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1. Purpose and Need 

The National Park Service (NPS) is considering the constlUction of a multi-use trail (Noonday Creek Multi-Use Trail, 
Phase J) and constIUction of an additional parking lot at the Kerulesaw Mowltain National Battlefield Park (Park), Cobb 
COWlty, Georgia. This action is needed to partner with gateway communities to provide alternative transportation for 
local residents to access the Park and to provide connectivity to Cobb County and the regional trail system, retail, 
commercial, business, and mass transit facilities in the Kennesaw area. Within the Park, the action would elinlinate 
unsafe roadside parking, provide an additional designated parking area outside of the Park for trail users, alleviate traffic 
congestion, and provide additional interpretive opportunities to visitors. The proposed project was developed to address 
needs for the Park including: 

• Provide alternative transportation for local residents and Park visitors, 
• COlmect to the existing and proposed Cobb County trail system and enhance access to area retail, 

conunercial, business, and mass transit facilities, 
• Increase parking capacity for trail users and Park visitors with a new parking lot outside the Park boundary, 
• Elinlinate Wlsafe roadside parking locations, 
• Alleviate traffic congestion, and 
• Provide additional interpretive opportunities. 

An environmental assessment (EA) analyzes the preferred alternative, other alternatives and their impacts on the 
environment. Tllis EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 
regulation of the COWlcil on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1508.9), and the National Park Service's Director's Order 
(DO) - 12 (Conservation Planning, Environmentallnlpact Analysis, and Decision-making). 

2. Purpose and Significance of the Park 

The 2,888-acre Kennesaw MOWltain National Battlefield Park ("Park") is located in the suburban northwest area of 
Atlanta, Cobb COWlty, Georgia. The Park is located west of Marietta, Georgia and adjacent to Kennesaw, Georgia (see 
Figure 1 - Project Location). 

The War Department authorized the protection of the battlefield in 1917, and it became a unit of tJ,e National Park System 
in 1933. The Park preserves a Civil War battlegroWld that was the location of some of the heaviest fighting between 
Confederate and Union forces during the Atlanta Campaign. In the spring of 1864, General Ulysses S. Grant, 
commander-in-chief of Union forces, ordered General William T. Shern13n to push south from Chattanooga, Tennessee, 
defeat the Confederate Army of Tennessee, and take Atlanta, the railroad, l1l3I1ufacturing, and storage center for the 
southern Confederacy. The two annies fought in a series of battles between June 18 and July 2, 1864, with Sherman' s 
Union forces eventually outflanking Confederate General Joseph E. Johnson's anny. The Union forces eventually 
captured and bwned Atlanta, with the effect of bolstering the north' s willingness to continue fighting and contributing to 
the reelection of Abraham Lincoll as President. 

The preservation of the Park is important to provide public inspiration and interpretation of llistoric events. 111 recent 
years the Park has also become an important recreational area. The Park maintains a Visitor Center wllich inclndes a 
museum, interpretive displays, and a theatre. There is a driving tour of the Park that uses public roads tbat IUn through 
and adjacent to the Park. 111 addition there are 16 nliles of maintained trails, two recreational fields, access to the top of 
Kelmesaw Mountain via a paved road and lliking trail, and lectures, displays, and living llistory reenactments. 
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3. Project Background, Pl'evious Planning, and Scoping 

3.1 Project Background 

The purpose of Kelmesaw Mountain National Battlefield Park is to preserve and protect resources within the Park for 
memorial and military study, and to mark and conunemorate the 1864 Atlanta Campaign for the benefit and inspiration of 
the people by providing access to sites and facilities significant to the battle. The intent is to allow visitors to experience 
the approximate 1864 appearance ofthe land at the time of the battle including the extensive use of earthworks and teITain 
as they affected battlefield actions. 

The Park is located in a rapidly growing area of metro Atlanta. The Park is surrounded by residential development, and 
several roads traverse through the Park boundary. According to a transportation study prepared for the Park in 2004, 88% 
of traffic on roads within the Park boundary is non-Park traffic. The roads that pass through or sun'ound the Park include 
Old 41 Highway, Stilesboro Road, Burnt Hickory Road, Dal1as Highway/SR 120, Powder Springs Road, John Ward 
Road, Old Mountain Road, and Cheatham Hil1 Road. Because of the traffic patterns and large volwnes of commuter 
traffic, visitor safety is a principal concern. 

The Park offers one of the largest green space recreational areas in the Atlanta area. Visitation to the Park includes 
destination visitors on weekends as wel1 as week day use by commuters traveling through the park to area residential 
developments. Higher visitor nUIl1bers are experienced on weekends however, particularly in the spring and fall months 
of the year. The proximity of the Park to urban areas of Atlanta and favorable year round weather conditions result in an 
ever increasing demand on parking and recreational facilities in the Park. 

Of the 391 units of the National Park System, Kermesaw Mountain National Battlefield Park is tile second most visited 
park in the country, second only to George Washington Memorial Parkway which is essential1y an interstate in the 
Washington D.C. area. Because there is no single entrance to the Park, visitation figures are based on estimates from 
counters placed at various locations in the Park. Based on tillS estinration, reported visitation figures for the past five years 
include: 

• 2002 - 1,359,264 

• 2003 - 1,422,303 
• 2004 - 1,221,752 

• 2005 - 1,005,510 
• 2006 - 1,316,129 

The NPS counts commuter traffic that passes through the park on park-owned roads as "non-recreation visitors". TIllS 
numher is calculated from Georgia and Cobb County Departments of Transportation (DOT) traffic counters on the roads. 
These nUIl1bers are divided by two, asswning that the same vehicles pass through the park twice per day (going to and 
from work). Non-recreation visits in 2006 were estimated to be 25,764,060. Nearly al1 visitors travel to the Park by 
automobile, and over 100,000 cars travel on Park roads daily. 

3.2 Previous Planning 

• Kennesaw Mountain National Battlefield Park General Management Plan (1983) 

Although the General Management Plan (GMP) is 25 years old, even in 1983 key issues for the Park were overuse of the 
Park at certain times and visitor congestion due to it's location in a rapidly growing urban area. The GMP provided 
several parking recommendations and visitor-use programs to address these issues. The interaction of visitor use with 
available Park resources for a Park located within a major urbanized area is a recWTing tlleme throughout the GMP and 
continues to be a major issue today. The proposed parking and trail alternatives addressed in t1lis EA are a continuation of 
proposed solutions to address concerns in ti,e GMP. 
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3.3 Scoping 

Scoping is the process to involve interested and affected parties with the project, detennine important issues, eliminate 
unimportant issues, identify the resources that may be affected by the project proposal , and to explore the possible 
alternative ways of achieving the proposal while minilnizing impacts. 

3.3.1 Scopillg Efforts 

Intemal scoping involved input from Park employees and NPS regional staff. Intemal scoping was held early in the 
process between Park staff and NPS regional personnel to detemline relevant issues and documentation level. In 
addition, the proposed trail and additional parking areas were discussed with Park staff to determine impacts on Park staff 
and resources. Park staff was generally in favor of the multi-use trail , but divided on the need for and location of 
additional parking. Although existing roadside parking was considered a safety issue, some Park staff are opposed to any 
additional land witilin the Park being converted to paved parking areas. The most favorable location for additional 
parking was considered to be tile open field below tile administrative offices, and soutilwest of the Visitor Center. 

External scoping efforts involved meetings with otiler regulatory and govemmental agencies, public meetings, and direct 
mail notifications. Meetings with stakeholders including the Federal Highway Admillistration (FHW A), Georgia 
Department of Transportation (GDOT), and Cobb County Department of Transportation (Cobb DOT) were valuable in 
detemlining tile level of environmental documentation with the FHW A, coordination between tile agencies, important 
issues to address, and the assignment of responsibility for tasks associated witil the project. 

Public information meetings were held for the project on May 2, 2006 and May 17, 2007. The first public meeting was 
held at Grace C01lIl11unity Church adjacent to the Park. A legal advertisement was placed in the Marietta Daily Joul11al 
and Cobbline (the electronic newsletter for Cobb County), and signs were posted along roads adjacent to the Park 
announcing the meeting. A news release about tile project and rumouncing tile public meeting was mailed directly to 63 
businesses near the Park and 37 other interested stakeholders. Approximately 41 people attended tile public meeting. 
Twenty C01lIl11ents were subnlitted during the 30 day C01lIl11ent period. The major concel11S expressed in comments from 
tile meeting included: 

• Local businesses were concel11ed about the speed limit reduction and truck restriction tirrough the Park. MrulY of 
tile business owners favored an intersection improvement and signal installation at the intersection of WIlite 
Circle Road and US 41. This would give tile businesses in the White Circle Road area direct access to US 41, 
tilereby benefiting ilie Park because trucks would not need to use Old 41 Highway. 

• Many area residents favored a multi-use trail to provide recreational opportunities and access tlrrough ilie Park, 
but not if construction would severely jeopardize the natural features of the Park. 

• Some residential property owners, primarily along Ridenour Road/Greers Chapel Road and adjacent subdivisions 
viewed ilie trail as a waste of taxpayer money, perceived the trail as a waste because no one would use it, did not 
want ilie trail adjacent to their property, and felt that construction of a trail would result in an increase in crime to 
the area. 

• C01lIl11ents were made suggesting the trail should continue down Old 41 Highway, past Ridenour Road, to Barrett 
Parkway 

A second public meeting was held on May 17, 2007. In an effort to attract more Park visitors, tile second meeting was 
held at the Park' s Visitor Center. Notification for this meeting was primarily conducted t1rrough direct mail and posting 
of flyers at area apartment complexes and residential subdivisions around the Park. Flyers were also placed at ilie Visitors 
Center several weeks prior to tile meeting, and signs were posted along roads adjacent to the Park advertising the date, 
time, and location of the meeting. Direct mail was again used to notify local businesses (63), concemed stakeholders (35), 
and local residents (42). Approximately 50 people attended this meeting, and 18 C01lIl11ents were received at the meeting 
or during the 30 day C01lIl11ent period. Major concems expressed from written comments or during the meeting were the 
same as expressed during the May 2, 2006 public meeting. 
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Many of the residents living along Ridenour Road/Greers Chapel Road and adjoining roads who were adamantly opposed 
to a trail along Ridenour Road/Greers Chapel Road requested an additional meeting with the engineering design f11m for 
the project and the NPS. An informal meeting to allow these residents to express their concerns was held at the offices of 
Florence and Hutcheson on May 31,2007. The residents continued to express their dissatisfaction with the location of a 
trail in close proximity to their homes and the concern that the trail would result in an increase in crime in the area. They 
offered other alternative routes including through the Ridenour development, and northwest along Old 41 Highway. 

3.3.2 Scopillg Results 

There was support for construction of a multi-use trail within the Park and additional parking expressed from internal and 
extemal scoping efforts. However, the support was conditional on there being no significant impacts to the natural and 
historical aspects of the Park. Although there were concerns from the Park about where additional parking could be 
provided without impacts to the Park, there was agreement that there is a lack of sufficient parking, and that changes were 
necessary to improve the safety of visitors by eliminating unsafe roadside parking on Old 41 Highway. 

There was more controversy about the location of the trail outside the Park boundary. Residents who live along Ridenour 
Road/Greers Chapel Road were opposed to the trail through their neighborhoods. Alternatively, residents who live on Old 
41 Highway northwest of the Park, particularly in The Reserve residential development were concemed that no trail or 
sidewalk would provide access to tl,e Park along Old 41 Highway. As a result of opinions expressed during scaping 
efforts, an additional alternative trail route was proposed for assessment. The trail alignment along Ridenour Road/Greers 
Chapel Road would be dismissed from further study and another alternative added which would continue on Old 41 
Highway past Ridenour Road to Barrett Parkway. 

Local businesses use Old 41 Highway through the Park to access Barrett Parkway and to safely access US 41. Most of the 
local businesses did not support the truck restriction unless there was a safer alternative for their tmcks to access US 41. 
Cobb DOT is in the planning and design phase of an intersection improvement project at White Circle Road and US 41. 
This intersection would also include a traffic signal, providing the businesses north of the Park between Old 41 Highway 
and US 41 an alternative route to Old 41 Highway through the Park. 

3.4 Other Projects in the Area 

There are a nUl11ber of ongoing and proposed projects to address traffic and pedestrian use within the Park. These projects 
include, but are not limited to: 

• The Alternate Transportation Study for Bus Shuttle Service to the top ofKemlesaw Mountain (NPS on-going), 
• The Alternate Transportation Study to address whole Park needs (NPS on-going), 
• The Old 4 1 Highway bridge replacement over the CSX Railroad (Cobb COlJlJty, scheduled for fall 2008), 
• hltersection improvements to White Circle and US 41 (Cobb County, scheduled for fall 2008), and 
• The General Trail Management Plan Envirorunental Assessment (NPS on-going). 

5 



4. Issues and Impact Topics 

4.1 Impact Topics Considered for the EA 

Impact topics are derived fonn issues raised during internal and external scoping activities. Not every conceivable impact 
wan-ants analysis. The following impact topics merit consideration in tlus EA: 

Air Qnality: The federal Clean Air Act of 1970 requires the Park to meet federal , state, and local air pollution standards, 
as well as protect the Park fi'om adverse pollution impacts. Wlule the construction of a paved recreational trail would not 
adversely impact air quality witlun the Park, traffic use of the proposed additional parking lots can impact air quality 
within the Park. For tI,ese reasons air quality impacts are analyzed in tlus EA. 

Archaeological Resources and llistoric Structm'es: Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and 
NPS Management Policies are two of several regulations and guidance documents that specify procedures to identify and 
protect cultural resources witllin ilie Park. The Park itself is listed in the National Register of Historic Places (1976). 
WlUle ilie intent of ilie proposed trail and parking lot projects are to enhance the visitors experience in the Park without 
impacting its cultural identity, potential impacts to cultural resources are addressed in tlus EA. 

Geology and Topography: NPS Policies require ti,e protection of geologic features and the natural topographic 
landscape. The proposed parking lot may require some grading during construction to provided for appropriate stonn 
water drainage. Grading and fill may be required for trail construction to ensure a satisfactory grade. No drilling or deep 
excavation that would affect Park geology would occur from tI,e project. The effect on geology and topography from the 
proposed project are addressed in the EA. 

Park Operations: The construction and maintenance of ti,e trail and parking area would be conducted by Cobb County. 
However, Park staff would patrol iliese areas, along wiili local law enforcement, during Park operating hours. Wlule 
additional staff would not be required for inspection and maintenance, iliere would be adjustments and additional 
responsibilities for Park staff, and ilierefore ilie effect of tIUs project on Park operations is addressed in tlus EA. 

Scenic and Aesthetic Value Concerns: The largely lll1disturbed, natural landscapes of ilie Park are one of the most 
popular attractions of ilie Park. The Park represents the largest undisturbed green space in rapidly developing Cobb 
County. The proposed trail and additional parking lot would be located in areas where previous disturbance has occuned, 
to nUnirnize impacts to natural resources. However, tl1ese hardscape in1provements would change ilie aesthetic scenery of 
the Park, and are therefore addressed in this EA. 

Soils: NPS Policy requires tI,e protection of soil resources and maxinuzation of efforts to prevent erosion, physical 
removal, or contanlination of the soils. The proposed projects would occur to the maxin1um extent possible in areas iliat 
are already disturbed. However, there may be some soil removal resulting from construction activities. In addition, tl1e 
introduction of additional hard surface areas would require stonn water improvements to prevent erosion of adjacent 
areas. The effects ofilie project on soils within tl1e Park are addressed in tlus EA. 

Transportation: NPS policies provide guidance for transportation infrastructure and vehicle use on public roads that pass 
tl1rough Park land. Proposed trafiic management in1provements would occur from tl1e proposed reduction of posted speed 
linUts and restriction of certain types of large truck traffic on Old 41 Highway. In addition, construction of a new parking 
lot would introduce traffic management considerations for the Park. A further analysis of transportation issues is included 
in tlus EA. 

Vegetation: Vegetation within tl1e proposed areas for construction of the trail consists of a pine/hardwood nUx. Areas 
considered for construction also contain areas previously disturbed and used for parking. Areas under consideration for 
additional parking include pine/hardwood forest or grassed fields . Although construction of the trail and parking area 
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would utilize disturbed areas to the maximum extent possible, there may be some impact to grasses, shrubs, ground cover, 
and some saplings and small trees. For these reasons, impacts to vegetation are considered in tltis EA. 

Visitor Safety: One of the major purposes for the project is to improve safety for visitors parking along Old 41 Highway. 
The trail system would also allow for use of Park facilities and resonrces in a safe manner. For tI,ese reasons, visitor 
safety is addressed in the EA. 

Visitor Use, Understanding, and Appreciation: The 1916 Organic Act as well as NPS Management Policy includes 
guidance and requirements to allow for public enjoyment and understanding of the sceltic, cultural, and natural resources 
witltin ti,e Park. The Park allows for ltiking on groomed and designated trails, bike riding on paved roads, piclticking, 
interpretation and study of ti,e historic setting through living history exltibits, museum, and guided tours. The proposed 
trail and parking lot may be considered a benefit to improve the visitor experience, or a distraction to the natural scenery 
and ltistoric sigttificance of ti,e Park. The impact of the proposed project on visitor use and understanding are further 
analyzed in tltis EA. 

Water Resonrces (Water qnality and streams): Protection of water quality consistent with the Clean Water Act and 
NPS policy is required. There are one internlittent and four ephemeral streams witltin the project. area for the trail on Old 
41 Highway and the parking lot locations. Impacts to streams, storm water runoff, and drainage management would be a 
part of ti,e project to address water quality. During construction procedures would be implemented to prevent adverse 
impacts to water quality. The impact of the proposed project on streams witllin the project area is f1l1ther analyzed in tltis 
EA. 

Wildlife: The construction of tile trail and parking lots would be located primarily in areas previously disturbed, so that 
habitat for the various wildlife species in the Park is not damaged or eliminated. There is sintilar habitat within the Park 
for wildlife in those areas that would be impacted by the proposed project. However, even temporary disruption of 
wildlife habitat or loss of areas used by wildlife populations can result in impacts to wildlife activities, habits, and travel 
patterns. For these reasons a further discussion of tile impacts from the proposed project to wildlife populations is 
discussed further in tltis EA. 

4.2 bnpact Topics Dismissed from Detailed Analysis 

Environmental Justice: Presidential Executive Order 12898 requires Federal agencies to identify and address 
disproportionate impacts of progt'ams, policies, and activities on ntinority and low-income populations. None of the 
proposed parking lot or trail alternatives would result in disproportionate healtll or environmental effects on minorities or 
low-income populations. Therefore tIlis topic was disntissed from further discussion in ti,e EA. 

Noise: Short term increases in noise would result from construction activities. However, the completed projects by their 
existence would not result in or add to noise levels to the Park. No motorized vehicles would be allowed on ti,e trail. The 
parking lot would not generate additional traffic but would provide improved parking facilities for visitors already coming 
to the Park. For these reasons the impact of noise was disntissed from further analysis in the EA. 

Prime and Unique Farmlands: Prime and unique fannlands are defined as lands tI,at afford ti,e best combination of 
physical and chentical properties to produce crops, or are used for specific ltigh value food or crops. Since lands witlun 
ti,e Park are not available for farming, tltis impact topic was disntissed from further analysis. 

Socioeconomic Environment: The proposed project would not directly impact local or regional social, economic, or 
demographic elements for local populations. AltllDugh the project would provide additional recreational opportunities for 
residents adjacent and near the Park, the trail and parking lot would not cause an increase in residential, connnercial, or 
retail development, and would not result in population shifts to the area around the Park. Changes to the socioeconontic 
environment are not further analyzed in the EA. 

