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protection and preservation goals. It isassumed for the
purposes of this study that future resource protection
strategies would include the following
recommendations:

e Most new visitor service development would
occur in areas near the western property
boundary.

e All existing non-contributing structures would be
removed.

e Natural resources would be intensely managed to
maintain the historic character of the cultura
landscape. Nonnative plant materials would be
systematically removed from the buffer area.
The existing woodland surrounding the proposed
open field and between park facilities and
adjacent park neighbors would be supplemented
with native plant materials representative of the
species that existed during the period of historic
significance to enhance its buffering qualities.

e A 200-foot diameter area surrounding the fort’s
historic location would be cleared of trees and
other large woody vegetation to represent the
fort’s historic killing field. Footprint(s) of the
fort(s) would be appropriately identified and
interpreted upon the cultural landscape.

e Removal of existing vegetation and light to
moderate grading would occur in localized areas
to install paved surfaces and wayside exhibits for
interpretive walking trails.

e Archeological resources would be monitored and
protected by park staff, trained volunteers, and
local law enforcement agencies. Archeological
investigations would be conducted at an
appropriate level prior to all construction
activity. Archeological research for other
research purposes could be conducted as funds
allow and state policy permits.

e Recovered artifacts would be documented and
stored at an on-site museum preservation center
or curatorial storage facility. Stored artifacts
would be available for public exhibition and
interpretation at the park visitor center.

e  Although the potential for uncovering human
remains or funerary objects associated with
American Indian culturesis considered low, any
remains or objects that might be discovered
would be treated in accordance with state laws
and policies.

e Prior toinitiating any archeological
investigations, park managers will consult with
culturally associated federally recognized tribes
to coordinate appropriate procedures should such
remains or objects be discovered on the site.
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Park Boundary

It should be noted that park neighbors and other local
stakeholders are strongly opposed to using the
government’s power of eminent domain
(condemnation) to acquire additional property for the
park. It is assumed for the purposes of this study that
any future property or easement would be acquired by
donation or on awilling seller-willing buyer basis
without the exercise of eminent domain. Acquisition of
land outside the established park boundary would be
generally limited with some exceptions for minor
boundary changes and the acceptance of adjacent
donated lands. For the purposes of this study, the
existing boundary of the contiguous 3 tractsis
recommended as the minimum park boundary. It is also
recommended that the park acquire additional interest
in one adjacent private property near the fort
archeological site (on awilling seller-willing buyer
basis without the exercise of eminent domain).

Cost Estimate

Estimates of the development and long term operating
costs associated with Alternative D are shown in figure
11. In general, costs were developed using NPS
conceptua-type (Class “C”) estimates for Fiscal Year
2004. Development costs include allowances for
design, project supervision, installation/construction,
and contingencies. Annual Costs include estimates for
maintenance, minor repairs, and utilities.

Partnerships and Cost Sharing Opportunities

Thelevel of funding required to manage and develop
Fort King would be more substantial than Alternatives
A, B, and C. Substantial participation of local
volunteers and cost sharing among non-federal and
federal partners would be required for the site to reach
itsfull potential.

Potential cost recovery opportunities include:

e Donations or grants from government, corporate,
and/or tribal entities.

e Labor costs could be significantly reduced by
using community volunteers and student interns.

e  Security, and fire protection services would be
substantially enhanced by partnerships between
the park and local government agencies.

e Volunteer scholar and student led research
activities related to archeology, African and
American Indian ethnohistory, and
ethnobotanical studies.

e User feesor entry fees could be charged to help
offset operational expenses.
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Development Phasing

Figure 11 shows a hypothetical phasing plan for
comparison purposes. Specific phasing
recommendations would be developed in a park master
plan. It isimportant to note that a significant amount of
planning and construction of visitor service
infrastructure must occur before an effective and
credible presence can be established on the site.
Consequently, Alternative D assumes that more visitor
service facilities and circulation infrastructure would be
constructed in the initial phases of development than
the other aternatives.

Summary and Comparison

Alternative Highlights

Figure 12 summarizes the differences between the
alternatives by contrasting their major features and
highlights.

Potential Environmental Impacts

NEPA regulations and NPS Policy require that this plan
identify the environmentally preferred alternative. The
reader is reminded that the environmentally preferred
alternative should not be viewed as the NPS preferred
alternative or as a positive or negative recommendation
by the NPS or the DOI for any future management
strategy or action.

