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This Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement describes four alternatives for the future
management of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove National Historical Park, the environment that would be affected by
the alternative management actions, and the environmental consequences of implementing the alternatives.

Alternative A (Continuation of Current Management) would continue the current management practices into
the future. Visitors would experience the park at sites owned and independently managed by the Key Partners.
The National Park Service (NPS) would provide technical assistance and bring national recognition and visibility to
the park by virtue of being part of the national park system.

Under Alternative B, visitors would experience the park at sites owned by the Key Partners and through electronic
media and NPS ranger led tours and programs. Visitors would access the park via auto-touring routes and a few
non-motorized trails located primarily on Key Partner properties. The primary NPS role would be to provide
interpretive programs and technical assistance. The Key Partners would have the primary responsibility for land
and resource protection. There would be increased coordination among the NPS and the Key Partners, with the
NPS serving as a coordinator for land and resource protection.

Under Alternative C, visitors would experience the park at an NPS developed and managed visitor center and at
visitor focal areas owned and managed by the NPS and the Key Partners. The NPS and the Key Partners would
coordinate interpretive programs at these sites. Visitors would access the park via auto-touring routes and a
system of non-motorized trails that would provide opportunities for interpretation. The NPS and the Key Partners
would develop a coordinated land protection plan focused on acquisition of key historic sites that would become
visitor focal areas. The NPS and the Key Partners would have formal agreements to undertake special projects and
general park management.

Alternative D is the Preferred Alternative. Under this alternative, visitors would experience the park at an NPS
developed and managed visitor center and at visitor focal areas owned and managed by the NPS and the Key
Partners. The NPS and the Key Partners would coordinate interpretive programs at these sites. Visitors would
access the park via auto-touring routes and an extensive system of non-motorized trails that would provide
opportunities for interpretation and recreation, connect focal areas, and tie to communities and resources outside
the park. The NPS and the Key Partners would develop a coordinated land protection plan focused on acquisition of
cultural landscapes, sensitive natural resource areas, and lands providing connections between NPS and Key
Partner properties. The NPS and the Key Partners would have formal agreements that define responsibilities for
special projects, programs, events, and specific park operations.

Environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the alternatives are addressed in the GMP/EIS.
Impact topics addressed in this document include archeological resources, ethnographic resources, historic
structures, cultural landscapes, museum collections, scenic/visual resources and viewsheds, soils, groundwater,
surface water quality, vegetation, visitor use and experience, and the socioeconomic environment.

Notes to Reviewers and Respondents

This general management plan and environmental impact statement is available online at the National Park Service’s Planning,
Environment, and Public Comment web site http://parkplanning.nps.gov/cebe. Hard copies and CDs are available by calling the
National Park Service at (540) 868-9176. The National Park Service will accept comments on the Draft GMP/EIS from the public for
a period of 90 days following publication of the Environmental Protection Agency’s Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. If
you wish to comment, you may do so by any one of several methods. The preferred method of comment is via the internet at
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/cebe. You may mail your comments to Superintendent Diann Jacox, Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP,
P.O. Box 700, Middletown, VA 22645. You may also hand deliver your comments to the National Park Service office at 7718%%
Main St., Middletown, VA. If you include your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in
your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment — including your personal identifying information — may be made
publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public
review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.
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Summary

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove National Historical Park (NHP) was created by
Congress in December 2002 to help preserve, protect, and interpret a nationally
significant Civil War landscape and antebellum plantation; to tell the rich story of
Shenandoah Valley history; to preserve historic, natural, cultural, military, and
scenic resources; and to serve as a focal point within the Shenandoah Valley
Battlefields National Historic District. The park is located in Virginia’s Shenandoah
Valley, adjacent to the historic towns of Middletown and Strasburg, and is within the
counties of Frederick, Shenandoah, and Warren. The park consists of approximately
3,713 acres that includes prehistoric resources, ecologically important areas,
evidence of valley settlement and early European history of the region, examples of

plantation life and culture, and significant Civil War resources.

The Battle of Cedar Creek had a direct impact on the course of the Civil War, nearly
eliminating Confederate military presence in the Valley. Substantial portions of the
Cedar Creek Battlefield lie within the park, including historic landscapes, structures,
monuments, river fords, military encampments, and avenues of approach. Early
European settlement is evident in the park, notably the Valley Pike that has been a
major roadway throughout its history, from a prehistoric hunting path, to a wagon
road, to a turnpike, to a U.S. highway. The park contains significant examples of
the valley’s antebellum agricultural community, including manor houses, farmsteads,
mills, and a complex network of road traces that reflect the economic and social
fabric of the rural community. Belle Grove, Harmony Hall, and Long Meadow, the
plantation homes of the Hite and Bowman families, are three impressive historic
structures in the park that speak to the power and influence of the slaveholding
class — despite being a distinct minority west of the Blue Ridge — during the
antebellum period. The natural landscapes and resources of the park offer visitors
opportunities for quiet and solitude in an ever-expanding suburban area. Cedar
Creek and the Shenandoah River, limestone upland habitats, and cave and karst
features in the park provide regionally and nationally significant opportunities for

visitor enjoyment and scientific study.

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP is a partnership park, currently with limited
property in federal ownership, that works collaboratively with other entities
including Belle Grove, Inc., the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation, the National
Trust for Historic Preservation, Shenandoah County, and the Shenandoah Valley
Battlefields Foundation. These legislated Key Partners provide the foundation for
protecting, preserving, and interpreting park resources by virtue of their ownership
of significant acreage within the park, their commitment to a shared preservation
ethic, their willingness to provide visitor services and public access, and their
consent to manage their property as part of the national historical park. The
National Park Service (NPS) also cooperates with its community partners — the

towns of Middletown and Strasburg, and the counties of Frederick, Shenandoah, and



Warren — to further the purposes of the park. As a partnership park, the success of
this plan is not solely determined by the NPS; instead, the plan’s success depends
upon the will, perseverance, and cooperation of all those who have the authority
and desire to implement it and ascribe to a unified vision for managing the park. It
is incumbent upon the NPS, the Key Partners, and the surrounding communities to
engage each other in the management of the park to protect landscapes and
viewsheds, maintain the rural character of the area, and manage the park as a

contiguous whole rather than islands of resources.

The area around Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP is changing rapidly. Frederick,
Shenandoah, and Warren counties are now considered to be within the Washington,
D.C. commuting area, which has sparked dramatic growth in the region, particularly
along the 1-66 corridor. Between 2000 and 2005 the population growth rate in
these three counties has been nearly twice that of the rest of Virginia. Agricultural
land uses have declined while conversion of land to commercial and residential uses
is on the rise. There are new residential developments within and adjacent to the
park. 1-81 and the 1-81/1-66 interchange are slated for upgrades by the highway
department, likely leading to road widening that will consume park land. A
limestone quarry along the northern boundary of the park has submitted an
application for an expansion that would nearly double its size, and a major power
transmission line may be built within the park’s viewshed. All of these changes
affect the ability of the NPS and the Key Partners to preserve the park landscapes,
rural character, and scenic views that the enabling legislation seeks to protect: “The
panoramic views of the mountains, natural areas, and waterways provide visitors
with an inspiring setting of great natural beauty. The historic, natural, cultural,

military, and scenic resources...are nationally and regionally significant.”

Other changes have been favorable. The Key Partners now own and protect about a
third of the land within the park boundary, preserving historic resources,
maintaining open space, and protecting unique natural resources. Partnerships
have been formed to defend these unique resources and local residents appreciate

the value of park preservation.

Alternatives Considered

This document is a draft general management plan and environmental impact
statement (GMP/EIS) for Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP. The GMP provides the
NPS and the Key Partners with the necessary framework to guide the management
of the park for the next 15 to 20 years. This is the first GMP for the park; it is
intended to be a useful, long-term decision-making tool, providing a logical and

trackable rationale for decisions about protection and public use of park resources.

This draft GMP presents four alternatives for the management, use, and
development of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP; all alternatives are intended to

protect natural and cultural resources while serving the needs of park visitors. The



four alternatives, described briefly here, were developed around the need to define
an appropriate role for the NPS at the park. The alternatives present differing

visions for how the NPS and the Key Partners would manage the park.

m  Alternative A. Under this alternative, current management practices would
generally continue as they are today and visitors would experience the park as
they do today with few management changes. Belle Grove Plantation and the
Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation visitor contact facility would be the primary
destinations within the park. Occasional small group tours would be offered at
Harmony Hall. Visitors would visit these sites and learn the stories of the Battle
of Cedar Creek and antebellum plantation life. Some visitors would be
interested in exploring the park, which they would do on their own using
information obtained from sources other than the NPS. No wayfinding would be
provided and because most land would remain in private ownership, visitors

would not be able to view sites other than from public rights-of-way.

Visitors would generally not perceive the park as a unit of the national park
system. The NPS would continue to minimally staff the park and maintain a
small administrative office outside the park. The primary role of the NPS would
be to provide technical assistance to the Key Partners, the Community Partners,

and private landowners regarding preservation of historic and natural resources.

The Key Partners would independently assume responsibilities for interpretation,
resource protection, and visitor services, and would maintain visitor contact

facilities on their properties.

While there would be no limit to land acreage that could be acquired under this
alternative (or any of the other alternatives), it is not expected that there would
be a significant change in the amount of park land owned by the Key Partners
or by the NPS.

= Alternative B. In Alternative B, the cultural heritage and natural history
stories of the park would be told through interpretive media and programs
offered by the Key Partners and the NPS at existing sites, with opportunities for
visitors to explore rural areas of the park on interpretive self-guided auto
routes. Belle Grove Plantation, the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation visitor
contact facility, and the Keister Tract would be the primary destinations within
the park. Regular small group tours would be offered at Harmony Hall. Auto
routes in the park’s rural areas would have wayfinding signage, a wayside pull-
off, and supporting interpretive materials made available at the Key Partner
sites as well as through the internet. Visitors would also explore Belle Grove
Plantation and lands owned by the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation on non-
motorized trails. All of the park’s stories would be told at sites throughout the

park.
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Most visitors would perceive the park as a unit of the national park system.
NPS rangers would offer interpretive programs and activities at the Key Partner
sites and possibly other properties in the park. The NPS would provide
technical assistance to the Key Partners, the Community Partners, and private
landowners regarding preservation of historic and natural resources within the
park. The NPS would rehabilitate and adaptively reuse the farmhouse and barn
at the Whitham Farm. NPS park offices would be located outside the park or
perhaps at the rehabilitated Whitham Farm.

The NPS and the Key Partners would develop a coordinated interpretive
program that would identify the primary interpretive themes and their related
stories, as well as places in the park where those stories would be told. There
would be an informal collaborative relationship regarding natural and cultural
resource protection. Written agreements would be entered into for special

projects and management programs.

While the Key Partners would continue to purchase high-priority tracts of land,
the current land status — about a third of the park owned and protected from
development by the Key Partners — would not be expected to change

significantly under Alternative B.

Alternative C. In Alternative C, the park’s cultural heritage and natural
history stories would be told at a central location with a unified message; this
central hub would orient visitors to the park, the operations of the NPS and the
Key Partners, and the National Historic District. Focal areas elsewhere in the
park would provide immersion experiences where stories would be told in more
depth. Focal areas would include the existing Key Partner sites at Belle Grove
Plantation, the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation visitor contact facility,
Harmony Hall, and the Keister Tract. Several additional focal areas would be
added as historically significant sites are acquired. Visitors would travel to focal
areas via auto routes with wayfinding signage, several wayside pull-offs, and
supporting interpretive materials made available at the Key Partner sites as
well as through the internet. Visitors would also explore the park on trails that
connect lands owned by the Key Partners and the NPS and that follow the
course of the Battle of Cedar Creek and the historic mill road network. All of

the park’s stories would be told at sites throughout the park.

Visitors would perceive the park as a unit of the national park system. NPS
rangers would offer interpretive programs and activities at a visitor center, at
Key Partner sites, at NPS-owned focal areas, and possibly at other locations in
the park. The NPS would provide technical assistance to the Key Partners, the
Community Partners, and private landowners regarding preservation of historic
and natural resources within and in proximity to the park, as well as its

viewsheds. The NPS would rehabilitate and adaptively reuse the farmhouse
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and barn at the Whitham Farm. NPS park offices would be located at a visitor

center and perhaps at the rehabilitated Whitham Farm.

The NPS and the Key Partners would develop a coordinated interpretive
program that would utilize the primary interpretive themes and their related
stories, as well as identify places in the park where those stories would be told.
There would be an informal collaborative relationship regarding natural and
cultural resource protection. Written agreements would be entered into for

special projects and special management programs.

The NPS and Key Partners would acquire land from willing sellers, providing

resource protection at key historic sites that would become visitor focal areas.

Alternative D. In Alternative D, the park’s cultural heritage and natural
history stories would be told at a central location with a unified message. This
central hub would orient visitors to the park, the operations of the NPS and the
Key Partners, and the National Historic District; this hub would support
educational programs, research, and other activities that help the park realize
its special mandates for resource conservation. Focal areas within protected
cultural landscapes elsewhere in the park would provide immersion experiences
where stories would be told in more depth. Focal areas would include the
existing Key Partner sites at Belle Grove Plantation, the Cedar Creek Battlefield
Foundation visitor contact facility, Harmony Hall, and the Keister Tract. Several
additional focal areas would be added as historically significant sites and
adjoining cultural landscapes are acquired. Visitors would travel to focal areas
via auto routes with wayfinding signage, wayside pull-offs, and supporting
interpretive materials made available at NPS and Key Partner sites as well as
through the internet. Visitors would also explore the park on trails that connect
lands owned by the Key Partners and the NPS, that follow the course of the
Battle of Cedar Creek and the historic mill road network, and that connect to
the towns of Middletown and Strasburg and the George Washington National

Forest. All of the park’s stories would be told at sites throughout the park.