Threatened, Endangered, Candidate Species, and Species of Special Concern: No federally listed threatened or 
endangered species or suitable habitat was identified witltin the project areas. No federally listed species are known to 
exist within the Park. A response from the Georgia Department of Natural Resources Natural Heritage Program regarding 
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any known identification of federal or state listed species within a three mile radius of the project area did not reveal any 
federally listed species within this search radius. Several state protected species were listed within the three mile radius, 
the closest being 1.5 miles from the project area. However none of these state listed species, or suitable habitat, was 
identified within the project area for the trail or parking lot. For these reasons a further discussion for Threatened, 
Endangered, Candidate Species, and Species of Special Concern is not included in the EA. 

Water Resources (Wetlands aud Floodplains): The project areas for parking lots and the multi-use trail are not within 
the 1 ~O-year floodplain, and therefore a further discussion of inlpacts to floodplains is not included in the EA. There are 
no wetlands within the project area. A further discussion of wetland impacts has not been included in the EA. 

Wilderness Lands nnd Values: Since there are no proposed or designated wilderness areas within the proposed project 
areas a further analysis of inlpacts from the trail and parking lot is not included in the EA. 

Utilities: The proposed construction of the trail and parking lots would not result in a temporary or permanent dismption 
or inlpact to gas, water, sewer, electricity, or fiber optic utilities. The trail would not include pedestrian lighting. Security 
lighting would be provided for the additional parking lots. However this would not result in an adverse impact to the 
Park's utilities or the surrounding area. A discussion of impacts to utilities from the proposed project has been eliminated 
from further discussion in the EA. 
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5. Proposed Actions and Alternatives 

5.11l1troduction 

III addition to the No Action Alternatives for a trail and parking lot, five trail alternatives and four parking lot alternatives 
were considered to address the purpose and need for the proposed project. Trail alternatives are identified by numbers 
(Alternatives 1 through 5) and parking lot altel11atives are identified by letters (Alternatives A tlu·ough D). Trail 
altel11atives are depicted on Figures 2 through 6 following each alternative description. Parking lot alternatives are shown 
on a Figure 7 located prior to the alternative descriptions. The alternatives were developed based on public comment, 
input from the Park staff, and coordination with stakeholders and other local, state, and federal agencies. 

Additional safety concerns include the existing posted speed limit on Old 41 Highway and the use of Old 41 Highway by 
large trucks. Whjle neither of these issues is directly linked to a particular trail or parking lot altel11ative, addressing these 
safety issues is consistent with the stated purposes of the project. 

5.2 No Action Altel11ative 

Under trus altel11ative visitors would continue to have access to the portion of the Mountain to Rivers Trail that begins at 
the Visitor Center and continues southeasterly toward Marietta, but there would be no other trails constructed. Existing 
parking areas would continue to be used wiiliout increased capacity for anticipated increased attendance to tl1e Park. The 
existing unsafe roadside parking on Old 41 Highway would remain. When evaluated to deternune if it meets the Purpose 
and Need, the no action alternative: 

• Would not provide alternative transportation for local residents and Park visitors, 
• Would not connect to the existing and proposed Cobb County trail system and enhance access to area retail, 

commercial, business, and mass transit facilities, 
• mcrease parking capacity for trail users and Park visitors with a new parking lot outside the Park boundary, 
• Would not elimjnate unsafe parking locations, 
• Would not alleviate traffic congestion, and 
• Would not provide additional interpretive opportunities. 
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5.3 Alternatives for a Multi-Use Trai! 

Alternative 1 -
Construct the trail on the northeast side of Old 41 Highway on the road shoulder to Ridenour Road. Continue the 
trail on the east side of Ridenour Road along the road shoulder to the Park boundary. The trail would cross the 
CSX railroad on a separate pedestrian bridge constructed parallel to the new bridge on Old 41 Highway Road (see 
Figure 5). Construction staging wonld occur on the CSX railroad parcel in the sonthern quadrant of the CSX 
railroad and Old 41 Highway - Tltis alternative would remove the unsafe roadside parking from the northeast side of 
Old 41 Highway. New curb and gutter would be added to the southwest side of Old 41 Highway to elintinate wlsafe 
roadside parking. Tltis alternative would provide a safe route for pedestrians to the Visitors Center and other Park 
amenities. This eight to IO-foot wide paved trail would be separated from the roadway by a two to five-foot grass strip 
and curb and gutter. There would be no continuation of a trail outside the Park boundary, and therefore no connectivity to 
the larger Cobb County trail system. The trail would provide interpretive opportunities for relating to the ltistoric 
significance and would enhance the visitor's experience through natural areas of the Park. The dedicated pedestrian 
bridge would provide an added safety benefit for pedestrians crossing CSX railroad. When evaluated to deterntine if it 
meets the Purpose and Need, Trail Alternative I: 
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• Would provide alternative transportation for local residents and Park visitors, 
• Would not connect to the existing and proposed Cobb County trail system and enhance access to area retail, 

conunercial, business, and mass transit facilities , 
• Would elintinate nnsafe parking locations, and 
• Would provide additional interpretive opportunities. 
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Figure 2 - Trail Alternative 1 

This alternative was the least preferred by the pnblic. As a result of scoping efforts, many of the residents along Ridenour 
Road/Greers Chapel Road expressed opposition to the trail along the road near their houses. The residents were 
concerned about an increase in crime and illegal activity because of the trail construction, and impacts of these concerns 
due to the proxintity of the trail to their homes. Due to these concerns, continuation of the trail outside the Park along 
Ridenour Road/Greers Chapel Road was eliminated from consideration. There are no plans or other proposed projects by 
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county or state entities for a trail along tlus alignment outside the Park boundary. The trail through the Park would 
tenrunate at the Park boundary on Ridenour Road/Greers Chapel Road, preventing any connectivity between tlus trail and 
area residential, commercial, and business developments and elinlinating the functionality of the alignment. It would not 
connect to ti,e existing or planned trail system of Cobb County. 

hl addition, there would be no need for a separate pedestrian bridge over the CSX railroad. The planned replacement of 
the Old 41 Highway bridge over CSX railroad would be designed to acconU1lOdate the eight to 10-foot multi-use trail. 
Tlus is a separate project that is been scheduled to coincide with construction of the trail. 

Because Trail Altemative 1 does not meet the Purpose and Need for the project, this alternative was dismissed from 
further consideration. 
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Alternative 2 -
Constrnct the trail on the northeast side of Old 4111ighway on the road shoulder, with a pedestrian bridge over the 
CSX railroad, and continnation of the trail north through a wooded tract within the Park, terminating at the Park 
boundary on Ridenour Road (see Figure 6). Construction staging would occur on the CSX railroad parcel in the 
southern quadrant of the CSX railroad and Old 41 Highway - Tllis alternative would remove the unsafe roadside 
parking from the northeast side of Old 41 Highway. New curb and gutter would be added to the southwest side of Old 41 
Highway to elinlinate unsafe roadside parking. This alternative would provide a safe route for pedestrians to the Visitors 
Center and other Park amenities. This eight to lO-foot wide paved trail would be separated from the roadway by a two to 
five-foot grass strip and curb and gutter. There would be no continuation of a trail outside the Park boundary, and there 
fore no connectivity to the larger Cobb County trail system. The trail would provide interpretive opportunities for relating 
to the llistoric significance and would enhance the visitor's experience through natural areas of the Park. The dedicated 
pedestrian bridge would provide an added safety benefit for pedestrians crossing CSX railroad. When evaluated to 
deternline if it meets the Purpose and Need, Trail Alternative 2: 

• Would provide alternative transpOliation for local residents and Park visitors, 
• Would not connect to the existing and proposed Cobb County trail system and enhance access to area retail, 

commercial, business, and mass transit facilities, 
• Would elinlinate unsafe parking locations, and 
• Would provide additional interpretive oppOltunities. 

This alternative was the least preferred by the public. As a result of scoping efforts, many of the residents along Ridenour 
Road/Greers Chapel Road expressed opposition to the trail along the road near their houses. The residents were 
concerned about an increase in crime and illegal activity because of the trail construction, and impacts of these concerns 
due to the proxinlity of the trail to their homes. Due to these concerns, continuation of the trail outside the Park along 
Ridenour Road/Greers Chapel Road was eliminated from consideration. 
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Figure 3 - Trail Alternative 2 
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There are no plans or other proposed projects by county or state entities for a trail along this alignment outside the Park 
boundary. The trail through the Park would tenninate at the Park boundary on Ridenour Road/Greers Chapel Road, 
preventing any connectivity between this trail and area residential, commercial, and business developments and 
eliminating the functionality of the alignment. It would not COlmect to the existing or planned trail system of Cobb 
County. 

In addition, there would be no need for a separate pedestrian bridge over the CSX railroad. The plaIUled replacement of 
the Old 41 Highway bridge over CSX railroad would be designed to accommodate the eight to IO-foot multi-use trail. 
Tllis is a separate project that is been scheduled to coincide with construction of the trail. 

Because Trail Alternative 2 does not meet the Purpose and Need for the project, this alternative was dismissed from 
further consideration. 
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Alternative 3 -
Construct the trail on the northeast side of Old 41 Highway on the road shoulder to Ridenour Road. Continue the 
trail on the east side of Ridenour Road along the road shoulder to the Park boundary. The tmil would cross tbe 
CSX railroad on a new bridge on Old 41 Highway Road that would be wide enough to safely accommodate the 
eight to 10-foot trail (see Figure 4). Construction staging would occur on the CSX railroad parcel in the southern 
quadrant of the CSX railroad and Old 41 Highway - This alternative would remove the unsafe roadside parking from 
the northeast side of Old 41 Highway. New curb and gutter would be added to the southwest side of Old 41 Highway to 
eliminate unsafe roadside parking. This alternative would provide a safe route for pedestrians to the Visitors Center and 
other Park amenities. Tllis eight to IO-foot wide paved trail would be separated from the roadway by a two to five-foot 
grass strip and curb and gutter. There would be no continuation of a trail outside the Park boundary, and there fore no 
connectivity to the larger Cobb County trail system. The trail would provide interpretive opportunities for relating to the 
historic significance and would enhance the visitor's experience through natural areas of the Park. Cobb County is 
replacing the bridge on Old 41 Highway over the CSX railroad. The preliminary design for the new bridge would include 
an eight to 10 - foot pedestrian crossing for continuation of the trail over the bridge. Cobb County is coordinating the 
scheduling of the bridge replacement with construction of the Noonday Creek Multi-Use Trail. When evaluated to 
detennine if it meets the Purpose and Need, Trail Alternative 3: 

• Would provide alternative transportation for local residents and Park visitors, 
• Would not connect to the existing and proposed Cobb County trail system and enhance access to area retail, 

commercial, business, and mass transit facilities, 
• Would eliminate unsafe parking locations, and 
• Would provide additional interpretive opportunities. 
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Figure 4 - Trail Alternative 3 

This alternative was the least preferred by the public. As a result of scoping efforts, many of the residents along Ridenour 
Road/Greers Chapel Road expressed opposition to the trail along the road near their houses. The residents were 
concerned about an increase in crime and illegal activity because of the trail construction, and impacts of these concerns 
due to the proximity of the trail to their homes. Due to these concerns, continuation of the trail outside the Park along 
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Ridenour Road/Greers Chapel Road was eliminated from consideration. There are no plans or other proposed projects by 
county or state entities for a trail along this aligmnent outside the Park boundary. The trail through the Park would 
tenninate at the Park boundary on Ridenour Road/Greers Chapel Road, preventing any connectivity between tllis trail and 
area residential, commercial, and business developments and elinlinating the functionality of the aligmnent. It would not 
cmillect to the existing or planned trail system of Cobb County. Because Trail A1temative 3 does not meet the Purpose 
and Need for the project, this alternative was dismissed from further consideration. 
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Alternative 4 -
Construct the trail on the sonthwest side of Old 41 Highway on the road shoulder. The trail would cross the CSX 
railroad on a new bridge on Old 41 Highway that would be wide enongh to safely accommodate an eight to 10-foot 
trail, Rnd continue on tbe sonthwest side of Old 41 Highway to the Park boundary (see Fignre 2). Constl"Dction 
staging wonld occur on the CSX railroad parcel in the sonthern quadrant of tbe CSX railroad and Old 41 Highway 
- This altemative would remove the unsafe roadside parking from the southwest side of Old 41 Highway to the Park 
boundary. New curb and gutter would be added to the northeast side of Old 41 Highway to eliminate unsafe roadside 
parking. Tins altemative would provide a safe route for pedestrians to the Visitors Center and other Park amenities. This 
eight to 10-foot wide paved trail would be separated from the roadway by a two to five-foot grass strip and curb and 
gutter. The trail would continue outside the Park bowldary, and would connect to Phase II of the Noonday Creek Multi­
Use Trail, and would provide connectivity to the larger Cobb County trail system. The trail would provide interpretive 
opportunities for relating to the historic significance of the Park, and would enhance the visitor's experience thlOUgh 
natural areas of the Park. Cobb County is replacing the bridge on Old 41 Highway over the CSX raillOad. The 
prelinlinary design for the new bridge would include an eight to 10 -foot pedestrian crossing for continuation of the trail 
over the bridge. Cobb County is coordinating the scheduling of the bridge replacement with construction of the Noonday 
Creek Multi-Use Trail. When evaluated to detemnne if it meets the Purpose and Need, Trail Altemative 4: 

• Would provide altemative transportation for local residents and Park visitors, 
• Would connect to the existing and proposed Cobb County trail system and enhance access to area retail, 

commercial, business, and mass transit facilities, 
• Would elinlinate unsafe parking locations, and 
• Would provide additional interpretive opportunities. 
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Fignre 5 - Trail Alternative 4 

TIns alternative was most preferred by the public. Public comments indicated a preference for this alternative because it 
would have the least impact on natural features of the Park. It was preferred by residents along Ridenour Road/Greers 
Chapel Road because the trail would not continue near their homes, and was favored by residents living along Old 41 
Highway who wanted convenient, safe access to the Park. 
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The envirorunentally preferred alternative is determined by applying the criteria suggested in NEPA, which is guided by 
the Council on Envirorunental Quality (CEQ). The CEQ provides direction that the euvirorunentally preferable alternative 
is the alternative that will promote the national envirorunental policy as expressed in Section 101 ofNEPA. Generally, 
these criteria mean the envirorunentally preferable alternative is the alternative that causes the least damage to the 
biological and physical envirorunent and tbat best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural 
resources (Federal Register, 1981). Trail Alternative 4 is the envirorunentally preferred alternative because it: 

• Fulfills the responsibilities of each generation as tmstee of the environment for succeeding generations; 

This trail alternative provides long tenn improvements to the Park with little impact to natural and cultural 
envirorunent of the Park, to be enjoyed and used by future generations. 

• Assures for all generations safe, healthful, productive, and esthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings; 

Tlus trail alternative would provide safe access for pedestrians, elinlinate existing unsafe conditions, provide 
convenient access to Park facilities, and constmcted within the aesthetic elements of the Park without detracting from 
them. 

• Attains the widest range of beneficial uses of the envirorunent without degradation, risk of health or safety, or other 
undesirable and unintended consequences; 

Tlus trail alternative would provide conveluent safe access to parking lots, the Visitor Center, activity areas, and luking 
trails wi thin the Park. 

• Preserves important historic, cultural and natural aspects of our national heritage and maintaining, wherever possible, an 
envirorunent that supports diversity and variety of individual choice; 

Tlus trail alternative would promote the cultural and historic significance for wluch the Park was created, to 
commemorate and memorialize those individuals who fought and died in the Atlanta Campaign of the Civil War. The 
trail would allow for additional interpretive opportunities to areas of the Park. 

• Aclueves a balance between population and resource use that will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of 
life's ameluties; and 

This trail alternative would provide additional safe facilities to accommodate the increasing number of visitors to the 
Park and their access to Park facilities and ameluties. The trail would be constmcted in association with other areas 
projects to provide accessibility to the Park from surrounding residential and commercial areas, without adversely 
impacting tbem. 

• Enhances the quality of renewable resources and approaching the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources. 

Tlus trail alternative would have no effect to renewable resources. 

Because Trail Alternative 4 meets the Purpose and Need for the project, this alternative was inclnded for further 
consideration. 

5.3. 1 Slistainable Designfor the Environmentally Preferred TraiJ Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

The NPS has adopted tbe concept of sustainable design as a guiding principle of facility plaruung and development. The 
objectives of sustainability are to: 

• Design Park facilities to mininlize adverse effects on natural and cultural values, to reflect their envirorunental 
setting, and to maintain and encourage biodiversity, 

• To constmct and retrofit facilities using energy-efficient materials and building techniques, 
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• To operate and maintain facilities to promote their sustainability, and 
• To illustrate and promote conservation principles and practices through the sustainable design and ecologically 

sensitive use. 
Essentially, sustainabilily is living within the environment with the least impact on the environment. The environmentally 
prefen·ed trail altemative subscribes to and supports the practice of sustainable planning, design, and use. 

5.3.2 Mitigation Measuresfor the Environmentally Preferred Trail Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

Avoidance and minimization of impacts from construction of the preferred altemative to natural and cultural resources 
have been implemented where possible. Mitigation measures are presented as part of the prefelTed altel11ative. The 
following actions have been developed to lessen the effects of the prefen·ed alternative. 

• Placement of sediment and Cl"osion control de,1ces and implementation of Best Management Practices 
(BMP) to prevent sedimentation to streams in the project area. 

• To improve ~sitor safety along Old 41 Highway, steps to enforce the 35 mile per hour (mph) speed limit 
would be implemented. The NPS' traffic trailer would be stationed along Old 41 Highway on a regular 
basis to alert vehicles of their dri~ng speed. The Park would coordinate with Cobb County law 
enforcement officials to station their traffic trailer at other times during the month. Cobb County law 
enforcement would patrol and enforce the posted speed limit on a regular basis throughout the month. 

• Construction of a parldng lot for new trail nsers. 
• Constmction of a trailhead Idosk at the parIdng lot. 
• Construction of curbing on Old 41 Highway and Rideuour Road opposite the multi-use trail to extend past 

Recreation Field #1 to exclude vehicles. 
• Seed aud rc-vcgetatc the Old 41 Highway road shoulder behind tbe curbing. 
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Alternative 5 -
Construct the trail on the northeast side of Old 41 Highway on the road shoulder. The trail alignment would cross 
Ridenour Road, and continue on the northeast side of Old 41 Highway to the Park boundary. The trail would cross 
the CSX railroad on a new bridge on Old 41 Highway Road that would be wide enough to safely accommodate the 
eight to 1O-foot trail (see Figure 3). Constrnction stagiug would occur on the CSX railroad parcel in the southern 
quadrant of the CSX railroad and Old 41 Highway - Tllis alternative would remove the unsafe roadside parking from 
the northeast side of Old 41 Highway. New curb and gutter would be added to the southwest side of Old 41 Highway to 
eliminate unsafe roadside parking. This alternative would provide a safe route for pedestrians to the Visitors Center and 
other Park amenities. This eight to IO-foot wide paved trail would be separated from the roadway by a two to five-foot 
grass strip and curb and gutter. The trail would continue outside the Park boundary, would cOlmect to Phase II of the 
Noonday Creek Multi-Use Trail, and would provide connectivity to the larger Cobb County trail system. The trail would 
provide interpretive opportunities for relating to the llistoric significance, and would enhance the visitor's experience 
through natural areas of the Park. Cobb County is replacing the bridge on Old 41 Highway over the CSX railroad. The 
preliminary design for the new bridge would include an eight to 10- foot pedestrian crossing for continuation of the trail 
over the bridge. Cobb County is coordinating the scheduling of the bridge replacement with constlUction of the Noonday 
Creek Multi-Use Trail. When evaluated to deternline ifit meets the Purpose and Need, Trail Alternative 5: 

• Would provide alternative transportation for local residents and Park visitors, 
• Would connect to the existing and proposed Cobb County trail system and enhance access to area retail, 

commercial, business, and mass transit facilities, 
• Would eliminate unsafe parking locations, and 
• Would provide additional interpretive opportunities. 

