 
have the potential to reduce on-site human-caused sounds. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Studies reveal that noise is audible in the national historic site between 33% 
and 36% of the time in both winter and summer. These levels are the park baseline and sound 
impacts from proposed actions would be measured against this baseline. 
 
Alternative A would have no effect and when combined with the impacts of other actions, would 
have no cumulative effect. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative A would have no new effect on the existing acoustic 
environment and soundscape. Because there would be no effect, there would be no project-related 
cumulative effect. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative B 

Alternative B contains actions that would impact the acoustic environment and soundscape within 
the national historic site. This alternative would most likely result in increased visitation and more 
disbursement of people throughout the historic site; therefore, more noise would occur in more 
places. Noise levels would increase with additional vehicles (car engines, car doors) and people 
(loud conversations). The development of new roads would bring noise to new locations in the 
park and increase the potential for more vehicles on-site. Roads are one of the most pervasive 
sources of noise in national park system units. Noise could top the baseline levels up to 50% of the 
time on busy weekends or special events. Construction of roadways, trails, and buildings would 
temporarily negatively impact the acoustic environment and soundscape. Mitigation actions could 
include use of quiet pavement, sound barriers, use of mufflers, timing of equipment use, and 
selection of quieter equipment. The overall result would be an intermittent, moderate, adverse 
impact. 
 
Sounds at the site would remain mostly natural, interrupted only occasionally by human-made 
noise such as commercial jet overflights, car engines, or loud conversation. Actions common to all 
alternatives have the potential to reduce on-site human-caused sounds. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Studies reveal that noise is audible in the national historic site between 33% 
and 36% of the time in both winter and summer. These levels are the park baseline and sound 
impacts from proposed actions would be measured against this baseline. The most common source 
of noise was commercial jet overflights. Natural sources such as wind in vegetation, birds, and 
insects were also commonly audible. Other natural sounds in the park unit include those related to 
wildlife, such as sounds made by birds, coyotes, frogs, and crickets. 
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Alternative B would have a moderate adverse effect on the acoustic environment and soundscape, 
and, when combined with the impacts of other actions, would have a minor, adverse, cumulative 
effect. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative B would have a moderate adverse effect on soundscapes. 
There would be a minor, adverse, cumulative effect. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative C 

Alternative C contains no actions that would permanently impact the acoustic environment and 
soundscape within the national historic site. Construction of roadways, trails, and buildings will 
temporarily negatively impact the acoustic environment and soundscape. There would be no 
construction of amenities that would cause a noticeable increase in visitation. Sounds at the site 
would remain primarily natural, interrupted only occasionally by human-made noise such as 
commercial jet overflights, car engines, or loud conversation. It would be the intention of 
management to keep noise levels at their current low level. Actions common to all alternatives have 
the potential to reduce on-site human-caused sounds.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Studies reveal that noise is audible in the national historic site between 33% 
and 36% of the time in both winter and summer. These levels are the park baseline and sound 
impacts from proposed actions would be measured against this baseline. 
 
Alternative C would have only temporary impacts that likely result in no effect and, when 
combined with the impacts of other actions, would have no cumulative effect. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative C would have no new effect on acoustic environment and 
soundscapes. Because there would be no effect, there would be no project-related cumulative 
effect. 
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative D 

Alternative D contains actions that would impact the acoustic environment and soundscape within 
the national historic site. This alternative would most likely result in increased visitation and more 
disbursement of people throughout the historic site; therefore, more noise would occur in more 
places. Noise levels would increase with additional vehicles (car engines, car doors) and people 
(loud conversations). The development of new roads would bring noise to new locations in the 
park and increase the potential for more vehicles on-site. Roads are one of the most pervasive 
sources of noise in national park system units. Noise levels could top baseline levels up to 10% 
more on busy weekends or special events. Construction of roadways, trails, and buildings would 
temporarily negatively impact the acoustic environment and soundscape. Mitigation actions could 
include use of quiet pavement, sound barriers, use of mufflers, timing of equipment use, and 
selection of quieter equipment. The overall result would be an intermittent, minor, adverse impact.  
 
Sounds at the site would remain mostly natural, interrupted only occasionally by human-made 
noise. Actions common to all alternatives have the potential to reduce on-site human-caused 
sounds.  
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Cumulative Impacts. Studies reveal that noise is audible in the national historic site between 33% 
and 36% of the time in both winter and summer. These levels are the park baseline and sound 
impacts from proposed actions would be measured against this baseline. The most common source 
of noise was commercial jet overflights. Natural sources such as wind in vegetation, birds, and 
insects were also commonly audible. Other natural sounds in the park unit include those related to 
wildlife such as sounds made by birds, coyotes, frogs, and crickets. 
 
Alternative D would have a minor adverse effect and, when combined with the impacts of other 
actions, would have a minor, adverse, cumulative effect.  
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative D would have a minor adverse effect on soundscapes. There 
would be a minor, adverse, cumulative effect.  
 
 
Impacts Under Alternative E (NPS Preferred Alternative) 

Alternative E contains some actions that would impact the acoustic environment and soundscapes 
within the national historic site. This alternative would slightly increase the disbursement of people 
throughout the historic site; therefore, more noise would occur in more places. Noise levels would 
increase with additional vehicles (car engines, car doors) and people (loud conversations). The 
development of new roads would bring noise to new locations in the park and increase the 
potential for more vehicles on-site. Roads are one of the most pervasive sources of noise in national 
park system units. Noise could top the baseline levels more than 10% on busy weekends or special 
events. Construction of roadways, trails, and buildings will temporarily negatively impact the 
acoustic environment and soundscape. Mitigation actions could include use of quiet pavement, 
sound barriers, use of mufflers, timing of equipment use, and selection of quieter equipment. The 
overall result would be an intermittent, minor, adverse impact.  
 
Sounds at the site would remain mostly natural, interrupted only occasionally by human-made 
noise. Actions common to all alternatives have the potential to reduce on-site human-caused 
sounds.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Studies reveal that noise is audible in the national historic site between 33% 
and 36% of the time in both winter and summer. These levels are the park baseline and sound 
impacts from proposed actions would be measured against this baseline. The most common source 
of noise was commercial jet overflights. Natural sources such as wind in vegetation, birds, and 
insects were also commonly audible. Other natural sounds in the park unit include those related to 
wildlife such as sounds made by birds, coyotes, frogs, and crickets. 
 
Alternative E would have a minor adverse effect and, when combined with the impacts of other 
actions, would have a minor, adverse, cumulative effect. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative E would have a minor adverse effect on soundscapes. There 
would be a minor, adverse, cumulative effect. 
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VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE 

 
 
METHODOLOGY 

The analysis of potential effects of the alternatives on visitor use and experience is based on how 
visitor use and experience would change with the addition or removal of facilities and the 
application of the alternative management prescriptions. Impacts were evaluated using the no-
action alternative as a baseline for comparison with each alternative. The analysis is based on how 
proposed management strategies would affect the following: 
 
 visitor ability to experience the park unit’s primary natural and cultural resources, including 

their natural setting (e.g., vistas, natural sounds/smells/scenes, wildlife) 

 freedom to experience the park at one’s own pace (e.g., degree of spontaneity, 
individualized itinerary, ease of carrying personal belongings) 

 access and ease of movement throughout the national historic site (e.g., travel mode choice, 
reliability, affordability, timeliness, availability of facilities, access to places of interest, 
convenience, minimal congestion) 

 personal mobility for people with disabilities 

 facilitation of high quality visitor opportunities (e.g., access to diverse recreation 
opportunities, potentially new recreation activities, tranquil/contemplative environments—
place and pace different from everyday environment, opportunities for social interaction 
with family/friends, opportunities to meet new people) 

 
The thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows:  
 

Negligible: Visitors would likely be unaware of any effects associated with implementation 
of the alternative. 
 
Minor: Changes in visitor use or experience would be slight but detectable, would affect 
few visitors, and would not appreciably limit or enhance experiences identified as 
fundamental to the park unit’s purpose and significance. 
 
Moderate: Some characteristics of visitor use and experience would change and many 
visitors would likely be aware of the effects associated with implementation of the 
alternative; some changes to experiences identified as fundamental to the park unit’s 
purpose and significance would be apparent. 
 
Major: Multiple characteristics of visitor experience would change, including experiences 
identified as fundamental to the park unit’s purpose and significance; most visitors would 
be aware of the effects associated with implementation of this alternative. 

 
Type of Impact: 
 

Adverse impacts are those that would restrict visitor programs or opportunities or access 
(how most people would visit the site). 
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Beneficial impacts are those that increase or improve the variety of opportunities or 
access. 

 
Duration of Impacts: 
 

Short-term: Impacts that are expected to occur during one visit only. 
 
Long-term: Impacts that are expected to occur during more than one visit (i.e., longer 

than one year). 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE A (NO ACTION) 

The no-action alternative would result in no new impacts to visitor use and experience at Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site. Visitors are able to visit the site and would continue to 
experience the park at one’s own pace, either via individual exploration of the trail to the 
monument and the reflective opportunities at the overlook, or guided walks of small groups by a 
park ranger. Visitors would continue to receive orientation and opportunity to receive information 
via NPS rangers who greet them upon arrival. The opportunity to encounter many other visitors at 
the site would remain low, allowing for the contemplative aspects of the site. 
 
Many of these visitors expect to receive traditional National Park Service experiences, such as a 
visitor center featuring exhibits, in-depth literature and sales items, and regular interpretive 
programs. Park headquarters in Eads, Colorado, provides basic information, but currently there 
exists no place to access a comprehensive interpretation of the Sand Creek Massacre. Visitors are 
often left wanting more, especially with the long drive on rough roads to access the isolated site. 
Duration of stay at the site would remain short due to limited opportunities for in-depth 
interpretive programs and media. The viewshed and ethnographic landscape, key in imagining and 
reflecting on historic events, would remain unimpeded. Alternative A would have no effect on 
visitor use or experience. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Visitation to, and curiosity about, Sand Creek Massacre National Historic 
Site has increased since the park opened to the public in 2007. The site is becoming more well-
known, attracting regional, national and international visitors. First-time and repeat visitors arrive 
at a stark site with minimal development (a contact station, half-mile trail to commemorative 
monument, and a half dozen interpretive wayside exhibits, with minimal ranger services).  
 
Limited on-site interpretive opportunities to more fully comprehend the massacre, its resounding 
significance, and the role the ethnographic landscape played in the massacre falls short of the park 
unit’s legislative intent to enhance cultural understanding of the site and “assist in minimizing the 
chances of similar events in the future.” In combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, alternative A would have no project-related cumulative effect on visitor 
use and experience. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative A would continue operations under the interim site management plan, 
with little or no new development of interpretive media and services to comprehend the site, 
especially as park visitation numbers increase. With no changes, this alternative would have no 
effect. 
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IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE B 

Under alternative B, the greatest variety and depth of interpretive media, programs, and services 
would be offered on-site and off-site. On-site, nearly 4 miles of additional trails would be 
developed for visitors to access key landscape areas that are currently closed to the public, which 
are essential in understanding events as they transpired on November 29, 1864. Specifically, the 
expanded trail development from the memorial to the eastern border of the site enables visitors to 
view the place in the creekbed where the tragedy occurred. The trail provides the chronological 
sequence of events to be revealed and interpreted, enhancing the visitor’s ability to gain an intimate 
perspective of the events of that day and how victims survived through the use of landscape 
features. The additional access to trails, and ultimately to the oral histories, would draw more 
visitors to the site, provide opportunities to stay longer, and pique greater interest in exploring 
related subjects beyond the Sand Creek Massacre. 
 
At the southwest corner of the site, a mile-long trail along Chivington Canal would provide even 
more opportunities for independent exploration using literature and/or low-profile exhibits or by 
ranger-guided tours that further examine the landscape and its role in the history of settlement in 
the region. 
 
Greater efforts would be made to reach out to schools, research groups, park neighbors, service 
organizations, and special interest groups to expand awareness of the profound impacts the Sand 
Creek Massacre had on westward expansion, development of the United Sates, and American 
Indian policy promulgating a cyclical historical pattern of conquest and defeat. With that, new 
opportunities for “lessons learned” and healing is possible for diverse groups, including the 
descendants of Sand Creek victims and contemporary tribes. This alternative would focus efforts 
on making the site and event more accessible to tribal youth—an underpinning of their enduring 
heritage. 
 
Visitors would continue to experience the park unit independently and reflectively, there being the 
likelihood of not encountering large groups. Thus, visitors are likely to stay at the site longer having 
more options available for exploration—new trails and interpretive programs/media. Contact with 
park rangers would increase under this alternative, providing context, facts, and interpretation 
otherwise unavailable. Alternative B, with the greatest opportunity for interpretation and education 
at the site, would have minor, beneficial, long-term impacts on the quality of visitor use and 
experience. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Archeological surveys continue to reveal additional information and 
evidence of particular events during and surrounding the Sand Creek Massacre. This new data 
constantly updates the scientific body of knowledge regarding the event. Under alternative B, this 
data would be more readily incorporated into interpretive media and ranger-guided tours at the 
site, especially as newly accessible areas, such as trails along the bluff and Chivington Canal, would 
be developed. 
 
The greater outreach efforts by park staff to academic, research, and special interest communities 
as well as communities adjacent to the site would greatly increase awareness of the site and 
ultimately, attract more visitors to Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. Under alternative 
B, there would be more interpretive services, accessible terrain, and opportunities to explore the 
significance and values of the site. Once new user groups arrive, they could maximize their 
potential to experience a deeper understanding and appreciation of the cultural and natural 
resource values of the site, not just the massacre, but the broader context of events taking place 
across the United States and their impacts upon native peoples and settlers nationwide. The events 
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of the Sand Creek Massacre may be broadened to include other cultural groups experiencing 
similar events in a global context. Thus the opportunity for visitors to access and resonate with 
“universal concepts” and potential for minimizing similar incidents like those that occurred at Sand 
Creek are greatly enhanced. In combination with the impacts from past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, alternative B would have a negligible, long-term, regional, beneficial, 
cumulative impact on visitor use and experience. 
 