Visitors would perceive the park as a unit of the national park system. NPS
rangers would offer interpretive programs and activities at a visitor center, at
Key Partner sites, at NPS-owned focal areas, and at other properties in and
outside the park. The NPS would provide technical assistance to the Key
Partners, the Community Partners, and private landowners regarding
preservation of historic and natural resources within and in proximity to the
park, as well as protection of the park’s viewsheds and related resources
outside the park boundary. The NPS would rehabilitate and adaptively reuse
the farmhouse and barn at the Whitham Farm. NPS park offices would be

located within a visitor center and perhaps at the rehabilitated Whitham Farm.
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The NPS and the Key Partners would develop a coordinated interpretive program
that would utilize the primary interpretive themes and their related stories, as well
as identify places in the park where those stories would be told. There would be a
formal relationship among the NPS and the Key Partners regarding resource

management, interpretive programs, and park operations.

Protection of the park’s resources would emphasize acquisition from willing sellers of
cultural landscapes, sensitive natural resources, and connections between lands

owned by the NPS and Key Partners.

The GMP proposes six management zones in the park that are common to the three
action alternatives (Alternatives B, C, and D). Management zones are a tool that
defines desired conditions and appropriate management and development for
geographic regions within the park. For each zone a land protection strategy is
proposed. A more detailed land protection plan that will identify priorities for
protecting land within the park and the tools to accomplish protection goals will be

developed by the NPS and the Key Partners upon completion of the GMP.

Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

Impacts to the environment under these alternatives would be generally beneficial,

particularly under Alternatives C and D.

The action alternatives propose different visions for achieving the goals of providing
visitor services, protecting park resources, preserving the landscapes of the park,
and helping the public understand the unique experience of the Battle of Cedar
Creek and the Civil War in the Shenandoah Valley. With the increased land
ownership and staffing called for under Alternatives C and D, there is an increased
ability to accomplish these goals. Additionally, the action alternatives call for an
increasing amount of collaboration with the Key Partners. With increased personnel
and coordination, the NPS and the Key Partners would be better equipped to
develop and implement proactive land protection strategies for resource

preservation within and outside park boundaries.

Specific environmental impacts associated with the alternatives are described in

Chapter 4 of the GMP.

Agency Preferred Alternative — Alternative D

The NPS has identified Alternative D as the preferred alternative to guide long-term
management of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP. Selection of Alternative D as
the preferred alternative is based on the analysis and findings of the GMP planning
team as well as on public comments received during the planning process. The GMP
planning team has determined that Alternative D would fulfill the NPS statutory
mission and responsibilities at the park and would be advantageous when compared

to Alternatives A, B, and C with respect to protecting the park’s natural and cultural
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resources; enhancing interpretation, education, and public understanding;
enhancing public use and enjoyment of the park; effectively managing the park;

and providing effective technical assistance to the park’s partners and landowners.
The Next Steps

After the distribution of the Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement, there will be a 60-day public review and comment period after which the
NPS planning team will evaluate comments from other federal agencies,
organizations, businesses, and individuals regarding the draft plan; and will
incorporate appropriate changes into a Final General Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. The final plan will include letters from
governmental agencies, any substantive comments on the draft document, and NPS
responses to those comments. Following distribution of the final plan and a 30-day
no-action period, a record of decision approving a final plan will be signed by the
NPS regional director. The record of decision documents the NPS selection of an

alternative for implementation. Once it is signed, the plan can then be implemented.
Implementation of the Plan

The implementation of the approved plan, no matter which alternative, will depend
not only on future NPS funding and servicewide priorities, but also on partnership
funds, time, and effort. The approval of a GMP does not guarantee that funding and
staffing needed to implement the plan will be forthcoming. Full implementation of

the plan could be many years in the future.

Once the GMP has been approved, additional feasibility studies and more detailed
planning, environmental documentation, and consultations would be completed, as
appropriate, before certain actions in the selected alternative can be carried out.
Future program and implementation plans, describing specific actions that
managers intend to undertake and accomplish, will tier from the desired conditions

and long-term goals set forth in this general management plan.
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How to Read This Plan...

The National Park Service (NPS) has developed this Draft General Management
Plan/ Environmental Impact Statement to guide management decision making at
Cedar Creek and Belle Grove National Historical Park for the next 15 to 20 years.
The public and many local, state, and federal agencies have assisted the NPS with

preparing the plan. This plan is divided into six chapters:

Chapter 1 — Purpose of and Need for Action describes the federal action and
reasons why the general management plan (GMP) is being prepared. Chapter 1
presents the park’s purpose and significance statements and describes the
fundamental and other important resources and values that are critical to achieving
the park’s purpose and maintaining its significance. This section also describes the

planning process and issues that are addressed in the plan.

Chapter 2 — Alternatives describes, evaluates, and compares the Continuation of
Current Management Alternative and three action alternatives. The Continuation of
Current Management Alternative (Alternative A) provides a baseline from which the
three action alternatives (B, C, and D) can be evaluated. Desired resource
conditions, opportunities for visitor experience, as well as levels of development
intensity necessary to accomplish each alternative are presented. Alternative D is

the agency preferred alternative and the environmentally preferred alternative.

Chapter 3 — Affected Environment describes the existing natural, cultural, and
socioeconomic resources that could be potentially affected by implementing either

one of the alternatives.

Chapter 4 — Environmental Consequences describes the potential impacts to
the park’s resource values that could result from implementing any of the

alternatives.

Chapter 5 — Consultation and Coordination describes the public involvement

and agency coordination process that occurred during the GMP planning process.

Appendices provide additional supporting technical data and relevant background

material cited throughout the plan.

References are books and documents from which background and supporting

information was obtained.
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1.0 Purpose and Need for Action
1.1 Proposed Federal Action

On December 19, 2002, Congress adopted enabling legislation creating Cedar Creek
and Belle Grove National Historical Park (NHP) in Frederick, Shenandoah, and
Warren counties, Virginia, as a “partnership” park unit of the national park system.
The National Park Service (NPS) and its partners at Cedar Creek and Belle Grove
NHP — as identified in Section 13 of the park’s enabling legislation (see Appendix A)
— are responsible for managing Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP to conserve its
scenery, natural and historic resources, and wildlife, and to provide for its
enjoyment in a manner that will leave the park unimpaired for the enjoyment of
future generations (NPS 2006d). The park’s Community Partners at Cedar Creek
and Belle Grove NHP include the adjacent historic towns of Middletown and
Strasburg as well as Frederick, Shenandoah, and Warren counties. The park’s Key
Partners — who collectively own or hold easements on 1,339 acres within the park —
include Belle Grove, Incorporated, Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation, the National
Trust for Historic Preservation, Shenandoah County, and the Shenandoah Valley

Battlefields Foundation.

The proposed federal action considered in this environmental impact statement is
the implementation of a programmatic management framework — in the form of a
general management plan (GMP) — to accomplish the purposes for which Cedar
Creek and Belle Grove NHP was established by Congress. This GMP is the park’s
first comprehensive plan and has been prepared as required in Section 8 of the
park’s enabling legislation and as generally required pursuant to NPS management
policies for all units of the national park system (NPS 2006d). It will guide

management decision making at the park for the next 15 to 20 years.

The General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (GMP/EIS)
complies with all applicable statutory requirements and polices, including the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the National Historic Preservation Act,

and the National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978. It addresses the following:

- the types of management actions required for the preservation of park
resources

- the types and general intensities of development (including visitor
circulation and transportation patterns, systems, and modes) associated
with public enjoyment and use of the area, including general locations,
timing of implementation and anticipated costs

- visitor carrying capacities and implementation commitments for all areas of
the park

- a brief discussion of the need for a potential park boundary adjustment



1.2 Purpose of the Action

The purpose of the GMP is to provide a decision-making framework that ensures
that the management decisions made by the NPS, the park’s Key Partners, and the
park’s Community Partners carry out as effectively and efficiently as possible the
NPS mission at Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP. The NPS and its partners
routinely make decisions about ways to preserve the park’s significant natural and
cultural resources for public enjoyment, about competing demands for limited
resources, about priorities for using available funds and staff, and about differing
local and nationwide interests and views of what is most important at the park. The
decision-making framework in the park’s GMP will provide the guidance to make
these management choices in a manner that is consistent with the purposes for
which Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP was established by Congress as a unit of

the national park system.

1.3 Need for the Action

The GMP for Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP addresses several needs:

- it ensures that the park’s fundamental and other important resources and
values are preserved and protected

- it meets NPS legal requirements for comprehensive general management
planning as a guide for more specific projects, to base decisions on
adequate environmental information and analysis, and to track progress
toward goals

- it provides a logical trackable rationale for decision making by the NPS and
its partners that focuses first on why the park was established and what
the desired future conditions of those resources should be

- it considers the concerns, expectations, and values of private landowners
within the park and of the general public related to land protection and
management of resources and visitor experience in the park

- it ensures that management decisions by the NPS and its partners promote
the efficient use of public funds and that managers are accountable to the

public for their management decisions

The GMP also addresses the congressional mandate in the park’s enabling legislation
that requires the NPS to work with the Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP Advisory
Commission to prepare a management plan for the park. Section 8 of the park’s

enabling legislation explicitly states the following:

“The Secretary, in consultation with the [Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP
Advisory] Commission, shall prepare a management plan for the park. In
particular, the management plan shall contain provisions to address the
needs of owners of non-federal land, including independent nonprofit
organizations within the boundaries of the park.”



1.4 Vision for Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP

Through the GMP planning process a vision for the park’s future has developed that
provides a shared understanding among the NPS, the Key Partners, the Community
Partners, private landowners in the park, and the general public as to what Cedar
Creek and Belle Grove NHP should be like in 15 to 20 years. The vision states the

essential qualities of the park in the future, summarized as follows:

The Park as a Unit of the National Park System. The park is managed to
achieve a unified consistent vision as a unit of the national park system. The park’s
resources are protected and enjoyed by the public in a manner leaving them
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. Visitors know they are in a
national park and are oriented to the entire park and to the Shenandoah Valley

Battlefields National Historic District.

An Exemplary Partnership. The park functions as a cohesive whole. The NPS and
the Key Partners make management decisions based on a shared understanding of
desired resource conditions and visitor experiences in the park. The Community
Partners encourage conservation of resources within and in proximity to the park.
Private landowners are stewards of the park’s resources. The needs of private
landowners are addressed in park management decisions. A nonprofit “friends
group” — established to assist with accomplishing the park’s mission — helps the NPS
in various ways, such as by providing volunteer services, assisting with resource

management, conducting fundraising efforts, and publicizing important issues.

Resource Protection. Park management encourages conservation of the historic
and natural resources within and in proximity to the park by landowners, local
governments, organizations, and businesses. Significant resources are protected
and preserved by the NPS and the Key Partners for the enjoyment of future
generations. Volunteers help patrol and protect sensitive resources from vandalism,

theft, and destruction.

Land Protection. To the extent that funding is available, resources are protected
and the conversion of rural lands to developed uses within the park is reduced
through fee simple acquisition of property or purchase of conservation easements.
The Key Partners, other nonprofit organizations, and a park friends group assist the

NPS with securing funding for land acquisition.

Visitor Experience. The NPS and the Key Partners collaborate to tell all stories
related to the park’s primary interpretive themes wherever appropriate, whether at
sites owned by the NPS or the Key Partners. The NPS interprets the larger park
landscapes. Battle of Cedar Creek reenactments continue as special events
sponsored by some of the Key Partners. The visitor experience is safe and enjoyable;

visitors experience a high degree of satisfaction from their trip to the park.



Visitor Facilities. The NPS and the Key Partners have a central hub where visitors
can be oriented to the entire park. Park facilities provide services and opportunities
for visitors to explore the park. Undue redundancy of facility development is
avoided. Site suitability criteria are used to determine the location of visitor facilities.

Sustainable design and construction methods, techniques, and materials are used.

1.5 Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP Overview

1.5.1 The Park’s Regional Context

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP is located in the northern Shenandoah Valley
approximately 75 miles west of Washington, D.C. (Figure 1.1). The northern
Shenandoah Valley in Virginia encompasses the five counties in the northwest
corner of the commonwealth between the Blue Ridge Mountains and the eastern
slopes of the Appalachian Mountains. The lower sections of the North and South
Forks of the Shenandoah River meander through the valley, converging at Front
Royal to create the Shenandoah River. The park encompasses land within Frederick,
Shenandoah, and Warren counties, Virginia, and adjoins the towns of Strasburg and
Middletown, Virginia, near the 1-81 and 1-66 interchange. Winchester is
approximately ten miles north of the park. Front Royal — a gateway to Shenandoah
National Park — is six miles east of the park. George Washington National Forest is

immediately to the south.

A diverse blend of agriculture, tourism, and industry drives the regional economy in
the northern Shenandoah Valley. Agriculture has historically been the primary
economic activity. Food to support the Confederacy during the Civil War came
largely from the valley, leading to its distinction as “the Breadbasket of the
Confederacy.” Until the 1970s the Shenandoah Valley remained largely rural in
character. With construction of 1-81 and 1-66, the valley became a major north
south transportation corridor in the eastern United States and readily accessible to

the Metropolitan Washington Area.

Since the opening of the interstates, the northern Shenandoah Valley has
experienced dramatic growth, particularly in the 1-81 corridor adjacent to the city of
Winchester. Some older towns have also experienced significant change in recent
years. The town of Strasburg — immediately adjacent to Cedar Creek and Belle
Grove NHP — grew by 43 percent from 1980 to 2000. Development in the 1-81
corridor has largely been suburban in character — typically moderate density
residential development with supporting commercial centers along major roads and
at interstate interchanges. Many new residents are employed in the Metropolitan
Washington Area. Manufacturing and other industries have also developed in the

vicinity of interstate interchanges. In addition the Shenandoah Valley and nearby
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mountains have become popular tourist destinations, attracting visitors to a number
of national parks, national forests, historic battlefields, rivers and streams, and
other recreational and historic points of interest. Outside of the interstate corridors
and towns, the five Virginia counties in the northern Shenandoah Valley remain
largely rural in character and farming is a major land use, although agriculture is
not one of the top economic activities. All five counties are seeking to retain the

rural character in their long-term growth management strategies.
1.5.2 Overview of the Park’s Resources

m  Cultural Resource Overview

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP includes a nationally significant Civil War historic
landscape and antebellum plantation manor house. It was the site of the decisive
October 19, 1864 Union victory that defeated the Confederate army in the
Shenandoah Valley and effectively placed the valley in the hands of northern forces
for the remainder of the war, clearing the way for continuation of the systematic
destruction of the “Breadbasket of the Confederacy.” The park encompasses a
portion of the core fighting area of the Cedar Creek Battlefield. The Union victory at
Cedar Creek — combined with the Union successes in Georgia — rekindled public
support for Abraham Lincoln, leading to a Republican victory in the November 1864

presidential election, ultimately leading to the end of the Civil War.