Because Trail Alternative 5 meets the Purpose and Need for the project, this alternative was included for further 
consideration. 
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This alternative was preferred by the public over any of the alternatives that continued the trail along Ridenour 
Road/Greers Chapel Road. However, it wasn ' \ as favorable with residents on Old 41 Highway as Trail Alternative 4 
because it isn't located on the same side of Old 41 Highway as the majority ofresidential development. 
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5.4 Alternatives for Additional Parkin!! Area, 

Alternative A-
Construct a paved parldng lot on approximately 0.75 acres within the Park. The proposed parldng lot would be 
located south of the Visitors Ceuter and west of the administrative bnildings (see Figure 7). Construction staging 
would occur on the CSX milroad parcel in the southern quadrant of the CSX milroad and Old 41 Highway - Tllis 
alternative would provide approximatelylOO parking spaces. The parking lot would be constructed on a previously­
disturbed open field. With the construction of the multi-use trail and new curb and gutter, roadside parking on Old 41 
Highway would be elinlinated. This new parking lot would replace those spaces and increase parking capacity with a safer 
parking location. Access to the lot would be provided from the existing Visitors Center parking lot, and therefore no 
additional access from Stilesboro Road would be required. Tllis altemative would provide convellient access to the 
Visitors Center and Activity Field 2. When evaluated to deternline if it meets the Purpose and Need, Parking Lot 
Altemative A (Across from HQNC): 

• Would increase parking capacity, 
• Would help elinlinate unsafe parking locations, 
• Would help alleviate traffic congestion, and 
• Would provide additional interpretive opportUilities. 

Because Parking Lot Altemative A (Across from HQNC) meets the Purpose and Need for the project, this alternative 
was included for further consideration. 

Alternative B-
Construction of a paved parldng lot on approximately 2.0 acres of Activity Field 2 within the Park (see Figure 7). 
Construction staging would occur on the CSX railroad parcel in the southern quadrant of the CSX milroad and 
Old 41 Highway - This alternative would provide approximately 200 to 250 parking spaces. The parking lot would be 
constructed at the northwestem end of Activity Field 2, leaving the remainder of the field for recreational pnrposes. With 
the construction of the multi-use trail and new curb and gutter, roadside parking on Old 41 Highway would be eliminated. 
Tllis new parking lot would replace those spaces and increase parking capacity, wiOl a safer parking location. Access to 
the parking lot would be provided from an existing Park road on Old 41 Highway near the bridge over the CSX railroad. 
The road would be paved to accommodate traffic volumes. Tllis alternative would provide access to the Visitors Center, 
Activity Field 2, and Ole environmentally preferred trail alternative. The existing established trail from Activity Field 2 to 
Ole Visitor Center parking lot will be closed. Access to the Visitor Center would be from the parking lot to the proposed 
multi-use trail by way of the Park road. From tllis point visitors would use Ole multi-use trail to the intersection of 
Stilesboro Road and Old 41 Highway and cross at Ole signalized, marked crossing to the existing trail leading to the 
Visitor Center. When evaluated to deternline if it meets Ole Purpose and Need, Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 
2): 

• Would increase parking capacity, 
• Would help elinlinate wlsafe parking locations, 
• Would help alleviate traffic congestion, and 
• Would provide additional interpretive opportunities. 

Because Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) meets Ole Purpose and Need for the project, this alternative was 
included for fUl·ther consideration 

Alternative C -
Construct a paved parldng lot on approximately 0.9 acre within the Park (see Figure 7). Construction staging 
would occur on the CSX railroad parcel in the southern quadrant of the CSX milroad and Old 41 Highway - Tllis 
altemative would provide approxinlately 140 to 190 parking spaces. The site is a forested tract located between W1lite 
Circle and W1lite Road Court, northeast of the Visitors Center and Old 41 Highway. WiOl Ole construction of the multi­
use trail and new curb and gutter, roadside parking on Old 41 Highway would be elinlinated. Access to the lot would be 
provided from Old 41 Highway. This altemative would provide convenient access to Ole Visitors Center and the existing 
Mountain to Rivers Trail. When evaluated to deternline if it meets the Purpose and Need, Parking Lot Alternative C 
(White Circle Road): 

• Would increase parking capacity, 
• Would not help eliminate wlsafe parking locations, 
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• Would not help alleviate traffic congestion, and 
• Would not provide additional interpretive opportunities. 

This location across Old 41 Highway from the Visitor Center would create a safety conce111 for visitors traveling from the 
parking lot to Park facilities. There is no pedestrian crosswalk at tlus location. Visitors would walk along the road 
shoulder to the intersection with Stilesboro Road to safely cross Old 41 Highway. There are no sidewalks between this 
parking lot location and the intersection with Stilesboro Road. Construction of a nud-block pedesbian crosswalk at the 
parking lot is an unsafe design. The location of this parking area near the intersection with Stilesboro Road would add to 
traffic congestion from cars turning into and exiting the parking lot. There are no archaeological resources or historic 
structures located near this site that would provide additional interpretive opportuluties. 

Tlus alte111ative was the least favored by the public because it would involve clear cutting and removing a forested tract 
within the Park, and would affect the natural setting of the Park. 

For these reasons, Parking Lot Alternative C (White Circle Road) does not meet llle Purpose and Need for the project and 
has been dismissed from further consideration. 

Alternative D -
Construct a paved parking lot on approximately three acres adjacent to the CSX railroad and Old 41 Highway, 
outside the Park boundary (see Figure 7). Construction stagiug would occur on this property. - Tltis alte111ative 
would provide approximately 250 to 300 parking spaces. This alternative would add needed parking capacity willlOut use 
of existing Park properly. WillI the construction of the multi-use trail and new curb and gutter, roadside parking on Old 41 
Highway would be eliminated. This new parking lot would replace those spaces and increase parking capacity, willI a 
safer parking location. Tltis location would allow direct access from Old 41 Highway to the parking lot. Tltis location 
would allow safe, conveltient access to Recreational Fields #1 and #2, the Park Visitors Center, and the new multi-use 
trail using newly constructed sidewalks or existing trails witltin the Park. When evaluated to deterntine if it meets the 
Purpose and Need, Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX): 

• Would increase parking capacity, 
• Would help elintinate unsafe parking locations, 
• Would help alleviate traffic congestion, and 
• Would provide additional interpretive opportunities. 

This alternative was the most favored alternative by the public because it involves development of a tract of land not 
cunently willtin the Park boundary, and would lllerefore not impact an existing scenic area. Also, with transfer of tlus 
property to tile NPS after it is developed, it would increase the size of the Park. 

The environmentally prefened alte111ative is detennined hy applying the criteria suggested in NEPA, wltich is guided by 
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). The CEQ provides direction tlmt the environmentally preferable alternative 
is the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in Section 10 1 ofNEP A. Generally, 
these criteria mean tile environmentally preferable alternative is tile alternative that causes the least damage to the 
biological and physical environment and that best protects, preserves, and enhances ltistoric, cultural, and natural 
resonrces (Federal Register, 1981). Parking Lot Alternative D is the environmentally prefened alternative because it: 

• Fulfills the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations; 

This parking lot alternative is not located witltin the Park boundary, and tllerefore would not impact the natural and 
cultural resources within the Park. However the parking lot would eventually be added to the Park, providing 
improved facilities for use by future generations . 

• Assures for all generations safe, healthful, productive, and esthetically and culturally pleasing sunoundings; 

This parking lot alternative would provide increased capacity and safer parking for present and future visitors. The 
parking lot would not be constructed on land cunently witltin the Park boundary or used or accessed by visitors. 
Therefore this alternative would not dintinish from the natural and cultural sunoundings. 
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o Attains the widest range of beneficial uses of the enviromnent without degradation, risk of health or safety, or other 
undesirable and wuntended consequences; 

Tlus parking lot alternative would provide additional, safe parking, as well as conveluent access to Park resources and 
facilities. 

o Preserves important lustoric, cultural and natural aspects of our national heritage and maintairting, wherever possible, an 
enviromnent that supports diversity and variety of individual choice; 

Tlus parking lot alternative would be constrncted outside tile Park boundary and would therefore not impact the 
cultural and historic significance for which the Park was created, to commemorate and memorialize those individuals 
who fought and died in tile Atlanta Campaign of the Civil War. The parking lot location would allow for additional 
interpretive opportUluties. 

o Aclueves a balance between population and resource use tilat will pennit high standards of living and a wide sharing of 
life's amertities; and 

Tlus parking lot alternative would provide additional safer facilities to accommodate the increasing number of visitors 
to tile Park and their access to Park facilities and amertities. The trail would be constructed without adversely 
inlpacting surrounding residential and natural areas. 

o Enhances the quality of renewable resources and approaching the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources. 

Tlus parking lot alternative would have no effect to renewable resources. 

Because Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) meets the Purpose and Need for tile project, this alternative was included for 
further consideration 

5.4.1 Sustainable Design of the Environmentally Prefen'ed Parldng Lot Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

The NPS has adopted the concept of sustainable design as a guiding principle of facility planrting and development. The 
objectives of sustain ability are to: 

o Design Park facilities to mirtirrtize adverse effects on natural and cultural values, to reflect tileir envirol.l111ental 
setting, and to maintain and encourage biodiversity, 

o To construct and retrofit facilities using energy-efficient materials and building techniques, 
o To operate and maintain facilities to promote their sustainability, and 
o To illustrate and promote conservation principles and practices through the sustainable design and ecologically 

sensitive llse. 
Essentially, sustainability is living witiun the enviromnent witil the least impact on the environment. The environmentally 
preferred parking lot alternative subscribes to and supports the practice of sustainable planrting, design, and use. 

5.4.2 Mitigation Measuresfor Ihe Environmentally Preferred Parking Lot Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

Avoidance and rrtinimization of impacts from construction of the preferred alternative to natural and cultural resources 
have been implemented where possible. Mitigation measures are presented as part of the preferred alternative. The 
following actions have been developed to lessen the adverse effects of the preferred alternative. 

o Placemeut of sediment and erosion control devices and implementation of Best Management Practices 
(BMP) to prevent sedimentation to streams in the project area. 

o Construction of a parking lot to replace parking along the road shoulder. 
o Construction of a parking lot for new trail users. 
o Maintenance of the parking lot and landscaping for at least two years. 
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• Installation of fencing around the parldng lot to exclude visitor access to the CSX railroad tracks for the 
safety of visitors and to prevent the creation of social trails. 

• Construction of parldng lot lighting with timers or light sensitive sensors to minimize power consumption. 
• Construction of electric gate/bollards at the parldng lot entrance with a timer to avoid impacts to Park 

operations from personnel opening and closing the gates. 
• Construction of a traffic counter at the parking lot entrance. 
• Construction of a trailhead Idosk at the parking lot. 
• Monitor the site dnring construction to identify any nI"chaeological or historic resources that were not 

discovered during field surveys due to dense vegetation and ground cove ... 

5.5 Parking Lot Altematives Outside the Park Dismissed liOIn Further Consideration 

Areas outside the Park boundary were identified as potential locations for additional parking for trail users. These areas 
identified on Figures 8A and 8B. 

• Location I. Approximately three acres northeast of the Park, north of the intersection of Old 41 Highway and 
Kennesaw Avenue. Tbis area consists of an undeveloped tract ofland. The acreage of interest is a portion of a 
larger eight acre tract. There is no indication the owner of the property would parcel out and sell a portion of the 
total for a parking lot. Pennission has not been obtained by the owner to survey the property to detennine impacts 
to cultural and natural resources from construction of a parking lot. 

• Location 2. An undeveloped parcel of unknown size west of the Park, north of the intersection of Old 41 
Highway and Barrett Parkway. The property is owned by Chastain Developers, and is located between Old 41 
Highway and residential townhomes. The property would be located on the opposite side of Old 41 Highway 
from the trail, requiring an unsafe mid-block pedestrian crosswalk, or additional costs to construct sidewalks 
along Old 41 Highway to the existing pedestrian crosswalk at the intersection of Old 41 Highway and Barrett 
Parkway. There is also a wetland and a perennial stream on the property that would be impacted by the 
development that would require pennitting and mitigation due to the impacts. 

• Location 3. Cobb County Water and Sewer AutllOrity property, adjacent to the water tower located on Ridenour 
Road. Due to security concerns for the county's water supply, Cobb County will not allow parking on the 
property. 

• Location 4. Property south of Ridenour Road, on the west side of US 41. Access to property would be difficult 
due to rock outcrops and topography resulting in increased construction costs for the parking lot and access. The 
size of an available area for the parking lot is limited due to the topography. Because tl,e trial would not be 
located adjacent to Ridenour Road, tillS location would not provide convenient access for trail users. 

• Location 5. Property north of Ridenour Road, on the west side of US 41. TillS subject location is occupied by a 
car wash. Because the trial would not be located adjacent to Ridenour Road, tillS location would not provide 
convenient access for trail users. A Georgia Power power line easement is located north of the car wash property. 
Existing terrain of this property would result in increased construction costs to develop, and access from Ridenour 
Road would be tlrrough the previously mentioned car wash. There is no indication the carwash property owner 
would allow the access, or if Georgia Power would allow a parking lot on their easement, due to safety and 
security concerns. 

• Location 6. A parcel approximately 0.30 acre located on the west side of Vaughn Road between Roberts 
Boulevard and US 41 between two existing office buildings. The side of the property prohibited the site from 
further consideration. After improvements to construct the parking lot, the available area for parking would only 
allow approximately 30 parking spaces. 
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• Location 7. An area in the northwest quadrant of Roberts Boulevard and Vaughn Road. Tlus wooded tract is a 
low-lying area witllin the floodplain of Noonday Creek. The area is primarily a wetland, which would require 
pennitting and nlitigation due to impacts from construction. 

• Location 8. An area of graded, undeveloped land at the northwest quadrant of Cobb Place Boulevard and Barrett 
Lakes Boulevard, east of the McCollwn Field Airport. This area is in the flight path for the runways, and is also 
opposed by the Federal Aviation Adnlinistration (FAA) due to security reasons because of it's proxinuty to 
airport property. 

• Location 9. Use of existing Town Center Mall or movie theatre parking. The owners of the property would not 
consider designated use of their property for trail users because of concerns if would eliminate parking spaces for 
mall patrons, and from concerns over potential liability resulting from incidents that may OCClli' on their property 
to non-mall patrons. In addition, the mall location is near the tenninus of the Noonday Creek Multi-Use Trail at 
Bells Fen)' Road. There are plans for a trail head with parking and restrooms at tlus location. The proxinlity of 
additional parking at the mall in close proxinlity (approximately Y, nule) to a planned trail head renders the site in 
impractical location for additional parking. 

Other businesses and facilities with existing parking lots along the Noonday Creek Multi-Use Trail Phase II were 
approached about use of their lots for trai l users. The owners who were approached stated the san1e liability concerns that 
were expressed by owners of Town Center Mall. 

5.6 Construction Cost Comparison 

Many factors and elements are involved when estimating construction costs, including labor, materials, insurance, and 
availability of contractors. Most of these factors are not fixed costs, and fluctuation in labor costs, availability and cost of 
materials, and a contractors work load usuaUy impact construction costs. The following construction cost comparisons 
are based on cnrrent (2008) indnstry estimates. 

Table I 
Trail Alternatives - Cost Comparison 

Trail Alternative Approximate Length Construction Cost Notes 
I 0.65 nlile $1,672800.00 Inclndes cost of a separate 

pedestrian bridge over CSX 
railroad 

2 0.62 nlile $1,609,440.00 Includes cost of a separate 
pedestrian bridge over CSX 
railroad 

3 0.64 nlile $1,351,680.00 Trail to be located on road 
bridge over CSX railroad 
under a separate project 

4 0.75 nule $1,584,000.00 Trail to be located on road 
bridge over CSX railroad 
under a separate project 

5 0.77 nlile $1 ,626,240.00 Trail to be located on road 
bridge over CSX railroad 
under a separate project 
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Table 2 
Parking Lot Altematives - Cost Comparison 

Parking Lot Alternative Acreage Construction Cost Notes 
A 0.75 $588,060.00 A1temative located 

within the current Park 
boundary. 

B 2.0 $1,833,160.00 A1temative located 
within the current Park 
boundary. Includes the 
cost of asphalt paving of 
all existi.ng dirt Park 
road from Old 41 
Highway to Activity 
Field 2. 

C 0.9 $705,672.00 A1temative located 
wiUlin the current Park 
boundary. 

0 3.0 $2,352,240.00 A1temative located 
outside the current Park 
boundary. 
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6. Environmental Consequences and Impact Analysis 

6. 1 Introduction 

This section describes the environmental consequences associated with the trai l and parking lot alternatives. It is 
organized by impact topic. Each alternative is analyzed nnder each impact topic. Tills format allows a standardized 
comparison of alternatives. 

Tills analysis is based on review of existing li terature and Park shldies, infonnation provided by experts witllln the Park, 
professional judgments and staff insights, the Georgia State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and public input. 

6.2 Definitions 

The analysis considers the context, intensity, duration, and indirect and ctillmlative impacts of each topic on the 
alternatives. Impairment of the Park resources and values of each topic is also addressed. The following definitions were 
used in the analysis. 

6.2. 1 Context 
Context is the setting within which an impact is analyzed, such as tlle locality, region, affected interests, or society as a 
whole. Tills EA evaluates the intensity of impacts within a local context (i .e. the project area within tlle Park), and a 
regional context consisting of a broader area outside of the Park that includes Cobb County and the Metropolitan Atlanta 
area. 

6.2.2 Impact Intensity 
The intensity or severity of each impact' topic is analyzed based on varying degrees including negligible, nUnor, moderate, 
and major. These intensity levels are specific for each impact topic and are defined in Table 3. 

Table 3 
Intensity Level Definitions 

Impact Topic N egligible Minor Moderate Major 
Air Quality There would be II net Emissions would be zero Emissions would be Emissions would be greater 

decrease in emissions 10 five tons pcr yenr. greater than five tons pcr llUln or equnl to confonnily 
from current levels. year lind less than de minimis levels. 

con[onnity de minimis 
levels. 

Archaeological Impacts arc barely The impact affects an The impact affects an nH~ impact affects an 

Resources and 
perceptible and not archaeologica l site with archaeological site with archaeological site with an 
mcasumblc. limited or modest data high MIa recovery exceptional data recovery 

Historic Structures recovery potential or potential. pennancntly potential, pennnnently 
temporarily non-adversely but non-adversely affects registered or 
affects registered or affects registered or eligible resources or 
eligible rcsourocs or eligible resources or structures, and tbe effects 
structures, ond Lite effects structures, and the affect Lite entire Park ond 
are localized to the project effects nre localized 10 surrounding orea in a way 
area. the project area. that olters the pUIpose for 

which the Park was 
created. 

Geology and Impacts are barely impncls tempornrily niter Impacts pcnnanently Impacts pcnnanently alter 

Topography 
perceptible and not the geology or alter the geology or the geology or lopogrophy 
measurnble. (opography, aDd the topogrnphy to the point 10 We point where changes 

effects are localized 10 the where chnnges arc arc perceptible throughout 
project area. perceptible within the the entire Park and the 

project orca. surrounding area in a way 
tlml alters the function of 
the Park.. 

Park Operations Impacts orc barely Impacts tempornrily Impacts permanently TIIC impact pennonently 
perceptible and not require reallocation of require renllocotion of nffects all Park operntions, 
measurnble. Park resources to the Park resources to the requiring changes in 

project area. project oren. staffing nod funding. 
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Impact Topic Negligible Minor Moderate Maior 
Scenic and Impacts are barely Impacts temporarily affect Impacts pennancnlly Impacts pcnnancntly affcct 

Aesthetic Value 
perceptible and not the aesthetics, though affect dlC aesthetics of the aesthetics throughout 
measurable. these affects nrc localized the project area. the Park and the 

and Concerns 10 the project area. surrounding area. 