Figure 13 summarizes the differences between the
alternatives by contrasting their potential environmental
impacts.

Environmentally Preferred Alternative

The environmentally preferred aternative is determined
by applying criteria set forth in NEPA, as guided by
direction from the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ). The CEQ has stated that the environmentally
preferred alternative is the alternative that will promote
the national environmental policy as expressed in
NEPA, Section 101. Thisincludes alternatives that:

e Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as
trustee of the environment for succeeding
generations

o Assurefor al generations safe, healthful,
productive, and esthetically and culturally
pleasing surroundings

e Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the
environment without degradation, risk of health
or safety, or other undesirable and unintended
consequences

e Preserveimportant historic, cultural, and natural
aspects of our national heritage and maintain,
wherever possible, an environment that supports
diversity and variety of individual choice

-56 -

Fort King Special Resource Study
Final Environmental Impact Statement

e Achieve abalance between population and
resource use that will permit high standards of
living and awide sharing of life's amenities

e Enhance the quality of renewable resources and
approach the maximum attai nable recycling of
depletable resources

Because the site is already largely in public ownership
or otherwise protected from incompatible development,
each of the alternatives would fulfill the responsibilities
of this generation as trustee of the site for succeeding
generations. Similarly, the other goals listed would be
satisfied, only to adlightly greater or lesser degree by
each of the alternatives. However, because it would
reguire substantially less grading and vegetation
removal than the other action alternatives and, in
theory, disturb fewer archeologica artifacts; Alternative
B has been designated as the environmentally preferred
aternative.

Most Effective and Efficient Alternative

The 1998 Omnibus Parks Management Act (Public
Law 105-391 §303) mandates that each SRS identify
the aternative or combination of alternatives which
would, in the professional judgment of the Director of
the National Park Service, be “most effective and
efficient” in protecting significant resources and
providing for public enjoyment.

For the purposes of this study, effectiveness and
efficiency are defined as the capability to produce
desired results with a minimum expenditure of energy,
time, money, or materials. A comparison of costs
associated with each aternative indicates that
Alternative B would require the least expenditure of
energy, time, money, and materials. Based on this
reasoning, Alternative B isidentified as the most
effective and efficient.
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Alternative D Phasing Plan

|

|

|

| 0to 5 years

|

: 5to 10 years
|

| 10 to 20 years

Alternative D - Total Costs

Park Development or other Action

Infrastructure Cost

Annual Operating

@ 100% Implementation Cost*

Pre-development archeological research and park planning $300,000 to $500,000 n/a
Cultural resources research, planning, and design $200,000 to $500,000 n/a
Visitor service and administrative infrastructure $3,750,000 to $4,250,000 $200,000 to $250,000
Staffing and other annual operating costs n/a $325,000 to $400,000
Property acquisition $100,000 to $150,000 n/a

Total $4,350,000 to $5,400,000 $525,000 to $650,000
Alternative D - Phased Costs

Infrastructure Cost Annual Operating

Phases by Phase Cost*
Phase | (years 0 to 5) $2,000,000 to $2,500,000 $300,000 to $450,000
Phase Il (years 5 to 10) - some VC costs included in phase Il $2,000,000 to $2,500,000 $425,000 to $550,000
Phase Ill (years 10 to 20) $350,000 to $400,000 $525,000 to $650,000

Total $4,350,000 to $5,400,000

* Estimated cost per year at 100% implementation of scheduled improvements

Figure 11. Cost Tables and Phasing Plan for Alternative D

-58-




Fort King Special Resource Study
Final Environmental Impact Statement

U.S. Department of the Interior

National Park Service

sybybIH aAneula)y Jo uosiedwon -z| ainbi4

000°059-525%

000°052-G21$

000°'05-0v$

e/u

1809 bBugesadQ |enuuy pajewns3

UOIIIIN 'S5 78

UolIIIN §72-2$

000°G22-002$

1809 swdojaaeq pajewnsy

SaAljeuls)|e 18Y)0 uey) s88l}
2I0W SaAOWB) [ dAIRUISYY

g pue v ueyj aiow
NG @ dANBUILYY Jey) seal)
1OM3) SeA0WSI D) BAIRUISYY

@ pue D saAeuId)yY
uey} Jnd20 pjnom ssa|
Aljlenuejsgns ing eale bupyied
pue 80UEBJUS JONJISUOD
0} papaau ag p|nom
Buipesb jueoyiubis swog