Conclusion. With the most expansive presentation of interpretive services, educational 
opportunities, and access to the broader landscape, alternative B would best fulfill the legislative 
intent for the site. Alternative B would have a minor, long-term, beneficial, regional impact on 
visitor use and experience. The cumulative effect would be negligible and beneficial. 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE C 

Alternative C offers little more than the no-action alternative (alternative A) as development of 
additional interpretive media and services would not occur. Access to the site would remain 
confined to the current developed area, including the contact station and the half-mile trail leading 
to the monument and bluff overlooking Sand Creek. An additional 0.3-mile trail would be 
developed near the overlook. Benches and shade shelters would be built, providing visitors more 
comfort as they reflect upon the site’s history.  
 
Duration of stay would remain less than an hour without additional visitor opportunities and 
services. Encounters with other visitors and with rangers would remain low, which is advantageous 
if visitors want solely a reflective, contemplative experience. 
 
Alternative C, remaining focused on “remembrance and reflection,” would offer a few additional 
opportunities to visitors and thus have a negligible, long-term beneficial impact on visitor use and 
experience. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. As local, tribal, regional, national, and international interest in Sand Creek 
Massacre continues to increase, visitors would see an undeveloped site with minimal opportunities 
to gain a greater understanding of the massacre, the events leading up to it, and how the tragedy 
spurred national controversy and contributed to American Indian policy, the consequences of 
which were borne by American Indians and settlers nationwide. With the long approach to Sand 
Creek on a long and isolated dirt county road, visitors may experience disappointment at the lack 
of interpretive media and programs on-site. Those who wish for a solitary, contemplative 
experience and minimum contact with others, however, might be satisfied with the “independent” 
and contemplative experience. Alternative C serves one type of visitor experience and only partially 
fulfills legislative intent; a new research and learning center off-site in the town of Eads has yet to 
be developed. In combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
alternative C would have a negligible, adverse, cumulative impact on visitor use and experience.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative C would offer few additional opportunities to visitors, but would provide 
the greatest opportunities for reflection and commemoration, at the expense of interpretive media, 
visitor services, and programs that would enhance visitor experience and understanding of the site. 
Alternative C would have a regional, long-term, negligible, beneficial impact on visitor experience. 
There would be a negligible, adverse, cumulative effect. 
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IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE D 

Alternative D provides equal opportunities for visitor use and experience via additional 
interpretive services and media and places for commemoration. New opportunities for visitors to 
access the historic site at the western border via an additional 3 miles of trails would provide access 
to places where critical events occurred on November 29, 1864. Visitors can connect the two trail 
branches into a loop, including the dirt road on the western border of the national historic site. Not 
only does this increase interpretive opportunities, but the contemplative experience as well. All 
development would no longer be confined to the current 0.5-mile trail and the monument 
overlook. Positive results under alternative D would include a greater distribution of visitors over a 
wider area, affording more independence in exploring the site with more walking opportunities, 
and greater access to the site overall, providing an increased and in-depth understanding of the 
history of the Sand Creek Massacre.  
 
Interpretive media would be provided in a moderate, low-profile fashion for visitors to take 
advantage of if they desire. Additional interpretation and access to the site would naturally provide 
more opportunities to reflect on the events of the day and the broader context in which the events 
occurred.  
 
The development of facilities to support this alternative, such as shade shelters, benches, comfort 
stations, and parking areas, would enhance both comprehensive understanding and contemplative 
aspects of the site, and would provide a long-term, regional, minor, beneficial impact on the quality 
of visitor use and experience. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. With the pending development of a research and learning center in Eads, 
Colorado, 25 miles from the site, there continues to be no single place to gain a comprehensive 
understanding and broader context of the site. Alternative D moderately meets and provides the 
visitor with more opportunities to understand, reflect upon, and gain access to, the site. This 
alternative provides a moderate range of opportunity that would balance visitors’ varied desires for 
interpretation and reflection. The combination of offerings, although in moderate degree, would 
satisfy, at least minimally, visitor expectations upon arrival after the long drive to the site. Duration 
of visitor stay, especially after the commitment to reach the site, would likely increase. Encounters 
with other visitors and rangers would be flexible—from minimal to moderate contact—based on 
the desired experiences and independent explorations of the visitor. 
 
With consideration to the range of visitors’ desires to have access to additional interpretive and 
contemplative opportunities on-site, visitor expectations and satisfaction would likely increase 
from the currently available opportunities. In combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, alternative D would have a long-term, minor, beneficial, cumulative 
impact on the quality of visitor use and experience. 
 
Conclusions. With a balance in providing opportunities for greater comprehension of the Sand 
Creek Massacre on-site and increased reflective opportunities, alternative D would have a long-
term, minor, beneficial impact on visitor use and experience. The cumulative effect would be minor 
and beneficial. 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE E (NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

This alternative recognizes the importance of, and places greatest emphasis on preserving sensitive 
resources on-site. The additional sensitive resource zone honors and affords descendants, other 
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tribal members, and all individuals affected by the massacre, the respect of protecting resources 
and landscape areas that contributed to the massacre. Located in the Sand Creek bottom, where 
the sequence of tragic events occurred, this space would be closed to general public access to 
protect the highly sensitive cultural and natural resources. Although access to the creek would be 
restricted, there would be a new opportunity to travel from the monument/memorial along the 
bluff overlooking the monument, offering an additional 1.5-mile trail—enabling visitors to observe 
from above—the site where the sequence of events unfolded on November 29, 1864. Low-profile 
interpretive media (self-guided tour with literature or small exhibits) and/or ranger-guided tours 
would substantially enhance visitor understanding of the event. Natural resource information, the 
role the landscape played in the event, and the post-massacre evolution of the site would be more 
accessible and interpreted at the site, allowing visitors to connect to and draw their own 
conclusions about Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site.  
 
With the holistic approach of equally recognizing, interpreting, and protecting both natural and 
cultural resources on-site, visitors would receive a comprehensive and balanced interpretation of 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site, while sensitive resources that are key to 
understanding the site receive protection. Alternative E affords the greatest long-term protection of 
resources that contribute to the understanding of the continuing legacy of the Sand Creek 
Massacre. Under alternative E, there would be a long-term, minor, beneficial impact on visitor use 
and experience. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Archeological surveys are ongoing at Sand Creek Massacre National Historic 
Site, revealing artifacts and evidence to establish increased knowledge of the sequence of events 
leading to, during, and following the event. In addition to surveys, contemporary tribal members 
who have received oral histories about the site have added to the body of knowledge of the Sand 
Creek Massacre. This duel body of information, which continues to grow, will paint a clearer 
picture of events for all visitors. Protection of the natural and cultural resources, the historic 
through present-day landscape, and sensitive cultural features, are essential to gathering and 
preserving new insight into the events at Sand Creek.  
 
While the site is attracting a greater number of visitors, from local residents to international 
travelers, this resource preservation alternative would essentially provide all future visitors with a 
more comprehensive and deeper understanding not just site-specifically, but also for a 
comprehensive broader context as the national and international backdrop. The additional 
information provided by archeological surveys would add to the comprehensive interpretation 
available at the research and learning center that would be developed in the future and open to the 
public. Although sensitive resources would be restricted from visitor access, their protection 
toward understanding and preserving the history and continuing story of Sand Creek and would 
greatly benefit visitors and heritage stewards who would carry the Sand Creek legacy well into the 
future. In combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, alternative E 
would have a minor, beneficial, cumulative impact on the quality of visitor use and experience. 
 
Conclusions. With the best opportunity to add to the scientific body of knowledge and oral 
histories of the survivors of the Sand Creek Massacre, alternative E would have a long-term, minor, 
beneficial impact on visitor use and experience. The cumulative effect would be minor and 
beneficial. 
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SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

 
 
METHODOLOGY 

The National Park Service applied logic, experience, and professional judgment to analyze impacts 
on the social and economic circumstances resulting from each alternative. Economic data, historic 
visitor use data, expected future visitor use, and future developments within the national historic 
site were all considered in identifying, discussing, and evaluating expected impacts. 
 
Intensity of Impact: 
 
Assessments of potential socioeconomic impacts were based on comparisons between the no-
action alternative and each of the action alternatives. Potential impacts from implementing the 
alternatives are described using the following thresholds of intensity: 
 

Negligible: The effects on socioeconomic conditions would be below or at the level of 
detection.  
 
Minor: The effects on socioeconomic conditions would be slight but detectable, and only 
affect a small portion of the surrounding population. The impact would be considered 
slight and not detectable outside the affected area.  
 
Moderate: The effects on socioeconomic conditions would be readily apparent. Any 
effects would result in changes to socioeconomic conditions on a local scale in the affected 
area.  
 
Major: The effects on socioeconomic conditions would be readily apparent. Measurable 
changes in social or economic conditions at the county level would occur. The impact is 
severely adverse or exceptionally beneficial in the affected area.  

 
Duration of Impacts: 
 

Short-term: Impacts that are temporary in duration and typically transitional, associated 
with implementation of an action (e.g., related to construction activities) 
and last one year or less.  

 
Long-term: Impacts that extend beyond one year (e.g., operational activities) or may 

have a permanent effect on the socioeconomic environment. 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE A (NO ACTION) 

Under the no-action alternative, management and operations of Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site would continue as they are now. Implementing this alternative would continue the 
current inflow of federal dollars into the region in the form of employee wages and the purchase of 
supplies. This amount is estimated to be about $863,000 per year and would be a continuation of 
long-term, minor, beneficial impacts as government expenditures enter the local economy. 
 

171 
 



CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The average length of time of a visit or length of stay in the region is unlikely to change under this 
alternative. Visitors would continue to visit the national historic site in the same manner and 
experience the same social conditions.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. The social and economic situation in Kiowa County is based on agricultural 
production and is subject to the variability of prices and other factors such as weather conditions.  
 
The presence of a national park system unit also influences the socioeconomic environment. The 
national historic site generates federal spending in the county in the form of employee wages, utility 
payments, and the purchases of supplies and services. The livelihoods of service-related businesses 
in the region, such as restaurants and motels, rely to some degree on the inflow of tourist dollars.  
 
The total direct economic value of public recreation areas includes two sets of values: (1) the user 
benefit that people receive from their visit, and (2) the values capitalized in land near the national 
historic site. Economic studies have shown that the value of land can increase with the number of 
available outdoor recreation opportunities and the proximity to outdoor recreation space. 
Therefore, the continued presence of the national historic site is providing beneficial 
socioeconomic impacts. 
 
The no-action alternative would have a continuing contribution of minor beneficial impacts to the 
above beneficial impacts of past, present, and future actions on socioeconomic conditions and, 
when considered in combination with other actions, would result in a minor, beneficial, cumulative 
effect. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing the no-action alternative would result in the continuation of long-term, 
minor, beneficial impacts and a short-term, negligible to minor, beneficial impact as government 
expenditures flow into the local economy. The cumulative effect would be minor and beneficial. 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE B 

Alternative B includes new trails that would open new areas of the site to the public and increase 
available interpretation on-site. These actions would likely result in an increase in the number of 
visitors, at least for the period shortly after implementation of the alternative’s actions. This would 
provide a short-term, minor, beneficial effect to the local economy as additional tourist dollars are 
spent in Kiowa County. For example, if visitation were to increase by 10% the first year, it would 
equate to about $15,000 worth of additional visitor spending. 
 
To implement this alternative, the national historic site staff would contract out for construction 
projects such as new trails, connecting roads, and trailside structures. There would be short-term, 
negligible to minor, beneficial impacts as government expenditures to local contractors and supply 
firms would enter the economy of Kiowa County. 
 
The length of time of a visit would likely increase under this alternative because there would be 
more for the visitor to see and do. The average length of stay in the region is unlikely to change 
under this alternative. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The social and economic situation in Kiowa County is based on agricultural 
production (livestock and crops) and so is subject to the variability of prices and other factors such 
as weather conditions.  
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The presence of a national park system unit also influences the socioeconomic environment. The 
national historic site generates federal spending in the county in the form of employee wages and 
the payment of utility costs, and the purchase of supplies and services. The livelihood of service-
related businesses in the region, such as restaurants and motels, rely on the inflow of tourist dollars. 
Although tourism is not the most important driving factor in the economy of southeast Colorado, a 
downward trend in national historic site visitation could adversely affect tourism-dependent 
businesses. 
 
The total direct economic value of public recreation areas includes two sets of values: (1) the user 
benefit that people receive from their visit, and (2) the values capitalized in land near the national 
historic site. Economic studies have shown that the value of land can increase with the number of 
available outdoor recreation opportunities and the proximity to outdoor recreation space. 
Therefore, the continued presence of the national historic site would provide beneficial 
socioeconomic effects. 
 
Alternative B would contribute minor beneficial impacts to the above beneficial impacts of past, 
present, and future actions on socioeconomic conditions and, when considered in combination 
with other actions, would result in a minor, beneficial, cumulative effect. This alternative would 
have a modest contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative B would result in additional short-term, minor to moderate, beneficial 
impacts from increased visitation and a short-term, minor, beneficial impact as government 
expenditures enter the local economy. The cumulative effect would be minor to moderate and 
beneficial. 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE C 

Under alternative C, management and operations of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
would continue essentially the same as they are now. Implementing this alternative would continue 
the inflow of federal dollars into the region in the form of employee wages and the purchase of 
supplies and materials. This inflow is estimated to be about $863,000 per year and would be a 
continuation of long-term, minor, beneficial impacts as government expenditures enter the local 
economy. 
 
The average length of time a visit stays in the area is unlikely to change under this alternative. 
Visitors would continue to visit the national historic site in the same manner and experience the 
same social conditions.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. The social and economic circumstances in Kiowa County are based in 
agricultural production and so are subject to the variability of prices and other factors such as 
weather conditions.  
 