Soils Impacts arc barely Impacts arc temporary Impacts arc pennancnl Impacts nrc pennanent and 
perceptible and not and localized to the and limited 10 the projcct represent a mCilsurable loss 
measurable. project oren. area. of the rcsourt:c to the point 

where topography is visibly 
altered throughout the Park 
and the surrounding area. 

Transportation Impacts arc barely Impacts nrc temporary Impacts nrc permnnent 'mpnets arc pcnmmcnl and 
perceptible and not and nfTcct Imnsportation but limited to the project affect the transportation 
measurable. in the project area. area. infmstmcture in the entire 

Pl1rk and thc surrounding 
area. 

Vegetation Impacts arc barely Impacts arc tempomry Impacts arc pennanent, hnpacts arc pennunent and 
perceptible and not ond locillized to the limited to the project affect the Park and 
measurable. project area. area, and do not alter surrounding area enough to 

visitor experience to the alter visitor experience to 
Park as a whole. the Park.. 

Visitor Safety Impacts are barely Impacts arc temporary Impacts are pennancnt Impacts arc permanent and 
perceptible and not and affect visitor safety in and limited to I.he project affect visil.or sufely 
measurable. the project area. area, but do nol aller throughout the Park and the 

visitor safety in the Park surrounding area. 
as a whole. 

Visitor Use, Impacts nrc barely Impacts temporarily Impacts pennanently Impacts pennancntly affect 

Understanding, 
perceptib le and not impact visitor usc of the affect visitor usc orthe visitor usc, understnnding, 
measurable. project area. projcct area. and appreciation ofllle 

and Appreciation Park as a whole. 

Water Resources Impacts are barely Impacts lempomrily Impacts pennanently Impacts pennanently affect 

(Water Quality and 
perceptible and not impact wnter resources impact waler resources water resources throughout 
measurable. within the project area. within the projoctl1fCa the Park and the 

Streams) and may require surrounding area, requiring 
pennitting by a penllitting and possibly 
regulatory agency nnd mitigation. 
possibly mitigation. 

Wildlife Impacts are barely Impacts temporarily affect Impacts permanently Impacts permanently affect 
perceptible and not wildlife within the projcct affect wildlife within the wildlife throughout the 
measurable. area, though populntions project area, though Park and the surrounding 

would nol. be pcnnullcntly populations would not area, resulting in 
reduced. be pennancntly reduced. population reductions due 

to habitat loss. 

6.2.3 Duratioll 
For the purposes of this EA, the duration of impacts are classified into one of two time frames: 

Short Tennffemporary - Impacts occur only during construction, or last less than one year, 
Long TennlPermanent - Impacts that will last longer than one year. 

6.2.4 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 
Unlike direct impacts which are an effect caused by an action and ocelli' at the same place and time, an indirect effect is 
caused by an action later in time or farther removed in distance, but is still reasonably foreseeab le. Cwnulative impacts 
are defined as the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. 
Cwnulative impacts from each alternative are included in Table 4 located at the end oftItis section. 

6.2.5 Impairment of the Park Resources or Values 
In addition to determining the environmental consequences of the preferred and otIler altematives, the 200 I NPS 
Management Policies and DO-12 require analysis of potential effects to detennine if actions would impair tile Park's 
resources. 

AltIlOugh Congress has given NPS management discretion to allow certain impacts within parks, that discretion is limited 
by statutory requirement that the NPS must leave park resources and values unimpaired, unless a particular law directly 
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and specifically provides otherwise. The prohibited impairment is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the 
responsible NPS manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values, including opportunities that otherwise 
would be present for the enjoyment of those resources or values. Although any impact to a park resource may constitute 
impainnent, it is more likely to constitute imp ailment to a resource whose conservation is: 

I . Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the park; 
2. Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the par'k; or, 
3. Identified as a goal in the Park' s Master Plan or General Management Plan or other relevant NPS 

plarUling documents. 

An impainnent detenrunation is made for each impact topic within the conclusion section of the impact analysis. 

6.3 Impact Analysis 

The impact analysis section contains a detailed assessment of trail and parking lot alternatives under each impact topic 
selected for further analysis. Table 4 contains a summary of impacts for trail alternatives included in tile EA. Table 5 
contains a summary of impacts for parking lot alternatives included in the EA. 
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Table 4 
Summary of Impacts - Trail Alternatives 

No. Impact Topic No Action Alternative Trail Alternative 4- TraU Alternative 5 
Environmentally Preferred 
A1ter .. tlve I NPS Preferred 

Alternative 
1 Air Quality Adverse, minor, impacts would Impacts to air quality would be Impacts to air quality would be 

occur. Traffic volumes will adverse and minor. Even with an adverse and minor. Even with an 
increase in the future lrom growth altcmativc to driving availnblc via alternative to driving available via 
in the llrea and popularity of the the tmil. vehicle trips 10 the Park the tmil. vehicle trips to the Park 
Park. With limited ahcnllltives to would increase because of would increase because of 
driving. increased vehicle trips population growth and popularity popUlation growth and popularity 
and idle limes would occur. of the Park. However, providing of the Park. However, providing 

an altemative to driving with the an alternative to driving with the 
trail would decrease some vehicle trail would decfC"dse some vehicle 

; trips, and certainly provide trips, and certainly provide 
I 

improvements to air quality when improvements to air quality when 

Q 
compared to the No Action compared to the No Action 
Altemative. 

[±] 
Alternative 

[±] 
2 Archaeological There would be no impacts to Impacts to archal.."Ological Adverse impacts from the trail 

Resources and Historic cultural resources because the trail resources and historic structures would be ndverse and major. 
Structures would not be constructed. would be negligible. TIle Two C'drthworks perpendicular to 

proposed tmil alignment would be Old 41 Highway are located 
primarily within afC'dS already northeast of the road. 
disturbed and graded for parking. Construction of the trail on this 

side of Old 41 Highway would 
pennanentiy degmde these 
earthworks. 

[±] [±] Q 
3 Geology and There would be no impacts to Adverse impacts from this tmil Adverse impacts would be 

Topography geology and topography because alternative would be moderate. moderate. TIle area would 
the trail would not be constructed. The area would require pennanent require pennanenl minor gmding 

minor grading for construction for construction and drainage. 
and drainage. Construction of the trail west of 

Ridenour Road would require 
excavating inlo the ground 
shoulder, contributing to erosion. 

[±] Q Q 
4 Park Operations There would be no impacts to Impacts would be moderate and Impacts would be moderate and 

Park opemtions. No additional both beneficial and adverse. Cobb both beneficial and adverse. Cobb 
recreational opportunities from County would maintain the trail, County would maintain the trail, 
trail construction would be alleviating maintenance alleviating maintenance 
available; however, there would requirements for Park staff. requirements for Park staff. 
be no adjustments to stafting, However, Park staff would patrol However, Park staITwould palrol 
funding, or operations needed to the tmil, adding responsibilities the trail, adding responsibilities 
maintain a trdil for the park staff. for the park staff. 

[±! [±J [±] 
j Scenic and Acsthetic There would be no impacts to Beneficial impacts to scenic rmd Beneficial impacts to scenic and 

Value and Concerns scenic and aesthetic concems aesthetic values would be aesthetic values would be 
because construction oftbe trail moderate. TIle trail would be moderate. The trail would be 
and parking lots would not occur constructed in areas already constructed in areas airc.1dy 
to alter visual aspects within the disturbed and used for parking. disturbed and used for parking. 
Park. Because of the trail location Because of the trail location 

adjacent to the existing road, it adjacent to the elC;isting road, it 
would not detract from aesthetie would not detract from aesthetic 
and scenic values of the Park. and scenic values of the Park. 

[±] [±] I:±l 
33 



No. Impact Topic No Action Alternative Trail Alternative 4- Trail Alternative 5 
Environm~talJy Pref!!lTcd 
Alternatl.vco, NPS Preferred 

-' Alternative 
6 Soils There would be 110 impacts to Adverse impacts to soils would be Adverse impacts to soils would be 

soils because the trail would not moderate. Construction oCthe: modera te. Construction orlhe 
be COllslnlctcd. lmi l within areas thai arc already tmil within areas th,ll arc alre.. ... dy 

disturbed would minimize d isturucd would minimize 
activities that affect soils. activities that affect soils. 
Minimal grading would be Minimal grading would be 
required for trail construction and required for tmi l COnSlnlClion and 
dmillngc swales. Erosion control drninngc swales. 
procedures would be used during In areas west of Ridenour Rand, 
construction. excavation into the shoulder to 

construct the Imil would increase 
erosion. Erosion control 
procedures would be used during 
construction. 

[±] GJ GJ 
7 Tmnsportation Adverse impacts to transportation Benefic ial impacts to Beneficial impacts to 

would be modernte. TIlere would tmnsportation from tlus nltemutive transportation from this alternative 
be no pedestrian alternative to would be moderate. Trail would be moderate. Tmil 
driving 10 the Park. conslruction would provide an construction would provide an 

alternative to driving to the Park. alternative to driving to the Parle 
When Ihis tmil is eventually When this tmi l is eventually 
integmted with tile Cobb Coullty integmted with the Cobb County 
tmil system, it will provide an Imil system, it will provide all 
alternative 10 driving to the Park alternative to driving to the Park 
to n greater area in Cobb County. to a greater area in Cobb County. 

GJ [±] [±] 
8 Vegetation 111cre wou ld be no impact to Adverse impacts to vegetation Adverse impacts to vegetation 

vegetation in the Park. would be modernte. TIle trail wou ld be moderate. The lInil 
would be constructed in the dirt would be constructed in the dirt 
shoulder of the road. Impacts shoulder of the road. Impacts 
would be to vegetation at the edge would be to vegetation at the edge 
of woods adjacent to the parking of woods adjacent to the parking 
areas. Tree removal would be areas. Tree removal would be 
avoided where possible. No avoided where possible. No 
hnrdwood trees greatcr than 6 hardwood trees greater thau 6 
inches diameter al breast height inches dbh would be removed. 
(dbh) would be removed. 

[±] GJ GJ 
9 Visitor Safety Adverse impacts to visitor safety Beneficial impacts to visitor safety Beneficial impacts to visitor safety 

would be moderate. There would would be moderate. Trail would be moderate. Trail 
be no safcr alternative for visitors construction would eliminate conslruetion would eliminate 
to walking along the mad shoulder roadside parking on Old 41 roadside parking on Old 4 1 
orthe edge of Old 41 Highway. Highway and provide a safer Highway and provide a sa fer 

alternalive 10 walking along Old alternative to walking along 
41 Highway. This aitemlllive Old 41 Highway. ntis altemative 
would be constructed on the same would be constructed on tile 
side of Old 41 Highway as the opposite side of Old 41 Highway, 
environmentally preferred parking requiring construction of facilities 
lot alternative. to safely cross the road to access 

GJ the trail. 

[±] l:±:J 
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No. Imp!c:tToplc No Action Alternative TnUIAltemative 4- TnU Alternalive 5 
ED\liroDmen~Uy Preferred 
Alternative I NPS Rreferred 

Alternative 
10 Visitor Use, Adverse impacts to visitor Beneficial impacts to visitor usc, Beneficial impncts to visitor usc, 

Understanding, and understonding and appreciation understanding, and appreciation of understanding, and appreciation of 
Appreciotion would be modern te. Existing the Park's purpose would be the Park's purpose would be 

faci lities would not be affected, moderate. TIle (mil wou ld moderntc. TIle Imil wou ld 
but there would be no opportunity provide access to areas not provide access to areas not 
to enhance visitor experience in frequented by visitors and odd to frequented by visitors and add to 
the Park. the trail network within the Park. the trail network within the Park. 

Trnil construction provides the Trail construction provides the 
opportunity for additional opportunity for ndditional 
interpretive infonnation in the interpretive infonnation in the 
Park. Park. 

e;] [±] W 
\I Water Resourccs (Water There would be no impact to Adverse impacts to water Adverse impacts to water 

Quality nnd Streams) strenms and wllter quality from resourccs would be negligible. rcsoun;:cs would be negligible. 
conslnlction. There would be no direct impact There would be no direct impact 

to streams. Some scdimcntotion to streams. Some sedimentation 
may occur during construction. may occur during construction. 
Sediment and erosion control Sediment and erosion control 
procedures would be implemented procedures wou ld be implemented 
to reduce sedimentation. to reduce sedimentation. 

[±] [±] [±] 
12 Wildlife There would be no impact to Impacts to wildlife would be Impacts to wildlife would be 

wildlife o r 1mbitat from negligible. The trail would be negligible. TIle trail would be 
construction of the trail. constructed in a dislUrbed nre<) constructed in a disturbed area 

tha t does not provide major that docs not provide major 
habitat for wi ldlife within the habitat for wi ld life within the 
Park. TIle trail would nOI Park. The Imil would not 
introduce a new clement or human introduce a new element or human 
activity thnt would advcrsely nctivity thnt would advcrsely 
affcct wildlife. uffect wildlife. 

[±] [±] [±] 
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Table 5 
Summary ofImpacts - Parking Lot Altematives 

No. Impact TopIc No Action Parking Lot - Parking Lot ParldngLot 
Alternative A (A~ss Alternative B (Activity Alternative D (CSX) 

rrom HQIVC) Field 2) TraU Alternative 4-
EnYlr0-:amcntaUy 

Preferred Alternative I 
NPS 'Preferred 

Alternative 
1 AirQunlity Adverse, minor, Impacts to air quality Impacts to air quality Impacts to air quality 

impacts would occur. would be adverse and would be adverse and would be adverse and 
Tmffic volumes will minor. Even with minor. Even with minor. Even with 
increase in the future additional parking addilionnl parking additional porking 
from growth in the area capacity, attendance to copacity, attendance to capacity. attendance to 
and popularity of the the Park is anticipated to the Park is anticipated to the Park is anLicipated to 
Park. With limited increase as population increase as popUlation increase as population 
alternatives to parking, grows nnd popularity of grows and popularity of grows nnd popularity of 
incrcnsed vehiclc trips the Park increases. the Park increascs. the Park increases. 
and id le times would However, providing However, providing However, providing 
occur ns visitors seek additional pllrking additional parking additionnl parking 
parking alternatives in would reduce vehicle would reduce vehicle would reduce vehicle 
the Purk. trips through the Park by trips through the Park by trips through the Park by 

visitor.>. vis itor.;. visitors. 

GJ l:±J [±] [±J 
2 Archaeological nlere would be no Adver.;e impacts to Adver.;e impacts to Adverse impacts to 

Resources nnd Historic impact 10 archneological resources nrchaeological resources archaeological resources 
Structures archaeological resources and historic structures and historic structures nnd historic structures 

nnd historic structures. would be minor. TIle would be mlnol·. The would be minor. 
nrea hns been previously area has been previously Artifacts were recovered 
disturbed and consists of disturbed and consists of from this si tc, but were 
a grassed field. No a grassed field. No not considered unique or 
artifacts were identi fied artifacts were identified unusual archneological 
in this area. in this area. resources with high data 
Construction activities Construction acti vities recovery potential. 
would not impnct unique would 110t impact unique Dense vegetation limited 
or ullusual archeological or unusual archeological surveyactivitics. 
resources or historic resources or historic Monitoring is 
stnlcturcs. stnictUTCS. Modern recommended during 

metal dcbris interfered construction nctivities. 
with survey activities. 
Monitoring is 
recommended during 
construction activities. 

[±] [±] [±] [±] 
J Geology nnd nlere would be no Adverse impncts to Adverse impllcts to Adverse impacts to 

Topography impncls to geology and geology and topogmphy geology and topography geology and topogmphy 
lopography because the would be moderate. would be moderate. would be modcrote. 
parking lot would 110t be Gmding would be Gmdillg would be Grading would be 
constructed. required to construct the required to construct the required 10 construct the 

parking lot, but parking lot, but parking lot, but 
construction activities construction activities constructioo activities 
would not be severe. would not be severe. would not be severe. 
There nrc 110 geologic nlere arc no geologic TIlcre arc no geologic 
fonnations or outcrops fonnati ons or outcrops fonnations or outcrops 
at this site. at this site. The dirt atlhis site. 

Park road Jrom Old 4 1 
Highway to the parking 
lot would be paved. 

[±] Q GJ GJ 
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No. Impact TopIc No Action Parldng 1\ot ParJdiig Lot Parliing LOt 
Altern.tlre A (Aero&J Alternative B (Activity Alternative D (CS~ 

fremHQNC) Field 2) 'FraU Alternative 4-
Environmc.otauy 

Preferred Alternative I 
NPS Preferred 

Alternative 
4 Park Operations There would be no Adverse impacts 10 Park Adverse impacts to Park Beneficial impacts 10 

impncts to Park opcmlions would be opcrntions would be Park opernt ions would 
opemtions. There would moderatc. TIle parking moderate. TIle parking be moderate. The 
be no additional lot would be constructed 101 would be constructed parking lot would be 
facilities 10 maintain by in Uti area that is not within a portion ofa constructed in an area 
Park staff. However, currently used for other recreational field that is currently not 
parking would continue Park functions, creating designated for visitor within the Park 
to be a concern for i1dditional facilitics for usc, modifying a focility boundary. Initioi 
visitors because of the Park stnffto maintain. that would require maintenance 
limited availability of additional maintenance responsibility would be 
parking. by Park staff. from Cobb County, not 

Park sta ff. 

[±] Q Q [±] 
5 Scenic and Aesthet ic TIlere would be no Adverse impacts to Adverse impacts to There would be no 

Value and Concerns impact to scenic and scenic and aesthetic scenic and acsthetic Impact to scenic and 
acsthetic values. values wou ld be values would be aesthetic values within 

moderate. l1lis site is moderate. nlis site is the Park. The site is not 
located within the Park located within a within the Park 
boundary, adjacent to recreational field within boundnry and consists 
the Visitors Center and the Park boundary. largely of invasive plant 
administration offices. Converting 11 portion of species such usl..'Udzu. 
The site is not used for the field to a paved This site is not 
visitor ucLivitics. TIle parking lot would considered an area of 
site docs contribute to pennanently alter the unique scenic or 
the scenic, nlliural aesthetic valucs of !lIe aesthetic value. 
aspects of the Park. Its field, and would convert 
location provides a a natural aren to a man-
natural, scenic buffer made area. 
between adminislnltive 
offices and the Visitors 
Center. 

I:±J Q Q [±J 
6 Soils TIlere would be no Adverse imptlets to soils Adverse impacts to soils Adverse impacts to soils 

impncl to soils because wou ld be moderate. would be modernte. would be moderate. 
the parking lot would Grading would be Grading would be Grading would be 
not be constructed. required to construct the required to construct the required to construct the 

parking lot, impacting parking lot, impacting parking 101, impacting 
soils during soils during soils during 
construction. On-site construction. On-site construction. On-site 
soils would be used soils would be used soils would be used 
during construction, during construction, during construction, 
minimizing ofT-site minimizing off-site minimizing off-site 
disposal . disposa l. disposal. 

l:±J Q Q Q 
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No. IIilpac:tTopic: N9: ActiO!! Parking Lot Parklng,Lot Par.ldil.g oot . 
Alternative A (Across Alternative B-(Activity Aliemallve D (CSlQ, 

fromHQIVG) Field 2) TraU Alternative ~ 
Environm~taUy 

Prefeired Alternative I 
NPS Preferred 

Alterutlve 

7 Transportation Adverse impacts to Adverse impacts to Beneficial impacts to Beneficinl impacts to 
transportation network tmnsportation would bc transportation would be tmnsportation would be 
would be modernte. moderate. The parking moderate. Access to the moderate. Additional 
Competition for the lot would be located parking lot would be parking capacity would 
limited parking in this adjacent to the Visitor from an existing dirt alleviate congestion, and 
area of tile Park would Center and on Stilesboro Park road from Old 41 trips through the Park to 
continue without Road, which would add Highway, away from the locate parking. This site 
additional parking all traffic volume for busy intersection of is located away from the 
capacity. parking to one road used Old 41 Highway and busy intersection of 

to access all parking Stilesboro Road. This Old 41 Highway and 
areas. road would be paved Stilcsboro Road and the 

and widened to existing Visitor Center 
accommodate vehicles. parking lot which would 

. aid in reducing 
congestion in these busy 
areas. 