paAowal 8q pinom
uoyejeban [euonippe oN

jejiqey ajipiim pue uonejaban Bunsixe saalesald

soaoeds (2 0} dn jo |ejjusjod
aininy yum Ajjeniul seoeds
Buped gz eouelyua panoiduw|

saoeds g/ 0} dn jo |ejusjod
ainyny yum Ajleniul saoeds
Bupyied gL eouelua panosdw)

papinoid seoeds Bupyied
paned G| @ouesjus panoiduw|

pajouisal sseooe olgnd

$S8008 Je[NdIYaA pue Buiyied [euonippe sepiroid

18)UdD JOYSIA
90IAIBS ||N4

19)U8)) JOYISIA
|lews ojul pajeAousl
aouapisal Bunsixgy

papinoid sai|ioe) Joopul ON

a)is uo
SO)|10.} 9DIAISS JOYISIA ON

OB} JOOpUI SBPINOIH

suojpuod adeospue|
|ednynd ouolsiy syos)yal Albuons

adeospue| [einynd
21I0)s1Y Jo suonsabbns
Uum puejpoom Ajsop

puejpoom Ajewd

uopnejaban Aiojsiapun
301U} pue pue|poom Ajjueulwopald

adeospue| Jo Jejorleyd JueUIWOPaId

Juswsa|e Bujussios
[ensiA se pasn pue|pooA

pue|poom %05

puejpoom Ajewiid

uopejaban Aiojsiapun
301U} pue puejpoom
Aq pajeuiwop adeospuen

uoljejaBban J18yj0 pUB PUB|POOM SBAIBSBId

auwI JoA0 pappe s)iqiyxe apiskem [euonippy Alleniul siqiyxe apiskem aaaidisjul G-¢

s}iqIyxe apisAem oN

BWI) J8A0 SPaau JOYISIA JoawW 0} spuedxe wajsAs [iel) paaedun pue paaed

wa)sAs |1eJy oN

SHqIyxe apiskem aaneidiaiul pue sjiel) Buiyjiem sepinold

spoliad asn [euwlou
Buunp Ajjiqisia pue asiou
1O s|aA8] Mo Juanbai4

A)lIqISIA pue 8siou Jo
S[9A8| MO| [BUOISEOD0

Ajpiey

sjoedw| oN

sioqubieu yied uo sjoeduwi [BNSIA PUEB PUNOS SBZIWIUI

0 9AljeUId)|Y UBY} Seale
SAI}ISUSS SS9| Ul JN220
pINOM 9oUBqIN}SIP }SOW
‘Buipelb jsow ay} alinbai pjnom
a eAjeuId)y 8liym

J9)usd JOJISIA pue
‘Bupyied ‘peol souesus
40O uonoNIISuod Bulnp
uoI}e20| Loy wouy adojs-umop
1n220 pjnom Buipelb yueoyiubis

@ pue D saAjjeuIR)Y
uey} Jnd20 p|NOM SSa|
Allenuelsgns jng eale buyied
PUE 9DUEJIUS JONJISUOD O}
papaau aq pjnom Buipesb swog

IN290 p|NOM
Buipesb jeuonippe oN

Buirow-ypes pue Buipeb ays 10) pasu
Buiziwuiw Aq seoinosal [ealbojosyole s}o8jold

a eAnews)y

2 aAneuIB)Y

g aneuwss)y

AAI}eUId)|Y UOIOY ON
V 2ABeUIR)Y

spyBIyBIH aAneulsyy

sybIybiH

-59 -



Fort King Special Resource Study
Final Environmental Impact Statement

U.S. Department of the Interior

National Park Service

sjoeduw| |ejusWIUCIIAUT [BlUS)Od JO d|qe] Alewwng

"¢] ainbi

'$9(l1} P)SaIajUl UM UOIB}NSU0D

ul ‘Jejs paulel} Ag peyonpuod uorp
-ejoudiajul 9IS "sjoejille asnoy pue a)is
yaudiajul 0} pajonssuod aq piNod Ayjioe}
WIN9SNW/I9}U80 JOYSIA Y *S8INYD0.Iq

pue ‘sjiqiyxa apisAem ‘sjiel} aaneidiayul
papinb-yas Aq pajuswsajddns aq

0} ‘aoe|d Ul Ulewsas pjnom juswnuow Yyd
‘[eloyauaqg pue ‘wisl-buol ‘Jofew syoedw)