The presence of a national park system unit also influences the socioeconomic environment. The 
national historic site generates federal spending in Kiowa County in the form of employee wages, 
utility costs, and purchases of supplies and services. The livelihood of service-related businesses in 
the region, such as restaurants and motels, rely to some degree on the inflow of tourist dollars. 
Although tourism is not the most important driving factor in the economy of southeast Colorado, a 
downward trend in national historic site visitation could adversely affect tourism-dependent 
businesses. 
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The total direct economic value of public national historic sites includes two sets of values: (1) the 
user benefit that people receive from their visit, and (2) the values capitalized in land near the 
national historic site. Economic studies have shown that the value of land can increase with the 
number of available outdoor recreation opportunities and the proximity to outdoor recreation 
space. Therefore, the continued presence of the national historic site is providing beneficial 
socioeconomic impacts. 
 
Under alternative C, there would continue to be a contribution of minor beneficial impacts to the 
above beneficial impacts of past, present, and future actions on socioeconomic conditions and, 
when considered in combination with other actions, would result in a minor, beneficial, cumulative 
effect. 
 
Conclusion. Implementing alternative C would result in the continuation of long-term, minor, 
beneficial impacts and a short-term, negligible to minor, beneficial impact as government 
expenditures enter the local economy. The cumulative effect would be minor and beneficial. 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE D 

Alternative D includes two new trails that would open new areas of the site to public access and 
increased interpretation available on-site. These actions would likely result in an increase in the 
number of visitors, at least for the period shortly after implementation of the alternative’s actions. 
This would have a short-term, minor, beneficial effect on the local economy as additional tourist 
dollars are spent in the county. For example, if visitation were to increase by 10% the first year, it 
would equate to about $15,000 worth of additional visitor spending. 
 
To implement this alternative, the park would contract out for construction projects such as new 
trails, access roads, and trailside structures, which would provide short-term, negligible to minor, 
beneficial impacts as government expenditures support local contractors and supply firms. 
 
The length of time of a visit would likely increase somewhat under this alternative because there 
would be more for the visitor to see and do. The average length of stay in the area is unlikely to 
change under this alternative. The remote location could increase the possibility of overnight stays. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The social and economic circumstances in Kiowa County are based on 
agricultural production (livestock and crops) and so are subject to the variability of prices and 
other factors such as weather conditions. 
 
The presence of a national park system unit also influences the socioeconomic environment. The 
national historic site generates federal spending in the county in the form of employee wages, utility 
costs, and the purchases of supplies and services. The livelihood of service-related businesses in the 
area, such as restaurants and motels, rely on the inflow of tourist dollars. Although tourism is not 
the most important driving factor in the economy of southeast Colorado, a downward trend in 
national historic site visitation could adversely affect tourism-dependent businesses. 
 
The total direct economic value of national historic sites includes two sets of values: (1) the user 
benefit that people receive from their visit, and (2) the values capitalized in land near the national 
historic site. Economic studies have shown that the value of land can increase with the number of 
available outdoor recreation opportunities and the proximity to outdoor recreation space. 
Therefore, the continued presence of the national historic site would provide beneficial 
socioeconomic effects. 
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This alternative would contribute minor beneficial impacts to the above beneficial impacts of past, 
present, and future actions on socioeconomic conditions and, when considered in combination 
with other actions, would result in a minor, beneficial, cumulative effect. This alternative would 
have a modest contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative D would result in additional short-term, minor, beneficial impacts from 
increased visitation and a short-term, negligible to minor, beneficial impact as government 
expenditures enter the local economy. The cumulative effect would be minor and beneficial. 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE E (NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

Alternative E includes one new trail that would open the western portion of the national historic 
site to the public and provide more interpretation on-site. These actions would likely result in a 
slight increase in the number of visitors, at least for the period shortly after the implementation of 
the alternative’s actions. This would have a short-term, minor, beneficial effect on the local 
economy as additional tourist dollars are spent in the county. For example, every 1% of increased 
visitation would equate to about $1,500 of additional visitor spending in the area. 
 
To implement alternative E, the national historic site staff would contract out for construction 
projects such as the new trail, access roads, and trailside structures. This would cause short-term, 
negligible, beneficial impacts as government expenditures to local contractors and supply firms 
enter the economy of the area. 
 
The length of time of a visit would likely increase slightly under this alternative because there 
would be more for the visitor to see and do. The average length of stay in the region is unlikely to 
change under this alternative. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The social and economic circumstances in Kiowa County are based on 
agricultural production (livestock and crops) and are subject to the variability of prices and other 
factors such as weather conditions.  
 
The presence of a national park system unit also influences the socioeconomic environment. The 
national historic site generates federal spending in the county in the form of employee wages, utility 
costs, and the purchases of supplies and services. The livelihood of service-related businesses in the 
area, such as restaurants and motels, rely on the inflow of tourist dollars. Although tourism is not 
the most important driving factor in the economy of southeast Colorado, a downward trend in 
national historic site visitation could adversely affect tourism-dependent businesses. 
 
The total direct economic value of national historic sites includes two sets of values: (1) the user 
benefit that people receive from their visit, and (2) the values capitalized in land near the recreation 
area. Economic studies have shown that the value of land can increase with the number of available 
outdoor recreation opportunities and the proximity to outdoor recreation space. Therefore, the 
continued presence of the national historic site is providing beneficial socioeconomic effects. 
 
Alternative E would contribute negligible beneficial impacts to the above beneficial impacts of past, 
present, and future actions on socioeconomic conditions and, when considered in combination 
with other actions, would result in a minor, beneficial, cumulative effect. This alternative would 
have a small contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 
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Conclusion. Alternative E would result in additional short-term, negligible, beneficial impacts from 
increased visitation and a short-term, negligible, beneficial impact as government expenditures 
enter the local economy. The cumulative effect would be minor and beneficial. 
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE OPERATIONS 

 
 
METHODOLOGY 

The analysis was conducted in terms of how historic site operations and facilities might vary under 
the different management alternatives. The analysis is qualitative rather than quantitative because 
of the conceptual nature of the alternatives. Consequently, professional judgment was used to 
reach reasonable conclusions as to the intensity, duration, and type of potential impact. The impact 
analysis evaluated the effects of the alternatives on staffing, infrastructure, visitor facilities, and 
services. 
 
 
Intensity of Impact 

Negligible: The effect on park operations would be at or below the lower levels of 
detection, and would not have an appreciable effect. 
 
Minor: The effects would be detectable, but would be of a magnitude that would not have 
an appreciable effect on park operations.  
 
Moderate: The effects would be readily apparent and would result in a substantial change 
in park operations in a noticeable manner.  
 
Major: The effects would be readily apparent and would result in a substantial change in 
park operations in a noticeable manner and be markedly different from existing operations.  

 
Duration of Impacts: 
 

Short-term: Impacts that would be expected to last less than two years since most 
planning, design, and construction is generally completed within two years.  

 
Long-term: Impacts that are expected to last more than two years. 

 
Type of Impacts: 
 
Beneficial impacts would improve NPS operations and/or facilities. Adverse impacts would 
negatively affect NPS operations and/or facilities and could hinder the staff’s ability to provide 
adequate services and facilities to visitors and employees. Some impacts could be beneficial for 
some operations or facilities and adverse or neutral for others. 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE A (NO ACTION) 

Under the no-action alternative, management and operations of Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site would continue as they are now. The park would continue to be managed on a day-to-
day basis according to the interim management plan, but would be without the guidance of a 
comprehensive long-range plan. Existing facilities would continue to be operated and maintained 
as they are now. 
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At the time of this writing, there are seven permanent FTE funded positions. This would remain the 
staffing level under alternative A. 
 
Alternative A would create no new impacts, but would result in the continuation of long-term, 
minor, adverse impacts to park operations at the national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. In general, NPS staff members are faced with increasing workloads as a result 
of new governmental initiatives, program mandates, and reporting requirements.  
 
Past and ongoing projects have had impacts on national historic site operations and facilities such 
as construction and maintenance of trails, fences, roads, and other infrastructure. Facilities (e.g., 
visitor centers, pavement, etc.) and utilities would continue to be repaired or replaced as needed 
when funds become available, resulting in minor to moderate adverse impacts over the long term. 
 
The national historic site has been understaffed in the past, which led to constraints on the amount 
of management activities that could be accomplished. However, anticipated staff increases in 2014 
would include maintenance positions to alleviate some of the maintenance difficulties now 
experienced—a long-term, moderate, beneficial effect. 
 
While this alternative would not contribute any new effects to the minor adverse effects of other 
past, present, or foreseeable future actions, it would allow the continuation of minor, adverse, 
cumulative impacts. When combined with the adverse effects of other past, present, and 
foreseeable future actions, the cumulative effects would be minor and adverse. 
 
Conclusion. The no-action alternative, if implemented, would cause no new impacts on national 
historic site operations and facilities, but would result in the continuation of long-term, minor, 
adverse impacts. Thus, the overall cumulative effect would be minor and adverse. 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE B 

Under alternative B, the underlying management and operations of Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site would continue as they are now. Existing facilities would continue to be operated and 
maintained. 
 
At the time of this writing, there are seven permanently funded FTE employees. This alternative 
would require the hiring of additional maintenance personnel, interpreters, and road and trail 
personnel. 
 
Alternative B would require more interpretive staff, which would allow more of the history of the 
massacre to be disseminated through varied on-site and off-site educational and interpretive 
programs, media, and services. This alternative would create new impacts from the construction 
and continued maintenance needs all the existing roads and trails. These would represent minor 
adverse impacts. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. In general, NPS staff members are faced with increasing workloads as a result 
of new NPS initiatives, program mandates, and reporting requirements.  
 
Past and ongoing projects have had impacts on national historic site operations and facilities such 
as construction and maintenance of trails, fences, roads, and other infrastructure. Facilities (e.g., 
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visitor centers, pavement, etc.) and utilities would continue to be repaired or replaced as needed 
when funds become available, resulting in minor to moderate adverse impacts over the long term.  
The historic site has been understaffed in the past, which led to constraints on the amount of 
management activities that could be accomplished.  
 
While this alternative’s minor adverse effects are combined with the minor adverse effects of other 
past, present, or foreseeable future actions, it would result in minor, adverse, cumulative impacts. 
When combined with the adverse effects of other past, present, and foreseeable future actions, the 
cumulative effects would be minor and adverse. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative B, if implemented, would cause minor adverse impacts on historic site 
operations and facilities. Thus, the overall cumulative effect would be minor and adverse. 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE C 

Under alternative C, management and operations of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
would continue almost as they are now. Existing facilities would continue to be operated and 
maintained as they are now. 
 
At the time of this writing, there are seven permanent funded FTE employees. A minimum amount 
of new park staff may be needed to be hired for maintenance and upkeep of the visitor center. 
 
This alternative would create negligible adverse impacts to park operations at the national historic 
site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. In general, NPS staff members are faced with increasing workloads as a result 
of new NPS initiatives, program mandates, and reporting requirements.  
 
Past and ongoing projects have had impacts on national historic site operations and facilities such 
as construction and maintenance of trails, fences, roads, and other infrastructure. Facilities (e.g., 
visitor centers, pavement, etc.) and utilities would continue to be repaired or replaced as needed 
when funds become available, resulting in minor to moderate adverse impacts over the long term.  
 
The historic site has been understaffed in the past, which led to constraints on the amount of 
management activities that could be accomplished.  
 
This alternative’s negligible adverse impacts when combined with the minor adverse impacts of 
other past, present, or foreseeable future actions would be minor and adverse. 
 
Conclusion. This alternative, if implemented, would cause negligible adverse impacts on national 
historic site operations and facilities, but would result in continuation of long-term, minor, adverse 
impacts. Thus, the overall cumulative effect would be minor and adverse. 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE D 

Under alternative D, management and operations of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
would continue almost as they are now. Existing facilities would continue to be operated and 
maintained as they are now. 
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At the time of this writing, there are seven permanent funded FTE positions. Additional personnel 
would need to be hired for maintenance and interpretation in the proposed visitor center. 
This alternative would create negligible adverse impacts to park operations at the national historic 
site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. In general, NPS staff members are faced with increasing workloads as a result 
of new NPS initiatives, program mandates, and reporting requirements.  
 
Past and ongoing projects have had impacts on national historic site operations and facilities such 
as construction and maintenance of trails, fences, roads, and other infrastructure. Facilities (e.g., 
visitor centers, pavement, etc.) and utilities would continue to be repaired or replaced as needed 
when funds become available, resulting in minor to moderate adverse impacts over the long term.  
 
The historic site has been understaffed in the past, which led to constraints on the amount of 
management activities that could be accomplished.  
 
While this alternative would not contribute any new effects to the minor adverse effects of other 
past, present, or foreseeable future actions, it would allow the continuation of minor, adverse, 
cumulative impacts. When combined with the adverse effects of other past, present, and 
foreseeable future actions, the cumulative effects would be minor and adverse. 
 
Conclusion. This alternative, if implemented, would cause no new impacts on national historic site 
operations and facilities, but would result in continuation of long-term, minor, adverse impacts. 
Thus, the overall cumulative effect would be minor and adverse. 
 
 
IMPACTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE E (NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

Under alternative E, management and operations of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
would continue almost as they are now. Existing facilities would continue to be operated and 
maintained as they are now. New amenities on-site would include a new trail, shade structure, 
visitor contact station, interpretive signs, and visitor facilities on the monument hill. 
 
At the time of this writing, there are seven permanent funded FTE positions. Additional personnel 
would need to be hired for maintenance and interpretation in the proposed visitor center and 
perhaps field interpreters. 
 
This alternative would create negligible-to-minor adverse impacts to park operations at the 
national historic site. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. In general, NPS staff members are faced with increasing workloads as a result 
of new NPS initiatives, program mandates, and reporting requirements.  
 
Past and ongoing projects have had impacts on national historic site operations and facilities such 
as construction and maintenance of trails, fences, roads, and other infrastructure. Facilities (e.g., 
visitor centers, pavement, etc.) and utilities would continue to be repaired or replaced as needed 
when funds become available, resulting in minor to moderate adverse impacts over the long term.  
 
The historic site has been understaffed in the past, which led to constraints on the amount of 
management activities that could be accomplished.  
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This alternative would contribute negligible to minor adverse effects to the minor adverse effects of 
other past, present, or foreseeable future actions. The cumulative effects would be minor and 
adverse. 
 