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP also encompasses part of the 7,500-acre Belle
Grove Plantation, including Belle Grove Manor House. The manor house was built
by Isaac Hite, Jr., a Revolutionary War patriot who was married to the sister of
James Madison, fifth president of the United States. Evidence suggests that
Thomas Jefferson helped design the house. The manor house was at the center of

the Battle of Cedar Creek and served as headquarters for the occupying forces.

Preliminary archeological studies have revealed evidence of numerous archeological
sites and site complexes within the park boundary (Geier et al 2006). These include
sites that exhibit evidence of American Indian occupation, sites with potential
military significance, sites associated with residential and agricultural development
beginning in the late 18" century, sites related to water-powered milling and
quarrying activities, and transportation-related sites such as fords, bridges, roads

(such as Valley Pike), and rail lines.

Preliminary ethnographic resource studies indicate that there are places in the park
that have significance for their associations with American Indians, African-
Americans, Germans, and Scots-Irish; non-conformist religious practitioners; and
commemorators of the Confederacy (Bragdon et al 2006). These places offer
opportunities to tell stories that can bring the area’s lengthy and complex history to
life and to demonstrate that borderlands or crossroads areas - such as the northern
Shenandoah Valley in which the park is located — constitute the focus of intense,

multi-faceted cultural experiences.



m  Natural Resource Overview

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP is located within the ridge and valley
physiographic province, composed of rolling uplands flanked by discontinuous
northeast trending ridges, bluffs, and foothills. Elevations range between 500 and
700 feet. The North Fork of the Shenandoah River flows along the park’s southern
boundary. Cedar Creek flows along much of the park’s western boundary, joining
the North Fork of the Shenandoah within the park. Prime farmland soils occur in

approximately 15 percent of the park. Vegetative cover is composed of forest and

woodlands (40 percent), grasslands (50 percent), and riparian/wetland (10 percent).

Many areas of the park are known to have significant natural resources, such as 1)
the Panther Conservation Site, encompassing a unique montane dry calcarious
forest/woodland area with high biodiversity along Cedar Creek; 2) the North Fork of
the Shenandoah River, Meadow Brook, Middle Marsh Brook, Buffalo Marsh Run, and
Cedar Creek, designated by the state as “threatened and endangered species
waters” due to the presence of three state listed species; and 3) a portion of the
North Fork near Strasburg, designated a “stream conservation unit” because of its
general biodiversity significance. No federally-listed plant or animal species are
known to be present in the park, although several occur within the broader three-

county area.

1.5.3 The Park’s Origin and Legislative History

President George W. Bush signed legislation establishing Cedar Creek and Belle
Grove NHP on December 19, 2002 (Public Law 107-373) (see Appendix A).
Congressional action creating the park culminated a 35-year effort by local
communities, organizations, agencies, and the general public to protect the
significant cultural resources in the Cedar Creek area related to the Civil War and

the cultural history of the Shenandoah Valley.

Cedar Creek Battlefield and Belle Grove Plantation National Historic Landmark was
designated on August 11, 1969. The boundaries of the National Historic Landmark
include some of the core area of the battlefield where fighting occurred on October

19, 1864.

In 1990 Congress passed the Civil War Sites Study Act (Public Law 101-628) and
charged the NPS with studying Civil War sites and battlefields in the Shenandoah
Valley. In 1992, the NPS released the Study of Civil War Sites in the Shenandoah
Valley of Virginia (NPS 1992). The study identified 15 primary battlefields and
examined the feasibility of adding the region and its battlefields to the national park
system. Based upon findings the National Park Advisory Board recommended that
the NPS participate in planning and interpretation within a partnership park or
national heritage corridor, emphasizing the importance of the public and private

sectors working together to protect the resources of the Shenandoah Valley.



In 1993 the NPS developed the Draft Shenandoah Valley Civil War Battlefields
Assessment (NPS 1993) which looked at management of the battlefields in greater
depth. The assessment recommended the creation of a Shenandoah Valley Heritage
Area and proposed the development of a partnership preservation plan to set a
comprehensive agenda for the conservation, management, interpretation, and

promotion of the resources of the Shenandoah Valley.

In addition to these studies, many local plans and studies were prepared. Among
them were the Frederick County-Winchester Civil War Site Inventory (Frederick
County 1994) and the Battlefield Network Plan (Frederick County 1997) prepared by

Frederick County-Winchester Battlefield Task Force.

These preservation efforts and past studies led to passage of the Shenandoah Valley
Battlefields National Historic District and Commission Act of 1996 (P.L 104-333).
The act created the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National Historic District
Commission and charged it with preparing a management plan for the eight
counties and four independent cities included within the historic district. Section
606(Q)(6) of the act specifically charged the NPS with completing a special resource
study to determine whether the district or components of the district met the

criteria for designation as a unit of the national park system.

The ensuing Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National Historic District Management
Plan (Heritage Partners, Inc. et al 2000c) was approved by Congress on October 25,
2000. Pursuant to the plan the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Foundation was
incorporated as the lead managing partner for the district, responsible for fulfilling

the recommendations of the approved management plan.

The separate NPS effort to evaluate the potential for a national park unit in the valley
involved a wide-reaching program for soliciting public involvement to ensure that the
special resource study built on past preservation efforts and reflected the ideas and
concerns of valley residents and others interested in the historic district. Public
support and interest in the study was overwhelming and strong public support was
evident for continued NPS involvement in the area (NPS 2001). The study addressed
the factors necessary to ensure long-term resource protection and to accommodate
visitor use, considering the size and configuration of the area, access and
development issues, ownership patterns, land value and acquisition costs, and the
ability to effectively manage the area at reasonable cost. Findings summarized in the
Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National Historic District Special Resource Study (NPS
2001) determined that Cedar Creek Battlefield area — including much of the land
within the National Historic Landmark boundary - met the feasibility criteria and
offered many opportunities for efficient, cost-effective administration as a unit of the
national park system. The study further found that much of the land was in large
contiguous farms and that fee-simple ownership would be necessary to protect key

resources from development. It warned that if no action is taken, it would be likely



that only fragments of the battlefield and other resources in the Cedar Creek area

would be protected, and opportunities for visitor enjoyment would be severely limited.

Ultimately the Special Resources Study (NPS 2001) recommended that the Cedar
Creek Battlefield be included as a unit of the national park system. In December
2002, however, Public Law 107-373 authorized establishment of Cedar Creek and
Belle Grove National Historical Park, an area containing far more diverse and
extensive resources than envisioned in the study. In addition to Civil War battlefield
resources, the new park contains prehistoric resources, ecologically important areas,
evidence of valley settlement and early European history of the region, and Belle

Grove and plantation culture.

1.5.4 Park Boundary, Size, and Ownership

Section 5 of the park’s enabling legislation established the park boundary at Cedar
Creek and Belle Grove NHP. There are approximately 3,713 acres within the
Congressionally authorized park boundary (Figure 1.2). Currently the NPS owns 8.0
acres within the park boundary. The park’s Key Partners (see Section 1.5.6 below) own

approximately 1,307 acres and hold conservation easements on an additional 32 acres.

At Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP the NPS is authorized to acquire additional
property only from willing sellers, by donation, purchase with donated or
appropriated funds, or exchange. The NPS is also authorized to hold conservation
easements within the park and on lands adjacent to the park, and may acquire land
outside the park boundary for development of visitor, administrative, museum,
curatorial, and maintenance facilities. The park enabling legislation does not give

the NPS authority to condemn private property.

1.5.5 The Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP Advisory Commission

In the park’s enabling legislation, Congress directed that a 15-member federal

advisory commission be established for four purposes:

- advising the Secretary of the Interior in the preparation and
implementation of a general management plan for the park

- advising the Secretary of the Interior with respect to the identification of
sites of significance outside the park boundary deemed necessary to fulfill
the park’s purpose

- encouraging conservation of the historic and natural resources within and
in proximity of the park by landowners, local governments, organizations,
and businesses

- to advise the Secretary of the Interior regarding the designation of funds
from possible endowment funds established with the NPS for the
interpretation, preservation, and maintenance of park resources and public

access areas



The Park Advisory Commission met bimonthly from July 2005 to September 2007,
and since then has met quarterly. The Commission has worked cooperatively with
the NPS planning team to develop the GMP. The GMP alternatives reflect the advice

and recommendations received from the Commission during these meetings.

1.5.6 The Park’s Key Partners

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP is one of several “partnership parks” in the
national park system. In the park’s enabling legislation Congress identified a
number of parties with whom the NPS will work cooperatively to accomplish the
purposes for which the park was established. NPS’s partners include local
landowners, governments, and several independent not-for-profit organizations.
Section 13 of the park’s enabling legislation directs the NPS to acknowledge and
support the continued participation of five Key Partners that own and operate
properties within the park for the benefit of the public. The Key Partners and their

specific functions highlighted in the park’s enabling legislation are described below.

Much of the land owned by the Key Partners includes the core fighting area
associated with the Battle of Cedar Creek. As of July 2008, the Key Partners had
acquired within the park 1,307 acres in fee and had protected 32 acres through
conservation easements. A combination of NPS, state, and local funding, as well as
private donations, have been used to acquire interests in land. Some property has
been donated. Approximately $1.6 million in NPS funding has been spent by the

Key Partners on land acquisition (see Table 1.1).

m  Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation

Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation owns approximately 308.59 acres within the
park. The Foundation’s landholdings include core area battlefield surrounding the
historic Heater House, land along Cedar Creek where the remains of the Federal XIX
Corps Earthworks are located, and a parcel on the east side of Valley Pike (Route 11)
where the Foundation operates a visitor contact facility with administrative offices.
These properties are used in part for the annual Battle of Cedar Creek reenactment

hosted by the Foundation.

The park enabling legislation states that the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation may:
“continue to own, operate, and manage the lands acquired by the
Foundation within the park
continue to conduct reenactments and other events within the park

transfer ownership interest in portions of their land to the NPS by donation,
sale, or other means that meet the legal requirements of NPS land
acquisitions”
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Table 1.1 NPS Funding Spent by the Key Partners for Land Acquisition at Cedar Creek

Key Partner Funding Source Year Amount
Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation flational Park_Serwc_e, (vl W 1996 $72,993
Commemorative Coin Grant
Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation National Park Service, Land and 2000-2001 $250,000
Water Conservation Fund Grant
. . National Park Service, Land and
Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation Water Conservation Fund Grant 2001 $75,000
. . . . National Park Service, Land and
National Trust for Historic Preservation Water Conservation Fund Grant 2002 $250,000
Sz oely Velley Eelilinzies National Park Service 2002 $380,000
Foundation
Sz oely Velley Eelililes National Park Service 2004 $350,000
Foundation
SETEEEED Vel B BEGIEIE S National Park Service 2005 $270,000
Foundation
TOTAL $1,647,993

m  National Trust for Historic Preservation and Belle Grove, Inc.

The National Trust for Historic Preservation owns 283.42 acres that were originally

part of the 7,500-acre Belle Grove Plantation and that are in the core area of the

Cedar Creek Battlefield. The National Trust acquired Belle Grove Manor House,

related buildings, and the adjoining land in 1964 through a bequest from Francis

Welles Hunnewell. Since 1972 Belle Grove, Inc. has assumed stewardship

responsibility for Belle Grove Plantation through a cooperative lease agreement with

the National Trust.

Belle Grove, Inc. is a nonprofit organization (under Internal Revenue Code Section

501 (c) (3)) whose mission is the stewardship of Belle Grove Plantation and

Harmony Hall - both National Historic Landmarks located within the boundary of

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove National Historical Park. Belle Grove, Inc. owns

104.11 acres within the park, including property on which lies the Belle Grove

overseer’s cottage, a tract along Water Plant Road on the east side of Route 11, and
property on Fort Bowman Road near Strasburg, including Harmony Hall (Bowman’s
Fort) and adjoining land along Cedar Creek. Belle Grove, Inc. manages both Belle
Grove manor house and Harmony Hall for the benefit and inspiration of the public.
Belle Grove Plantation is regularly open to the public and serves as the focus of
many educational and interpretive programs as well as special events. Harmony

Hall is open on a limited basis for small group tours.



The Cedar Creek and Belle Grove Plantation NHP enabling legislation states the
following:
“The National Trust for Historic Preservation and Belle Grove, Inc. may

continue to own, operate, and manage Belle Grove Plantation and its
structures and grounds within the park boundary

Belle Grove may continue to own the house and grounds at Bowman’s Fort
(Harmony Hall) for the purpose of permanent preservation, with a long-
term goal of opening the property to the public”

m  Shenandoah County

Shenandoah County owns 151 acres on the North Fork of the Shenandoah River at
the southern end of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP. The county acquired the
land for purposes of providing a passive recreation area and providing additional
access to the North Fork of the Shenandoah River. Currently the site is not open to
the public. The Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP enabling legislation states that

Shenandoah County:

”“may continue to own, operate, and manage the Keister park site for the
benefit of the public”

m  Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Foundation

The Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Foundation is the nonprofit foundation created
in 2000 by Congress as the entity responsible for preserving, protecting,
interpreting, and promoting ten Civil War battlefields and related sites in the
Shenandoah Valley, including the Cedar Creek Battlefield (see Figure 1.3). The
Foundation is also the entity charged with implementing the Shenandoah Valley
Battlefields National Historic District Management Plan (Heritage Partners, Inc. et al
2000c). As of July 2008 the Foundation owned 460.3 acres and holds conservation
easements on 32 acres within the park boundary. These properties are currently in

agricultural use and are not open to the public.