‘uoljeJisiuiwpe
8}IS pue asn JOYISIA 1o} pasn-al pue
pajeAoual sainjoniys Bunsixy -eys
ay} Joy ueld ssjsew yied e dojansp

pInom ‘Jueynsuod [euoissajold

e yym uonoun(uoo ul ‘siebeuew

a)is [BD07] ‘|eloyauaq pue ‘wia)-Buo|
‘Jofew 0y ajelopow sjoedu|

'sdnosb

J3Y}0 pue S|ooyds [e00| 0} Yoeasno
pajwi| AluQ ‘sjueliem puewap se
slaajun|on Aq pajonpuod uolejaidiayul
BAIJOY 'S8INYD0Iq puUB ‘sHgIyXa
apisAem ‘sjiel} annaidiayul papinb-jes
Se yons ‘saljl|ioe} JO}ISIA dIseq ‘mau Aq
pajuswaldwod ‘aoe(d ul ulewsas pjnom
Juswnuow Yy Bunsix3g “[eoysuaq
pue ‘wis)-buo| ‘ejesapow syoedw|

'Slem 9|oulWas JO awli} Je pajsixe
Aay) se sanunwiwoo jued jeuibluo
S,9)IS 89U} 910)s8l 0} Joyo ON ‘saloads
AAl}eU-UOU AQ UOISEAU| 0} B|getau|nA
9)IS INJ20 pjnom yyjesy weisAsoos
Jo Bupoyuow ou ‘Buipuny Juasqy
‘aslanpe Ajeiuajod pue ‘wis}-buo)
‘ajesapow o} Joujw syoedw|

aouanadxgy
10)ISIA

"0 9AljeUIS)Y Jopun

Uey} UoN}eo0| 0LO)SIY S oy Je uoljejebon
JO 9oUBQINISIP YONW SE 90IM|  "S82IN0Sal
|ednjeu o} abewep J0 SSO| 8I0W Ul JNSal
pInom aAljeula}je sy} Japun juswdojerap
9}IS SAISUS)X® DI0|\| 'SIEM B|OUIWSS Y} JO
awl} ay} Je paysixa Aay} Se sauNwwod
ueld s,8)Is JO UONeIO)Sal 9|qISSOd “}e)s
9)Is-uo Ag paJojiuow yjjeay waysAsoo]
‘|eroyeuUaq 10 9SI9APE Jay)e pue
‘wJa)-buo| ‘ejesspow 0} Joujw sypoedw|

‘uoIB20| DLIO)SIY

s,10} Je uonejaban Apoom ab.e|
JBY}0 pue $881) JO paIes|d 8g piNOMm
eale JaJoWeIp J00J-00L V "Sal|ioe}
M8U JO uononJisuod Aq pakossep
J0 paoe|dsIp 8q p|NOM S82IN0S8l
|ednjeu awos jng ‘eoueqnisip
Bupsixa Jo seale uj JN220 PINOM
sjuswdojeAap Mau SOl ‘|elolysuaq
10 @SIBAPE Jayjie pue ‘wia)-Buo)
‘ajesapow 0} Joulw syedu)

‘[eloljoUSg pue ‘ejesapow ‘wid)-buo|
aq p|nom jey} syoedw| yum ‘sajoads
SAIJeU-UOU JO UOISEAUI JBqUIOD

0} 9pBW SHOYS dWOS "Salj|Ioe)
a)Is mau Aq paqunisip aq pjnom
aJI|p|Im pue ‘uonjejaban ‘s|ios awos
‘sanunwwod jueld |euibuo s,8)s
©10)S8J 0} SpEW SUOYS ON ‘S|ewiue
pue syue|d yym o1gnd Aq sieyunodous
ajes Buunsse uo peasjsul paoed
siseydwa yjm INd20 pinom yjesy
wa)sAs0o9 Jo Buliojuow pajwi]
‘aslanpe Ajlenuajod pue ‘wis}-buo)
‘ejelopow 0} Joulw spedw|

'SIEM 9|oUIWS JO dWI} Je PajsIxe
Kay) se sapunwiwod jueld [euiblo
S,9)IS U} 810)S8l 0} Joyd ON ‘sajoads
BAl}eU-UOU AQ UOISBAU| 0} B|qetau|nA
8)IS 'IND20 pjNoMm yyjesy waisAsoos
Jo Buoyuow ou ‘Buipuny Juasqy
"asJanpe Ajlenusjod pue ‘wisy-buol
‘gjesapow o0} Jouiw syoedw|