Conclusion. This alternative, if implemented, would cause negligible-to-minor impacts on national 
historic site operations and facilities, but would result in continuation of long-term, minor, adverse 
impacts. Thus, the overall cumulative effect would be minor and adverse. 
 
Table 8 summarizes how NPS management actions would cumulatively affect each impact topic 
described in detail earlier in this chapter.  
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PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

 

This General Management Plan / Environmental Assessment for Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site represents the thoughts and ideas of the National Park Service, the national historic 
site staff, the Sand Creek committees and tribal members of the Northern Cheyenne Tribe, the 
Northern Arapaho Tribe, the Southern Cheyenne / Southern Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma, official 
representatives of the State of Colorado and Kiowa County, Colorado, and the public. There were 
three primary ways the general public participated during the development of the plan: (1) 
participation in public meetings, (2) responding to newsletters, and (3) providing comments on the 
NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website. 
 
 
GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLANNING CONSULTATION PROCESS 

Tribal consultation on Sand Creek began with tribal participation in the “Sand Creek Project Site 
Location Study” and the subsequent “Special History Study / Environmental Assessment” 
conducted in 2000. Tribal Sand Creek Committee members also consulted with the National Park 
Service in the development of the Interim Site Management Plan / Environmental Assessment 
completed in 2006. 
 
Consultation on the general management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
began with a meeting with Sand Creek tribal committee members in Eads, Colorado, in September 
2007. The GMP team developed and distributed an initial public scoping newsletter in January 
2007 and conducted several public meetings in Colorado, Montana, Oklahoma, and Wyoming 
from February to April 2008. 
 
Additional consultation meetings were held in Lamar following the repatriation and burial of the 
remains of Sand Creek Massacre victims in June 2008. Follow-up consultations were held later that 
month with representatives of the Northern Cheyenne in Lame Deer, Montana, in June 2008 and at 
the Cheyenne tribal powwow in July 2008. 
 
The consultation process continued with the initial management alternatives workshop held in 
Eads, Colorado, in September 2008. A second management alternatives workshop was held at the 
Colorado Historical Society in Denver in December 2009. Both workshops involved members of 
the National Park Service, the State of Colorado represented by members of the Colorado 
Historical Society, Kiowa County, Colorado; and member of all the Sand Creek tribal committees. 
This workshop was followed by a consultation meeting and confirmation of the range of 
management alternatives at the Colorado State Historical Society in January 2010. 
 
The draft management alternatives were reviewed by the NPS staff and tribal committee members 
in the spring and summer of 2010. A draft management alternatives newsletter was developed and 
distributed for tribal committee review in the fall of 2010. Public review of the draft management 
alternatives began in early 2011. Public meetings on the management alternatives were held in 
February 2011 in Denver, Colorado, and in March 2011 in Concho, Oklahoma; Riverton, 
Wyoming; Eads, Colorado; and in Lame Deer, Montana. The Northern Arapaho Business Council 
was briefed on the general management plan in November 2011. 
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Following public review of the management alternatives and incorporation of public comments, 
the National Park Service hosted a workshop for the selection of the preferred alternative in 
Billings, Montana, in December 2011. Representatives of the National Park Service; the State of 
Colorado; and the Northern Arapaho, Northern Cheyenne, and the Southern Arapaho/Southern 
Cheyenne tribes participated in the two-day workshop to select the preferred alternative, which 
was approved by the National Park Service Intermountain Regional Directorate in January 2012. 
 
Subsequent briefings on the general management plan were held with tribal representatives in 
January 2013. Members of the planning team also consulted with tribal representatives on the 
development of the historical time line for the events that preceded and followed the Sand Creek 
Massacre as well as the historical context of the massacre itself. The tribal committee 
representatives reviewed and approved the historical context and historical time line in a 
consultation meeting held in Billings, Montana, in December 2013. 
 
Public meetings on the draft general management plan will be held in Boulder, Denver, and Eads, 
Colorado; Lame Deer, Montana; Wind River, Wyoming; and Concho, Oklahoma. 
 
In addition to the formal meetings and consultations identified above, tribal committee members 
have provided input to the planning process through an ongoing series of conference calls 
organized by the superintendent and staff of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
 
Tribal collaboration has been an essential element of the planning process. Tribal representatives 
and members have provided input to the management alternatives and the overall plan. Tribal 
comments have been submitted through the consultation calls and in face-to-face meetings with 
NPS park staff and planning team members rather than through formal correspondence. 
 
 
PUBLIC MEETINGS AND NEWSLETTERS 

Public meetings and newsletters kept the public informed and involved in the planning process for 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. A mailing list was compiled that consisted of 
congressional representatives; state, county, and tribal government officials; tribal members; and 
interested citizens. 
 
A notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement for the general management plan 
was published in the Federal Register on August 15, 2007. The initial public scoping newsletter was 
published and distributed in the fall of 2007. The National Park Service received a total of 32 
written comments in response to this initial newsletter. 
 
The National Park Service held a series of public meetings and tribal consultations on the general 
management planning process in 2008. These meetings were held in the town of Eads, Kiowa 
County, Colorado, on February 19; in Riverton Wyoming, near the Wind River Reservation on 
March 5; in Denver, Colorado, on April 2; and in Lame Deer, Montana, on the Northern Cheyenne 
Reservation in June and July. 
 
Following the initial public involvement and scoping effort, a preliminary alternatives workshop 
was held in Eads, Colorado, in September 2008. Workshop participants included representatives of 
the National Park Service, Denver Service Center, Intermountain Region office; Sand Creek 
Massacre National Historic Site staff; Sand Creek committee members from the Northern 
Cheyenne Tribe, Northern Arapaho Tribe, and Southern Cheyenne / Southern Arapaho Tribes of 
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Oklahoma; and representatives of the State of Colorado and Kiowa County, Colorado. The 
workshop participants successfully developed the initial range of alternatives. 
 
A second alternatives workshop was held at the Colorado Historical Society in Denver, Colorado, 
on December 14 and 15, 2009. This workshop involved representatives of all the agencies and 
tribes who had participated in the initial alternatives workshop in 2008. This group refined the 
initial alternatives and developed the final ranges of alternatives. 
 
The National Park Service refined the range of alternatives developed at this workshop and 
consulted with the tribes, the State of Colorado, and Kiowa County, Colorado, to confirm 
consensus on the range of alternatives in the spring and summer of 2010. The National Park 
Service, in consultation with tribal representatives, the State of Colorado, and Kiowa County, 
developed an alternatives newsletter for public distribution in the fall of 2010. The newsletter was 
distributed to the public in January 2011. A series of public meetings on the draft management plan 
alternatives were held in February and March 2011 in Eads, Colorado; Denver, Colorado; Concho, 
Oklahoma; Riverton, Wyoming; and Lame Deer, Montana. Public comment was uniformly 
supportive of the range of alternatives and the proposed management actions. 
 
Following the public review process for the draft management plan alternatives, the National Park 
Service conducted a Choosing by Advantages workshop in Billings, Montana, for selection of the 
planning team’s preferred alternative on December 14 and 15, 2011. This workshop included 
representatives of the National Park Service, Denver Service Center, Intermountain Region; Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site staff; Sand Creek committee members from the Northern 
Cheyenne Tribe, Northern Arapaho Tribe, and the Southern Cheyenne/Southern Arapaho Tribes 
of Oklahoma, and representatives of the State of Colorado. The county commissioners of Kiowa 
County were invited to the workshop, but were unable to attend.  
 
Following the workshop, the planning team presented the recommended preferred alternative to 
the NPS Intermountain Region regional director on January 18, 2012. The regional director 
confirmed the selection of the preferred alternative. The National Park Service conducted follow-
up briefings with all tribal representatives on the planning process following the selection of the 
NPS preferred alternative. 
 
Based on the absence of significant impacts following a preliminary impact analysis, the National 
Park Service recommended a waiver of the environmental impact statement for the general 
management plan and permission to conclude the project with an environmental assessment. A 
notice of termination of the environmental impact statement (and preparation of an environmental 
assessment) was published in the Federal Register on October 2, 2014.  
 
 
SECTION 7 CONSULTATION (ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT) 

To comply with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the National Park Service coordinated 
informally with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S. Department of the Interior. The list 
of threatened and endangered species (see appendix C) was compiled with the use of lists and 
information received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
In accordance with the Endangered Species Act and relevant regulations in 50 CFR 402, the 
National Park Service determined that this general management plan was not likely to cause 
adverse effects on any federally listed threatened or endangered species. The National Park Service 
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sent a copy of this plan to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with a request for written concurrence 
with that determination.  
 
In addition, the National Park Service has committed to consult about future actions conducted 
under the framework described in this plan to ensure that such actions are not likely to adversely 
affect threatened or endangered species. 
 
 
NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

As part of the general management planning process, the National Park Service involved 
representatives of the Northern Cheyenne Tribe, the Northern Arapaho Tribe, and the Southern 
Cheyenne / Southern Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma in every aspect of the planning process, 
including alternatives development and selection of the preferred alternative. The National Park 
Service conducted ongoing consultation meetings throughout the planning process.  
 
 
SECTION 106 CONSULTATION 

Agencies that have direct or indirect jurisdiction over historic properties are required by section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 USC 270 et seq.) to take into 
account the effect of any undertaking on properties eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places. To meet the requirements of 36 CFR 800, the National Park Service invited the 
Colorado Historical Society to participate as an active partner in the general management planning 
process. Representatives of this office participated in both alternatives development workshops 
and the Choosing By Advantages workshop. The Colorado Historical Society hosted the initial 
public involvement meeting in Denver in April 2008 and the second alternatives workshop in 
December 2009. 
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Appendix A: Enabling Legislation 

 
One Hundred Sixth Congress 

of the 
United States of America 
AT THE SECOND SESSION 

 
Begun and held at the City of Washington on Monday,  
the twenty-fourth day of January, two thousand  
An Act  
To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to establish the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site in 
the State of Colorado.  

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site Establishment Act of 
2000’. 

 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS- Congress finds that-- 
(1) on November 29, 1864, a peaceful village of Cheyenne and Arapaho Indians under 
the leadership of Chief Black Kettle, along Sand Creek in southeastern Colorado 
territory was attacked by approximately 700 volunteer soldiers commanded by 
Colonel John M. Chivington; 
(2) more than 150 Cheyenne and Arapaho were killed in the attack, most of whom 
were women, children, or elderly; 
(3) during the massacre and the following day, the soldiers committed atrocities on 
the dead before withdrawing from the field; 
(4) the site of the Sand Creek Massacre is of great significance to descendants of the 
victims of the massacre and their respective tribes, for the commemoration of 
ancestors at the site; 
(5) the site is a reminder of the tragic extremes sometimes reached in the 500 years of 
conflict between Native Americans and people of European and other origins 
concerning the land that now comprises the United States; 
(6) Congress, in enacting the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site Study Act of 
1998 (Public Law 105-243; 112 Stat. 1579), directed the National Park Service to 
complete a resources study of the site; 
(7) the study completed under that Act-- 

(A) identified the location and extent of the area in which the massacre took 
place; and 
(B) confirmed the national significance, suitability, and feasibility of, and 
evaluated management options for, that area, including designation of the site 
as a unit of the National Park System; and 

(8) the study included an evaluation of environmental impacts and preliminary cost 
estimates for facility development, administration, and necessary land acquisition. 

(b) PURPOSES- The purposes of this Act are-- 
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(1) to recognize the importance of the Sand Creek Massacre as-- 
(A) a nationally significant element of frontier military and Native American 
history; and 
(B) a symbol of the struggles of Native American tribes to maintain their way 
of life on ancestral land; 

(2) to authorize, on acquisition of sufficient land, the establishment of the site of the 
Sand Creek Massacre as a national historic site; and 
(3) to provide opportunities for the tribes and the State to be involved in the 
formulation of general management plans and educational programs for the national 
historic site. 

 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) DESCENDANT- The term ‘descendant’ means a member of a tribe, an ancestor of 
whom was injured or killed in, or otherwise affected by, the Sand Creek Massacre. 
(2) MANAGEMENT PLAN- The term `management plan' means the management plan 
required to be developed for the site under section 7(a). 
(3) SECRETARY- The term `Secretary' means the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Director of the National Park Service. 
(4) SITE- The term ‘site’ means the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
established under section 4(a). 
(5) STATE- The term `State' means the State of Colorado. 
(6) TRIBE- The term `tribe' means-- 

(A) the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma; 
(B) the Northern Cheyenne Tribe; or 
(C) the Northern Arapaho Tribe. 

 
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL- 
(1) DETERMINATION- On a determination by the Secretary that land described in 
subsection (b)(1) containing a sufficient quantity of resources to provide for the 
preservation, memorialization, commemoration, and interpretation of the Sand Creek 
Massacre has been acquired by the National Park Service, the Secretary shall establish 
the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site, Colorado. 
(2) PUBLICATION- The Secretary shall publish in the Federal Register a notice of the 
determination of the Secretary under paragraph (1). 

(b) BOUNDARY- 
(1) MAP AND ACREAGE- The site shall consist of approximately 12,480 acres in Kiowa 
County, Colorado, the site of the Sand Creek Massacre, as generally depicted on the 
map entitled, ‘Sand Creek Massacre Historic Site’, numbered, SAND 80,013 IR, and 
dated July 1, 2000. 
(2) LEGAL DESCRIPTION- The Secretary shall prepare a legal description of the land and 
interests in land described in paragraph (1). 
(3) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY- The map prepared under paragraph (1) and the legal 
description prepared under paragraph (2) shall be on file and available for public 
inspection in the appropriate offices of the National Park Service. 
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(4) BOUNDARY REVISION- The Secretary may, as necessary, make minor revisions to 
the boundary of the site in accordance with section 7(c) of the Land and Water 
Conservation Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l-9(c)). 

 
SEC. 5. ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL- The Secretary shall manage the site in accordance with-- 
(1) this Act; 
(2) the Act entitled `An Act to establish a National Park Service, and for other 
purposes', approved August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.); 
(3) the Act of August 21, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 461 et seq.); and 
(4) other laws generally applicable to management of units of the National Park 
System. 