The park enabling legislation states that the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields
Foundation...
”"may continue to administer and manage the Shenandoah Valley
Battlefields National Historic District in partnership with the NPS and in

accordance with the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Historic District
Management Plan”

1.5.7 The Park’s Community Partners

The park’s Community Partners include the adjacent historic towns of Strasburg and
Middletown, Virginia, as well as Frederick, Shenandoah, and Warren counties,
Virginia. Section 13 of the enabling legislation states that the NPS and its

community partners “will cooperate in furthering the purposes of the park.”
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1.5.8 Technical and Financial Assistance to the Park’s Partners

The park’s enabling legislation states that the NPS shall encourage conservation of
the historic and natural resources within and in proximity to the park by landowners,
local governments, organizations, and businesses. The legislation authorizes the
NPS to provide technical and financial assistance to individuals, organizations, and
governmental entities for purposes of preserving historic structures within the park;
maintaining natural or cultural landscapes of the park; local preservation planning,
interpretation, and management of public visitation for the park; and, furthering

goals of the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Foundation related to the park.

1.6 Foundation for Planning

The Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP Foundation for Planning (NPS 2006a)
provides the basic guidance for management decisions made at the park. It was
developed early in the GMP planning process. It is a formal statement of the park’s
core mission that reflects a shared understanding or consensus regarding what is
most important about the park. The Foundation for Planning is composed of the

following elements:

- the park’s statement of purpose

- the park’s statement of significance

- the park’s primary interpretive themes

- the park’s fundamental and other important resources and values
- the park’s legislative mandates and other special mandates

- general legislative and policy requirements

1.6.1 Park Statement of Purpose

The park’s purpose statements convey the reasons for which the park was set aside
as a unit of the national park system. They are grounded in an analysis of park
legislation and legislative history, and provide fundamental criteria against which
the appropriateness of GMP recommendations, operational decisions, and actions

are tested.

The purposes of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP are stated in the park’s
Foundation for Planning (NPS 2006a):

“to preserve, protect, and interpret a nationally significant Civil War
landscape and antebellum agricultural community for the education,
inspiration, and benefit of present and future generations

to tell the rich story of Shenandoah Valley history from early settlement
onward, including the Battle of Cedar Creek and its significance in the
course of the Civil War
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to preserve the significant historic, natural, cultural, military, and scenic
resources found in and around the Cedar Creek Battlefield and Belle Grove
Plantation areas through partnerships with local landowners and the
community

to serve as a focal point within the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National
Historic District to recognize and interpret important Civil War events and
geographic locations, including the key battles and campaigns of 1862 and
1864~

1.6.2 Park Statement of Significance

The park’s significance statements express why the park’s resources and values are
important enough to warrant national park designation. They accomplish the
following: (1) they describe why an area is important within a global, national,
regional, and national park system context, (2) they are directly linked to the
purpose of the park, (3) they are substantiated by data or consensus, and (4) they
reflect the most current scientific or scholarly inquiry and cultural perceptions about

the park.

Four statements express why the resources and values of Cedar Creek and Belle

Grove NHP are important enough to warrant national park designation:

The Battle of Cedar Creek was a principal strategic operation that had a
decisive influence on the Valley Campaign of 1864 and a direct impact on the
course of the Civil War. The Union victory contributed to the re-election of
President Abraham Lincoln and nearly eliminated the Confederate military
presence in the Shenandoah Valley. The battlefield and strategic landscapes at
Cedar Creek retain a high degree of integrity, serve to memorialize the events
of the battle, and contribute to greater understanding of the Civil War.

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP include well-preserved cultural and natural
landscape features from the early European settlement of the Shenandoah
Valley when the region was a frontier, including features associated with
transportation, migration, and commerce.

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP contains historically significant examples of
the antebellum agricultural community that defined the northern
Shenandoah Valley, its ethnic and cultural traditions, merchant milling and
market systems, and farm economy that included both slave labor and family
farms, as well as examples of the post-Civil War transformation of a changing
labor structure. A representative example of the valley’s agricultural history
and culture is preserved and interpreted at the nationally significant Belle Grove
Manor House.

The park’s natural and cultural landscapes are nationally and regionally
significant. The panoramic views of the mountains, natural areas, waterways,
and pastoral surroundings convey an aesthetic and historic sense of 19™ and
20" century life in the Shenandoah Valley, provide visitors with an inspiring
setting of great natural beauty, and offer outstanding opportunities for quiet
and solitude in an ever expanding suburban area.



1.6.3 Fundamental and Other Important Resources and Values

Fundamental resources and values are the park’s attributes — its features,
systems, processes, experiences, stories, scenes, sounds, smells, opportunities for
visitor enjoyment, or others — that are critical to achieving the park’s purpose and
to maintaining its significance. Other important resources and values are the
other park attributes that are important, although they are not related to the park’s
purpose and significance. Table 1.2 presents the statements that describe the
fundamental and other important resources and values of Cedar Creek and Belle
Grove NHP. These are the fundamental resources and values that warrant primary
consideration during planning and management or that are important to park

management and planning.

1.6.4 Primary Interpretive Themes

Interpretive themes are the most important ideas or concepts to be communicated
to the public about a park. At Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP there are seven
primary interpretive themes (Table 1.3). These themes relate directly to the park’s
purpose and significance. They connect the fundamental resources and values that
contribute to the park’s significance with relevant ideas, meanings, concepts,
contexts, beliefs, and values. The themes provide the framework for interpretation
at the park, drive what is appropriate in the park, and provide the basis for the
park’s educational programs. Park managers take these themes into account when
setting priorities for events and activities. The themes also provide direction for
planners and designers of the park’s exhibits, publications, and audiovisual

programs.
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Left: Scene from the 2005
reenactment of the Battle of Cedar
Creek

Right: Cedar Creek Battlefield
Foundation property near the XIX
Corps earthworks

Table 1.2 Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP — Fundamental and Other

Important Resources and Values

Fundamental and Other Important Resources and Values

Park Significance Statement 1

The Battle of Cedar Creek was a principal strategic operation that had a
decisive influence on the Valley Campaign of 1864 and a direct impact on the
course of the Civil War. The Union victory contributed to the re-election of
President Abraham Lincoln and nearly eliminated the Confederate military
presence in the Shenandoah Valley. The battlefield and strategic landscapes
at Cedar Creek retain a high degree of integrity, serve to memorialize the
events of the battle, and contribute to greater understanding of the Civil War.

Fundamental Resources Related to Statement 1

the Cedar Creek Battlefield — a National Historic Landmark — and its resources, including
buildings, structures, monuments, river fords, historic landscapes, and archeological
resources associated with the Battle of Cedar Creek

archeological resources associated with the Battle of Cedar Creek and the Union Army’s
encampment that was attacked, including those that have been recovered as well as those
that remain underground

road traces, earthworks, and sections of the Old Valley Turnpike that played a critical role in
the Battle of Cedar Creek

landscape, structures, and archeological resources within the park that help interpret the
battles and deployments associated with Stonewall Jackson’s campaigns of 1862 and avenues
of approach

military encampments and avenues of approach

Fundamental Values Related to Statement 1

the geography, topography, and landscape features of the region which directly influenced
the conduct and outcome of the Battle of Cedar Creek and the Civil War in the Shenandoah
Valley

the opportunity for visitors to experience the authentic locations of the Battle of Cedar Creek
and to retrace its course

Other Important Values Related to Statement 1

other battlefields within the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National Historic District that help
in understanding the Battle of Cedar Creek and, in a large context, the Civil War in the
Shenandoah Valley

folklore and folk culture in the Shenandoah Valley that has been influenced and shaped by the
Civil war



Table 1.2 Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP — Fundamental and Other
Important Resources and Values (continued)

Fundamental and Other Important Resources and Values

Left: Harmony Hall (Bowman’s
Fort)

Right: Long Meadow Road near
Long Meadow Farm

Park Significance Statement 2

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP includes well-preserved cultural and
natural landscape features from the early European settlement of the

Shenandoah Valley when the region was a frontier, including features
associated with transportation, migration, and commerce.

Fundamental Resources Related to Statement 2

- Belle Grove, Harmony Hall, George Bowman Mill, Long Meadow Farm, Heater House, Whitham
Farm, and their associated settings

- prehistoric and historic archeological resources containing information on the interaction
between and effect of the natural environment on early prehistoric and historic settlement life

Fundamental Values Related to Statement 2
- transportation, commerce, and the settlement pattern in the northern Shenandoah Valley

- the Valley Pike (Route 11) as a major roadway throughout its history — from a hunting path,
to a wagon road, to a turnpike, to U.S. Route 11

- the topography and landscape, and its influence on travel, transportation, and commerce

Other Important Resources Related to Statement 2

- historic road traces

Other Important Values Related to Statement 2

- the religious institutions of the Shenandoah Valley (Quaker, Mennonite, Church of the
Brethren) that distinguish the area from eastern Virginia and more closely link the region with
Pennsylvania
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Left: Belle Grove Manor House,
owned by the National Trust for
Historic Preservation and managed
by Belle Grove, Inc.

Right: Bowman’s Mill Road ford
across Cedar Creek, looking east
into the park

Table 1.2 Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP — Fundamental and Other
Important Resources and Values (continued)

Fundamental and Other Important Resources and Values

Park Significance Statement 3

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP contains historically significant examples
of the antebellum agricultural community that defined the northern
Shenandoah Valley, its ethnic and cultural traditions, merchant milling and
market systems, and farm economy that included both slave labor and
family farms, as well as examples of the post-Civil War transformation of a
changing labor structure. A representative example of the valley’s
agricultural history and culture is preserved and interpreted at the
nationally significant Belle Grove plantation.

Fundamental Resources Related to Statement 3
- Belle Grove, a National Historic Landmark, and its settings

- the working fields of Isaac Bowman'’s “Mount Pleasant” Plantation, the Solomon Heater Farm
(Hoge’s and Cornelius Baldwin’s “Cedar Grove™), and the well-preserved archeological remains
of the “Hotchkiss” Farmstead

- archeological resources associated with agricultural production and milling: primary merchant
milling and rural industrial complexes including the Daniel Stickley Mills and Farm, the Hite-
Hottle milling and distillery complex at the mouth of Meadow Brook, the Isaac Bowman Mill
complex on Cedar Creek, and the Miller’'s Mill on Meadow Brook north of Middletown

- acomplex network of extant road traces that reflect the economic and social fabric of the
rural community and its tie to the emerging market centers at Strasburg and Middletown

- cultural landscapes associated with agriculture, plantation life, and family farming

Fundamental Values Related to Statement 3

- plantation life and culture

limestone’s importance to the Shenandoah Valley as a building material for structures, as the
parent material for the fertile soils, and as the resource that supported emergence of an
important 19" century quarrying industry

- the transportation systems that allowed for social interaction and the movement of
agricultural products

- the significance of the Shenandoah Valley’s granary to the Civil War

Other Important Resources Related to Statement 3
- cemeteries
- fords and bridges

Other Important Values Related to Statement 3

- family farms and farmsteads in the Shenandoah Valley and their relationship to Belle Grove
Plantation

- The changing agriculture in the northern Shenandoah Valley — subsistence farming to wheat
production to livestock to orchards — and the market forces that drove those changes



Table 1.2 Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP — Fundamental and Other
Important Resources and Values (continued)

Fundamental and Other Important Resources and Values

Left: Confluence of Cedar Creek
and the North Fork of the
Shenandoah River (Signal Knob
visible in the background)

Right: Panoramic view from Valley
Pike (Route 11) of the Heater
House (owned by the Cedar Creek
Battlefield Foundation), the
Shenandoah Valley, and the
Allegheny Mountains

Park Significance Statement 4

The park’s natural and cultural landscapes are nationally and regionally
significant. The panoramic views of the mountains, natural areas,
waterways, and pastoral surroundings convey an aesthetic and historic
sense of 19" and 20" century life in the Shenandoah Valley, provide visitors
with an inspiring setting of great natural beauty, and offer outstanding
opportunities for quiet and solitude in an ever expanding suburban area.

Fundamental Resources Related to Statement 4

- Cedar Creek as a high quality stream and important riparian area

Fundamental Values Related to Statement 4

- landscapes and panoramic views, particularly of the Blue Ridge, Massanutten, and Allegheny
Mountains

- the natural resources of the Shenandoah Valley and their influence on human activities
before, during, and after the Civil War

Other Important Values Related to Statement 4

- the limestone geologic system that creates waterways — Cedar Creek and the Shenandoah
River — that are unique to the region

- patterns of field, woodlot, and lane in the region
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Table 1.3 Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP — Primary Interpretive
Themes

Primary Interpretive Themes

Overall

Fertile soil and an excellent transportation corridor brought wealth and prosperity to the
peacetime Shenandoah Valley, but made it a target of destruction and an avenue of invasion
and counter-invasion during the Civil War, bringing death and destruction and permanent
change to the social order and economic life of the valley.

Natural

The well-watered rich limestone soil and other abundant natural resources of the Shenandoah
Valley supported a flourishing Native American population and attracted early settlers to the
region.

Colonial
Virginia colonial land policies promised both opportunity and danger to new settlers as the
Shenandoah Valley became a buffer to French and Indian claims.

Ante-Bellum
Belle Grove Manor House represents the height of a Shenandoah Valley agricultural society and
economic system based on grain and slavery.

Military

The desperate and dramatic Battle of Cedar Creek established federal control of the Shenandoah
Valley, ending military threats to Washington and denying the valley’s rich granary to the
Confederate Army.

Political
Combined with the capture of Atlanta, the Battle of Cedar Creek virtually assured the reelection
of Abraham Lincoln and the relentless prosecution of the war to its ultimate conclusion.