GJ Q [±] [±] 
8 Vegetation There wonld be no Adverse impacts to Adverse impacts to Adverse impacts to 

impact to vegetation vegetation would be vegetation would be vegetation would be 
because the parklng lot moderate. TIle field moderate. TIle field moderate. The area 
would not be consist.; of a mowed consists of a mowed would be cleared of 
constructed. grass field. TIle gmss field. TIle vegetation to construct 

vegetation would be vegetation would be the parking lot. 
removed to construct the removed to construct the However most of the 
parking lot, converting a parking lot, converting a vegetation consists of 
natum! area within the natural area within the invasive plant species 
Park to a man-made Park to a man-made such £IS kudzu. 
area. area. Altemtions to the 

existing dirt Park Road 
would involve some 
grading, clearing of 
vegetation and trees 
adjacent to the road to 
create a roadway of 
appropriate width, and 
paving. 

[±] Q Q GJ 
9 Visitor Safety Adverse impacts to Adverse impacts to Beneficial impacts to Beneficial impacts to 

visitor safety would be visitor safety would be visitor safety would be visitor safety would be 
moderate. Unsafe moderate. lllis moderate. Access to moderate. This 
roadside parking would alternative would the proposed tmil and alternative would be 
not be eliminated. contribute to a park fhcilities would be adjacent to the preferred 

congested area, but it along an existing dirt tmil alternntive, 
would provide a snfer roadtoOld41 Highway. avoiding having Lo cross 
alternative to parking TItis alternative would Old 41 Highway to the 
and walking along the provide an alternative to tmil. The connection 
shoulder of Old 41 parking and walking from tltis parking area to 
Higbway. Access to the along the shoulder of the tmil would provide a 
proposed tmil would be Old 41 Highway. The safer alternative to 
along existing dirt Park road would be parking and walking 
sidewalks. widened to along the shoulder of 

accommodate Old 41 Highway. It is 
pedestrians walking to located away from the 
the tmil and vehicles heavily tmvclcd 
accessing the parking intersection of Old 41 
lot. Highway and Stilesboro 

Q Q [±J Rand. [±] 
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!-;o. Impact Topic No ~ction ParJdngLot ParkiDgLot ParJdng Lot 
Alternativ~ A (Acron Alte .... tive,B (Activity AltereaOve D (CSX] 

froml!QNCj Field 2) , Tran1AlIernatlv~ 4, 
Euvironmcntally 

Preferred Alternative I 
NPS Pr.ferr~ 

Alternative 
10 Visitor Usc, Adverse impacts to Adverse impacts to Adverse impacts to Beneficial impacts to 

Understanding, and visitor use, visitor usc, visitor usc, visitor usc, 
Appreciation understanding, and understanding, and understanding, and understanding, and 

appreciation would be appreciation would bc appreciation would be apprccintion would be 
moderate. Additional moderate. This area is modernte. This area is moderate. nlis 
convenient parking not available for visitor available for visitor usc, alternative would 
would continue to be an usc, but docs represent a and represents a nalural convert an area not 
issue for visitors, natural area of the Park area of the Park that currently within tlle Park 
potentially limiting that would be would be permanently for visitor use, and 
visitor use of Park permanently altered. altered. TIlis parking lot would not convert a 
facilities. nlis parking lot would would provide natuml area of the Park 

provide convenient convenient access to to a man-made area. 
access to Park facilities. Park facilities. This location would 

provide convenient 
uccess to the proposed 
trail and otller Park 
facilities. 

Q Q Q [±] 
\I Water Resources (Water There would be 110 Adverse impacts to Adverse impacts to Adverse impacts to 

Quality and Streams) impnct to water quality water quality and water quality and water quality and 
or streams in the Park. streams would be streams would be streams would be 

negligible. There would negligible. There would moderate. 11lere is one 
be no direct impact to be no direct impact to ephemcral strcum 
streams within tllC Park. streams within the Park. bisecting the site that 
No pennits or mitigation No pennits or mitigation would be filled to 
would be required. would be required. construct tile parking lot. 
Minor sedimentation Minor sedimentation ntis action would not 
may occur, but sediment may occur, but sediment require pemtitting or 
and erosion control and erosion control mitigation. Drainage 
measures would be measures would be features would be a part 
implemented. implemented. of the parking lot design 

to accommodate stonn 
water functions the 
ephemeral stream 
provides. 

[±] [±] [±] Q 
12 Wildlife There would be no Adverse impacts to Adverse impacts to Adverse impacts to 

impncts to wildlife if wildlife would be wildlife would be wildlife would be 
the parking lot were not moderate. The grassed moderate. 111e grassed moderate. Construction 
constructed. field represents potential field represents potential of the parking lot may 

foraging habitat for foraging habitat for displace some wildlife 
some species. Howeyer, some species. Howeyer, species. However the 
there are adjacent areas there arc adjacent areas larger, higher quality 
that would provide that would provide habitats within the Park 
foraging habitat. Any foraging habitat. Any would provide adequate 
alterations in wildlife alterations in wildlife replacement habitat. 
behavior resulting from bchavior resulting from 
the parking lot would the parking lot would 
not be considered not be considered 
severe. severe. 

[±] Q Q Q 
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16.3.1 Air Quality 

Affected Environmen, 

The 1990 Clean Air Act amendments and gnidelines, issued by the Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA), set f0l1h 
guidelines to be followed for attairunent of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Nonattainment areas 
currently do not meet air quality standards or are maintenance areas that have previously violated air quality standards but 
clUTently meet tllem and have an approved maintenance plan. On January 5, 2005, the US EPA designated a 20+ county 
metro Atlanta nonattainment area for fme particular matter, called PM 2.5' PM 2.5 is one of the components of smog. The 

Park is located witlun tllis nonattainment area. 

In addition to PM 2.5 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air Act. 
The MSATs are compounds entitted from highway vehicles and non-road equipment. Some toxic compowlds are present 
in fuel and are entitted to the air when the fuel evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. Other toxics are entitted 
from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion products. Metal air toxics also result from engine 
wear or from impwities in oil or gasoline. 

No Action Alternati ve 

Adverse impacts to air quality from not implementing the project would be minor. There would be no alternative to 
driving to the Park from surrounding areas, increasing vehicle trips and idling times and therefore entissions. Any 
increase in entissions resulting from additional vellicle travel is likely to affect air quality in and adjacent to the Park. 

Trail Alternative 4 - Envirorunentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

Regardless of alternatives to driving tllere would be some increase in enlissions and air quality due to rapid population 
growth and increasing popularity of the Park. Therefore minor adverse impacts would occur. However, any alternatives 
that reduce trips to the Park would be beneficial when compared to not having the alternatives (i.e. the No Action 
Alternative). In the long tenn, once tile trail is connected to otller area trails, visitors from a larger area would have Park 
access, furtller reducing trips. Any decrease in entissions resulting from less vellicle travel would have a beneficial effect 
on air quality. 

Trail Alternative 5 

Regardless of alternatives to driving there would be some increase in enussions and air quality due to rapid population 
growth and increasing popularity of the Park. Therefore ntinor adverse impacts would occur. However, any alternatives 
that reduce trips to the Park would be beneficial when compared to not having the alternatives (i.e. the No Action 
Alternative). In the long tenn, once the trail is connected to other area trails, visitors from a larger area would have Park 
access, further reducing trips. Any decrease in entissions resnlting from less vehicle travel would have a beneficial effect 
on air quality. 

Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) 

Impacts to air quality would be minor. Driving trips through the Park are likely to increase in the future due to population 
growth and an increase in Park popularity. However, providing additional parking capacity would reduce trip times, and 
therefore emissions, through the Park. Any decrease in enussions resulting fTOm less velucle travel would have a 
beneficial effect on air quality. 

Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) 

Impacts to air quality would be nllnor. Driving trips through the Park are likely to increase in the future due to population 
grOwtll and an increase in Park popularity. However, providing additional parking capacity would reduce trip times, and 
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therefore enllSSlOns, ti1fough the Park. Any decrease m emissions resulting from less vehicle travel would have a 
beneficial effect on air quality. 

Parking Lot Altemative D (CSX) - Enviromnentally Preferred Altelllative / NPS PrefelTed Alternative 

Impacts to air quality would be minor. Driving trips tl1fough the Park are likely to increase in the future due to population 
growth and an increase in Park popularity. However, providing additional parking capacity would reduce trip times, and 
therefore emissions, tl1fough the Park. Any decrease in emissions resulting from less vehicle travel would have a 
beneficial effect on air quali tv 

Conclusion 

All of the proposed trail and parking lot aitelllatives would result in minor benefits to air quality. All the build 
altematives would result in fewer vehicle trips, reducing emissions. Alternative A is the environmentally preferred trail 
altemative, and Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) is the environmentally preferred parking lot alternative. However, 
because all alternatives have the same impact intensity, air quality is not a factor in detennining the environmentally 
preferred alternative or tile National Park Service preferred alternative. 

The implementation of any of the alternatives would not impair air quality resources or values that are: 
I) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the enabling legislation of the Park, 
2) Key to the natural or cnltural integrity of the Park or opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, and 
3) Identified as a goal in the Park's General Management Plan or other NPS planning documents. 

16.3.2 A~cJzaeologicaI Resources and Historic Stroctures 

Affected EnvirolU1lent 

Section 106 procedures in compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 require federal 
agencies to detennine the effect of their actions on historic properties and to provide state historic preservation offices and 
other interested parties the opportunity to review and comment on these actions as tl,ey affect cultural resources. 

The Park is listed in tl,e National Register of Historic Places (1976 nomination). The Park consists of approximately 2,884 
acres, and is approximately seven miles long, north to south, at its longest point, and two miles, east to west, at its widest 
point. The Park commemorates a Civil War battle site, and is the largest site in the Atlanta relating to the Atlanta 
Campaign. Additionally, the Park' s natural areas are an example of the diminishing rural landscape of Cobb County. 

Cultural features of the Park include Civil War-era earthworks, historic structures, prehistoric rock pile mounds, 
monuments and markers, remnants of a Civilian Conservation Corps camp, and tile battlefield landscape. 

No Action Alternative 

There would be no impacts to the Park's cultural environment including historic structures and archaeological resources 
because there would be no construction activities and introduction of new features (i.e. the trail and parking lot) to the 
Park. 

Trail Alternative 4 - Enviromnentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

Impacts to historic structures and archaeological resonrces would be negligible. This alternative would be constructed 
within the previously disturbed road shoulder, currently used for roadside parking. Surveys of this area did not reveal 
historic structures or archaeological resources along this aligmnent. 
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Trail Alternative 5 

Adverse impacts to historic structures and archaeological resources would be major. The trail east of Ridenour 
Road/Greers Chapel would be constructed within the previously disturbed road shoulder, currently used primarily for 
roadside parking. Surveys for the alternative in this area did not reveal historic structures or archaeological resources. 
However, west of Ridenour Road/Greers Chapel two earthwork structures associated with the battle for Kennesaw 
Mountain were identified adjacent to the road shoulder. Any construction along the road shoulder in this area to construct 
the trail would permanently degrade these earthworks. 

Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQIVC) 

The area has been cleared of tTees and undergrowth, graded and currently consists of a grassed field. No contributing 
elements to the Park were identified from the history survey, and only isolated artifacts were recovered from archaeology 
surveys. Any data potential was met with the survey activities. While minor grading may be required to construct the 
parking lot, adverse impacts to historic structures or archaeological resources would be minor. 

Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) 

The area has been cleared of trees and undergrowth, graded and currently consists of a grassed field. No contributing 
elements to the Park were identified from the history survey, and only isolated artifacts were recovered from archaeology 
surveys. Any data potential was met with the survey activities. Modern metallic objects such as soft drink pull tabs were 
abundant throughout the activity field and dirt Park road, affecting survey activities conducted with metal detectors. Due 
to this restraint on the survey, monitoring and additional metal detection are recommended during construction. 
Although minor grading may be required to construct the parking lot, adverse impacts to historic structures or 
archaeological resources would be minor. 

Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) - Environmentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

Adverse impacts to historic structures and archaeological resources would be minor. Field surveys did not identify 
historic structures or unique or unusual archaeological resources that would make this area eligible for listing in the 
National Register. Aerial photographs and United States Geologic Service (USGS) topographic maps available to 1938 
indicate the presence of structure(s) in the project area. Due to dense vegetation and ground cover some areas could not 
be surveyed. Artifacts recovered included prehistoric lithic artifacts, military artifacts associated with the battle for 
Kennesaw Mountain, remnants of a chimney structure, bricks, twentieth century domestic artifacts, and modem debris. 

Conclusion 

Trail Alternative 4 is the environmentally preferred alternative. There would be negligible impacts to historic structures 
or archaeological resources of the Park. Trail Alternative 5 would adversely impact two earthwork structures that 
currently terminate at the graded road shoulder. 

No historic structures or unique or unusual archaeological resources were identified within any of the three parking lot 
alternatives. Because Parking Lot Alternatives A (Across for HQIVC) and B (Activity Field 2) have been previously 
graded and are relatively flat, construction activities would result in minor adverse impacts to cultural resources. Due to 
site conditions that limited a complete survey of Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX), adverse impacts to historic resources 
and archaeological resources would be minor. Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) is the environmentally preferred 
alternative. Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) consists of an area that is currently outside the boundaries of the Park. 
Parking Lot Alternatives A (Across for HQIVC) and B (Activity Field 2) consist of areas within the Park. The NPS is 
mandated to protect NPS-designated property unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations; therefore, development 
of Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) is preferred because it would protect the NPS-designated areas within Parking Lot 
Alternatives A (Across from HQIVC) and B (Activity Field 2). 

The implementation of any of the alternatives would not impair archaeological resources and historic structures or values 
that are: 
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1) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identi fied in the enabling legislation of the Park, 
2) Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, and 
3) Identified as a goal in the Park's General Management Plan or other NPS planning documents . 

6.3.3 Geology and Topographr 

Affected Environmen; 

The Park is located in the geograpbic area known as the Blue Ridge and Piedmont. Crystalline formations underlying the 
Park consist of hornblende gneiss/amphibolite and amphibolites/mica schist! biotitic gneiss. Kemlesaw Mountain is the 
highest of a short string of grarute hills lying northwest of Atlanta. 

No Action Alternative 

There would be no impact to geologic or topographic fOImations with.in the Park because construction of a trail and 
parking lot would not occur. 

Trail Alternative 4- Environmentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

Adverse inlpacts would be moderate. Grading that would affect tbe geology within the Park would not occur, as the trail 
would be constructed with.in an area previously disturbed and used for roadside park.ing. Some grading would be required 
to constrnct the trail and develop drainage swales, but major changes in land form or topography would not occur. 

Trail Alternative 5 

Adverse inlpacts would be moderate. Grading that would affect the geology witilin tile Park would not occur, as the trail 
would be constructed witllin an area previously disturbed and used for roadside park.ing, or timt has been graded for road 
shoulder. Some grading would be required to construct the trail and develop drainage swales. However construction of 
the trail along tbis alignment west of Ridenour Road/Greers Chapel would require excavating the shoulder of the 
embankment, permanently altering topography in titis area. 

Park.ing Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) 

Adverse impacts to the site's geology and topography would be moderate. Grading of the site for construction would 
pernmnently alter the topography at the site. Construction activities would not affect the geology on tltis site. 

Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) 

Adverse impacts to the site's geology and topography would be moderate. The site is relatively level, therefore m.ininlal 
grading would be required for construction. The dirt Park road would require gracling and paving to accommodate 
vebicular and pedestrian traffic. Construction activities would not affect the geology on tbis site. 

Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) - Environmentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

Grading would be required to level the area for construction and to provide adequate drainage. There are no geologic 
formations, and construction activities would not affect the geology on this site. Adverse impacts to geology and 
topography would be moderate. 

Conclusion 

Trail Alternative 4 is the environmentally preferred alternative. Tltis alternative would have the least impact to the Park's 
geology and topography, as the trail would be constructed in an area that has been previously clisturbed. Trail Alternative 
5 would permanently inlpact the embankment of the road shoulder. Grading would be required for all parking lot 
alternatives. 
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Parking Lot Alternatives A (Across for HQIVC) and B (Activity Field 2) would pennanently alter natural areas within the 
existing Park that are currently used by visitors and Park staff. Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) is the envirolUnentally 
preferred alternative because the impacts would occur to an unused area that currently exists outside the Park boundary. 

The implementation of any of the alternatives would not impair geology or topography resources Dr values that are: 
I) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the enabling legislation of the Park, 
2) Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park Dr opportunities for elljoyment of the Park, and 
3) Identified as a goal in the Park's General Management Plan or other NPS plalUling documents. 

!6.3.4 Park Operations 

Affected Envirorunem 

The Park maintains approximately 16 m.iles of hiking trails, with horseback riding allowed on some trails. There are two 
recreational fields, and a Visitors Center that contains restrooms, gift shop, museum, interpretive displays, and a theatre. 
Periodic living history displays with Civil War reenactors, guided tours by Park staff, and special events are also provided 
for visitors. The Mountain Road leads from the Visitors Center to the top of Kennesaw Mountain, where there are 
interpretive displays and scenic overlooks of the Atlanta area. 

The Park contains over 2,800 acres and is seven miles long and two miles wide at its widest points. Park Rangers, along 
witl] local law enforcement departments, patrol facilities and roads that traverse the Park. The Visitor Center is tlle only 
Park facility that is staffed full time by Park personnel. 

No Action Alternative 

There would be no impacts to Park operations from the No Action Alternative. There would be no additional 
requirements of Park personnel Dr adjustments to operations if the trail and parking lot were not constructed. There would 
be no additional facilities to monitor, inspect, Dr maintain requiring changes to existing operations. 

Trail Alternative 4- Envirorunentally Preferred Alternative I NPS Preferred Alternative 

Impacts would be moderate and both beneficial and adverse. Maintenance and repair of the trail would be the 
responsibility of Cobb County. Based on its location adjacent to Old 41 Highway, any monitoring of tlle trail by Park 
persorulel for visitor safety could be accomplished as a part of regularly scheduled patrols Dr inspections and would 
require only minimal adjustments for Park staff. 

The addition of a new trail would add approximately 3,940 feet (0.75 mile) to the 16 miles of trails currently within the 
Park, and expand on this system when considered in tlle context of connectivity to the larger Cobb County Trail Plan. 

Trail Alternative 5 

Impacts would be moderate and both beneficial and adverse. Maintenance and repair of the trail would be the 
responsibility of Cobb County. Based on its location adjacent to Old 41 Highway, any monitoring of the trail by Park 
personnel for visitor safety could be accomplished as a part of regularly scheduled patrols Dr inspections and would 
require only minimal adjustments for Park staff. 

The addition of a new trail would add approxinlately 4,040 feet (0.77 mile) to the 16 miles of trails currently witllin the 
Park, and expand on this system when considered in the context of connectivity to the larger Cobb County Trail Plan. 

Parking Lot Alternative A 

Adverse impacts to Park operations from this alternative would be moderate. Initial maintenance responsibility for the 
first tln·ee to five years after construction would be by Cobb County. Tllis would allow any repairs, landscape 
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maintenance, and landscape stabilization to occur without impacting Park staffmg levels, operations, or budgets. After 
tllis initial period, maintenance responsibilities would be trans felTed to the Park, requiring some adjustment to operating 
schedules to maintain landscaping and inspect the facility . 

Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) 

Adverse impacts to Park operations from this alternative would be moderate. Initial maintenance responsibility for the 
first three to five years after construction would be by Cobb County. Tllis would allow any repairs, landscape 
maintenance, and landscape stabilization to occur without impacting Park staffing levels, operations, or budgets. After 
this iIlitial period, maintenance responsibilities would be transfelTed to the Pru'k, requiring some adjustment to operating 
schedules to maintain landscapiIlg and inspect tile facility. This alternative would permanently elim.inate a portion of 
Activity Field 2. 

Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) - Environmentally PrefelTed Alternative / NPS PrefelTed Alternative 

hnpacts to Park operations from th.is alternative would be beneficial and moderate. Initial maintenance responsibility for 
the first tlrree to five years after construction would be by Cobb County. This would allow any repairs, landscape 
maintenance, and landscape stabilization to occur wiiliout impacting Park staffmg levels, operations, or budgets. After 
tllis initial period, maintenance responsibilities would be transfelTed to the Park, requiring some adjustment to operatiIlg 
schedules to maintain landscaping and inspect tile facility. The parkiIlg lot would not affect an existing area of tile Park. 

Conclusion 

The tra.il alternatives would result in moderate beneficial and adverse impacts. Trail maintenance would not be tile 
responsibility of the Park. Monitoring of the trail alternatives for visitor safety could be accomplished as a part of 
regularly scheduled patrols or inspections and would require only m.inimal adjustments for Park staff. Trail Alternative A 
is the preferred trail alternative; however, because both trail alternatives have the srune impact intensity, park operations 
are not a detennin.ing factor in determining the environmentally preferred alternative or the National Park Service 
preferred alternative. 

Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) is the environmentally preferred parking lot alternative. The parking lot alternatives 
would not itlitially affect Park staff or budgets . Responsibility for maintenance ruld repair would be by Cobb County. 
However, eventually maintenance would become the responsibility of tile Park. Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) would 
not affect an existing area of the Park. 

The implementation of any of the alternatives would not impair Park operations, resources or values that are: 
I) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the enabling legislation of the Park, 
2) Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, and 
3) Identified as a goal in tile Park's General Management Plan or otller NPS planning documents. 

16.3.5 Scenic and Aesthetic Value and Concerns 

Affected Environment 

The majority of the 2,888 acres of the Park is undeveloped, and is one of the few remaining examples of rural Cobb 
County. Kennesaw Mountain is the h.ighest point in northwest Atlanta, and provides pristine views of the Atlanta area 
from the top of tile mounta.in. Because of its location near residential areas, the Park's trail system is heavily used year 
around. The Park represents one of the largest undisturbed green spaces in the Atlanta Metro area. 

No Action Alternative 

There would be no impacts to the scen.ic and aesthetic values of the Park because construction of new hard surface 
structures within the Park would not occur. 
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Trail Alternative 4 - Environmentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Altemative 

Beneficial impacts from this alternative would be moderate. Although trail constmclion would introduce a man-made 
slmcture into the natural environment of the Park, the trail location would be adjacent to Old 41 Highway. The trail 
would be constmcted within the previously disturbed gravel road shoulder used for parking. Because of the previously 
disturbed nature of the area, constmction of the trail would not affect an area considered of high scenic or aesthetic value. 

Trail Alternative 5 

Beneficial impacts from this alternative would be moderate. Although trail constmction would introduce a man-made 
structure into the natural envirolmlent of the Park, the trail location would be adjacent to Old 41 Highway. The trail 
would be constructed within the previously disturbed gravel road shoulder used for parking. Because of the previously 
disturbed nature of the area, conshuction of the trail would not affect an area considered of high scenic or aesthetic value. 

Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) 

Adverse in1pacts to Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) would be moderate. The area consists of a grassed 
field located adjacent to administrative offices and the Visitors Center. Although not used by Park visitors, its location 
and existing condition contribute to the scenic, natural aspects of the Park. Its location provides a natural, scenic buffer 
between administrative offices and the Visitors Center, and is considered of aesthetic value by Park staff. Deer and other 
wildlife are often observed in this area by staff. Construction of the parking lot would introduce a hard-scape, man-made 
structure to a natural area within the Park. 

Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) 

Adverse in1pacts to Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) would be moderate. The area consists of a large grassed 
field designated for recreational use for visitors. Existing conditions contribute to the scenic, natural aspects of the Park. 
Construction of the parking lot would introduce a hard-scape, man-made structure to a natural area within the Park, and 
peJ111anently eliminate a portion of one of tile few public use areas in the Park. 

Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) - Environmentally Prefen'ed Altemative / NPS Preferred Altemative 

There would be no in1pact to scenic and aesthetic value and concems from Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX). The area is 
located outside of the Park boundary, and is not considered an area of high scenic or aesthetic value. The area consists of 
an area devoid of mature hardwood or other native trees, and consists largely of invasive plants such as kudzu. 

Conclusion 

BOtil trail altematives would be constructed in areas already disturbed tbat do not contribute to the natural or aesthetic 
features of tile Park. Construction ofthe trails adjacent to Old 41 Highway would not introduce a noticeable feature to the 
Park that would be considered adverse to the scenic quality of the Park. Trail Altemative I is the environmentally 
preferred alternative. 

Parking Lot Altematives A (Across for HQNC) and B (Activity Field 2) would elin1inate natural areas of the Park used 
and enjoyed by visitors and Park staff that contribute to the scenic value of the Park. Constructions of Parking Lot 
Alternative B (Activity Field 2) would also remove a portion of a visitor use area. Parking Lot Altemative D (CSX) is tile 
envirornnentally preferred altemative because it is located outside the Park boundary and consists of an area that does not 
currently provide scenic or aesthetic value. 

Tbe in1plementation of any of the altematives would not in1pair scenic or aesthetic resources or values that are: 
1) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the enabling legislation of the Park, 
2) Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or opportunities for enjoyment oftbe Park, and 
3) Identified as a goal in the Park's General Management Plan or other NPS plalming documents. 
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6.3.6 Soiis 

Affected Environment 

The areas proposed for the trail alternatives consist largely of fill material brought ill for the road construction. Areas 
considered for parking lots would be more likely to contain the soils mapped in the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey for Cobb County, Georgia. 

According to NRCS data, Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) is entirely Gwinnett clay loam, 6 to 10 percent 
slopes, severely eroded (GeC3). The land capability of GeC3 is 3e, meaning the soils have severe limitations that reduce 
the choice of plants, require special conservation practices, or both, due to the erosion hazard. This soil map unit is not 
prime fannland. 

Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) is primarily GWllmetl loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded (GgB2). The land 
capability of GgB2 is also 3e; the soils in this area have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants, require special 
conservation practices, or both, due to the erosion hazard. However, this soil map unit is considered prime fannland. 

Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) is also primarily GgB2. This area also has a land capability of 3e; the soils have severe 
limitations that reduce the choice of plants, require special conservation practices, or both, due to erosion hazard. This 
soil map unit is considered prime fannland. 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no impacts on soils in the Park. Because the trail and parking lot would not be 
built, soils would not be llllpacted from grading or construction activities. 

Trail Alternative 4 - EnviroIDllentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

Adverse impacts to soils from tllis alternative would be moderate. The road shoulder where the trail would be constructed 
consists of fill material. Some grading would be required to construct tile trail and create drainage swales. During 
construction, erosion and sediment control procedures and practices would be implemented. Also, trail construction and 
landscaping would help stabilize soils. 

Trail Alternative 5 

Adverse impacts to soils from this alternative would be moderate. Construction of the trail along Old 41 Highway east of 
Ridenour Road would be constructed in disturbed areas of fill material. Some grading would be required to construct tile 
trail and create drainage swales. During construction, erosion and sediment control procedures and practices would be 
implemented. Although the trail would be constructed ill the road shoulder west of Ridenour Road, the shoulder is 
adjacent to a terraced shoulder of the adjacent woods. Trail construction and landscaping would help stabilize soils along 
the road shoulder, but could contribute to erosion ofthe terraced shoulder. 

Parkirlg Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) 

Adverse impacts to soils would be moderate. Construction of tile parking lot would require grading for construction. 
Because this area is a landscaped field witllin the Park bowldary, soils in this area are likely more representative of natural 
soils. Parking lot construction and landscaping would help to stabilize soils in the long term. Impervious materials used 
to construct tlle parking lot would help to stabilize soils, preventing loss of soils from construction, use, or erosion. 
Drainage structures would be a design component to chaImel storm water aIld prevent erosion of soils adjacent to the 
parking lot. On-site soils would be used to the extent possible during construction to minimize off-site disposal, or 
introduction of new fill material. 
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Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) 

Adverse impacts to soils would be moderate. Construction of the parking lot would require grading for construction. 
Because this area is a landscaped field within the Park boundary, soils in tllis area are likely more representative of natural 
soils. Parking lot construction and landscaping would help to stabilize soils. Impervious materials used to construct the 
parking lot would help to stabilize soils, preventing loss of soils from construction, use, or erosion. Drainage structnres 
would be a design component to channel stonn water and prevent erosion of soils adjacent to the parking lot. Stornl water 
would be channeled away from the parking lot and toward existing stOffi1 water conveyances. On-site soils would be used 
to the extent possible during construction to nlininlize off-site disposal, or introduction of new fill material. The existing 
dirt Park road cOlmecting Old 41 Highway to Activity Field 2 would be improved and paved to acconunodate vehicle and 
pedestrian traffic. These improvements may require grading for construction. 

Parking Lot Alternative 0 (CSX) - Environmentally Preferred Alternative I NPS Preferred Alternative 

Adverse impacts to soils would be moderate. Construction of the parking lot would require grading for construction. 
Parking lot construction and landscaping would help to stabilize soils. bnpervious materials used to construct ti,e parking 
lot would help to stabilize soils, preventing loss of soils from construction, use, or erosion. Drainage structnres would be 
a design component to channel stOffi1 water and prevent erosion of soils adjacent to the parking lot. Storm water would be 
channeled away from the parking lot and toward the CSX rail road, following the natnral contours of the area. On-site 
soils would be used to tbe extent possible during construction to minimize off-site disposal, or introduction of new fill 
material. 

Conclusion 

Trail construction would occur largely within distmbed road shoulders conslstmg of fill material. However, Trail 
Alternative 5 would contribute to erosion oftbe terraced shoulder adjacent to the road shoulder and effect soils in the area. 
Trail Alternative 4 is the environmentally preferred alternative. 

All of the proposed parking lot alternatives would result in moderate impacts to soils because of grading activities 
required for construction. However Parking Lot Alternatives A (Across for HQNC) and B (Activity Field 2) would occm 
in existing na!l.lfal areas witllin the Park. Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) is the envirOllli1entally preferred alternative. 

The inlplernentation of any of the alternatives would not inlpair soil resources or values that are: 
I) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in tbe enabling legislation of ti,e Park, 
2) Key to the natnral or cultural integrity of the Park or opporl:U1lities for enjoyment of the Park, and 
3) Identified as a goal in the Park's General Management Plan or other NPS planning documents. 

16.3.7 Transportation 

Affected Environment 

The transportation network in and around the Park consists of roads used by area residents and conunuters for 
connectivity to major llighways, as well as visitors to the Park. The two prinlary roads in the vicinity of the proposed 
project are Old 41 Highway, wllich runs approximately east to west, and Stilesboro Road, which runs approxinlately north 
to SOUtil. Tbese roads intersect at a signalized intersection northwest of the Visitor Center. These roads are maintained by 
Cobb County, and are pemlitted through the Park in agreements between the NPS and Cobb County. The proposed trail 
and parking lot projects would not directly alter or realign these two roads, but their inlplementation would affect traffic 
volumes and transportation patterns. 

No Action Alternative 

Adverse inlpacts from the No Action Alternative would be moderate. If the trail were not constructed, an alternative to 
driving to the Park would not be provided, especially when considered in context of connectivity of this trail with the 
Cobb County trail system, which provide access to the Park for a broader area of Cobb County. Without additional 
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parking, visitors would continue to compete for the limited parking spaces in the area. With anticipated increase in 
attendance to the Park, use of existing parking would continue to contribute to safety concerns. 

Trail Alternative 4 - EnviroJUllentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Altemative 

Beneficial impacts to transportation from Trail Altemative 4 would be moderate. The trail would provide an altemative to 
visitor traffic. Visitors would be able to access the trail away from the congested intersection of Old 41 Highway and 
Stilesboro Road. When the trail is connected to other trails within the Cobb County trail system, the trail would provide 
an altemative to driving to the Park to a larger geographic area. 

Trail Altemative 5 

Beneficial impacts to transportation from Trail Altemative 5 would be moderate. The trail would provide an altemative to 
vehicular traffic. Visitors would be able to access the trail away from the congested intersection of Old 41 Highway and 
Stilesboro Road. When the trail is cOlmected to other trails within the Cobb County trail system, the trail would provide 
an alternative to driving to the Park to a larger geographic area. 

Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) 

Parking Lot Altemative A (Across from HQNC) would have moderate adverse impacts to transportation. Its location 
adjacent to the Visitor Center parking lot would contribute to congestion in the area, as well as to traffic using the 
Mountain Road to the top of Kennesaw Mountain. Access to the parking lot would draw additional traffic to heavily 
traveled Stilesboro Road. 

Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) 

Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) wonld have moderate beneficial inlpacts to transportation. Access to the 
parking lot would be from an existing dirt Park road that connects Old 41 Highway and Activity Field 2. This access 
would remove traffic from the heavily traveled intersection of Stilesboro Road and Old 41 Highway. There would be no 
access from this parking lot to Stilesboro Road. 

Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) - Envirornnentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Altemative 

Parking Lot Altemative D (CSX) would have moderate beneficial impacts to transportation. Its distance from the 
intersection of Old 41 Highway and Stilesboro Road would reduce visitor traffic volumes from this busy intersection and 
the Visitor Center parking lot. 

Conclusion 

The proposed trail altematives would have beneficial moderate impacts to transportation. The trails would provide an 
alternative to access Park facilities and reduce velticle travel to other areas of the Park. Trail Altemative 4 is the 
environnlentally preferred alternative. 

Although Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) would have beneficial impacts due to access from the parking lot 
distant from congested areas of the Park, Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) is Ule envirollillentally preferred altemative 
because it would construct the parking lot in an area that is not currently within the Park and would remove traffic away 
from congested areas of the Park. Parking Lot Alternative A (Across for HQNC) would contribute to congestion in areas 
already used or that experience heavy traffic volumes. 

The implementation of any ofUle alternatives would not impair traffic resources or values that are: 
I) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the enabling legislation of the Park, 
2) Key to tlle natural or cultural integrity of the Park or opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, and 
3) Identified as a goal in the Park's General Management Plan or other NPS plaruting docUIl1ents. 
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16.3.8 Vegetation 

Affected Environmelll 

Areas considered for trail alternatives largely consist of graded bare areas used for parking, devoid of vegetation. There 
are a few areas of road shoulder not used for parking that consist of various grass species. Vegetative areas adjacent to the 
trail alternatives consist of a mixed hardwood/pine forest. The canopy is dominated by species that included loblolly pine 
(Pillus laeda) , tulip poplar (Liriodendron lulipifera) , eastern sycamore (Plalanus occidenlalis), red maple (Acer rubrum) , 
and sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua). The sub-canopy is dominated by Chinese privet (Liguslrum sinense), 
flowering dogwood (Comus florida) , Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), and saplings of the previously 
mentioned hardwoods. The forest floor is dominated by Christmas fern (Polyslichum acrosliC//Oides), cat greenbrier 
(Smilax glauca), poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans) , blackberry (Rubus sp.), and muscadine (Vilis rotulldifolia). 

Parking lot areas consist primarily of mowed, grassed fields or sub-canopy and forest floor species including fescue 
(jestuca spp.), Bermuda (Cynodon dacty!on), common plantain (plantango majOl), wild onion (Allium spp.), red clover 
(Trifolium pretense), dandy lion (Taraxacum officinale), kudzu (Pueraria montana), dog fennel (Eupatorium 
capillifoliwn), blackberry, Chinese privet, and Japanese honeysuckle . 

The latest listing of state and federally protected species for Cobb County generated by the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
includes the following species: 

Bay Star-vine - State Threatened 
Georgia Aster - Federal Candidate 
Indian Olive - State Threatened 
Michaux's Sumac - Federally Endangered 
Open-ground whitlow grass - State Endangered 
White Fringeless Orchid - Federal Candidate 

None of these species were observed within the areas considered for trail or parking lot alternatives. Marginal habitat was 
present for Bay Star-vine, Georgia Aster, and Indian Olive. Field surveys were conducted in April 2008, during tile 
flowering period for Bay Star-vine and Indian Olive. These species are easiest to identify during tlleir flowering period. 
No Bay Star-vine or Indian Olive were observed during this period. Marginal habitat for Georgia Aster was present 
witlJin Parking Lot Alternatives A (Across for HQNC) and B (Activity Field 2). However, these areas have been graded 
and cleared for their current uses. There are no lmown occurrences of Georgia Aster within these parking lot alternatives. 

The Georgia Department of Natural Resources (GA DNR) Natural Heritage Program was contacted in 2002 when the 
project was first initiated for known occurrences of state and federally listed species witlJin a three mile radius of tile 
project area. The closest listed species were two miles from the project area. Another request was submitted in 2008 for 
an updated list of known species occurrence. According to the latest response from the GA DNR Natural Heritage 
Progranl there are no occurrences for listed species witllin the alternatives. 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no impact to vegetation in the proposed areas. 

Trail Alternative 4 - Environmentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

Adverse inlpacts to vegetation would be moderate. There is no vegetation witlJin the disturbed road shoulder currently 
used for parking. The typical section of the trail would consist of new curb and gutter, grassed strip, the paved trail, and a 
grassed shoulder and/or drainage swales . The total width of this typical section would be a maxinlum of approxinlately 20 
feet from the existing edge of t1Je road pavement. Construction of the trail may encroach into the hardwood/pine forested 
areas adjacent to the road shoulder, although the typical section will be modified to result in the least impacts to 
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vegetation. Trees removed would consist of hardwood saplings and pine trees. No hardwood trees greater than 6 inches 
diameter al breast height (6" dbh) would be removed. 

Trail Alternative 5 

Adverse impacts to vegetation would be moderate. There is no vegetation Witillll the disturbed road shoulder currently 
used for parking. The typical section of the trail would consist of new curb and gutter, grassed strip, the paved trail, and a 
grassed shoulder and/or drainage swales. The total width of this typical section would be a maximum of approximately 20 
feet from the existing edge of the road pavement. Construction of the trail may encroach into the hardwood/pine forested 
areas adjacent to tile road shoulder, although the typical section will be modified to result in the least itnpacts to 
vegetation. Trees removed would consist of hardwood saplings and pllle trees. No hardwood trees greater than 6 inches 
dbh would be removed. 

Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) 

Adverse impacts to vegetation would be moderate. Construction of tile parking lot would require c1eari.tlg of tltis area. 
The grasses that make up this mowed field would be removed for construction. The grasses do not represent state or 
federally protected species. However, construction of the parking lot would elintinate a natural feature witltin the Park, 
and replace it with a man-made impervious structure. 

Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) 

Adverse itnpacts to vegetation would be moderate. Construction of the parking lot would require clearing of this area of 
Activity Field 2. The grasses that make up tltis mowed field would be removed for construction. The grasses do not 
represent state or federally protected species. However, construction of the parking lot would eliminate a natural feature 
within the Park currently available for visitor use, and replace it with a man-made impervious structure. 

Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) - Environmentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

Adverse impacts to vegetation would be moderate. Construction of tile parking lot would require cleari.tlg of ilie area. 
However, plant species identified on this property included primarily invasive plant species including kudzu, Chinese 
privot, and Japanese honeysuckle. There are some trees at the periphery of the property, but the majority are pine trees or 
hardwood saplings. 