(b) MANAGEMENT- The Secretary shall manage the site-- 
(1) to protect and preserve the site, including-- 

(A) the topographic features that the Secretary determines are important to 
the site; 
(B) artifacts and other physical remains of the Sand Creek Massacre; and 
(C) the cultural landscape of the site, in a manner that preserves, as closely as 
practicable, the cultural landscape of the site as it appeared at the time of the 
Sand Creek Massacre; 

(2)(A) to interpret the natural and cultural resource values associated with the site; 
and 
(B) provide for public understanding and appreciation of, and preserve for future 
generations, those values; and 
(3) to memorialize, commemorate, and provide information to visitors to the site to-- 

(A) enhance cultural understanding about the site; and 
(B) assist in minimizing the chances of similar incidents in the future. 

(c) CONSULTATION AND TRAINING- 
(1) IN GENERAL- In developing the management plan and preparing educational 
programs for the public about the site, the Secretary shall consult with and solicit 
advice and recommendations from the tribes and the State. 
(2) AGREEMENTS- The Secretary may enter into cooperative agreements with the 
tribes (including boards, committees, enterprises, and traditional leaders of the tribes) 
and the State to carry out this Act. 

 
SEC. 6. ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL- The Secretary may acquire land and interests in land within the boundaries of 
the site-- 

(1) through purchase (including purchase with donated or appropriated funds) only 
from a willing seller; and 
(2) by donation, exchange, or other means, except that any land or interest in land 
owned by the State (including a political subdivision of the State) may be acquired only 
by donation. 

(b) PRIORITY FOR ACQUISITION- The Secretary shall give priority to the acquisition of land 
containing the marker in existence on the date of enactment of this Act, which states `Sand 
Creek Battleground, November 29 and 30, 1864', within the boundary of the site. 
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(c) COST-EFFECTIVENESS- 
(1) IN GENERAL- In acquiring land for the site, the Secretary, to the maximum extent 
practicable, shall use cost-effective alternatives to Federal fee ownership, including-- 

(A) the acquisition of conservation easements; and 
(B) other means of acquisition that are consistent with local zoning 
requirements. 

(2) SUPPORT FACILITIES- A support facility for the site that is not within the designated 
boundary of the site may be located in Kiowa County, Colorado, subject to an 
agreement between the Secretary and the Commissioners of Kiowa County, Colorado. 

 
SEC. 7. MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL- Not later than 5 years after the date on which funds are made available to 
carry out this Act, the Secretary shall prepare a management plan for the site. 
(b) INCLUSIONS- The management plan shall cover, at a minimum-- 

(1) measures for the preservation of the resources of the site; 
(2) requirements for the type and extent of development and use of the site, including, 
for each development-- 

(A) the general location; 
(B) timing and implementation requirements; and 
(C) anticipated costs; 

(3) requirements for offsite support facilities in Kiowa County; 
(4) identification of, and implementation commitments for, visitor carrying capacities 
for all areas of the site; 
(5) opportunities for involvement by the tribes and the State in the formulation of 
educational programs for the site; and 
(6) opportunities for involvement by the tribes, the State, and other local and national 
entities in the responsibilities of developing and supporting the site. 

 
SEC. 8. NEEDS OF DESCENDANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL- A descendant shall have reasonable rights of access to, and use of, federally 
acquired land within the site, in accordance with the terms and conditions of a written 
agreement between the Secretary and the tribe of which the descendant is a member. 
(b) COMMEMORATIVE NEEDS- In addition to the rights described in subsection (a), any 
reasonable need of a descendant shall be considered in park planning and operations, 
especially with respect to commemorative activities in designated areas within the site. 

SEC. 9. TRIBAL ACCESS FOR TRADITIONAL CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL OBSERVANCE. 
(a) ACCESS- 

(1) IN GENERAL- The Secretary shall grant to any descendant or other member of a 
tribe reasonable access to federally acquired land within the site for the purpose of 
carrying out a traditional, cultural, or historical observance. 
(2) NO FEE- The Secretary shall not charge any fee for access granted under paragraph 
(1). 

(b) CONDITIONS OF ACCESS- In granting access under subsection (a), the Secretary shall 
temporarily close to the general public one or more specific portions of the site in order to 
protect the privacy of tribal members engaging in a traditional, cultural, or historical 
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observance in those portions; and any such closure shall be made in a manner that affects the 
smallest practicable area for the minimum period necessary for the purposes described above. 
(c) SAND CREEK REPATRIATION SITE- 

(1) IN GENERAL- The Secretary shall dedicate a portion of the federally acquired land 
within the site to the establishment and operation of a site at which certain items 
referred to in paragraph (2) that are repatriated under the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. 300 et seq.) or any other provision of law 
may be interred, reinterred, preserved, or otherwise protected. 
(2) ACCEPTABLE ITEMS- The items referred to in paragraph (1) are any items 
associated with the Sand Creek Massacre, such as-- 

(A) Native American human remains; 
(B) associated funerary objects; 
(C) unassociated funerary objects; 
(D) sacred objects; and 
(E) objects of cultural patrimony. 

(d) TRIBAL CONSULTATION- In exercising any authority under this section, the Secretary shall 
consult with, and solicit advice and recommendations from, descendants and the tribes. 

 
SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as are necessary to carry out this Act. 
Speaker of the House of Representatives.  
Vice President of the United States and  
President of the Senate.  
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The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that all may experience our heritage  
EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA 

 

 
 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 
 
September 6, 2007 
 
Mr. Ben Ridgley 
Northern Arapaho Representative for Sand Creek  
P.O Box 396 
Ft. Washakie, WY  82514 
 
Dear Ben: 
 
The National Park Service invites the honor of your participation and support in initiating general 
management planning for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site.  As you know, since prior 
to the establishment of Sand Creek as a unit of the National Park Service, the relationship 
between our agency and the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes has been a cornerstone of all 
collaborative planning efforts, intended to provide for the site’s continued protection and 
appreciation.   
 
Toward this end, preparation of a General Management Plan, or GMP - developed in 
consultation with the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes, involved stakeholders and the public - will 
serve as a blueprint for guiding preservation and development of the National Historic Site for 
the near future. 
 
A primary purpose of the meeting is to introduce the process leading to the formulation of a 
GMP and begin to coordinate dates for public meetings.  Please come to the meeting with 
suggestions for dates and locations of public meetings to be held in your communities. These will 
be published in our next GMP public newsletter.  
 
Other topics of no less importance will include interment of sacred remains, management and 
stewardship efforts for the year ending, report on visitor statistics since the public opening of the 
site last June, management actions planned for the coming year, development of a policy about 
offerings left on the site, potential monuments and memorials at the site.  
 
The meeting will begin at 9:00 a.m. on October 22, 2007, at the National Park Service 
Intermountain Regional Office, located at 12795 W. Alameda Pkwy, Lakewood, Colorado. A 
block of rooms has been reserved at the Sheraton Denver West, 360 Union Boulevard, 
Lakewood, Colorado.  Please call the hotel at (303) 987-2000 and reserve your room for the night 
of October 21st. 
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EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA 

 

 
 
 
Being new to the Sand Creek Massacre NHS, and being humbled to follow in the footsteps that 
came before, I am looking forward to meeting you and working together in the future.  Should 
any questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
 
 
cc:   
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 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 
 
September 6, 2007 
 
Mr. Gail Ridgley 
Northern Arapaho Representative for Sand Creek  
112 E Adams Ave 
Riverton, WY  82501 
 
Dear Gail: 
 
The National Park Service invites the honor of your participation and support in initiating general 
management planning for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site.  As you know, since prior 
to the establishment of Sand Creek as a unit of the National Park Service, the relationship 
between our agency and the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes has been a cornerstone of all 
collaborative planning efforts, intended to provide for the site’s continued protection and 
appreciation.   
 
Toward this end, preparation of a General Management Plan, or GMP - developed in 
consultation with the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes, involved stakeholders and the public - will 
serve as a blueprint for guiding preservation and development of the National Historic Site for 
the near future. 
 
A primary purpose of the meeting is to introduce the process leading to the formulation of a 
GMP and begin to coordinate dates for public meetings.  Please come to the meeting with 
suggestions for dates and locations of public meetings to be held in your communities. These will 
be published in our next GMP public newsletter.  
 
Other topics of no less importance will include interment of sacred remains, management and 
stewardship efforts for the year ending, report on visitor statistics since the public opening of the 
site last June, management actions planned for the coming year, development of a policy about 
offerings left on the site, potential monuments and memorials at the site.  
 
The meeting will begin at 9:00 a.m. on October 22, 2007, at the National Park Service 
Intermountain Regional Office, located at 12795 W. Alameda Pkwy, Lakewood, Colorado. A 
block of rooms has been reserved at the Sheraton Denver West, 360 Union Boulevard, 
Lakewood, Colorado.  Please call the hotel at (303) 987-2000 and reserve your room for the night 
of October 21st. 
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Being new to the Sand Creek Massacre NHS, and being humbled to follow in the footsteps that 
came before, I am looking forward to meeting you and working together in the future.  Should 
any questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
 
 
cc:   
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 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 
 
September 6, 2007 
 
Mr. Joe Big Medicine 
Southern Cheyenne Sand Creek Representative 
620 S. Weigle 
Watonga, OK  73772 
 
Dear Joe: 
 
The National Park Service invites the honor of your participation and support in initiating general 
management planning for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site.  As you know, since prior 
to the establishment of Sand Creek as a unit of the National Park Service, the relationship 
between our agency and the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes has been a cornerstone of all 
collaborative planning efforts, intended to provide for the site’s continued protection and 
appreciation.   
 
Toward this end, preparation of a General Management Plan, or GMP - developed in 
consultation with the Tribes, involved stakeholders and the public - will serve as a blueprint for 
guiding preservation and development of the National Historic Site for the near future. 
 
A primary purpose of the meeting is to introduce the process leading to the formulation of a 
GMP and begin to coordinate dates for public meetings.  Please come to the meeting with 
suggestions for dates and locations of public meetings to be held in your communities. These will 
be published in our next GMP public newsletter.  
 
Other topics of no less importance will include interment of sacred remains, management and 
stewardship efforts for the year ending, report on visitor statistics since the public opening of the 
site last June, management actions planned for the coming year, development of a policy about 
offerings left on the site, potential monuments and memorials at the site.  
 
The meeting will begin at 9:00 a.m. on October 22, 2007, at the National Park Service 
Intermountain Regional Office, located at 12795 W. Alameda Pkwy, Lakewood, Colorado. A 
block of rooms has been reserved at the Sheraton Denver West, 360 Union Boulevard, 
Lakewood, Colorado.  Please call the hotel at (303) 987-2000 and reserve your room for the night 
of October 21st. 
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Being new to the Sand Creek Massacre NHS, and being humbled to follow in the footsteps that 
came before, I am looking forward to meeting you and working together in the future.  Should 
any questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
 
 
cc:  Governor Harvey Monetatchi 
       Gordon Yellowman, Director, Culture and Heritage Program 
       Kay Mackety, Finance Office 



 
 

The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that all may experience our heritage  
EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA 

 

 
 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 
 
September 6, 2007 
 
Mr. Laird Cometsevah 
Southern Cheyenne Sand Creek Representative 
312 N. 17th 
Clinton, OK  73601 
 
Dear Laird: 
 
The National Park Service invites the honor of your participation and support in initiating general 
management planning for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site.  As you know, since prior 
to the establishment of Sand Creek as a unit of the National Park Service, the relationship 
between our agency and the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes has been a cornerstone of all 
collaborative planning efforts, intended to provide for the site’s continued protection and 
appreciation.   
 
Toward this end, preparation of a General Management Plan, or GMP - developed in 
consultation with the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes, involved stakeholders and the public - will 
serve as a blueprint for guiding preservation and development of the National Historic Site for 
the near future. 
 
A primary purpose of the meeting is to introduce the process leading to the formulation of a 
GMP and begin to coordinate dates for public meetings.  Please come to the meeting with 
suggestions for dates and locations of public meetings to be held in your communities. These will 
be published in our next GMP public newsletter.  
 
Other topics of no less importance will include interment of sacred remains, management and 
stewardship efforts for the year ending, report on visitor statistics since the public opening of the 
site last June, management actions planned for the coming year, development of a policy about 
offerings left on the site, potential monuments and memorials at the site.  
 
The meeting will begin at 9:00 a.m. on October 22, 2007, at the National Park Service 
Intermountain Regional Office, located at 12795 W. Alameda Pkwy, Lakewood, Colorado. A 
block of rooms has been reserved at the Sheraton Denver West, 360 Union Boulevard, 
Lakewood, Colorado.  Please call the hotel at (303) 987-2000 and reserve your room for the night 
of October 21st. 
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Being new to the Sand Creek Massacre NHS, and being humbled to follow in the footsteps that 
came before, I am looking forward to meeting you and working together in the future.  Should 
any questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
 
 
cc: Gordon Yellowman, Director, Culture and Heritage Program 
      Kay Mackety, Finance Office 
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 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 
 
September 6, 2007 
 
Mr. Otto Braided Hair 
Director, Northern Cheyenne Sand Creek Office 
PO Box 1350 BIA Bldg., Hwy 39 
Lame Deer, MT  59043 
 
Dear Otto: 
 
The National Park Service invites the honor of your participation and support in initiating general 
management planning for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site.  As you know, since prior 
to the establishment of Sand Creek as a unit of the National Park Service, the relationship 
between our agency and the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes has been a cornerstone of all 
collaborative planning efforts, intended to provide for the site’s continued protection and 
appreciation.   
 
Toward this end, preparation of a General Management Plan, or GMP - developed in 
consultation with the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes, involved stakeholders and the public - will 
serve as a blueprint for guiding preservation and development of the National Historic Site for 
the near future. 
 
A primary purpose of the meeting is to introduce the process leading to the formulation of a 
GMP and begin to coordinate dates for public meetings.  Please come to the meeting with 
suggestions for dates and locations of public meetings to be held in your communities. These will 
be published in our next GMP public newsletter.  
 