Post-War
The area encompassed by Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP underwent significant changes in
land ownership, settlement patterns, and labor systems as a result of the Civil War.

1.6.5 Legislative Mandates

At Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP a number of important legislative mandates
are included in the park’s enabling legislation that direct how the park is to be

managed (see Table 1.4).

1.6.6 Legislative and Policy Requirements

Park management at Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP is guided by the enabling
legislation for the park, as well as a number of laws, acts, and executive orders that
are recognized by NPS as vital to its mission. NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006d)
also guides management of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP and other national
park units. These management policies and the servicewide laws define the

conditions desired in national parks and ensure that parks are managed in



Table 1.4 Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP — Legislative Mandates

Park Advisory
Commission [16
USC 410iii-7]

Key Partners
Organizations [16
USC 410iii-11]

Battle Reenactments
[16 USC 410iii-11]

Conservation of

Cedar Creek and
Belle Grove NHP
[16 USC 410iii-11]

Private Property
Oowners [16
USC 410iii-6]

Legislative Mandates

(from Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP Act, Public Law 107-373, December 19, 2002)

There is established the Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP Advisory Commission whose duties
are to:

- advise the Secretary in the preparation and implementation of a GMP
- advise the Secretary with respect to identification of sites of significance outside the park
boundary deemed necessary to fulfill the purposes of the park

In recognition that central portions of the park are owned and operated for the benefit of the
public by key partner organizations, the Secretary shall acknowledge and support the continued
participation of these partners in the management of the park:

- Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation

- National Trust for Historic Preservation and Belle Grove, Inc.

- Shenandoah County

- park community partners (defined as surrounding towns and counties
- Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Foundation

Each of these key partner organizations may continue to own, operate, and manage their lands
within the park.

The Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation may continue to conduct battle reenactments within the
park.

Encouragement of Conservation — The Secretary and the Commission shall encourage
conservation of the historic and natural resources within and in proximity to the park by
landowners, local governments, organizations, and businesses

Provision of Technical Assistance — The Secretary may provide technical assistance to local
governments, in cooperative efforts which complement the values of the park

Cooperation by federal agencies — Any federal entity conducting supporting activities directly
affecting the park shall consult, cooperate, and, to the maximum extent practicable, coordinate
its activities with the Secretary in a manner that:

- is consistent with the purposes of this Act and the standards and criteria established pursuant
to the GMP developed pursuant to Section 8

- is not likely to have an adverse effect on the resources of the park, and

- is likely to provide for full public participation in order to consider the views of all interested
parties

The general management plan shall contain provisions to address the needs of owners of non-
federal land, including independent nonprofit organizations within the boundaries of the park
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accordance with national regulations consistently applied throughout the national

park system. These requirements are summarized in Appendix B.

1.7 GMP/EIS Scoping Process

1.7.1 Scoping Activities

The NPS initiated the scoping process on June 21, 2005, with publication in the
Federal Register of the notice of intent to prepare the Cedar Creek and Belle Grove
NHP GMP and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). As required pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), scoping is an
ongoing process that has continued since that time. It has occurred internally with
the NPS staff, its Key Partners, and the Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP Advisory
Commission, and externally with the park’s Community Partners, other public
agencies, and the general public. The objectives of the scoping process are to

obtain information regarding the following:

- the issues related to management of the park

- the range of management alternatives that should be considered in the
GMP to address those issues

- the extent of the analysis necessary for making an informed decision on

the preferred management alternative

Scoping activities included the following:

- identification of issues and impact topics

- review of other related projects and planning documents

- preparation of a public involvement plan

- identification of consultation and coordination required with other agencies

- development of a schedule for NEPA compliance which allowed adequate
time to prepare and distribute alternatives under consideration for public
review and comment prior to selection of the preferred alternative

consultation with federal and local agencies

External scoping involved a variety of public involvement activities, summarized as

follows:

- scoping activities were conducted at the bimonthly meetings of the Cedar
Creek and Belle Grove NHP Advisory Commission from July 2005 through
November 2006

- scoping activities were conducted at several monthly meetings of the

park’s Key Partners



the NPS met on several occasions with elected officials and staff of the
town of Middletown, town of Strasburg, Frederick County, Shenandoah
County, and Warren County

the NPS met with numerous individuals affiliated with local colleges and not
for profit organizations

the NPS met with humerous other stakeholder groups

the NPS hosted a public scoping meeting in Strasburg (June 20, 2006),
Middletown (June 21, 2006), and Front Royal (June 22, 2006)

the NPS consulted with numerous federal, state, and regional agencies

a newsletter was mailed to interested parties in February 2007 and posted
on the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website;
the newsletter outlined the GMP alternatives under consideration and
included a mail-back response form with a series of questions designed to
elicit public comment on the alternatives

the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website
provided opportunities for the public to provide comments via the internet
and to review newsletters and announcements of upcoming events that

were routinely posted by the NPS

Scoping activities and interests and concerns identified through December 2006 are

summarized in the GMP/EIS Scoping Report (NPS 2006b).

Interests and Concerns ldentified through Scoping

Project scoping identified a wide range of issues relevant to the management of
Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP. In order to identify which issues are
appropriately addressed in general management level planning they have been

sorted into four categories, as follows:

interests and concerns that are appropriately addressed by the GMP
interests and concerns that are adequately addressed by servicewide law
or policy guidance

interests and concerns that should be addressed in implementation plans
interests and concerns that are beyond the scope of the GMP or future

implementation plans

The complete list of comments received — sorted by these four categories — is

included in Appendix C.
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1.8 Decisions Needed to Guide Park Management

Decision points are the major decisions to be addressed in general management
planning. They are the questions that the GMP will consider and answer through
the development of alternative management concepts, each offering a different
approach to future management of park resources and visitor experience. Decision
points are defined through distillation of the most relevant management issues —
the concerns, opportunities, interests, expectations, and suggestions — that emerge

through the public scoping process.

The alternatives considered for Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP address seven
decision points. The decision points are described below along with a brief

summary of how the GMP alternatives respond to each.

m  Decision Point 1 — How would the park’s resources be protected?

Land development within the park’s boundary is a major threat to the park’s
resources and its viewshed. Only 1,339 of the 3,713 acres within the legislative
boundary of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP are currently protected by the park’s
Key Partners. In addition the NPS owns 8.0 acres. In recent years development
has dramatically increased in the 1-81 corridor from Strasburg to Winchester.
Considerable rural land in the Middletown and Strasburg areas has been converted
to developed uses. Growth is anticipated to continue with further loss of the rural
land base within and around the park. In addition the proposed expansion of 1-81
now under consideration by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the
Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) has the potential to impact from 325
to 436 acres of land within the park, most of which is likely to be permanently taken

for highway use (FHWA 2007a).

Protecting the park’s land base and the resources on those lands could be

accomplished in three primary ways:

- the land could be acquired (or conservation easements could be acquired)
by the NPS, the Key Partners, the Community Partners, or other public or
nonprofit conservation organization

- the Community Partners could manage growth to protect park resources

- the park’s private landowners could take voluntarily actions to protect park

resources

The extent and timing of actions in these three areas would determine if the park
would ultimately consist of a patchwork of developed private lands or if it would be
expanded to encompass significant historic sites embedded in a protected landscape.
The GMP scoping sessions have indicated concerns for the park’s future integrity and

confirmed a strong sense of urgency for undertaking effective protection strategies.



Managing growth to protect park resources is made difficult because the park’s

legislative boundary encompasses portions of Frederick, Shenandoah, and Warren

counties and is adjacent to the towns of Strasburg and Middletown, both of which have

authority to annex land within the park boundary. Privately owned land within the

park’s legislative boundary is subject to different land use plans and regulations in each

government jurisdiction. Presently, there is not a unified and consistent vision for

resource conservation and guiding future growth in the communities adjoining the park.

GMP land protection issues define three areas of need: (1) determining protection
priorities, (2) developing effective protection strategies, and (3) defining the
protection roles and responsibilities of the NPS, the Key Partners, and the
Community Partners. All of the GMP action alternatives envision a common set of
criteria for prioritizing significant individual resource sites that need to be protected
and a common set of strategies for cooperating with the park’s Community Partners
to protect the park’s rural land base. Alternatives A and B would rely more heavily
on Community Partner actions and cooperation with NPS to protect park resources
because less land would be protected through fee simple acquisition by the NPS and

the Key Partners.

m  Decision Point 2 — What would be the visitor’s interpretive experience?

A coordinated approach to interpretation by the NPS and the Key Partners would
offer the best opportunity to effectively tell the park’s stories. In the future the
park’s interpretive program would focus on six primary interpretive themes (see
Table 1.3). There are two major questions as to how the associated stories would
be told: (1) to what extent would visitors have opportunities to experience the
park’s resources at locations where stories can best be told?; and (2) what are the
potential roles and responsibilities of the NPS and the Key Partners in interpretive

planning and programming?

The first question addresses the type of “place-based” experience visitors would
have at the park. The park could focus the visitor experience on the lands currently
owned and protected by the Key Partners, as would be the case under Alternative A
(continuation of current management). Alternatively, as envisioned in the
Alternatives B, C, and D, interpretive experiences could be provided both at the Key

Partners’ properties and at other sites throughout the park.

Regarding potential roles and responsibilities, the NPS and the Key Partners have
several choices related to interpretive planning and interpretive programs. Each
could maintain independent interpretive practices (Alternative B). Alternatively, the
NPS and the Key Partners could engage in coordinated interpretive planning, the
implementation of which would be the responsibility of individual entities

(Alternative C). A third choice would be a more fully developed interpretive
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partnership among the NPS and the Key Partners responsible for both interpretive

planning and implementation (Alternative D).

m  Decision Point 3 — What would be the park’s needs for visitor facilities
and services?

A major question raised during the GMP planning process focuses on the need for
and functions of a park visitor center and what alternative sites and facility types
should be considered if a visitor center is appropriate. Although a number of
relatively small visitor contact facilities could be dispersed at several key sites within
the park, NPS scoping sessions suggest a strong public preference for a centralized
park visitor center in an existing or new building. In addition to serving the visiting
public, that facility could potentially support additional educational, research, and
other activities to help the park realize its legislative mandate for resource
conservation. Space in the NPS visitor center could also be available to the park’s

Key Partners and Community Partners for meetings and special programs.

The park’s enabling legislation states that the park should be a focal point for
interpreting important events and geographic locations within the Shenandoah
Valley Battlefields National Historic District. The National Historic District’'s
Management Plan (Heritage Partners, Inc. et al 2000c) calls for five cluster
orientation centers, one of which would be somewhere in the area of the park or in
the adjacent areas of Fishers Hill or Tom’s Brook. GMP scoping meetings have
raised the question as to what extent a visitor center at Cedar Creek and Belle
Grove NHP would serve the National Historic District. Also to be considered are
other existing facilities and services in the area surrounding the park and the extent

to which the park would be a hub for heritage tourism.

The GMP alternatives vary in the extent to which the NPS would be involved in
providing visitor facilities. Alternatives A and B do not include an NPS developed
and managed visitor center; instead, the Key Partners would provide visitor contact
and orientation facilities. Alternatives C and D assume that the NPS would develop
and manage a visitor center that would be a central hub for interpretation and
orientation to the park and the National Historic District. The following criteria

would be taken into account when choosing a location for a visitor center:

- The visitor center would need access to utilities and main travel corridors

- The site must have suitable building conditions

- The visitor center would not be located at or close to sensitive or significant
natural or historic resources and would not be located within the sensitive
resource zone

- The visitor center would not be an imposing structure on the landscape, be
located in key viewsheds, or adversely impact scenic resources

- The visitor center would not disrupt travel patterns for local residents



- The visitor center would not be located in an area that would induce private

development incompatible with the park setting

In accordance with Executive Order 13423, “Strengthening Federal Environmental,
Energy, and Transportation Management,” the park visitor center would be designed
to be energy efficient, reduce enclosed space, and when practical, export interior
functions to exterior locations. The visitor center would attempt to meet Leadership
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards for design, construction, and
operation of high-performance green buildings. Re-use of an existing structure to
serve as a park visitor center has not been ruled out, but at this time a suitable
facility has not been found. The Whitham Farm, owned by the NPS, fails to meet

several of the criteria for a visitor center outlined above.

m  Decision Point 4 — How would visitors access and move around the park?

The park presents challenges for visitors who may be anticipating a traditional
national park experience. Presently, beyond the existing facilities owned by the Key
Partners, most visitors perceive the park as difficult to explore and understand. |-
81 is a major barrier within the park. As I-81 swings to the west, it bisects the
park’s central section. With interchanges at Middletown and Strasburg, 1-81
provides excellent accessibility for visitors arriving from the north or south.
However, it is a physical barrier to east-west visitor circulation in the park’s central
section. Within the park there is only one underpass at Water Plant Road (State
Route 840). Studies are currently underway to plan for additional lanes and
enlarged interchanges on 1-81. Specific impacts and mitigation measures
associated with the project will be determined in Tier 2 NEPA compliance actions to
be completed by FHWA and VDOT (see Section 1.10.3 below).

Local traffic generally utilizes Valley Pike (Route 11) and a network of small rural
roads. Valley Pike (Route 11) is west of 1-81, generally paralleling it in the vicinity
of the park. In some places it defines the park’s boundary and in others it bisects
the park. Valley Pike (Route 11) is likely to become a major north-south collector
road for park visitors. Given its periodic traffic volumes and truck traffic, the road
could become a potential safety hazard for park visitors. Moving away from the I-
81 and Valley Pike (Route 11) travel corridors, visitors unfamiliar with the area face
difficulties in navigating a network of local collector and rural roads taking them in
and out of the park’s currently unmarked boundary. Visitors could also find
themselves on narrow and, in some cases, unpaved rural roads, particularly in the

southern section of the park.