Conclusion 

The proposed trail alternatives would result in adverse, moderate effects to vegetation. The majority of the trail would be 
constructed witltin tile previously disturbed road shoulder used for parking. The itnpacts are due to minor encroachments 
into the adjacent hardwood/pine forest tllat would require some clearing of ground vegetation and trees smaller tllan 6" 
dbh. Trail Alternative 5 would require removal of an area of mowed grass shoulder. Trail Alternative 4 is in an area that 
is eitller used for parking or is a graded road shoulder. Trail Alternative 4 is the environmentally preferred alterative. 

Construction of the parking lots would resnlt in moderate adverse effects to vegetation due to clearing required for 
construction. Parking Lot Alternatives A (Across for HQNC) and B (Activity Field 2) would remove natural areas witi1i.tl 
the Park. Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) would also eliminate a portion of a recreational field. Parking Lot 
Alternative D (CSX) would require clearing for construction, but ilie area consists primarily of invasive plant species. 
This area is not currently included wiiliin ilie Park boundary. Parki.tlg Lot Alternative D (CSX) is the environmentally 
preferred alternative. 

The itnplementation of any of tile alternatives would not impair vegetative resources or values that are: 
I) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the enabling legislation of the Park, 
2) Key to the natural or cultural integrity ofthe Park or opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, and 
3) Identified as a goal in tile Park' s General Management Plan or otl,er NPS planning documents. 
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16.3.9 Visitor SqfefJ' 

Affected Envirorunen; 

Designated parking is provided for visitors throughout the Park. In the areas for the proposed trail and parking lot, 
parking is pennitted along the unpaved shoulder of Old 41 Highway and at a paved parking lot at the Visitors Center. The 
safety of visitors parking along Old 41 Highway and walking to the Visitor Center and adjacent facilities is a concern of 
the Park. Up to 750 cars per day park along the Old 41 Highway shoulder. While many of the cars are parked at an angle 
to the extremely busy roadway, others park parallel to the road. Visitors walking to or from their vehicles or loading and 
unloading their vehicles are within feet of the traffic that rarely is under the 35 mph posted speed limit. A large number of 
commercial operations with heavy trucks, construction equipment, and tractor trailers use Old 41 Highway to access area 
business. The high speed and quantity of traffic, the nanow to non-existent shoulders for pedestrian use, and the heavy 
trucks create a hazardous situation leading into the primary asset area of the Park - Kerulesaw Mountain and the Visitor 
Center. Most visitors walk along the dirt shoulder toward the Visitor Center. However on days where attendance is high 
and the parking area is at capacity, visitors often walk on or dangerously close to Old 41 Highway. 

No Action Alternative 

Adverse impacts to safety would be moderate. There would be no alternative to the unsafe roadside parking on Old 41 
Highway, and no safe pedestrian alternative to walking along or adjacent to the road. 

Trail Alternative 4 - Environmentally Prefened Alternative / NPS Prefened Alternative 

Beneficial impacts to visitor safety would be moderate. The trail would provide a safer alternative for pedestrians to walk 
to the Visitor Center and other Park facilities. The trail would be separated from the road by a two-foot curb and gutter 
and grass strip varying in width from two to five feet, creating a buffer between vehicles and pedestrians. The trail would 
also eliminate the dangerous road shoulder parking on the south side of Old 41 Highway. New curh and gutter would also 
be installed on the north side of Old 41 Highway, eliminating road shoulder parking on the north side of the road. 

This alternative would also place the trail on the same side of the road and adjacent to the environmentally prefened 
parking lot alternative, Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX). The proximity of the trail to the parking lot would eliminate 
safety issues arising from having the trail and parking lot on opposite sides of Old 41 Highway. TItis parking lot would 
provide safe access to Activity Field 2 from an existing dirt road adjacent to tItis parking lot alternative. 

Trail Alternative 5 

Beneficial impacts to visitor safety would be moderate. The trail would provide a safer alternative for pedestrians to walk 
to the Visitor Center and other Park facilities. The trail would be separated from the road by a two-foot curb and gutter 
and grass strip varying in width from two to five feet, creating a buffer between velticles and pedestrians. The trail would 
also elullinate the dangerous road shoulder parking on the north side of Old 41 Highway. New curb and gutter would also 
be installed on the south side of Old 41 Highway, eliminating road shoulder parking on the south side of the road. 

Access to the trail under tItis alternative would require crossing Old 41 Highway. Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) would 
require design of pedestrian tunnel under Old 41 Highway or modification of the proposed road bridge to allow 
pedestrians to pass under the bridge approaches. Additional design would be required to provide for safe pedestrian 
passage from the south side of the road to the trail on the north side. 

Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) 

Adverse impacts to visitor safety would be moderate. Access to the proposed trail would be provided through existing 
trail and pedestrian crossings. This alternative would also consolidate parking in an area of high pedestrian use of the 
Visitor Center, hiking to Kennesaw Mountain, and observing living history exhibits that occur on the grounds adjacent to 
the Visitor Center. 
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Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2 , 

Beneficial impacts from Parking Lot Altemative B (Activity Field 2) would be moderate. Access to the proposed trail 
would use an existing dirt road to Old 41 Highway. If the trail were constlUcted on the north side of the road, design 
modifications or stIUctures would be required to safely cross Old 41 Highway. Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 
2) would require visitors to use the dirt road northeast of Activity Field 2 to access Old 41 Highway. Atlhis point design 
modification discussed above would be required to provide safe passage across Old 41 Highway. 

Parking Lot Altemative 0 (CSX) - Environmentally Preferred Altemative / NPS Preferred Altemative 

Beneficial impacts to visitor safety from tllis alternative would be moderate. As discussed above, this alternative is 
adjacent to the environmentally prefen'ed trail alternative, and would provide safe access to the trail. Tlus alternative 
would also provide for parking distant from the congested intersection of Stilesboro Road and Old 41 Highway and the 
Visitor Center, avoiding safety concerns associated with increased traffic. 

Conclusion 

Both of the trail alternatives would provide safe pedestrian access and elinllnate the existing road shoulder parking. 
However, Trail Altemative 5 would require additional design features or modifications for access depending upon wllich 
parking lot alternative is chosen. Trail Alternative 4 would be adjacent to the environmentally preferred parking lot 
alternative, providing safe access between the trail and the parking lot. Trail Alternative 4 is the environmentally 
preferred altemative. 

Parking Lot Altemative A (Across from HQNC) would be in an area already experiencing congestion due to heavy use. 
Parking Lot Altemative B (Activity Field 2) would provide safe access to the environmentally preferred trail alternative 
on an existing Park road. Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) is the environmentally preferred altemative. Its location 
would be adjacent to the environmentally preferred trail alternative, providing safe access between the trail and parking 
area. It would also provide safe access to Activity Field 2 and because of its location would remove cars from the 
congested area around the Visitor Center. 

The implementation of any of tbe alternatives would not impair visitor safety resources or values that are: 
I) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the enabling legislation of the Park, 
2) Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, and 
3) Identified as a goal in the Park's General Management Plan or other NPS plaruung documents. 

16.3.10 Visitor Use, Understanding. and Appreciation 

Affected Environment 

The majority of the 2,888 acres of the Park is undeveloped, and is one of the few remaining examples of rural Cobb 
County. The Park represents one of the largest undisturbed green spaces in the Atlanta Metro area. The Park is a popular 
outdoor recreation area for Cobb County and the Atlanta area. The Park maintains approximately 16 iniles of hiking 
trails, with horseback riding allowed on some trails. Because of its location near residential areas, tlle Park's trail system 
is heavily used year around. 

In addition to its recreational use, the Park is a memorial to the Atlanta Campaign of the Civil War. The Park is a 
memorial to those who fought in tlle battle, and serves an educational function for those interested in American llistory. 
The Visitor Center contains a musewn witll artifacts from the battle and infornlation abont the Civil War. Living history 
events, guided tours, monuments, and interpretive signs also provide educational opportunities for visitors who enjoy the 
lustoric perspective of the Park. 
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No Action Alternative 

Impacts would be adverse and moderate. Additional recreational opportuJUlies would not be available. Parking in 
proximity to Park facilities would continue to interfere with visitors experience to the Park. 

Trail Alternative 4 - Environmentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

Impacts to Trail Alternative 4 would be beneficial and moderate. The trail would provide additional recreational 
opportunities within the Park. When cOlmected to the Cobb County trail system outside the Park, the trail would provide 
oPPDIiunities to a larger geographic area of the county. Interpretive signs along the trail route would provide additional 
information about the natural and cultural features of tile Park witilDut directly impacting these resources. 

Trail construction would occur in areas currently used for parking. To eliminate disruption in visitor use impacts to the 
existing limited parking capacity, additional parking areas would be constructed prior to beginning trail construction. 
Trail construction would not impact visitor use of Park facilities. Alternative routes to facilities would be designated that 
would avoid construction areas. 

Trail Altemative 5 

Impacts to Trail Altelllative 5 would be beneficial and moderate. The trail would provide additional recreational 
opportunities witiiln tile Park. When connected to the Cobb County trail system outside the Park, tile trail would provide 
opportunities to a larger geographic area of the county. Interpretive signs along the trail ronte would provide additional 
information about ilie natural and cultural features of tile Park. 

Trail construction would occur in areas currently used for parking. To elimi11ate disruption in visitor use impacts to the 
existing limited parking capacity, additional parking areas would be constructed prior to beginning trail construction. 
Trail construction would not impact visitor use of Park facilities. Altelllative routes to facilities would be designated that 
would avoid construction areas. 

Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) 

Impacts to visitor use and appreciation from Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) would be adverse and 
moderate. Although ilie area is not available for visitor use, it does represent the natural scenery of ilie Park, which would 
be pernlanently changed with consttuction of the parking lot. The grassed field would be converted to a man-made hard 
surface. The location of the parking lot is in a high-visibility area adjacent to the Visitor Center where changes to the 
natural setting of the Park would be noticeable. 

Construction of the parking lot would require access for equipment from ilie existing Visitor Center parking lot. There 
would be increased congestion during construction with the combination of visitor and construction traffic. The parking 
lot would be convenient to facilities in this area of the Park. The lot would be adjacent to tlle Visitor Center and access to 
the top of Kennesaw Mountain. 

Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) 

Impacts to visitor use and appreciation fi'om Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) would be adverse and moderate. 
This alternative would convert a portion of the natural setting of a recreational area available for visitor use to a parking 
lot. The field is used for visitor recreation, and represents the natural scenery of the Park, which would be permanently 
changed with construction of ilie parking lot. 

Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) - Environmentally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Alternative 

Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) would result in beneficial and moderate impacts to visitor nse, understanding, and 
appreciation of the Park. This alternative is not currently located within ilie Park bowldary, and is not an area used by 
visitors. After the parking lot is constructed, the property would be added to the Park, providing additional parking. There 
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would also be additional interpretive opportunities on tbe property that would be incorporated into development of the 
parking lot. The parking lot would provide convenient access to the environmentally preferred trail alternative and 
Activity Field 2. 

Access for construction would be from Old 41 Highway, and not affect visitor use of existing facilities. The parking lot 
would be adjacent to the environmentally preferred trail alternative, and provide convenient access to Activity Field 2. 
This location would reduce congestion from the busy intersection of Old 41 Highway and Stilesboro Road, and at the 
V isitor Center. 

Conclusior, 

Impacts to visitor use and appreciation from the proposed trail alternatives would be moderate and beneficial. Both 
alternatives would provide additional recreational opporttuuties for Park visitors and would add to the existing Park trail 
network. Trail Alternative 4 would be adjacent to the environmentally preferred Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from 
HQNC) and other existing Park facilities. Trail Alternative 4 is the environmentally preferred alternative. Construction 
phasing would ensure that trail construction would not adversely affect use of Park facilities. 

Parking Lot Alternatives A (Across for HQ/Vc) and B (Activity Field 2) would eliminate natural areas of the Park located 
in high visibility areas of the Park. In addition Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) would eliminate a portion of a 
recreational areas used by visitors. Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) is located outside the current Park boundary, and 
converting tIus area to a parking lot would not impact existing visitor use of the Park. Tlus alternative is located adjacent 
to the envirolUnentally preferred trail alternative, and would provide convenient access to the proposed trail and to 
Activity Field 2. Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) is tile environmentally preferred alternative. 

In the short ternl, construction of Parking Lot Alternatives A (Across for HQ/Vc) would affect congestion and visitor use 
due to tile close proxinlity to tile Visitor Center, and existing parking lot. Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from 
HQNC) would be conveluent to facilities, but its location would prevent use of the area for otIler visitor activities. 
Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) would convert a portion of Recreational Area #2 from recreational uses to a 
parking facility. The adverse i.n1pacts to park operations from Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) would be 
moderate. TIus alternative would provide safe access to the environmentally prefen'ed trail alternative from an existing 
dirt Park road from Old 41 Highway to the parking lot alternative. The road would be improved to accommodate velucles 
and pedestrians. Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) is the environmentally preferred alternative because the area is 
currently outside tile Park boundary, the alternative would not affect visitor use of existing facilities, and the CSX 
property would benefit from the level of protection given by the NPS. It would reduce congestion from the intersection 
of Old 41 Highway and Stilesboro Road, and would provide convenient access to existing facilities and the 
environmentally preferred alternative for the multi-use trail. 

The i.n1plementation of any of the alternatives would not i.n1pair visitor use, understanding, and appreciation resources or 
values that are: 

I) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the enabling legislation of the Park, 
2) Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, and 
3) Identified as a goal in the Park's General Management Plan or other NPS planning documents. 

16.3.11 Water Resources (Water Quality and Streams) 

Affected Environment 

The Park contains three perennial 8lld numerous internuttent streams that are a part of the Noonday Creek drainage area. 
The permanent streams in the Park include Noonday Creek, Noses Creek, and Jolm Ward Creek. None of these streams 
are within the project alternatives for the trail or parking lots . Streams identified witIlin and adjacent to the project areas 
are identified as ephemeral drainages, conveying storm water durlllg rain events, or internlittent streams. These streams 
are shown on Figure 9. 
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Source U5DA-NRCS(2D07) National 
AJ:;riculture Imagerv ProJ'!ram 

Figure 9 
Stream Locations 
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No Action Ahemarive. 

There would be no impact to water quality of streams in the project area from construction activities because the trail and 
parking lot would not be constructed. 

Trail Altemative 4 - Environmentally Preferred Altemative / NPS Preferred Altemative 

Adverse impacts to streams fTom Trail Altemative 4 would be negligible. There is one intennittent stream in the project 
area. Intermittent Stream I is an unnamed tributary to Noonday Creek. It is approximately five to six feet wide with a 
water depth of up to six inches. Tltis stream supports its designated use. 

The stream flows under Old 41 Highway via a concrete pipe. The head wall and entrance to the pipe on the south side of 
Old 41 Highway is approximately 15 to 20 feet from the edge of pavement. Construction of the trail would occur within 
the road shoulder between the edge of pavement and the stream headwall. 

Trail construction wonld not require placement of fill material , relocation, or culvert extension to the intemtittent stream. 
There would be no impact to Intennittent Stream I. Permitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be 
required. 

Temporary sedimentation may occur from construction activities. Erosion control devices and best management practices 
would be implemented during construction. Because the trail alignnlent is perpendicular to the intennittent stream, a 
stream buffer variance is not required. 

Trail Altemative 5 

Adverse impacts to streams from Trail Altemative 5 would be negligible. The stream identified under tile discussion for 
Trail Altemative 4 is also located in the area oftitis altemative on the north side of Old 41 Highway. 

The head wall and outflow from the pipe for the stream is approximately 15 to 20 feet from the edge of pavement. 
Construction of the trail would occur within tile road shoulder between tile edge of pavement and the headwalls to the 
streams. 

Trail construction would not require placement of fill material, relocation, or culvert extension to the intermittent stream. 
There would be no impact to the Intemtittent Stream I. Permitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not 
be required. 

Temporary sedimentation may occur from construction activities. Erosion control devices and hest management practices 
would be implemented during construction. Because tile trail alignment is perpendicular to the intermittent stream, a 
stream buffer variance is not required. 

Parking Lot Altemative A (Across from HQIVC) 

Adverse impacts to streams from Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQIVC) would be negligible. Ephemeral 
Stream I is located adjacent to tile project area. Ephemeral Stream I is a fully functional drainage system, approximately 
two to eight feet wide. The ephemeral stream begins in tile woods adjacent to the nortil end of the parking lot altemative. 
The stream direction is in a nortileasterly direction and is conveyed under Stilesboro Road via a concrete pipe. The stream 
continues northeasterly outside the pipe and flows into Intermittent Stream I. 

Parking lot construction would not require filling or redirecting tile ephemeral stream. Ephemeral Stream I does not 
significantly contribute chentically or biologically to a jurisdictional Water of tile US, and is tilerefore not regulated by tile 
US Army Corps of Engineers. Permitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be required . Temporary 
sedimentation may occur from construction activities. Erosion control devices and best management practices would be 
implemented during construction. Stream buffers are not required for ephemeral drainages. 
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Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2 , 

Adverse impacts to streams from Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) would be negligible. Ephemeral Stream 2 
is located within the project area. Ephemeral Stream 2 is a somewhat impaired drainage system, with degradation 
including ditching and piping. Ephemeral Stream 2 is one to three feet wide. The ephemeral stream begins in the woods 
east of Activity Field 2 and flows northwesterly toward the CSX railroad. 

Parking lot construction would not require filling or redirecting the ephemeral stream. Ephemeral Stream 2 does not 
significantly contribute chemically or biologically to a jurisdictional Water of the US, and is therefore not regulated by the 
US Army Corps of Engineers . Pennitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be required. Temporary 
sedimentation may occur from construction acti vities. Erosion control devices and best management practices would be 
implemented during construction. Stream buffers are not required for ephemeral drainages. 

Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) - Environmentally Preferred Altemative I NPS Preferred Alternative 

Adverse impacts to streams from Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) would be moderate. Ephemeral Stream 2 is located 
within the project area. Ephemeral Stream 2 is a somewhat impaired drainage system, with degradation including 
ditching and piping. Ephemeral Stream 2 is one to three feet wide. The ephemeral stream begins in the woods east of 
Activity Field 2 and continues northwesterly through Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) to the CSX railroad. 

Parking lot construction would require filling the ephemeral stream channel. However, the ephemeral stream does not 
significantly contribute chemically or biologically to a jurisdictional Water of the US, and is therefore not regulated by the 
US Anny Corps of Engineers. Permitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be required. 

Conclusion 

hnpacts from both of the trail alternatives would be negligible. Trail construction would not require filling the stream or 
redirecting stream channel. The trail would be constructed within the road shoulder between the edge of pavement and 
headwalls of the piped stream. There would be no impact to the intermittent stream. No permits under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act are required. Sedinlent and erosion control procedures would be followed to prevent sedin1entation into 
the streams. Trail Alternative 4 is the environmentally preferred trail alternative. 

Ephemeral streams are located adjacent to Parking Lot Alternatives A (Across for HQIVC) and B (Activity Field 2), and 
construction of the parking lots would not impact the streams. Sedin1ent and erosion control procedures would be 
followed to prevent sedimentation into the streams. The ephemeral stream that crosses Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) 
would be filled to construct the parking lot. However, the function of the ephemeral stream to convey stornl water would 
not impact area drainage if it were filled. Parking lot construction would include drainage features . This ephemeral 
stream does not significantly contribute biologically or chemically to a Water of the US. Parking Lot Alternative D 
(CSX) is the environmentally preferred alternative. 

The inlplementation of any of the alternatives would not impair streams or water quality resources or values that are: 
I) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the enabling legislation of the Park, 
2) Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, and 
3) Identified as a goal in the Park's General Management Plan or other NPS planning documents. 