Other topics of no less importance will include interment of sacred remains, management and 
stewardship efforts for the year ending, report on visitor statistics since the public opening of the 
site last June, management actions planned for the coming year, development of a policy about 
offerings left on the site, potential monuments and memorials at the site.  
 
The meeting will begin at 9:00 a.m. on October 22, 2007, at the National Park Service 
Intermountain Regional Office, located at 12795 W. Alameda Pkwy, Lakewood, Colorado. A 
block of rooms has been reserved at the Sheraton Denver West, 360 Union Boulevard, 
Lakewood, Colorado.  Please call the hotel at (303) 987-2000 and reserve your room for the night 
of October 21st. 
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Being new to the Sand Creek Massacre NHS, and being humbled to follow in the footsteps that 
came before, I am looking forward to meeting you and working together in the future.  Should 
any questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
 
 
cc:   
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 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
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IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 
 
September 6, 2007 
 
Mr. Steve Brady 
P.O. Box 542 
Lame Deer, MT  59043 
 
Dear Steve: 
 
The National Park Service invites the honor of your participation and support in initiating general 
management planning for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site.  As you know, since prior 
to the establishment of Sand Creek as a unit of the National Park Service, the relationship 
between our agency and the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes has been a cornerstone of all 
collaborative planning efforts, intended to provide for the site’s continued protection and 
appreciation.   
 
Toward this end, preparation of a General Management Plan, or GMP - developed in 
consultation with the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes, involved stakeholders and the public - will 
serve as a blueprint for guiding preservation and development of the National Historic Site for 
the near future. 
 
A primary purpose of the meeting is to introduce the process leading to the formulation of a 
GMP and begin to coordinate dates for public meetings.  Please come to the meeting with 
suggestions for dates and locations of public meetings to be held in your communities. These will 
be published in our next GMP public newsletter.  
 
Other topics of no less importance will include interment of sacred remains, management and 
stewardship efforts for the year ending, report on visitor statistics since the public opening of the 
site last June, management actions planned for the coming year, development of a policy about 
offerings left on the site, potential monuments and memorials at the site.  
 
The meeting will begin at 9:00 a.m. on October 22, 2007, at the National Park Service 
Intermountain Regional Office, located at 12795 W. Alameda Pkwy, Lakewood, Colorado. A 
block of rooms has been reserved at the Sheraton Denver West, 360 Union Boulevard, 
Lakewood, Colorado.  Please call the hotel at (303) 987-2000 and reserve your room for the night 
of October 21st. 
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Being new to the Sand Creek Massacre NHS, and being humbled to follow in the footsteps that 
came before, I am looking forward to meeting you and working together in the future.  Should 
any questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
 
 
cc:   
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 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 
 
November 29, 2007 
 
 
Ms. Georgianna Contiguglia, SHPO 
Colorado Historical Society 
1300 Broadway  
Denver, CO 80203 
 
Re:  General Management Plan, Sand Creek National Historic Site 
 
 
Dear Ms. Contiguglia: 
 
The National Park Service (NPS) has begun the process of preparing a general 
management plan (GMP) and accompanying environmental impact statement (EIS) for 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site, Kiowa County, Colorado. The GMP will 
provide National Park Service managers a comprehensive planning framework for 
managing the park over the next fifteen to twenty years. Consistent with the national 
historic site’s purpose, significance, and legislative mandates, the plan will identify 
strategies for reaching desired resource conditions, visitor experiences, and the 
appropriate types of and locations for potential future development. The combined 
GMP/EIS will identify management issues and concerns, will present a reasonable range 
of management alternatives for addressing these issues, and will assess the impacts of 
each alternative on natural and cultural resources and other impact topics. The National 
Park Service requests your involvement. We are therefore taking this opportunity to 
initiate consultation with you in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended, and with the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).  
 
We invite you to meet with us at your convenience and at a time and place of your 
choosing to discuss these planning issues if you should wish to. If you would like to 
arrange a meeting, please call me at (719) 438-5916 or write to me at the address above.  I 
welcome your comments. 
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We will keep you informed of public meetings, to which you are invited, as the schedule 
is developed over the next several months and of other events and benchmarks as 
planning progresses over the next few years. At the appropriate time, we shall invite you 
to review and comment upon the draft plan.  
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration. If you have any questions or require 
additional information, please contact me as mentioned above. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
 

Cc: Mr. Don L. Klima, Director, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
February 22, 2008 
Mr. Ben Ridgley 
Northern Arapaho Representative for Sand Creek  
P.O Box 396 
Ft. Washakie, WY  82514 
 
Dear Ben: 
 
The National Park Service invites the honor of your participation and support in consultation 
regarding general management and repatriation planning for Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site. 
 
A primary purpose of the meeting is to consult with you regarding any concerns in preparation 
for the process leading to the formulation of a GMP ahead of the date for the Riverton public 
meeting.  
 
Other topics of no less importance will include interment of sacred remains, ongoing 
management and stewardship efforts for the year ending, report on visitor statistics since the 
public opening of the site last June as well as upcoming operations, management actions 
underway for the current year, development of a policy about offerings left on the site, issues 
regarding potential monuments and memorials at the site.  
 
The meeting will take place on Tuesday and Wednesday, February 26 & 27, 2008, at the National 
Park Service Intermountain Regional Office, located at 12795 W. Alameda Pkwy, Lakewood, 
Colorado. 
 
I am looking forward to meeting with you and working together on these projects.  Should any 
questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916, or on my cell phone at 
719-469-9259. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
February 22, 2008 
Mr. Ben Ridgley 
Northern Arapaho Representative for Sand Creek  
P.O Box 396 
Ft. Washakie, WY  82514 
 
Dear Ben: 
 
The National Park Service invites the honor of your participation and support in consultation 
regarding the General Management Plan (or GMP) public meeting for Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site.  As you know, since prior to the establishment of Sand Creek as a unit of 
the National Park Service, the relationship between our agency and the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
Tribes has been a cornerstone of all collaborative planning efforts, intended to provide for the 
site’s continued protection and appreciation.   
 
Toward this end, preparation of a General Management Plan - developed in consultation with the 
Tribes, involved stakeholders and the public - will serve as a blueprint for guiding preservation 
and development of the National Historic Site for the near future. 
 
As previously discussed, the primary purpose of the meeting is to consult with you and others 
from the Northern Arapaho Tribe as well as any persons from the general public to hear input 
leading to the formulation of a GMP.  
 
The meeting will take place March 5, 2008 (Wednesday) - 6:00 - 8:00 p.m. at the: Holiday Inn, 
900 E. Sunset Dr., Riverton, Wyoming. 
 
I am looking forward to meeting with you and working together on this project.  Should any 
questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916, or on my cell phone at 
719-469-9259. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
February 22, 2008 
Mr. Gail Ridgley 
Northern Arapaho Representative for Sand Creek  
c/o Wind River Tribal College 
533 Ethete Road 
P.O. Box 8480 
Ethete, WY  82520 
 
Dear Gail: 
 
The National Park Service invites the honor of your participation and support in consultation 
regarding general management and repatriation planning for Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site. 
 
A primary purpose of the meeting is to consult with you regarding any concerns in preparation 
for the process leading to the formulation of a GMP ahead of the date for the Riverton public 
meeting.  
 
Other topics of no less importance will include interment of sacred remains, ongoing 
management and stewardship efforts for the year ending, report on visitor statistics since the 
public opening of the site last June as well as upcoming operations, management actions 
underway for the current year, development of a policy about offerings left on the site, issues 
regarding potential monuments and memorials at the site.  
 
The meeting will take place on Tuesday and Wednesday, February 26 & 27, 2008, at the National 
Park Service Intermountain Regional Office, located at 12795 W. Alameda Pkwy, Lakewood, 
Colorado. 
 
I am looking forward to meeting with you and working together on these projects.  Should any 
questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916, or on my cell phone at 
719-469-9259. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
March 1, 2008 
Mr. Gail Ridgley 
Northern Arapaho Representative for Sand Creek  
c/o Wind River Tribal College 
533 Ethete Road 
P.O. Box 8480 
Ethete, WY  82520 
 
Dear Gail: 
 
The National Park Service invites the honor of your participation and support in consultation 
regarding the General Management Plan (or GMP) public meeting for Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site.  As you know, since prior to the establishment of Sand Creek as a unit of 
the National Park Service, the relationship between our agency and the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
Tribes has been a cornerstone of all collaborative planning efforts, intended to provide for the 
site’s continued protection and appreciation.   
 
Toward this end, preparation of a General Management Plan - developed in consultation with the 
Tribes, involved stakeholders and the public - will serve as a blueprint for guiding preservation 
and development of the National Historic Site for the near future. 
 
As previously discussed, the primary purpose of the meeting is to consult with you and others 
from the Northern Arapaho Tribe as well as any persons from the general public to hear input 
leading to the formulation of a GMP.  
 
The meeting will take place March 5, 2008 (Wednesday) - 6:00 - 8:00 p.m. at the: Holiday Inn, 
900 E. Sunset Dr., Riverton, Wyoming. 
 
I am looking forward to meeting with you and working together on this project.  Should any 
questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916, or on my cell phone at 
719-469-9259. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
May 19, 2008 
 
Mr. Ben Ridgley 
Northern Arapaho Representative for Sand Creek  
P.O Box 396 
Ft. Washakie, WY  82514 
 
Dear Ben 
 
 
General Management planning sessions with the Sand Creek Massacre NHS representatives are 
scheduled for May 31st, in Boulder, with Patty Limerick, Faculty Director and Chair of the Board 
of the Center of the American West at the University of Colorado.    
 
Your attendance and representation is greatly appreciated at each of these events, and I look 
forward to visiting with you further.   
 
Should any questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916, or on my cell 
phone at 719-469-9259. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
Aug 18, 2008 
 
Mr. Steve Brady 
Northern Cheyenne Sand Creek Representative 
P.O. Box 542 
Lame Deer, MT  59043 
 
Dear Steve: 
 
Thanks greatly for your continuing efforts in support of the Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site.  Following consultations held regarding the General Management Plan (GMP) 
process, the management alternatives workshop for the Sand Creek GMP is scheduled for 
September 23, 24, and 25, in Eads, Colorado.  
 
The workshop will begin after lunch on Tuesday. This will allow Monday and part of Tuesday 
for travel for those who are traveling a great distance.  
 
We'll prepare background materials for all participants before the workshop.  
 
We'll check on rooms at the EconoLodge in Eads and let you know what is available, should you 
wish to stay there. 
  
Your attendance and representation is greatly appreciated at this occasion, and I look forward to 
visiting with you further.   
 
Should any questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916, or on my cell 
phone at 719-469-9259. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
Aug 18, 2008 
 
Mr. Ben Ridgley 
Northern Arapaho Representative for Sand Creek  
P.O Box 396 
Ft. Washakie, WY  82514 
 
Dear Ben 
 
Thanks greatly for your continuing efforts in support of the Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site.  Following consultations held regarding the General Management Plan (GMP) 
process, the management alternatives workshop for the Sand Creek GMP is scheduled for 
September 23, 24, and 25, in Eads, Colorado.  
 
The workshop will begin after lunch on Tuesday. This will allow Monday and part of Tuesday 
for travel for those who are traveling a great distance.  
 
We'll prepare background materials for all participants before the workshop.  
 
We'll check on rooms at the EconoLodge in Eads and let you know what is available, should you 
wish to stay there. 
  
Your attendance and representation is greatly appreciated at this occasion, and I look forward to 
visiting with you further.   
 
Should any questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916, or on my cell 
phone at 719-469-9259. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
Aug 18, 2008 
 
Chief Gordon Yellowman 
NAGPRA Representative 
P.O. Box 38 
Concho, OK  73022 
 
Dear Chief Yellowman: 
 
Thanks greatly for your continuing efforts in support of the Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site.  Following consultations held regarding the General Management Plan (GMP) 
process, the management alternatives workshop for the Sand Creek GMP is scheduled for 
September 23, 24, and 25, in Eads, Colorado.  
 
The workshop will begin after lunch on Tuesday. This will allow Monday and part of Tuesday 
for travel for those who are traveling a great distance.  
 
We'll prepare background materials for all participants before the workshop.  
 
We'll check on rooms at the EconoLodge in Eads and let you know what is available, should you 
wish to stay there. 
  
Your attendance and representation is greatly appreciated at this occasion, and I look forward to 
visiting with you further.   
 
Should any questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916, or on my cell 
phone at 719-469-9259. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
Aug 18, 2008 
 
Mr. Otto Braided Hair 
Northern Cheyenne Sand Creek Representative 
P.O. Box 1350 
Lame Deer, MT  59043 
 
Dear Otto: 
 
Thanks greatly for your continuing efforts in support of the Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site.  Following consultations held regarding the General Management Plan (GMP) 
process, the management alternatives workshop for the Sand Creek GMP is scheduled for 
September 23, 24, and 25, in Eads, Colorado.  
 
The workshop will begin after lunch on Tuesday. This will allow Monday and part of Tuesday 
for travel for those who are traveling a great distance.  
 
We'll prepare background materials for all participants before the workshop.  
 
We'll check on rooms at the EconoLodge in Eads and let you know what is available, should you 
wish to stay there. 
  
Your attendance and representation is greatly appreciated at this occasion, and I look forward to 
visiting with you further.   
 
Should any questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916, or on my cell 
phone at 719-469-9259. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
 
 

 

 
 



 
 

The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that all may experience our heritage  
EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA 

 

 
 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
 
August 21, 2008 
 
Mrs. Frances Bowen 
1620 N. Dwight St. 
Pampa, TX 79065   
 
Dear Mrs. Bowen, 
 
The National Park Service (NPS) cordially invites you to a meeting on the development of the 
general management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 

The NPS recognizes that the landowners within the authorized boundary of Sand Creek Massacre 
NHS have a particular interest in issues at the national historic site that could also affect the 
conditions of their lands. These include transportation development, archeological resources, 
control of exotic and invasive plant species, and wildlife management. In light of that, we would 
like to meet with all landowners within the authorized boundaries to hear opinions and concerns 
about these issues. Your ideas will be considered as the National Park Service develops 
alternative strategies for the future management of this very significant site. 