The NPS scoping meetings indicated qualified support for automobile touring routes,
provided that such routes have the capacity to safely accommodate visitor traffic
and would not encourage visitors to trespass on or otherwise adversely impact

private properties. Many people also expressed a strong interest in pedestrian and
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bicycle trails that would eventually connect to other trails outside the park. Such a
trail network could provide an effective means for immersing visitors in an
interpretive experience removed from automobiles and detracting land uses.

Several scoping sessions suggested a trail route re-tracing the Battle of Cedar Creek.

For all action alternatives, the NPS would seek to work with the Key Partners, and
state and local government in developing and implementing plans for automobile tour
routes and a park trail network. The GMP action alternatives portray two concepts for
park circulation. Alternative B envisions tour routes focusing on access to selected
sites, with limited circulation throughout the remainder of the park. Alternatives C
and D would have designated tour routes guiding visitors throughout most of the park,

with road improvements made to meet safety and capacity requirements.

Alternatives B, C, and D anticipate the potential for developing trails on protected
lands owned by the NPS and the Key Partners. Alternatives C and D reflect a greater
emphasis on a park trail concept, such as re-tracing the Battle of Cedar Creek, which
may require acquiring lands or rights-of-way from willing sellers. Alternative D

includes consideration of connecting park trails to a larger regional network.

During special events, buses could be used for moving visitors around the park.
However, the use of buses on a regular or seasonal basis is not currently under

consideration because projected visitation is not high enough.

m  Decision Point 5 — How would the park address related resources
outside its boundary?

Resources related to the purpose for which the park was created are known to exist
outside the park boundary, although studies to specifically identify the location,
extent, and significance of related resources have not been completed. The park’s
enabling legislation authorizes the NPS, the Key Partners, and Community Partners
to protect these resources and to preserve the natural or historic setting of the park
when viewed from within or outside the park. The public has also expressed concern
for protecting related resources that are outside the park’s boundary. Defining the
general park management roles and responsibilities of the NPS, the Key Partners,

and the Community Partners for protecting these resources is a GMP issue.

In establishing the Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP Advisory Commission, the
park’s legislation directs the Commission to advise the Secretary of the Interior with
respect to the identification of sites of significance outside of the park boundary
deemed necessary to fulfill the purposes of the Act [Section 9(b)(2)]. The legislation
also directs the Secretary and the Commission to encourage conservation of the
historic and natural resources within and in proximity of the park by landowners,
local governments, organizations and businesses [Section 10(a)] and states that

such objectives should be achieved through public-private partnerships. The park’s



enabling legislation authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to acquire conservation
easements and to enter into covenants on lands in or adjacent to the park from
willing sellers. Such easements “shall have the effect of protecting the scenic,
natural, and historic resources on adjacent lands and preserving the natural or

historic setting of the park when viewed from within or outside the park” [Section 6].

Alternatives B, C, and D embrace the concept of identifying and monitoring
significant related resources, and responding to protection needs and opportunities
as they arise. Alternatives C and D would take further steps to proactively protect
related resources, using strategies similar to those for protecting resources inside
the park’s legislative boundary. However, at this time, Alternatives C and D are
unable to address the NPS role in other circumstances when related resources are

more distant from its boundary.

All the GMP alternatives assume that the park boundary would be maintained as
currently authorized. However, they recognize the possibility for a possible
boundary adjustment at a future date, if demonstrated by a need to incorporate

certain related resources into the park.

m  Decision Point 6 — How would the NPS and the Key Partners work
together in managing the park?

A management arrangement is needed to enable effective collaboration and
management decision making at the park. Currently the Key Partners generally
manage their lands under independent policies, e.g., with respect to resource
protection, permitted uses, and facilities design and placement. The 8.0-acre parcel
owned by the NPS is under private lease and is not presently open to the public.
Related issues of particular concern to both the NPS and the Key Partners include:
(1) the feasibility of developing consistent management policies for all protected
lands in the park, and (2) the need for institutional arrangements enabling effective

collaboration and decision making among the NPS and others.

The park’s enabling legislation provides general direction for the management
framework. It authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to enter into cooperative
agreements with interested public and private entities and individuals, through
technical and financial assistance, including encouraging the conservation of the park’s
historic and natural resources [Section 12(a)]. The legislation also recognizes “key
partner” organizations and their specific roles [Section 13(b)] (see Section 1.5.6
above). It indicates that the Secretary of the Interior shall acknowledge and support

the continued participation of the partner organizations in managing the park.
The GMP alternatives outline the overall framework for future cooperation among

the NPS and the Key Partners. All GMP alternatives assume adherence to NPS’s

underlying management principles related to protection of park resources and
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values and its commitment to the public’'s appropriate use and enjoyment, including
education and interpretation of park resources. The continuation of current
management (Alternative A) suggests an informal arrangement such as establishing
a working group committed to attending regular meetings, sharing information, and
discussing issues of mutual interest and concern. Alternatives B, C, and D envision
that the NPS and the Key Partners would develop a shared vision and preservation
ethic as the basis for managing their lands and that the NPS would serve as
facilitator among the Key Partners for land and resource protection and other
shared goals. Alternatives B, C, and D also envision that the NPS and the Key
Partners would develop cooperative agreements to manage various aspects of the
park. Finally, Alternative D envisions a more formal relationship between the

parties that would define a division of labor for certain park resources.

m  Decision Point 7 — To what extent would the NPS provide technical
assistance to others?

Clarification is needed regarding how the NPS would provide technical assistance to
the park’s partners. The park’s enabling legislation authorizes the NPS to generally

provide assistance as follows:

- to local governments, in cooperative efforts which complement the values
of the park

- to persons, organizations, or governmental entities for (1) preserving
historic structures within the park, (2) maintaining the natural or cultural
landscape of the park, (3) local preservation planning, interpretation, and
management of public visitation for the park, and (4) furthering the goals
of the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Foundation related to the park

- to support the continued participation of the Key Partners in the

management of the park

The Key Partners have expressed interest in clarifying more specifically the types

and extent of this technical assistance.

Common to Alternatives B, C, and D is a commitment by the NPS to provide
technical assistance to the Key Partners and the Community Partners in protecting
resources within and contiguous to the park’s legislative boundary. The staffing
levels of the NPS would have a significant impact on the extent of technical
assistance the agency would be able to provide. The NPS would establish priorities
for determining how technical assistance would be allocated. The first priority
would be to support protection of resources within the park, followed by assistance
with protection of the park’s viewsheds and related resources in proximity to the

park.



1.9 Impact Topics

Understanding the consequences of making one management decision versus
another is important to evaluating the GMP alternatives. As a result NPS GMPs are
typically accompanied by an environmental impact statement (EIS). An EIS for a
park GMP identifies the anticipated impacts of alternative management actions on

resources and on park visitors and neighbors.

Impacts evaluated in EISs are organized by resource category, such as cultural
resources, natural resources, and socioeconomics. The full range of impact topics
considered is based on federal laws and other legal requirements, Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines, NPS management policies, and scoping.
Not all impact topics are relevant to all parks or to all management decisions. As a
result they are divided into two groups — those for which impacts of the alternatives
are evaluated and those which are dismissed from the impact analysis. Impact
topics are dismissed from the impact analysis if they are found to be not relevant to
the evaluation of GMP alternatives because either (a) implementing the alternatives
would have no effect or a negligible effect on the resource or condition or (b) the

resource or condition does not occur in the park.

Following is a discussion of the impact topics retained for the impact analysis and
the impacts dismissed from the impact analysis for the Cedar Creek and Belle Grove
GMP/EIS. Selection of topics to be retained is based on NPS staff knowledge of the
park and the issues and concerns expressed by the public and other agencies during
the GMP scoping process. The discussion that includes the rationale for dismissing

specific impact topics is provided in Section 1.9.2 below.

Typically, the GMP/EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment, includes a description of
the existing conditions in the park only for resources and values that may be
affected by actions proposed in the plan alternatives. However, since this GMP is
the first comprehensive planning document produced since the park was established,
Chapter 3 addresses a broader range of resources and values, including those not
affected by the alternatives. A thorough description of relevant park resources and
values is included for those topics that are retained for the impact analysis. Only a
brief description of relevant park resources and values is included for impact topics
that are dismissed from the impact analysis; this is done to provide baseline

information for the park that is not currently available.

The GMP/EIS Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, describes the impacts of the
proposed GMP alternatives on resources and values for topics retained for analysis.
Impact topics dismissed from further analysis are not analyzed in Chapter 4 of this

EIS.
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1.9.1 Impact Topics Retained for Impact Analysis

= Archeological Resources

Archeological resources are the material remains or physical evidence of past
human life or activities, including the record of the effects of human activities on the
environment. A three-volume archeological overview and assessment of lands
within the legislated boundaries of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP identified over
100 archeological sites, both prehistoric and historic. Many of the archeological

sites are eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

Ground disturbance associated with proposed development (i.e., new trails or other
facilities) has the potential to disturb currently identified as well as unidentified
archeological resources. Other impacts to archeological resources may also occur,
as rising levels of visitation may increase opportunities for inadvertent resource
damage, vandalism, and looting. Any actions that would adversely affect these
resources would be of concern to the park staff and the public. In addition, the
National Historic Preservation Act, as well as the NPS’s Management Policies
(2006c¢), Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis,
and Decision Making (2001), and NPS 28: Cultural Resource Management Guideline
(1998) require the consideration of potential impacts on archeological resources
listed in or eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places. Therefore,

archeological resources will be analyzed in detail.

= Ethnographic Resources

Ethnographic resources are defined by the NPS as any “site, structure, object,
landscape, or natural resource feature assigned traditional legendary, religious,
subsistence, or other significance in the cultural system of a group traditionally
associated with it” (NPS 28: Cultural Resource Management Guideline (1998)). A
draft ethnographic overview and assessment of the park has identified places that
have “great significance” for stories associated with American Indians (several tribes
have a cultural affiliation with lands in the park), African Americans, German and
Scots-Irish settlers, nonconformist religious practitioners, and Civil War
commemorators. Strategies for preserving these ethnographic resources need to be
developed. Any change resulting from the proposed actions that could adversely
affect these resources would be of concern to the park and the public. Therefore,

ethnographic resources will be analyzed in detail.

m  Historic Structures

Historic structures are a component of cultural landscapes and are significant for the
roles they played in the history of the park. Long-term preservation and
management of historic structures is often a challenge. Implementation of the
actions proposed in this general management plan could affect the historic

structures contained in Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP. In addition, the National



Historic Preservation Act, as well as the National Park Service Management Policies
(2006d), Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact
Analysis, and Decision Making (2001), and NPS 28: Cultural Resource Management
Guideline (1998) require the consideration of potential impacts on historic
properties listed in or eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

Therefore, historic structures will be analyzed in detail.

m  Cultural Landscapes

According to NPS 28: Cultural Resource Management Guideline (1998), a cultural

landscape is

...a reflection of human adaptation and use of natural resources and is
often expressed in the way land is organized and divided, patterns of
settlement, land use, systems of circulation, and the types of structures
that are built. The character of a cultural landscape is defined both by
physical materials, such as roads, buildings, walls, and vegetation, and by

use reflecting cultural values and traditions.

Thus, cultural landscapes are the result of the long interaction between people and
the land; they reflect the influence of human beliefs and actions over time upon the
natural landscape. Shaped through time by historical land use and management
practices — as well as politics and property laws, levels of technology, and economic
conditions — cultural landscapes provide a living record of an area’s past: a visual
chronicle of its history. The dynamic nature of modern human life, however,
contributes to the continual reshaping of cultural landscapes, making them a good
source of information about specific times and places, but at the same time

rendering their long-term preservation a challenge.

Actions proposed in the alternatives analyzed in the GMP could affect the elements
that make up the park’s cultural landscapes — the structures, topography,
vegetation, circulation features, spatial organization, and land-use patterns.

Therefore, cultural landscapes will be analyzed in detail.

= Museum Collections

According to NPS 28: Cultural Resource Management Guideline (1998), prehistoric
and historic objects, artifacts, works of art, archival documents, and natural history
specimens comprise a park’s museum collections. Although the NPS does not
possess any objects, artifacts, or archival collections for Cedar Creek and Belle
Grove NHP, it is anticipated that archeological research will be conducted on NPS-
administered lands in the future. Artifacts collected during that research, as well as

associated materials, would constitute park collections that would be appropriately
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accessioned and cataloged, preserved, protected, and made available for access and

use according to NPS standards and guidelines.

Additionally, the park may acquire lands during the life of this plan that might
generate collections requiring management. The NPS’s Key Partners currently have
collections of cultural resource objects, artifacts, and archives relating to the lands
they own that have been compiled as a result of various archeological, historical,

and architectural studies. Therefore, museum collections will be analyzed in detail.

m  Scenic/Visual Resources/Viewsheds

Scenic resources are views and vistas that can be seen by visitors from certain
vantage points in the park. Scenic resources and viewsheds are important
contributors to the integrity of the park’s battlefields and cultural landscapes.
Scenic resources and viewsheds are fundamental to the park’s purpose and
significance or important for other reasons (NPS 2006a). Preserving or mitigating
impacts to viewsheds has also been identified as a planning concern/issue during
the GMP scoping process. The park contains non-historic permanent structures and
land use activities that affect the park’s scenic qualities. Structures and land uses
adjacent to the park also affect the park’s viewshed. These structures and activities
can degrade scenic resources and affect visitor experiences. Among other things,
alternatives in the plan include efforts to preserve the park’s rural character and to
minimize the impacts of adjacent development. Any impacts that would adversely
affect scenic resources would be of concern to the park staff and the public.