$921n0SaYy
leanjeN

‘smoj|e Aoijod ajejs pue Buipuny se
pajoNpuod g pP|Nod saIpN}s [eo160]08YdIY
D pUe ‘g ‘Y S9AljeuIs)|y Uey) sulewal
|eoibojoayole umouyun Buiqunisip

0 ysu Jajealb e sasod ainjonliselul
9IS JO UONONJISUOD BY} Y}IM pajeloosse
Buirow Ypes Jo SWNjOA 8y "S$82In0sal
|eoiBojoayole paling O Uoleso|

pue Buipuny jo Ayjigejieae uo Buipuadap
|eloyauaq Jo asianpe Ajjenuajod pue
‘wJa)-Buo ‘ejesspow aq pjnom syoeduw|

‘smoj|e Aoijod ajeys pue Buipuny

Se pajonpuod ag p|noo salpnis
1e0160]08Y21Y " SAIeUIS)|Y UBY) SSI|
INQ g pUB Y dAljBUIS)|Y UBY) SUlBWa
|eaibojoayole umouyun Buiqnisip

0 ys1l Jajealb e sasod ainjonuseljul
9IS JO UONONJISUOD BY} Y}m
pajeroosse Buirow YUes Jo aWnjoA
8y 'se@oinosal [eoalbojoayole palng
Jo uoneoo| pue Buipuny jo Ayjiqejieae
ay) uo Buipuadap ‘|eloeUaq

10 aslanpe Ajjeiuajod pue ‘wisy-buo)
‘ajesapow g pjnom sjoedu]

‘smoj|e Aoijod ajeys pue Buipuny

Se pPajonpuod ag p|nod salpnis [ea1bo)
-08yoly " PUB D SaAleUI)|Y Uey}
$S9| NQ Y Al}BUIS)|Y UBY} SUlBWa.
|eoibojoayole umouyun Buiqunisip

30 ysu Jajealb e sasod ainjonliselul
8}IS JO UONONJISUOD BY} UM
pajeloosse Buinow Yes Jo awn|joA
8yl "seoinosal [eolbojosyole
palng jo uoledo| pue Buipuny

10 Ayjigejieae ayy uo Buipuadep
‘leroyyouaq Jo asianpe Ajjenusjod pue
‘wua)-buo| ‘Jouiw ag pjnom sypedw|

‘Jels

10 sapy|ioe} Juswabeuew 8}s-uo ou
pue siom [eoibojoayole 1oy a|qejiene
Buipuny pajwi -asianpe Ajenuajod
pue ‘wisy-Buo| Joujw syoedw|

$82IN0SaYy
leam3nd

a eAneusa)Y

9 aApeUIRYY

g aAneuIa)Y

BAIeUId)|Y Uo}OY ON
V 2ApeUIB)Y

saouanbasuo) |ejuswuoIIAUT [B1JUD}Od JO MIIAIBAQ

salobajen
joedw|
|ej}uawuoIIAUg

- 60 -



Fort King Special Resource Study
Final Environmental Impact Statement

U.S. Department of the Interior

National Park Service

sjoedw| [BJUSWIUOIIAUT [BIIUB)Od JO 9|ge| Alewwng ‘(panuiuo)) ¢} ainbi4

D pUE g SaAljeuls)je Japun uey)
9I0W 9SEaIOU| PINOM S|9AS| SIOU puE
olyjel| ‘suoneziueblo |eyuswulanob
-uou pue ‘saspdlejua ssauisnqg
a)jeAld ‘syuswuianoh |equyeoo)
uaamjaq sdiysiauped Buons jo
juswysi|gelss ay} alinbai Ajgy1| ysow
pinom juswdojanap 8}S ‘sjyeusq
2lWwou09s Jajealb Bupessusb Agaiayy
‘SaAljeUIB)[E JBYJO BY} JOpUN p|nom

}1 Uey) Uonuaje [euoljeu pue |euolbal
alow joeipe AjdyI| pinom Bury o
‘a)s |eol0)sly pabeuew AjpAisuayul
ue sy ‘|eloyauaq pue ‘wial-buoj

'g @Aljeula}|y Japun uey)