This meeting, which will be open to the public, will be held on September 17 at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Kiowa County Courthouse Meeting Room. We look forward to meeting with you and hearing 
your ideas and suggestions on these resource management issues. If you have any questions about 
the details of this meeting, please contact Superintendent Alden Miller at 719-438-5916. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
Aug 27, 2008 
 
Mr. Ben Ridgley 
Northern Arapaho Representative for Sand Creek  
P.O Box 396 
Ft. Washakie, WY  82514 
 
Dear Ben 
 
Thanks greatly for your continuing efforts in representing the Northern Arapaho Tribe's legislated 
partnership with the National Park Service in the management of the Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site.  We appreciate your work to further the development of interpretive 
signage along the route of the Sand Creek Massacre Trail in the State of Wyoming.   
As we are aware, the Tribe's Cooperative Agreement with Sand Creek Massacre NHS includes 
funds for the Tribe's use in carrying out its many Sand Creek related responsibilities, including 
attendance at meetings that further the mutual interests of the Tribe and the NPS.  It is certainly 
within the Tribe's discretion to make those funds available to Sand Creek representatives as 
deemed necessary and appropriate. 
 
The modification discussed regarding the Cooperative Agreement in the amount of $16,500 
should be forthcoming with in the next few weeks for the fiscal year (FY) 2008; and we look 
forward to collaborating on sharing the status of funds and disbursements during the FY 2008 
period.  
 
As always I can be reached at 719-438-5916 (office), 719-469-9259 (cell phone), or 
Alden Miller@NPS.Gov (email).  
 
Please do not hesitate to let me know if you need additional information or if we can be of any 
further assistance.    
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
 

 

 
 



 
 

The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that all may experience our heritage  
EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA 

 

 
 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
September 18, 2008 
 
Arapaho Business Council 
PO Box 396 
Fort Washakie WY 82514 
 
Dear Chairman Addison and Business Council Membership: 
 
Thanks greatly for your continuing efforts in support of the Sand Creek Massacre National 
Historic Site.  Following consultations held regarding the General Management Plan (GMP) 
process, the management alternatives workshop for the Sand Creek GMP is scheduled for 
September 23, 24, and 25, in Eads, Colorado.  
 
We will meet at the office in Eads during the morning on Tuesday to travel to and view the site 
and the location for the proposed shade shelter.  Lunch will be provided at the Kiowa County 
Courthouse basement meeting room at noon on Tuesday. This will allow Monday for travel for 
those who are traveling a great distance.  
 
We'll prepare background materials for all participants before the workshop.  
 
Your attendance and representation is greatly appreciated at this occasion, and I look forward to 
visiting with you further.   
 
Should any questions arise before then, please feel free to call me at 719-438-5916, or on my cell 
phone at 719-469-9259. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   

 
 
October 11, 2009 
 
Mr. Ron Volk 
14430 Avocado Lane 
Florissant, MO 63034 
 
Dear Mr. Volk: 
 
This letter is in response to your correspondence regarding the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. 
 
We thank you sincerely for your interest.  We deeply regret that you were unable to enter and visit our site on 
August 27, 2009. 
 
In understanding the mission with which we were entrusted, to both protect this park and provide for its continued 
appreciation, we appreciate and are concerned by your letter, humbled that you were unable to fully experience this 
portion of our heritage. 
 
I can assure you I have looked into the matter personally and with grave disquiet.  I have interviewed each of the 
staff on that day, including those who remained after closing to conduct activities pertinent to the establishment of 
our bookstore, as have two supervisors.   We have taken active efforts, in-house, reinforced this on several 
occasions since, with all employees, to help ensure this concern does not arise again.    
 
Given our staff’s record of professionalism, it is utterly leveling, that such an issue has to come our attention.   
Each reported not exiting the site until well after closing, as is often the case.  Although I cannot ascertain how this 
event might have occurred, we have sent a clear message that such a case is entirely unacceptable, and will through 
the supervisory process continue to reinforce this by all means at our disposal. 
 
I sincerely invite you to contact me, via my office or cell phone number below, that I may learn more about the 
details of your experience.  I very much do wish you to know that your concern is also mine, thus crucial to me, to 
my staff, and our profession.   
 
Respectfully,  
 
 
Alden Miller 
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IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 
November 2, 2009 
 
Mr. Joe Fox, Jr. 
Vice President 
Northern Cheyenne Nation 
Lame Deer, MT. 
 
Dear Mr. Fox: 
 
Thank you for your commitment to participate in the upcoming consultation meeting on the 
general management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. The meeting will be 
held on Monday, December 14, 2009 from 8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. at the Colorado Historical 
Society, located at 1300 Broadway, Denver, Colorado.  
The focus of the meeting will be the draft management alternatives for the national historic site. 
As you recall, the concepts for these management alternatives were developed at the 
consultation meeting in Eads Colorado, in September, 2008. This meeting included members of 
the tribal Sand Creek committees, the National Park Service, the State of Colorado, and 
representatives of Kiowa County. Following that meeting, members of the National Park 
Service planning team developed the management zones that combine with the alternative 
concepts to form the management alternatives for the site. 
The objective for the upcoming meeting is to confirm that the draft management alternatives 
accurately reflect the intent and objectives of the alternative concepts developed at the 
consultation meeting in Eads. The draft management alternatives will then be distributed to the 
public for review and comment. Following that public process, the National Park Service will 
complete work on the draft general management plan and environmental impact statement for 
the national historic site. 
We greatly appreciate your participation in this important step in planning for the future of Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site.  If you have any questions, please contact me at 
719.438.5916. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent  
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
November 2, 2009 
 
Ms. Susan Collins 
Colorado State Historical Society 
1300 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203   
 
Dear Ms. Collins, 
 
Thank you for your commitment to participate in the upcoming consultation meeting on the general 
management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. The meeting will be held on Monday, 
December 14, 2009 from 8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. at the Colorado Historical Society, located at 1300 Broadway, 
Denver, Colorado.  
The focus of the meeting will be the draft management alternatives for the national historic site. As you recall, 
the concepts for these management alternatives were developed at the consultation meeting in Eads Colorado, in 
September, 2008. This meeting included members of the tribal Sand Creek committees, the National Park 
Service, the State of Colorado, and representatives of Kiowa County. Following that meeting, members of the 
National Park Service planning team developed the management zones that combine with the alternative 
concepts to form the management alternatives for the site. 
The objective for the upcoming meeting is to confirm that the draft management alternatives accurately reflect 
the intent and objectives of the alternative concepts developed at the consultation meeting in Eads. The draft 
management alternatives will then be distributed to the public for review and comment. Following that public 
process, the National Park Service will complete work on the draft general management plan and environmental 
impact statement for the national historic site. 
We greatly appreciate your participation in this important step in planning for the future of Sand Creek 
Massacre National Historic Site.  If you have any questions, please contact me at 719.438.5916. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent  
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
 
 
January 27, 2010 
 
Mr. Ben Ridgley 
Northern Arapaho Sand Creek Committee 
PO Box 396 
Ft. Washakie, WY  82514  
 
Dear Mr. Ridgely: 
 
The National Park Service formally invites you to a consultation meeting on the general 
management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. The meeting will be held in 
Billings, Montana on Wednesday, February 10, 2010, from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. at the office of 
the Montana/Wyoming Tribal Leaders Council, 222 N. 32th Street, Suite #401 
The primary purpose of the meeting will be to brief tribal representatives on the draft 
management alternatives workshop that was held in Denver, Colorado on December 14, 2009. 
The agenda for the upcoming meeting also includes: 

1. Update on current management operations at Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Resource management 
b) Educational programs 
c) Visitation 
d) Staffing 

2. Overview of the planning process to date for Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Tribal and governmental consultation, public involvement 
b) Development of management alternative concepts  
c) Draft Management Alternatives workshop 

3. Conclusions of the December 14 management alternatives meeting in Denver; 
a) Confirmation of the draft management alternatives 
b) Development of two new action alternatives 
c) Development of new management zone 
 
 

4. Next steps in the planning process 
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a) Public review of draft management alternatives 
b) Site mapping workshop 
c) Alternative themes workshop 
d) Draft general management plan/environmental impact statement. 

We greatly appreciate your participation in this important step in planning for the future of Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
719.438.5916 or at Alden_Miller@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
 
 
January 27, 2010 
 
Mr. Gail Ridgely 
Northern Arapaho Sand Creek Committee 
112 E Adams Ave 
Riverton, WY  82501 
 
Dear Mr. Ridgely: 
 
The National Park Service formally invites you to a consultation meeting on the general 
management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. The meeting will be held in 
Billings, Montana on Wednesday, February 10, 2010, from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. at the office of 
the Montana/Wyoming Tribal Leaders Council, 222 N. 32th Street, Suite #401 
The primary purpose of the meeting will be to brief tribal representatives on the draft 
management alternatives workshop that was held in Denver, Colorado on December 14, 2009. 
The agenda for the upcoming meeting also includes: 

1. Update on current management operations at Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Resource management 
b) Educational programs 
c) Visitation 
d) Staffing 

2. Overview of the planning process to date for Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Tribal and governmental consultation, public involvement 
b) Development of management alternative concepts  
c) Draft Management Alternatives workshop 

3. Conclusions of the December 14 management alternatives meeting in Denver; 
a) Confirmation of the draft management alternatives 
b) Development of two new action alternatives 
c) Development of new management zone 
 
 

4. Next steps in the planning process 
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a) Public review of draft management alternatives 
b) Site mapping workshop 
c) Alternative themes workshop 
d) Draft general management plan/environmental impact statement. 

We greatly appreciate your participation in this important step in planning for the future of Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
719.438.5916 or at Alden_Miller@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
 
 
January 27, 2010 
 
Mr. Harvey Spoonhunter 
Chairman, Northern Arapaho Tribal Council 
  
 
Dear Mr. Spoonhunter: 
 
The National Park Service formally invites you to a consultation meeting on the general 
management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. The meeting will be held in 
Billings, Montana on Wednesday, February 10, 2010, from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. at the office of 
the Montana/Wyoming Tribal Leaders Council, 222 N. 32th Street, Suite #401 
The primary purpose of the meeting will be to brief tribal representatives on the draft 
management alternatives workshop that was held in Denver, Colorado on December 14, 2009. 
The agenda for the upcoming meeting also includes: 

1. Update on current management operations at Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Resource management 
b) Educational programs 
c) Visitation 
d) Staffing 

2. Overview of the planning process to date for Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Tribal and governmental consultation, public involvement 
b) Development of management alternative concepts  
c) Draft Management Alternatives workshop 

3. Conclusions of the December 14 management alternatives meeting in Denver; 
a) Confirmation of the draft management alternatives 
b) Development of two new action alternatives 
c) Development of new management zone 
 
 

4. Next steps in the planning process 
a) Public review of draft management alternatives 
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b) Site mapping workshop 
c) Alternative themes workshop 
d) Draft general management plan/environmental impact statement. 

We greatly appreciate your participation in this important step in planning for the future of Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
719.438.5916 or at Alden_Miller@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
 
 
January 27, 2010 
 
Governor Janice Boswell 
Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes 
Concho, OK  73022 
  
 
Dear Governor Boswell: 
 
The National Park Service formally invites you to a consultation meeting on the general 
management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. The meeting will be held in 
Billings, Montana on Wednesday, February 10, 2010, from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. at the office of 
the Montana/Wyoming Tribal Leaders Council, 222 N. 32th Street, Suite #401 
The primary purpose of the meeting will be to brief tribal representatives on the draft 
management alternatives workshop that was held in Denver, Colorado on December 14, 2009. 
The agenda for the upcoming meeting also includes: 

1. Update on current management operations at Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Resource management 
b) Educational programs 
c) Visitation 
d) Staffing 

2. Overview of the planning process to date for Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Tribal and governmental consultation, public involvement 
b) Development of management alternative concepts  
c) Draft Management Alternatives workshop 

3. Conclusions of the December 14 management alternatives meeting in Denver; 
a) Confirmation of the draft management alternatives 
b) Development of two new action alternatives 
c) Development of new management zone 
 
 

4. Next steps in the planning process 
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a) Public review of draft management alternatives 
b) Site mapping workshop 
c) Alternative themes workshop 
d) Draft general management plan/environmental impact statement. 

We greatly appreciate your participation in this important step in planning for the future of Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
719.438.5916 or at Alden_Miller@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
 
 
January 27, 2010 
 
Mr. Joe Fox, Jr. 
Vice President, NCT 
PO Box 128 
Lame Deer, MT  59043   
 
Dear Mr. Fox: 
 
The National Park Service formally invites you to a consultation meeting on the general 
management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. The meeting will be held in 
Billings, Montana on Wednesday, February 10, 2010, from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. at the office of 
the Montana/Wyoming Tribal Leaders Council, 222 N. 32th Street, Suite #401 
The primary purpose of the meeting will be to brief tribal representatives on the draft 
management alternatives workshop that was held in Denver, Colorado on December 14, 2009. 
The agenda for the upcoming meeting also includes: 

1. Update on current management operations at Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Resource management 
b) Educational programs 
c) Visitation 
d) Staffing 

2. Overview of the planning process to date for Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Tribal and governmental consultation, public involvement 
b) Development of management alternative concepts  
c) Draft Management Alternatives workshop 

3. Conclusions of the December 14 management alternatives meeting in Denver; 
a) Confirmation of the draft management alternatives 
b) Development of two new action alternatives 
c) Development of new management zone 
 
 

4. Next steps in the planning process 
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a) Public review of draft management alternatives 
b) Site mapping workshop 
c) Alternative themes workshop 
d) Draft general management plan/environmental impact statement. 