Therefore, scenic resources and viewsheds will be analyzed in detail.

m  Soils

The park’s soils are a key resource that helps determine where native vegetative
communities occur; they also affect the area’s productivity and drainage patterns.
Soils are an important agricultural resource for the area and also provide structural
support to buildings and other facilities in the park. Proposed developments in the
alternatives could affect the park’s soils. Any actions that would adversely affect
these resources would be of concern to the park staff and the public. Therefore,

soils will be analyzed in detail.

m  Groundwater

Underlying the park is an aquifer that serves as a major source of domestic water
supply for the area. Groundwater levels could be affected by development actions
proposed in the GMP. The geologic setting and karst topography of the area
increase the potential for impacts to groundwater quality. Any actions that would
adversely affect groundwater resources would be of concern to the park staff and

the public. Therefore, groundwater will be analyzed in detail.



m  Surface Water Quality

The park contains a number of perennial and intermittent streams, including Cedar
Creek, the North Fork of the Shenandoah River, Meadow Brook, and Stickley Run.
These waterways provide important habitat to aquatic organisms and sensitive
wildlife species in the area. Any actions that would adversely affect these resources
would be of concern to the park staff and the public. Therefore, surface water

quality will be analyzed in detail.

= Vegetation

The park supports a variety of vegetative communities and plant species, including
some sensitive species and many nonnative species. Vegetation communities in the
park consist of forest and woodlands, grasslands, and riparian and wetland areas.
Vegetation is important because it provides wildlife habitat and protects riparian
corridors that improve water quality and minimize flooding. Vegetation is also
important because it contributes to the significant landscapes identified as either
fundamental to the park’s purpose and significance or important for other reasons
(NPS 2006a). Actions in the alternatives could beneficially or adversely affect these
resources, which would be of concern to the park staff as well as the public.

Therefore, vegetation will be analyzed in detail.

= Visitor Use and Experience

Visitor use and experience could be affected by one or more of the actions in the
alternatives, such as the provision of new recreational opportunities, the
development of new visitor facilities and amenities, and the establishment of new
partnerships. New facilities such as trails, interpretive media, and auto touring
routes would change the way visitors use and experience the park. Furthermore, all
of the alternatives could have an impact on overall visitor understanding, including
interpretive and educational opportunities. Therefore, visitor use and experience

will be analyzed in detail.

= Regional and Local Economy

An increase in tourism and park visitation is likely to occur as a result of
implementing any of the alternatives. This visitation could result in increased
spending in the local area. Although the economy of the region is diversified and
may not be substantially affected by the park, some businesses and individuals in
the gateway towns and local area could be beneficially impacted by increased
spending. NPS and Key Partner contributions to this impact would be both direct
and indirect. Direct impacts would result from the relatively small amount of NPS
and Key Partner development and employment-related actions included in the
alternatives. Indirect impacts would result from the multiplier effect of businesses
and employee spending. Therefore, the economic impact of the park on the local

and regional economy will be analyzed.
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1.9.2 Impact Topics Dismissed from Impact Analysis

u Indian Trust Resources

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

Alaska Native tribes.

There are no Indian trust resources in Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP or its
general vicinity. The lands composing the park are not held in trust by the
Secretary of the Interior for the benefit of Indians due to their status as Indians.

Therefore, Indian trust resources were dismissed as an impact topic.

m  Sacred Sites

According to Executive Order 13007, “Indian Sacred Sites,” the NPS will
accommodate, to the extent practicable, access to and ceremonial use of Indian
sacred sites by religious practitioners from recognized American Indian and Alaska
Native tribes and would avoid adversely affecting the integrity of such sacred sites.
The draft Ethnographic Overview and Assessment (Bragdon 2006) concluded that
there are places within the park that have “great significance” in stories associated
with American Indians; however, there are no known sacred sites within the park
(Bragdon 2006). Copies of this draft GMP/EIS will be forwarded to each affiliated
tribe for review and comment. If the tribes subsequently identify the presence of
sacred sites within park boundaries, further planning would be undertaken in
consultation with the tribes and appropriate mitigation measures developed as
necessary. The location of any sacred sites would not be made public. Because
there are no known sacred sites within park boundaries, sacred sites were dismissed

as an impact topic.

= Air Quality

Section 118 of the 1963 Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) requires a national
park unit to meet all federal, state, and local air pollution standards. Cedar Creek
and Belle Grove NHP is within a Class Il air quality area under the Clean Air Act, as
amended. A Class Il designation indicates the maximum allowable increase in
concentrations of pollutants over baseline concentrations of sulfur dioxide and
particulate matter as specified in Section 163 of the Clean Air Act. Further, the
Clean Air Act provides that the federal land manager has an affirmative

responsibility to protect air quality-related values (including visibility, plants,



animals, soils, water quality, cultural resources, and visitor health) from adverse

pollution impacts.

The Clean Air Act requires the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to identify
national ambient air quality standards to protect public health and welfare.
Standards were set for the following pollutants: ozone (O3); carbon monoxide (CO);
nitrogen dioxide (NO,); sulfur dioxide (SO,); inhalable particulate matter less than
10 microns (PMjo) and less than 2.5 microns (PM.s); and lead (Pb). These
pollutants are designated criteria pollutants because the standards satisfy criteria
specified in the Clean Air Act. An area where a standard is exceeded more than

three times in three years can be considered a nonattainment area.

In 1993, the EPA adopted regulations implementing Section 176 of the Clean Air Act
as amended. Section 176 requires that federal actions conform to state
implementation plans for achieving and maintaining the national standards. Federal
actions must not cause or contribute to new violations of any standard, increase the
frequency or severity of any existing violation, interfere with timely attainment or
maintenance of any standard, delay emission reduction milestones, or contradict
state implementation plan requirements. Federal actions that are subject to the
general conformity regulations are required to mitigate or fully offset the emissions
caused by the action, including both direct and indirect emissions over which that

federal agency has some control.

The park’s air quality met EPA standards in 2003 (the last year of available
measurable data) for inhalable particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM,o) and
sulfur dioxide; however, ozone standards were exceeded that same year. Currently,
the area is still not in compliance with EPA standards for 8-hour ozone

concentrations.

No actions proposed in the GMP would measurably affect the park’s long-term,
overall air quality. The precursors for ozone are primarily generated by fuel
combustion, and one of the primary sources of ozone is mobile source emissions.
Park staffing levels are expected to increase only gradually and minimally in the
foreseeable future, and any adverse impacts (direct, indirect, or cumulative) to air
quality related to park staff use of vehicles during the life of the GMP would be
negligible. Park visitation would likely increase as a result of implementing actions
proposed in the alternatives but emissions from visitor vehicles would be a very
small percentage of the overall emissions generated by mobile and stationary
sources in Frederick County, and such emissions would be imperceptible above
existing background conditions. In addition, continued mobile source emission
reductions due to technological improvements in engines and fuels would benefit air
quality over time. Any adverse impacts (direct, indirect, or cumulative) to air

quality related to park visitation would be negligible.
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Construction activities, including equipment operation and the hauling of material,
could result in temporarily increased vehicle exhaust and emissions, as well as
inhalable particulate matter. Construction dust associated with exposed soils would
be controlled, if necessary, with the application of water or other approved dust
palliatives. Also, activities that might create dust would be suspended when winds
are too great to prevent visible dust clouds from affecting sensitive receptors
(houses, schools, hospitals). In addition, any hydrocarbons, NO,, SO, emissions, as
well as airborne particulates created by fugitive dust plumes, would be rapidly
dissipated because the location of the park and prevailing wind allows for good air
circulation. Overall, there could be a local, short-term, negligible degradation of
local air quality during construction activities; however, no measurable effects
outside of the immediate construction site would be anticipated. Any construction-
related, adverse effects to air quality would be temporary, lasting only as long as

construction.

Implementation of any of the alternatives described in the GMP would result in
either short- or long-term negligible adverse effects upon air quality. Therefore, air

quality was dismissed as an impact topic.

m  Lightscape Management

Light pollution in the park and surrounding area is currently present. NPS
Management Policies (NPS 2006d) states that the NPS will preserve, to the greatest
extent possible, the natural lightscapes of parks, including natural darkness. The
NPS strives to minimize the intrusion of artificial light into the night scene by
limiting the use of artificial outdoor lighting to basic safety requirements, shielding
the lights when possible, and using minimal impact lighting techniques. Any new
facilities proposed in the alternatives that would necessitate new night-time lighting
would be constructed with down lighting that would minimize light pollution. The
effects of actions contained in this plan on natural lightscapes would be negligible.

Therefore, lightscape management was dismissed from further analysis.

®  Soundscape Management

In accordance with NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006d) and Director’s Order 47:
Sound Preservation and Noise Management, an important part of the NPS mission is
the preservation of natural soundscapes associated with national park units.

Natural soundscapes exist in the absence of human-caused sound. The natural
ambient soundscape is the aggregate of all the natural sounds that occur in park
units, together with the physical capacity for transmitting natural sounds. Natural
sounds occur within and beyond the range of sounds that humans can perceive and
can be transmitted through air, water, or solid materials. The frequencies,

magnitudes, and durations of human-caused sound considered acceptable varies



among NPS units, as well as potentially throughout each park unit; generally

acceptable levels are greater in developed areas and less in undeveloped areas.

Current soundscape conditions include noise pollution from a variety of activities,
such as commercial mining, highway traffic, residential living, and existing visitor
use. None of the actions proposed in the alternatives would substantially alter long-
term soundscape conditions in the park. Several developments may be built or
improved under the alternatives (e.g., trails, visitor center, interpretive sites), but
facility construction would only temporarily affect noise levels in parts of the park.
Park visitation would likely increase as a result of implementing actions proposed in
the alternatives, but additional noise generated from increased visitor use would not
be a substantial factor when compared to existing conditions. Some long-term
noise impacts from increased human activity could occur at areas where visitors are
concentrated, such as at trailheads or popular attractions. However, the overall
impact to parkwide soundscape conditions would be negligible relative to existing
conditions. Therefore, soundscape management was dismissed from further

analysis.

m  Karst Features

Karst features, such as caves, sinkholes, and springs, were initially considered
because they are prevalent throughout the region and because they are unique
resources that provide niche habitats and affect area drainage networks. There are
very few karst features within park boundaries and new facilities or recreational
developments proposed under any of the management alternatives could be sited to
avoid them. No impacts to karst features are anticipated under any of the

alternatives; therefore, karst features were dismissed from further analysis.

m  Paleontological Resources

Geologic formations in the park are composed of parent material that contains
paleontological resources. No formal resource inventories have been conducted in
the park; however, the Valley and Ridge province is known to be fossiliferous.
These fossils are typically well below the surface; however, some fossils in the area
are exposed where road cuts and rock outcrops occur. Preliminary research
indicates that the greatest potential for paleontological resources would be on

private property within the authorized park boundary or just outside of the park.

Site-specific surveys would be undertaken before any ground disturbance occurs in
areas believed likely to contain fossils. If important paleontological resources were
identified, the NPS would attempt to avoid the area, relocate the activity, or
otherwise mitigate impacts from the actions being taken. Any specimens found and
collected during construction activities would be managed according to NPS

museum collection policies.
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Proposed actions in the alternatives would have a negligible impact on

paleontological resources; therefore, the topic was dismissed from further analysis.

®  Prime and Unique Farmlands

Prime farmlands are defined as land that has the best combination of physical and
chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops
and is also available for these uses. Prime farmlands have the soil quality, growing
season, and moisture supply needed to produce economically sustained high yields
of crops when treated and managed according to acceptable farming methods,
including water management. In general, prime farmlands have an adequate and
dependable water supply from precipitation or irrigation, a favorable temperature
and growing season, acceptable acidity or alkalinity, acceptable salt and sodium
content, and few or no rocks. Unique farmlands are lands other than prime

farmland that are used for the production of specific high value food and fiber crops.

Prime farmland soils are mapped in various areas throughout the park, and are
primarily associated with floodplains and alkaline soils (USDA 1991). Prime
farmlands represent approximately 15 percent of the park. No major developments
would be proposed in prime farmland soils. Recreational facilities such as trails
could be built in floodplains that contain prime farmland soils; however, trails would
typically be located in areas that are not currently used for agricultural purposes
and the total area of prime farmland soil that would be converted to trail surface
would be negligible. No unique farmlands have been identified in the park.

Therefore, prime and unique farmlands were dismissed from further analysis.

= Wetlands

All wetlands in national park units are protected and managed in accordance with
Executive Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands”; NPS Director’s Order 77-1:
Wetland Protection and its accompanying handbook (NPS 2002); and NPS
Management Policies (NPS 2006d). This guidance requires the NPS to protect and
enhance natural wetland values, and requires the examination of impacts on
wetlands. It is NPS policy to avoid affecting wetlands and to minimize impacts

when they are unavoidable.

Wetlands are scattered throughout the park, with the highest concentration
occurring in the southern third of the park. Wetlands occur along rivers and
streams, and around ponds, springs, and other isolated areas. Much of the wetland
vegetation has been altered by livestock, agriculture, and flood control activities.
Under all of the GMP alternatives, facilities proposed for development would be sited
to avoid wetlands. No new development in the alternatives would be proposed in
areas known to contain wetlands. No new uses of water originating from wetlands

are proposed. Areas that may be wetlands would be mapped and delineated prior



to project design to ensure that any development undertaken by the NPS would
avoid these areas. No impacts to wetlands would occur under any of the

alternatives; therefore, wetlands were dismissed from further analysis.

= Floodplains

The park contains a number of perennial and intermittent streams, including Cedar
Creek, the North Fork of the Shenandoah River, Meadow Brook, and Stickley Run.
All of these drainages are subject to flooding following major storms or rapid snow
melt. The floodplains of these drainages have been substantially modified by
agricultural and flood control activities, but streams and rivers still contain
important habitat for fish and wildlife, and are important for recreational uses, as

well.

No new actions or facilities are being proposed in the alternatives that would
adversely affect the protection, management, and use of these floodplains, or
substantially change the character and natural processes of the floodplains. New
foot trails could be built in the floodplain, but these are excepted actions according
to NPS policy. Trails could alter hydrologic processes in floodplains, but their impact
to floodplain values would be negligible. Under all of the alternatives, the NPS
would continue to protect natural floodplains and take appropriate action to avoid
safety risks to visitors and employees, as required under Executive Order 11988
and NPS Director’s Order 77-2: Floodplain Management. Therefore, floodplains

were dismissed from further analysis.

m  Wild and Scenic Rivers

Virginia contains no federally designated wild and scenic rivers. Cedar Creek and
the North Fork of the Shenandoah River have sections that are state listed in the
Virginia Scenic Rivers program as being “worthy of further study” or “qualified, but
not yet joined.” Neither is listed as a state-designated scenic river. None of the
actions in any of the alternatives would negatively affect the wild and scenic
qualities of these two waterways because proposed development near these
waterways would be minimal and compatible with the natural, scenic setting.