2I0W 9SeaIoUl P|NOM S[9A3| 8SIou

pue oes] Ayus [eoo| pajeubisep

e 10/pue sjuswuianob [eoao)

Aq Ajuewnd auloq aq pjnom uojelado
|enuue Jo s}sod pue juawdojonap

9)IS "s}ijouaq olwouods Jajealb Abul
-puodsauiod Yjm ‘g pue y saAijeuls)e
Japun p|nom jI Uey} SIdjonel}
aoue)sip-Buol Jo siaquinu Jable)
Joeipe Ajoxi| pinom oyis oy} ‘yejs
jusuewJad e pue juawdojeAap aiow
Buiney ‘|eloyauaq pue ‘wis)-Buol

'asn JOJISIA O} anp

Aep ay} Buunp jeymawos asealoul
PINOM S|9A8| 9SION "S|9Ad| JUBLIND
woly Apybi|s asealoul pinom aiel |
'sjoeduwl 91LIOU0D J0alIpUl PUE Jo3JIp
Jlews AjBuipuodsaiiod yym ‘sadinies
10)ISIA M3} AjoAijejal Buiney uonoelpe
1e00| Aj|ejusWwEpUN} B UleWal
‘[elolduaqg pue ‘wial-buol

‘suolsinipgns BuioqybBiau jo
sjuaplsal Aq Jiyouaq e se paalgdlad aq
bW s|aAs| oiyedy Juauno Bujuiejure|y

‘|le ye j1 ‘yonw Aq asea.oul Jou pjnom
9)Is 0} UONE)ISIA "pazi|eal 8q jou
pINOM S}ljouaq OIWOU0Jd Pajeloosse
pue wsLINO} Ul sasealoul d|qissod pue
pansind aq jou pjnom ayis Bunowoid

juswuoIAUSg

‘Jofew 0y ajesopow sjoeduw| ‘Jofew 0} ajesapow sypedw| Hau syoedw| 21WOU0290120S
uawa|dw ‘suoljesado Buinoidw Agaiayy
0} 9AIsuadxa }sow 8y} 89 pjnom ‘suonesado 8)is aunnoJ d|puey pjNom ‘papinoid

SAljeUIB)|E SIY| S80IN0S |elopaj-uou
J8YJ0 pue [e00| Wolj papuny Aypus
swabeuew e Aq pabeuew aq pjnom
9)IS "uonessiulwpe a)is paroiduwl
Mo|[e pjnom Buipjing uopessiujwpe
puE J8JuBd JO)ISIA MON “[eloljeUSq
pue ‘wis) buoj ‘Jofew syoedw)|

Jels anlaidiajul [euolssajold |lews

YV "Pa|[E}SUl 8q P|NOM SBI}I[IOB} 8OIAISS
JOYISIA Jayjo pue sjied] “Buip|ing uon
-BJ}S|UIWPE PUB UONE)S JOBJU0D IO}ISIA
e SE 9sn Joj pajeAoual 8q pjnom
@ouapisal Bunsix3 “|eloyauaq pue
‘wJa) Buo yolew o) ajesapow syoedw|

a0 p|NOM SJO}ISIA 8)is Joj saunuoddo
pue saiijioe) pajwi "paily

g p|nom a)is Jo Juawabeuew o)
A|9|0S pajeoIpap Je}s Ou ‘SIasjun|on
Aq uaasiano Ajable| aq pjnom ajis

Jo uonesado Aep-o3-Aeq ‘[eloyauUaq
pue ajelapow ‘wisy-Buo| syoedw|

‘Pally 8q pjnom 8yis ayj Jo
Juswabeuew o) A|9|os pajedipap Jels
ON ‘jJuswnuow ¥yqd 8y} punole esie
10} }do0oxe ‘pajolysal 8q pinom a)is ay}

0} $S900B JO}ISIA PUB ‘PajONJISu0d aq
pinom sapjioey oN “9|qibibau syoedw

uonessiuiwpy
pue
‘suonesado
‘sanioey

a aAneuwIR)|Y

2 aAewIB)Y

aAIeUIR)| Y

aAIjeUId)|Y UOIdY ON
V 2AneuwIR)Y

(panunuos) sesusnbasuoy |eJUBWILOIIAUT [BIJUS}Od JO MBIAIBAQ

sauobajen
joeduw)
|ejuawuoliAug

-61 -



U.S. Department of the Interior Fort King Special Resource Study
National Park Service Final Environmental Impact Statement

-62-