We greatly appreciate your participation in this important step in planning for the future of Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
719.438.5916 or at Alden_Miller@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
 
 
January 27, 2010 
 
Mr. LaForce Lone Bear 
Northern Cheyenne Sand Creek Committee 
PO Box 1 
Lame Deer, MT  59043   
 
Dear Mr. Lone Bear: 
 
The National Park Service formally invites you to a consultation meeting on the general 
management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. The meeting will be held in 
Billings, Montana on Wednesday, February 10, 2010, from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. at the office of 
the Montana/Wyoming Tribal Leaders Council, 222 N. 32th Street, Suite #401 
The primary purpose of the meeting will be to brief tribal representatives on the draft 
management alternatives workshop that was held in Denver, Colorado on December 14, 2009. 
The agenda for the upcoming meeting also includes: 

1. Update on current management operations at Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Resource management 
b) Educational programs 
c) Visitation 
d) Staffing 

2. Overview of the planning process to date for Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Tribal and governmental consultation, public involvement 
b) Development of management alternative concepts  
c) Draft Management Alternatives workshop 

3. Conclusions of the December 14 management alternatives meeting in Denver; 
a) Confirmation of the draft management alternatives 
b) Development of two new action alternatives 
c) Development of new management zone 
 
 

4. Next steps in the planning process 
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a) Public review of draft management alternatives 
b) Site mapping workshop 
c) Alternative themes workshop 
d) Draft general management plan/environmental impact statement. 

We greatly appreciate your participation in this important step in planning for the future of Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
719.438.5916 or at Alden_Miller@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
 
 
January 27, 2010 
 
Mr. Otto Braided Hair 
Coordinator, NCT 
PO Box 1350 
Lame Deer, MT  59043   
 
Dear Mr. Braided Hair: 
 
The National Park Service formally invites you to a consultation meeting on the general 
management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. The meeting will be held in 
Billings, Montana on Wednesday, February 10, 2010, from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. at the office of 
the Montana/Wyoming Tribal Leaders Council, 222 N. 32th Street, Suite #401 
The primary purpose of the meeting will be to brief tribal representatives on the draft 
management alternatives workshop that was held in Denver, Colorado on December 14, 2009. 
The agenda for the upcoming meeting also includes: 

1. Update on current management operations at Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Resource management 
b) Educational programs 
c) Visitation 
d) Staffing 

2. Overview of the planning process to date for Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Tribal and governmental consultation, public involvement 
b) Development of management alternative concepts  
c) Draft Management Alternatives workshop 

3. Conclusions of the December 14 management alternatives meeting in Denver; 
a) Confirmation of the draft management alternatives 
b) Development of two new action alternatives 
c) Development of new management zone 
 
 

4. Next steps in the planning process 
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a) Public review of draft management alternatives 
b) Site mapping workshop 
c) Alternative themes workshop 
d) Draft general management plan/environmental impact statement. 

We greatly appreciate your participation in this important step in planning for the future of Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
719.438.5916 or at Alden_Miller@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
 
 
January 27, 2010 
 
Mr. Steve Brady 
Co-Chairman , Northern Cheyenne Sand Creek Massacre Site Committee 
PO Box 542 
Lame Deer, MT  59043   
 
Dear Mr. Brady: 
 
The National Park Service formally invites you to a consultation meeting on the general 
management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. The meeting will be held in 
Billings, Montana on Wednesday, February 10, 2010, from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. at the office of 
the Montana/Wyoming Tribal Leaders Council, 222 N. 32th Street, Suite #401 
The primary purpose of the meeting will be to brief tribal representatives on the draft 
management alternatives workshop that was held in Denver, Colorado on December 14, 2009. 
The agenda for the upcoming meeting also includes: 

1. Update on current management operations at Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Resource management 
b) Educational programs 
c) Visitation 
d) Staffing 

2. Overview of the planning process to date for Sand Creek Massacre NHS; 
a) Tribal and governmental consultation, public involvement 
b) Development of management alternative concepts  
c) Draft Management Alternatives workshop 

3. Conclusions of the December 14 management alternatives meeting in Denver; 
a) Confirmation of the draft management alternatives 
b) Development of two new action alternatives 
c) Development of new management zone 
 
 

4. Next steps in the planning process 
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a) Public review of draft management alternatives 
b) Site mapping workshop 
c) Alternative themes workshop 
d) Draft general management plan/environmental impact statement. 

We greatly appreciate your participation in this important step in planning for the future of Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
719.438.5916 or at Alden_Miller@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
 
 
January 29, 2010 
 
Mr. Ben Ridgley 
Northern Arapaho Sand Creek Committee 
PO Box 396 
Ft. Washakie, WY  82514  
 
Dear Ben: 
 
I am pleased to confirm our meeting regarding the General Management Plan for Sand Creek 
Massacre National Historic Site on Tuesday, February 2, 2010.  I will meet with you and Tom 
Thomas at the National Park Service office in Lakewood at 1:30 pm. 
 
I look forward to discussing the plan, general consultation issues and other items of interest on 
Tuesday. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
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United States Department of the Interior 
 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Sand Creek Massacre NHS 
PO Box 249: 910 Wansted  

                         Eads, CO  81036 
                          719-438-5916 

 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 
 
 
 
May 21, 2010 
 
Leroy Spang, President, Northern Cheyenne Tribe 
Members of the Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council 
 
Dear President Spang and member of the tribal council, 
 
 
The National Park Service formally requests a consultation meeting with the Northern Cheyenne 
tribal council on the general management plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site.  
 
The purpose of the meeting will be to brief tribal council members on the draft management 
alternatives for Sand Creek Massacre NHS. The meeting will also give the National Park 
Service an opportunity to update the council on current management operations at Sand Creek 
Massacre NHS. As well, we will inform you about the next steps in the planning process. 
 
We greatly appreciate your participation in this important step in planning for the future of Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
719.438.5916 or at Alden_Miller@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent  
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 United States Department of the Interior   
 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 249 

 Eads, CO  81036 
 719/438-5916 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO:   
 
 
 
May 27, 2010 
 
Leroy Spang, President, Northern Cheyenne Tribe 
 
Dear President Spang, 
 
 
As you know, the National Park Service is in the process of developing the general management 
plan for Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site. Your participation is very important to the 
success of this planning effort. Please find enclosed a power point presentation of the draft 
management alternatives for the general management plan. Per the direction of Steve Brady and 
Otto Braided Hair from the Sand Creek Committee and Dan Carlson of the tribal council, we are 
providing this document to you for review and comment. 
The power point slides provide an overview of the legislation that established Sand Creek Massacre 
NHS, the steps in the planning process for Sand Creek, the management zones, and the draft 
alternatives for management of the site. Five management zones have been developed for Sand 
Creek. These management zones are the building blocks for the draft management alternatives that 
are described in more detail in the power point presentation. These management alternatives were 
developed in partnership with members of the Sand Creek committees of the Northern Cheyenne, 
Northern Arapaho, and Southern Cheyenne/Southern Arapaho tribes, and representatives of the 
State of Colorado and Kiowa County, Colorado. Both the management zones and the draft 
management alternatives are based directly on the guidance that Congress provided in the 
legislation. The alternatives describe different ways to focus on the legislative mandates to: 1) 
memorialize and commemorate the events of the Sand Creek Massacre; 2) preserve and protect the 
site and its resources; 3) provide educational and interpretive opportunities for visitors; and 4) 
allow for traditional cultural observances. All of these mandates are represented to some degree in 
the draft alternatives. 
Alternative A, is the “no-action alternative,” also known as the continuation of existing conditions. 
Under this alternative, management of Sand Creek will continue under the interim management 
plan developed in 2007.  This “no-action” alternative provides the baseline for analysis of the four 
action alternatives. 
Alternative B would emphasize broad interpretation of the history and consequences of the Sand 
Creek Massacre and allow greater visitor access to the site with the development of additional trails.  
Alternative C would focus on commemoration and memorialization of the Sand Creek Massacre. 
Visitor access would be limited, with minimal trails and less interpretive material on the site.  
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Alternative D would balance memorialization with visitor access. Trail development would be 
greater than in Alternative C, but less than in Alternative B. 
Alternative E would place the greatest emphasis on resource preservation. The sensitive streambed 
of Sand Creek would be closed to all visitors.  
Under all of the alternatives, development on the site would be minimal. The main visitor center for 
orientation and education would be located in Eads, Colorado. All of the action alternatives would 
make preservation of the site a top priority. In all of the action alternatives, at least 90% of the site 
would be included in the resource preservation zones. 
Please submit your comments on the draft management alternatives by June 15 to Tom Thomas, 
project manager for the general management plan at:  
 
Tom Thomas 
National Park Service 
Denver Service 
12795 West Alameda Parkway 
Lakewood, Colorado 80228 
You may also email comments at:  
Tom Thomas@nps.gov 
 
Following this review of the management alternatives, the National Park Service will distribute the 
draft management zones and management alternatives for public review and comment.  
We greatly appreciate your participation in this important step in planning for the future of Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site. If you have any questions, please contact me at 719.438.5916 
or at Alden_Miller@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Alden Miller 
Superintendent 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
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APPENDIX E: LIST OF COMPLETED STUDIES TO DATE 

 
 
Cultural Resource Management  

Site Location Study (2000) 
Special Resource Study 
Historical Research Interim Report 1 (1998) 
Historical Research Interim Report 2 
Historical Research Interim Report 3 
Special Study – Aerial Photography (1999) 
Archeological Reconnaissance (1998) 
Artifact Categories 
Geophysical Investigation (1999) 
Environmental History Report (2007) 

 
 
Resource Management and Lands 
 
Civil War Battlefields 

Civil War Battlefields Status and Boundary (2010) 
 
 
Fire Planning 
 Fire Management Plan (2012) 
 Fire Management Plan April (2014) 
 
 
General Management 
 Alternatives Transportation Plan for the General Management Plan (2011) 
 Plan for Repatriation Site Management at Sand Creek Massacre NHS (2014) 
 Sand Legislative Establishment Records (2001-2007) 
 NPS High Plains Group Law Enforcement Policy Audit (2013) 
 Physical Security Assessment. NPS Sand Creek Massacre NHS (2013) 
 
 
Site Planning 
 Site Location Study (2000) 
 
 
Interpretive and Education 
 Interpretive Media Assessment 
 Cheyenne Indian Massacre-Public File Only 
 51st Congress 2nd Session 1890-Public File Only 
 Civil War-Craig Moore-Central File Only 
 Civil War-Jeff Campbell-Central File Only 
 Chief Laird Cometsevah (1931-2008) Research Collection Finding Aid 
 Report of the John Evans Study Committee Northwestern University (2014)  
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Natural Resources 
 
Aerial Photography 
 Analysis of Aerial Photography from 1936–37, 1954 and 1975 
 
 
Acoustics 
 Final Acoustical Monitoring Report (2011) 
 Assessment Modification of the Cheyenne Low and High Military Operation Areas (2013) 
 
 
Air Quality 
 Air Quality and Air Quality Related Values Monitoring Considerations for the Southern 

Plains Network (2005) 
 Southern Plains Network Vital Signs Monitoring Plan: Phase I Appendices (2005) 
 
 
Dendrochronology 
 Riparian Forest Age Structure and Past Hydroclimactic Variability (2006) 
 Riparian Condition Assessment for Big Sandy Creek (2014) 
 
 
Fauna 
 The Insects of the Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site (2007) 
 Trip Report for Evaluation of Fish Species at SAND NHS (2006) 
 Birds of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site Inventory and Monitoring Final 

Report (2005) 
 Patterns and Processes of Dispersal of Black-Tailed Prairie Dogs in a Heavily Managed 

Landscape of the Great Plains (2012) 
 Status and History of Prairie Dogs in Colorado and at Sand Creek Massacre NHS (2009) 
 Prairie Dog Management Plan and Environmental Assessment (2008) 
 
 
General 
 Science Status Report (2008) 
 Resource Scoping Meeting (2003) 
 Resource Stewardship Strategy 
 Prairie and Wetlands Focus Area Strategic Plan (2005) 
 Natural Resource Condition Assessment (2013) 
 Environmental History of Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site (2009) 
 
 
Geophysical and Hydrology 
 Potential Groundwater Sources for a Potable Water Supply at Sand Creek Massacre Site 

(2006) 
 Preliminary Assessment of Wetland, Riparian, Geomorphology and Flood Plain Conditions 

at SAND NHS (2005) 
 Geomorphic Assessment of Big Sandy Creek (2011) 
 Geomorphic and Hydrologic Assessment of the Historic Channel Position of Big Sandy 

Creek through SAND NHS (2012) 
 Pollen Analysis of Sediment Cores Recovered from SAND NHS (2007) 
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 Geo-archaeological Assessment of the Sand Creek Massacre Site, Kiowa County, CO 
(1999) 

 Geophysical Investigations at the Sand Creek Massacre Site, Colorado (1999) 
 
 
Grazing 
 Disc from meeting 
 Livestock Grazing in National Parks-General Grazing-Central File Only 
 
 
Mapping Project 
 Pre-Mapping Conference (2010)  
 
 
Oil and Gas 
 Oil and Gas Development Potential Near and Within Sand Creek Massacre National 

Historic Site 
 
 
Paleontological Resources 
 Paleontological Resource Inventory and Monitoring Southern Plains Network (2003) 
 
 
Vegetation and Communities 
 Riparian Assessment of Big Sandy Creek (2014) 
 Vegetation Inventory (2008) 
 Vegetation Monitoring Data Summary (2013) 
 Vegetation Classification and Mapping (2007) 
 Ecological Site Description (2004) 
 Exotic Plant Monitoring in the Southern Plains Network (2009) 
 Sand Creek Massacre NHS Plant List  
 Sand Creek Massacre NHS Restoration Plan (2010) 
 Sand Creek Massacre NHS Restoration Plan (2011) 
 Site Inventory Range of Natural Variability 
 Special Soil Survey Report (2006) 
 Unexpected Patterns of Sensitivity to Drought in Three Semi-Arid Grasslands - Oecologia - 

by Karie Cherwin & Alan Knapp – (2011) 
 Site Inventory Range of Natural Variability 
 Vegetation Classification and Mapping, A Report for the Southern Plains Network (2007) 
 Special Soil Survey Report (2006) 
 Restoration Plan Lady Bird Johnson Wildflower Center (2011) 
 Unexpected Patterns of Sensitivity to Drought in Three Semi-Arid Grasslands Oceologia 

(2011) 
 
 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
 Vertebrate Species Inventory 
 Rare Species Inventory (2008) 
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