16.3.12 Wildlife 

Affected Environment 

The size, location in a developed area of Atlanta, and largely wldisturbed natural settings of the Park make it a suitable 
habitat for many terrestrial and aquatic species normally found in more rural areas of Georgia. Typical wildlife within the 
Park includes white tailed deer (Odocoileus virginiana), turkey (Meleagl'is gal/opallo), opossum (Didelphis marsupialis), 
raccoon (Procyon /otor) , eastem chipmunk (Tamios striatlls), skunk (Mephitis mephitis), gray squirrel (Sciurlls 
carolinensis), coyote (Canis latrans), red fox (Vu/pes vu/pes), eastem box turtle (Terrapene carolina caralina), green 
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anole (Anolis corolinensis) , rat snake (Elaphe spp.), black racer (Anolis carolinensis ), garden snake (Thal1l11ophis spp.), 
monring dove (Zenaida macroura ) chimney swift (Chaelllra pelagica) downy woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), 
American Robin (Turdus migratorius), and Northern cardinal (Cardinalis cardinalis). The latest listing of state and 
federally protected species for Cobb County generated by the US Fish and Wildlife Service includes the following 
specIes: 

Fish 
Bluestripe Shiner - State Tiu-eaienec 
Cherokee Darter - Federally Tlu-eatened & State Threarenec 
Highshale Shiner - State Threatene0 

There was no suitable habitat for these species in the areas of the various trail and parking lot alternatives. 

The bald eagle is also listed for Cobb County. However since the compilation of the list, the bald eagle has been delisted 
by the US Fisb and Wildlife Service. Bald eagles are now protected under Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. There 
are no known nests in the Park, and the Park does not provide suitable foraging habitat. The closest verified nests are 
along Lake Allatoona, approximately five miles north of the Park. 

The Georgia Department of Natural Resources (GA DNR) Natural Heritage Program was contacted in 2002 when the 
project was flIst initiated for lmown occurrences of state and federally listed species within a tiu-ee mile radius of the 
project area. The closest listed species were two miles from the project area. Another request was submitted in 2008 for 
an updated list of known species occurrence. According to the latest response from the GA DNR Natural Heritage 
Program there are no known occurrences within the alternatives. 

The Park represents a large undisturbed green space in metro Atlanta, and is therefore potential habitat for migratory bird 
species. The Park's volunteer naturalist was contacted regarding any known occurrences of migratory birds in tile areas of 
the proposed trail and parking lot. He was not aware of any known occurrence of migratory birds in these areas. He did 
not consider construction of tbe trail and parking lot to be an adverse impact to migratory bird species that use tbe Park. 

No Action Alternative 

No impacts to wildlife from construction activities for the trail and parking lot would occur. 

Trail Altemative 4 - Envirol1111entally Preferred Alternative / NPS Preferred Altemative 

Impacts to wildlife would be negligible. The trail would be constructed in an area already disturbed and used for roadside 
parking. The road sboulder is not considered important babitat for wildlife species found within the Park. Construction of 
the trail would not displace wildlife species, alter foraging areas, or impair pathways necessary for wildlife movement. 

Trail Alternative 5 

Impacts to wildlife would be negligible. The trail would be constructed in an area already disturbed and used for roadside 
parking. Tbe road shoulder is not considered important habitat for wildlife species found within the Park. Construction of 
the trail would not displace wildlife species, alter foraging areas, or impair pathways necessary for wildlife movement. 

Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) 

Adverse impacts to wildlife from Parking Lot Alternative A (Across from HQNC) would be moderate. This alternative is 
a grassed field providing foraging habitat for herbivores such as white-tailed deer. Although construction of the parking 
lot would remove this foraging babitat, there are adjacent areas that would provide suitable foraging habitat. Construction 
of tile parking lot would alter foraging habits of some species, but tbese adjustments are not considered severe or unusual. 
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Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2 , 

Adverse impacts to wildlife from Parking Lot Alternative B (Activity Field 2) would be moderate. This alternative is a 
grassed field providing foraging habitat for herbivores such as white-tailed deer. Although construction of the parking lot 
would remove tltis foraging habitat, there are adjacent areas that would provide suitable foraging habitat. Construction of 
the parking lot would alter foraging habits of some species, but these adjustments are not considered severe or unusual. 

Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) - Environmentally PrefelTed Alternative / NPS PrefelTed Alternative 

Adverse impacts to wildlife from Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) would be moderate. The alternative consists primarily 
of ground cover, invasive plant species, and pine trees. The wooded areas adjacent to tltis alternative provide habitat for 
wildlife. The parking lot may displace some wildlife species, but the much larger, ltigher quality habitats within tile Park 
would provide suitable alternative habitat. 

Conclusion 

Adverse impacts to wildlife from both trail alternatives would be negligible. The trails would be constructed in areas 
already disturbed, adjacent to a traveled roadway. The road shoulder is not important habitat for wildlife witltin the Park. 
Trail Alternative 4 is tile environmentally prefelTed alternative. 

Parking Lot Alternatives A (Across for HQNC) and B (Activity Field 2) are grassy fields that represents potential 
foraging habitat for some species. Although tltis habitat would be eliminated, there is suitable replacement habitat 
adjacent to these alternatives. Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) would remove ground cover and some trees, but tile 
surrounding ntixed hardwood/pine forests provide ltigher quality habitat for wildlife that would be displaced. None of the 
parking lot alternatives represent large tracts of the total Park area. Because tile area of Parking Lot Alternative D (CSX) 
is outside the existing Park boundary consists of largely invasive plant species, and ltigher quality habitat is adjacent to the 
area, tltis alternative is the environmentally prefelTed alternative. 

The implementation of any of tile alternatives would not impair wildlife resources or values that are: 
I) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the enabling legislation of the Park, 
2) Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, and 
3) Identified as a goal in the Park's General Management Plan or other NPS planning documents. 

6.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative impacts analysis for the Noonday Creek Multi-Use Trail Phase n and additional parking lot discussed in 
this EA consider incremental impacts of the actions coupled with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
on tile environment. Cunmlative impacts can vary by resource and alternative analyzed, and may often result in both 
negative and positive impacts when considered within both short and long telTO time frames . Table 6 summarizes the 
ctunulative impacts for the impact topics and various alternatives. 

Future impacts from construction of the trail and parking lot in relation to other projects and activities within the Park are 
difficult to anticipate. Unknown factors can occur which aren't accounted for at the present time. The type, number, and 
extent of every future project can not be predicted. However, there are several scheduled projects proposed in the near 
future. These projects i.nclude: 

• The Alternate Transportation Study for Bus Shuttle Service to the top of Kerulesaw Mountain (NPS on-going), 
• The Alternate Transportation Study to address whole Park needs (NPS on-going), 
• The Old 41Highway bridge replacement over the CSX Railroad (Cobb County, scheduled for fall 2008), 
• Intersection improvements to White Circle and US 41 (Cobb County, scheduled for fall 2008), and 
• The General Trail Management Plan Environmental Assessment (NPS on-going). 
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These projects, along with other future projects will be assessed for their impacts to the natural and cultural environment 
of the Park in accordance with NEPA. Part of this assessment will be to detern1ine their cumulative impacts with the 
proposed multi-use trail and parking lot. 

Based on this EA, it is not anticipated that the proposed Noonday Creek Multi-Use Trail, Phase I or the proposed parking 
lot would have future cumulative adverse impacts to resources within the Park. 

~pnct Topic 

Air Quality 

Archlloologicnl Resources nnd Historic 
Structures 

Geology and Topogmphy 

Park Opemtions 

Scenic and Aesthetic Value and 
Concerns 

Table 6 
Cumulative lmpacts Sunmlary 

Impacts from Past and Present Impacts froiD. Proposed Actions 
Aotivities (Trail Alternatives 4 and 5; P~ 

- Lot A1lernatives.A, B, and D 
Increasing attendance to the Park has Any alternatives that reduce vehicle 
resulted in increased vehicle trips and trips is considered a beneficial impact 
therefore emissions, adversely to air quality. 111e trail will provide no 
contributing to overall air quality in lhe ahcmativc to driving to the Park, and 
Park and Cobb County. additional parking lot will reduce the 

number of vehic le trips throughout thc 
Park to locate parking opportunities. 

Prior to establishment of the Park and Construction of the trails would occur 
prolection of its culluml and natural primarily in at"C3s of previous 
resources thc at"C3 within the Park, disluroance. There would be additional 
including the earthworks and artifacts interpretive opportunities with access 
associated wilh the battle, wcre subjcct the tmils provide. Parking lot 
to amateur collectors and impacts from construction would occur outside and 
fanning thnt occurred in the area. inside the Park. Parking lot 
However, since the date the Park was construction would not majorly impact 
established these cu ltural resources cultuml resources. Construction 
have been protected from these types activities would be kept to a minimum 
of impacts. to avoid disturbing cultural resourccs. 
Prior to cstablislunent of tile Park, the Construction of the tmils and parking 
area was subject to impacts from lot would require minor grnding for 
farming that occurred in the area. construction. These actions are not 
After the Park 's establishment impacts considered severe to topography or 
to geology and topogmphy has been geology. 
minimized and included only facilities 
ncccss1lIY for conducting the Park's 
intended purpose. 111ese actions havc 
included construction of facilities and 
amenities for visitors, hiking tmil 
construction, Visitor Celller, and 
administrntivc facilities. 
The location of the Park within an Beneficial impacts to Park operations 
uroan area of Atlanta has made the would be realized from the trail and 
Park a popular destination for hikers, parking lot construction. TIle trail will 
horseback riding, and visitors provide additional recreational 
interested in Civil War and Atiantll opportunities, and die parking lot 
history. TIle Park's popUlarity has would provide more convenient 
always had an impact to Park staff and parking. Adverse impacts would result 
operating budgets by trying to due to activity required by Park staifto 
accommodate and meet the needs of maintain these facilities in the future. 
visitors. 
TIle Park is representative of the ruml Construction of tile tmils would be 
condition of Cobb County prior to within disturbed road shoulders, 
recent development and growth of the baving no impact to scenic and 
area. Even today although surrounded acsthetic features of the Park:. Parking 
and infiltrated with residential and lot construction would occur in natuml 
commercial development, and with areas, having minor long tenn udverse 
fhcilities ndded for Park umenities, the impacts. However, the urea impacted 
2800 ocres of the Park hos remained by the parking lots represcnts a 
largely unchanged. minuscule area ofthe Park's 2,800 

ocres. 
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Cumulatiye Impacts from Proposed 
Action (Traill\ltematives 4 ond 5; 

Paridn. Lot A1lernatives A, B and'D) 
Overall impacts to air quality may be 
minor and difficult 10 quantify, bUl any 
alternatives 10 driving nrc considered u 
benefit to air quality. Coupled with 
other alternative tmnsportation 
measures for Cobb County, the options 
the proposed alternlltives provide 
would result in beneficial impacts. 
Tmil nnd parking lot construction 
would be located as much as possible 
to in harmony with existing areas of 
the Parie Short tenn advcISe impacts 
wou ld resu lt from construction 
activities, bUllong term beneficial 
impacts would result from additional 
interpretive opportunities for culluml 
resoun.:es afforded by access the 
nctions provide. 

11le impervious surfaces created by 
trail and parking lot construction would 
havc beneficial impacts by stabilizing 
(opography, and prcventing future 
erosion and degradation. Design of 
the Slructures would also include 
drainage features to provide effective 
stonn water dischargc. Beneficial 
cumulative impacts arc considered to 
be moderate. 

In the short term Cobb County would 
be responsible for maintenance of the 
parking lot. TItis responsibility would 
eventually be tmnsferred to the Park, 
requiring adjustments to procedures for 
maintennnce. Truil maintenance wou ld 
be the responsibility of Cobb County. 

TIle trail and parking lot represent 
pcrmanent impacts to the Park. 
Cumulntive impacts in the long tenn 
are not considered to be adversc. 
Attendance is anticipated to increase 
whether the tmil and parking lot nre 
constructed. While additional 
recreational opportunities from the tmil 
and convenience from additional 
parking may aUract some visitor, they 
would address a growing concern that 
is anticipated regardless of their 
construction. 



Impact 'fopic Itrip.cts fromiPnst nOlI Pres",t Impacts froin ProposedIActions (;;umuJative Jinpacts from ProposcO 
A:ctivitie& (/fTaii Alternatives 4 and S; Padcing Afltion (T'f'3i1 Alternatives 4 and 5; 

Lot Alternatives A. B and O) ParldagcLot Alternatives .... . B' audID} 
Soils Prior to eslnbJislunent of the Park, soils Grading mDY be required for TIle troil and parking lot would have 

were impacted from activities such as construction ofthe tmilllnd parking beneficial long lenn impucts by 
fanning, and construction crlhe roads loIs. These adverse impacts arc stabilizing soi ls due to the impervious 
tim! traverse the Park. Improvements to considered moderate. Construction of surfnccs. These surfaces would help 
the Park since its establishment to trails would occur in previously prevent future erosion and degradation. 
provide accommodations and services disturbed areas of road fi lllh31 do not Design Oflhc structures would also 
to visitors have resulted in minor represent natural soils. Parking 10l include drninngc features to provide 
impacts to soils. construction would impact soils, but no effectivc stonn water disclmrgc. 

additional fill is anticipated. 
Tmnsportation Some of the roads thallraversc the Tmil construction could provide The tmnsportation network will 

Park werc present before its beneficial impacIs to the Pork by continue to be stressed as Park visitors, 
cstablishment. However, given the providing an alternative 10 driving to local residents, commuters, and area 
rural nature oflhe oren n1 the time, the Park. The convenience lind businesses utilize the road network in 
traffic volumes were small. With location of the additional parking lot the Park. However, th e Lrnil and 
increased developmcnt of the area would provide benefits by directing parking lot construction arc considered 
around the Park, and establishment of traffic to parking away from heavily bcneficial impacts by providc 
Ihe Park itsclf, traffic volumes, and congested and high~use areas of Llle alternatives to driving. Beneficial 
thereforc cfficient trnnsportation Park. cumulative impacts would be 
concerns, increased. moderute. 

Vegetation TIle Park is represcntative of the rural TIle trail would have negligible After construction of the trail and 
natnre of the Cobb County prior to impacts to vegetation. TIle tmil would parking lot, no further impact to 
growth and development. Prior to the be constructed in areas already vegetation is anticipated. There would 
Park's cstublislunent the area was used disturbed and used for roadside be no cumulative adverse impacts to 
for futming. Only minor impacts to parking. Parking lot construction vegetation. 
vegetation have occurred since LllC would remove somc grass areas, or 
Park's estnblishmcnt to create and areas of invasivc plant species. 
construct visitor amenities aDd Adverse impacts to vegetation from 
facilities . But thc vegetation ofLlle parking lot construction would be 
Park is left undisturbed or incorpomted moderatc. 
into these fDcililies and improvements. 

Visitor Safety Visitor sufety is a primary concern for TIle tmil would provide a safe Trnil construction would eliminate the 
Park staff, and amenities have been alternative for pedestrian traffic to unsafe roadside parking and provide a 
provided with regards to this concern. aeccss Park facilities . TIle trail location better alternative for pedestrians to 
Lighted, accessible parking, fool trails, would climinate unsafc roadside access the Visitor Center than walking 
pedestrian crosswalks and signals, and parking. Parking lot eonstructjon along heavily traveled Old 41 
Park Ranger presence are a few would provide for safe parking areas Highway. TIle parking lot location 
examples of practices implemented to with convenient access to Park would provide sa fer parking with 
ensure visitor safety. facilities. convenient access to Park r.1.Cililies. 

TIle parking lot location would be 
away from hellvily congested areas. 
Beneficial cumulutivc impacts would 
be moderate. 

Visitor Usc, Understanding, and Park amenities and facilities have been Trail construction would occur in Cumulative beneficial impacts would 
Appreciation designed and constructed to provide previously disturbed areas of tile road occur from improved recreational 

convenicnt access and uscful , shoulder used for Parking. TIle tmil opportunities from LlIC trail, safe, 
beneficial understanding of the would be incorpornted into the c;tisting additional, convenient parking from the 
historic, cultural, ilIld natural trail system of the Park to benefit parking lot, and additional interpretive 
landscapes of the Park. TIle visitor usc of existing Park facilitics. opportunities for the Park's natuml, 
improvements have been prepared in The parking lot would provide cultural, and historical asp~ts. 
harmony with and incorporating the convenient safe access to Purk 
features for which the Park was facilities. Additional interpretive 
created. opportunities would be available along 

the tmil and parking lot to add to 
visitor experience to Llle Park.. 

Water Resources (Water Quality and Impacts to water resources in the Park TIle tmil would nol directly impact TI1Crc would be no cumulative impacts 
Streams) have been minimized due to limited streams in the Park. Construction to streams in the Park from the 

construction wiLllin the Park that activities often temporarily cause proposed actions. Des ign oflhe Irnil 
contribute to erosion, sedimentation, or erosion and potential scd.imentation. and parking lot would provide features 
that would require redirecting stream Sediment and erosion control measures for stOtm watcr discharge into either 
channels. Some streams have been would be implemented to prevent existing stOtm water drnins, or into 
piped under roads, or to provide safe sedimentation to streams in the area. natural areas cutTCntly used as part of 
crossing. Prior to establishment of the TIle parking lot would fill an stonn water discbarge. 
Parl; fanning activities would have ephemeral storm water drainage for 
had more adverse impacts to streams construction. However tllis wuler is nol 
tlmt conditions that currently ex:ist in under federnl jurisdiction, and would 
Lllc Park. not require pennitting or mitigation 

from impacts. Design features of the 
parking lot would provide the stonn 
water function provided by the 
ephemeral stream. 
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Impaot Topic impactS fi'om POst nDiI Present lmpacts mm l'roposed Actions €iimillaljvc Impacts ffilm Proposed 
Activities (J'mil Altcmatives 4 end 5; PiUlcing Aotioo (Tr.iiJ Allernatives 4 end 5; 

Lot Alternatives A. B. end.DJ Parldn. Lot Alternatives AI Bl end DJ 
Wildlife Many wi ldlife spccies thaI inhabit ruml The lrail would nol impact important Cumulative impacts to wildlife wou ld 

areas ofGcorgia exist within the Park. habitat for wildlife species in the Park. be negligible. Any wildlife impacted 
Due 10 its naturnl undisturbed setting The trnil would be constructed in a by the trnil or parking lot construction 
and large size (2880 Ilcres) the Purk previously disturbed Drc..l. 11lC would find adequate, nbundant habitat 
provides su itable habitat to wi ldlife no adjacent wooded areas provide beller in adjoining areas. The trai l and 
longer present in other Dreas of Atlanta Dnd more suitable wild li fe habitat. 111e parking lot would be constructed in 
due to growth and development. parking lot may displace some wildlife areas frequented by vis itors, and 

species, bUllhere is ample, adequate therefore would not adversely impact 
hab itat ndjacem to the parking lot area wild life's ability to adjust to the , 
and throughollt the Park. The areas (0 improvements. 
be converted to trnil and parking lot 
represenl Ll minute fmction of the 101.1i 

acreage within tlle Park. 
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17. Consultation and Coordination 

7.1 List of Agencies and Organization: 

Riana Ventura Bishop - Kelmesaw Mountain National Battlefield Pari. 
Lloyd Monis - KeIU1esaw Mountain National Battlefield Pa;', 
Brad Belmett - Kelmesaw Mountain National Battlefield h:"" 
Dan Brown - Kennesaw Mountain National Battlefield Par~ 

Anita Bamett - Southeast Regional Office, National Park Servlco 
Dr. BeIU1ie Keel - Southeast Archaeological Center, National Parle Service 
Robin Goodloe - US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Richard Clous - Historic Preservation Division, Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
Katrina Monis - Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife Resource Division 
James Hudgins - Cobb County Department of Transportation 
Jane Strickland - Cobb COWIty Department of Transportation 
Michael Wright - Cobb County Department of Transportation 

7.2 Preparers 

Josh Earhart, Senior NEPA Specialist, Edwards-Pitman Enviromnental, Inc. 
Jill Baur, NEPA Specialist, Edwards-Pitman Enviromnental, Inc. 

7.3 List of Recipients 

(EA to be distributed after approval oflhe document) 
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