Therefore, this topic was dismissed from further analysis.

= Exotic and Invasive Species

The park contains a number of exotic and invasive species, both plants and animals.
Their presence and extent do not represent a current planning issue at the GMP
level. Proposed actions in the plan relating to construction and development would
have a negligible to minor impact on these species and therefore, this topic was
dismissed from further analysis. It is recognized that, if left unmanaged over time,
such species could degrade park resources, particularly historic landscapes. Thus

the plan has articulated management actions for controlling exotic and invasive
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species in the context of applicable laws, executive orders and NPS policy. These
actions are found in section 2.3, under Management Element 6 (in collaborative
strategies between the park and its partners) and Management Element 9 (as an
element of technical assistance provided by the park and its partners); among the
mitigation measures described in section 2.10.2; and in the list of actions that could

occur in the management of natural resources on NPS property, in section 2.2.4.

= Wildlife

The park supports a variety of wildlife species. Habitat loss and fragmentation in

the region has caused displacement of wildlife; however, most of the wildlife species
likely to be present in the park are generalists and have adapted to these conditions.
Actions and activities outside of the park have probably affected wildlife more than
park or activities of the Key Partners. In many cases, lands within the park

boundary have acted as a refuge for wildlife.

Facility development in the park associated with the GMP alternatives would
produce short-term and long-term adverse impacts to wildlife. Short-term impacts
would include temporary displacement due to construction activities. Long-term
impacts would include loss of habitat. The majority of new development would
occur in areas of the park that already contain elements of the built environment.
Facility development proposed in natural areas, or in areas that currently contain
limited infrastructure, would be minimal. Because the level of facility development
included in the GMP alternatives would be small and the proposed locations for new

development would be compatible, the potential impacts to wildlife would be minor.

Increased visitor use in the park as a result of the alternatives would have short-
term and long-term adverse impacts to wildlife. Short-term impacts would include
temporary displacement of wildlife due to increased human activity. Long-term
impacts could include displacement due to sustained increases in human activity,
increased injury, or mortality due to motor vehicle conflict, or degradation or loss of
habitat. Overall increases in visitation would be moderate and gradual, and would

likely produce only minor impacts to wildlife.

Agricultural lands in the park would likely be managed differently under the
alternatives. These differences in land use and management activity would likely
have beneficial or adverse impacts on wildlife. Any changes would be minimal and
would likely maintain traditional agricultural practices. Relative to the no-action

alternative, these changes would likely result only in minor impacts.

Hunting of game species on private lands in the park is managed and regulated by
the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF). None of the

alternatives would change the management of hunting or would result in substantial



changes that would affect game populations within the park. The long-term impact

on area wildlife populations would be negligible.

Overall, the actions proposed in the alternatives would have minor impacts on

wildlife or their habitats. Therefore, wildlife was dismissed from further analysis.

m  Fisheries and Aquatic Life

The park contains several perennial streams that contain a variety of native and
nonnative fish. Recreational fishing in the park is regulated by the Virginia
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VGDIF). None of the GMP alternatives
would change the management of fishing or would result in substantial changes that
would affect fish populations within the park. Increases in park visitation could
increase sport fishing within the park, but the state’s regulation of fisheries would
avoid adverse impacts to fish populations. Overall increases in visitation would be
moderate and gradual, and would likely produce negligible impacts to fisheries and
aquatic life. The NPS would continue to work with the state to ensure that healthy

fish populations are maintained in park waters.

The waters of Cedar Creek and the North Fork of the Shenandoah River provide

habitat for a number of sensitive invertebrates, including several species of mussels.

Actions contained in the GMP alternatives, such as trail and facility development and
agricultural use, would have short-term and long-term impacts on fisheries and

aquatic life. Short-term impacts would include increased erosion, increased

sedimentation, and changes in water quality, primarily due to construction activities.

Long-term impacts would include sustained water quality impacts due to surface
water runoff and overall degradation of habitat. Facility development near
waterways as part of the alternatives would be minimal, and when combined with
the use of best management practices for erosion control and water quality, would

result in negligible impacts to fisheries and aquatic life.

Overall, the actions proposed in the alternatives would have negligible impacts on

fisheries and aquatic life. Therefore, this topic was dismissed from further analysis.

m  Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species

Informal consultation on the effect that proposed actions in this plan would have on
federally listed threatened and endangered species was conducted with the Virginia
Field Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) pursuant to Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act. A letter from the USFWS dated December 20, 2006,
stated that “no federally listed species are known to occur in the project area.”
Data provided by the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, Division
of Natural Heritage also do not identify any known current or historical occurrences

of any federally listed plant or animal species in the park. Any areas that could host
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federally listed species would be surveyed prior to project design to ensure that any
development undertaken by the NPS would avoid these areas. Therefore, this topic

was dismissed from further analysis.

m  State Listed Threatened and Endangered Species

The presence of state listed species in the park was confirmed through GIS data and
project review letters received from the State of Virginia. This information indicated
that several state listed animals occur in the park or in the three counties that the
park is located in, including two endangered species: brook floater (Alasmidonta
varicosa) and Appalachian springsnail (Fontigens bottimeri), and two threatened
species: wood turtle (Glyptemys insculpta) and green floater (Lasmigona subviridis).

No state listed plants are known to occur in the park (VDCR 2006).

State listed species were considered, but dismissed from further analysis because: 1)
these species typically are not found in the park, or 2) their preferred habitat would
not be physically disturbed by any of the GMP alternatives, or 3) the effects of
actions in the GMP alternatives would be negligible. There are opportunities for
future beneficial impacts from implementing conservation practices in the park, such
as managing suitable habitat, preserving and enhancing riparian areas,

implementing best management practices for soil erosion and water quality, and
providing visitor education, but that level of specificity is not included in this plan.
Included below is the rationale for dismissal of the state listed animals that are

known to occur in or near the park.

Brook floater. The brook floater resides in the watershed of the North Fork of the
Shenandoah River. It is known to occur in the North Fork of the Shenandoah River
within the park boundary. Mussels are sensitive to changes in water quality and are
often used as indicators of water quality. The GMP includes a special resource zone
along riparian areas in the park that would minimize impacts to the brook floater.
Some actions contained in the GMP, such as trail construction and continued
agricultural use in riparian areas, could affect the brook floater; however, the impact
of those actions would be negligible, particularly when combined with the use of

best practices for erosion and sediment control.

Appalachian springsnail. The Appalachian springsnail was recently discovered
about a mile north of the park at Ogden’s Cave. On July 1, 2006, it was listed by
the state as endangered (Orndorff 2006). Very little is known about the species,
other than that it is endemic to the area. State karst biologists believe that the
geologic conditions of the Ogden’s Cave site are similar to the conditions found in
the park; however, there are no cave openings in the park where these similar
resources occur. Threats to the species include habitat destruction and loss and

water quality impacts. Since no development is being proposed in the GMP in areas



that contain karst features, the GMP would have no effect on the Appalachian

springsnail.

Wood turtle. The wood turtle resides in the watershed of the North Fork of the
Shenandoah River. It is known to occur in the park in Cedar Creek, Meadow Brook,
Middle Marsh Brook, and Buffalo Marsh Run. Threats to the wood turtle include
impacts to water quality, stream bank erosion, development within riparian areas,
and illegal collection (Kleopfer 2006). The GMP contains a special resource zone
along all riparian areas in the park that would minimize impacts to the wood turtle.
Some actions contained in the GMP could affect the wood turtle, such as trail
construction and general visitation in riparian areas; however, the impact of those

actions would be negligible.

Green floater. The green floater resides in the watershed of the North Fork of the
Shenandoah River. It is known to occur in the North Fork of the Shenandoah River
within the park boundary. Mussels are sensitive to changes in water quality and are
often used as indicators of water quality. The GMP contains a special resource zone
along all riparian areas in the park that would minimize impacts to the green floater.
Some actions contained in the plan, such as trail construction and continued
agricultural use in riparian areas, could affect the green floater; however, the
impact of those actions would be negligible, particularly when combined with the

use of best practices for erosion and sediment control.

= Natural or Depletable Resource Requirements and Conservation

Potential

The alternatives being considered would result in the extraction of resources from the
park. Certain lands within the park are used for agricultural production, including
livestock grazing and hay production. Fields under agricultural lease would continue to
be used for pasture and occasionally harvested for hay. The fields would be managed
to sustain this activity. The beneficial or adverse impacts of agricultural use are
addressed and accounted for under the vegetation impact topic. Implementation of
any of the GMP alternatives would result in the use of limited natural resources and
energy for construction and operation of new facilities (e.g., trails). New development
would be designed to be sustainable to the maximum extent practicable. Adverse
impacts to depletable resources as a result of the GMP alternatives would be negligible;

therefore, this topic was dismissed from further analysis.

m  Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential

CEQ guidelines for implementing NEPA require examination of energy requirements
and conservation potential in environmental impact statements. The staff of Cedar
Creek and Belle Grove NHP strives to incorporate the principles of sustainable

design and development into all facilities and park operations. Sustainability can be
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described as the result achieved by doing things in ways that do not compromise
the environment or its capacity to provide for present and future generations.
Sustainable practices minimize the short-term and long-term environmental impacts
of developments and other activities through resource conservation, recycling,
waste minimization, and the use of energy efficient and ecologically responsible

materials and techniques.

The NPS Guiding Principles of Sustainable Design (1993) provides a basis for
achieving sustainability in facility planning and design, emphasizes the importance
of bio-diversity, and encourages responsible decisions. The guidebook describes
principles to be used in the design and management of visitor facilities that
emphasize environmental sensitivity in construction, use of nontoxic materials,
resource conservation, recycling, and integration of visitors with natural and cultural

settings.

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP would minimize energy costs, eliminate waste,
and conserve energy resources by using energy efficient and cost effective
technology wherever possible. Energy efficiency would also be incorporated into
any decision-making process during the design or acquisition of facilities, as well as
all decisions affecting park operations. The use of value analysis and value
engineering, including life cycle cost analysis, would be performed to examine
energy, environmental, and economic implications of proposed development. The
park staff would encourage suppliers, permittees, and contractors to follow
sustainable practices and would address sustainable park and non-park practices in
interpretive programs. Consequently, any adverse impacts relating to energy use,
availability, or conservation would be negligible. Therefore, energy requirements

and conservation potential was dismissed from further analysis.

m  Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, "General Actions to Address Environmental Justice in

Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations," requires all federal agencies to
incorporate environmental justice into their missions by identifying and addressing
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their

programs and policies on minorities and low-income populations and communities.

None of the actions proposed in any of the GMP alternatives would have
disproportionate health or environmental effects on minorities or low-income
populations or communities as defined in the EPA’s Final Guidance for Incorporating
Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analyses (April 1998)

because:

- The developments and actions of the GMP alternatives would not result in

any identifiable adverse human health effects. Therefore, there would be



no direct or indirect negative or adverse effects on any minority or low-
income population or community.

- The impacts on the natural and physical environment that occur due to any
of the GMP alternatives would not significantly and adversely affect any
minority or low-income population or community, and would not have
disproportionate adverse effects to these groups.

- The GMP alternatives would not result in any identified effects that would
be specific to any minority or low-income community.

- The GMP Planning Team actively solicited public participation as part of the
planning process and gave equal consideration to input from all persons
regardless of age, race, income status, or other socioeconomic or

demographic factors.

Potential impacts to the socioeconomic environment resulting from implementation
of the GMP alternatives would be either adverse or beneficial, and the intensity
would be negligible. Potential impacts would occur mostly within the three-county
region containing the park. These impacts would not occur all at one time but
would be spread over a number of years, thus somewhat reducing their effects. In
addition, the GMP planning team does not expect impacts on the socioeconomic
environment to substantially alter the physical and social structure of the nearby

communities. Therefore, this topic was dismissed from further analysis.

m  Transportation

Visitor access and transportation could be affected by one or more of the actions in
the alternatives, such as the development of trails and auto touring routes with
waysides. While the impacts of these actions on visitor use and experience may be
substantial, the impacts on visitor access and transportation would be negligible.
Transportation to and through the park would continue to occur on existing
roadways (1-81, U.S. 11, and city and county roads) that would mostly be
unaffected by the actions included in the alternatives. Visitor access and local and
regional transportation could be adversely affected on a short-term basis during
construction; however, the impact would be negligible. Therefore, transportation

was dismissed from further analysis.

1.10 Relationship to Other Plans and Projects

Various public agencies and governmental bodies have recently completed plans or
have projects underway that directly and/or indirectly relate to Cedar Creek and
Belle Grove NHP. The park’s Community Partners — the three counties and two
towns in the park vicinity — each have long-range comprehensive plans that include
goals and strategies for managing growth. All speak to the need to mitigate or
avoid adverse impacts to battlefield resources and other cultural resources. Most

include goals and related actions designed to generally protect rural character while
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at the same time encouraging economic development. The plans also address road
improvements in the park vicinity and recognize the desirability of making trail

connections to the park.

The GMP planning team has studied the related plans and projects and has taken
into consideration their recommendations in formulating management strategies
included in the GMP action alternatives. In general they demonstrate the need for
the NPS and the Key Partners to work cooperatively with its community partners to
accomplish mutual rural character preservation and resource protection goals.
Review of these plans and projects clearly indicates that the most imminent threats
to the park include the conversion of land within the park to developed uses and the
likely expansion of 1-81 through the park, which — based on findings of the Tier 1
Final EIS (FHWA 2007a) — has the potential to directly impact from 325 to 436

acres of the park, most of which is likely to be permanently taken for highway use.

Following is a summary of the related plans and projects considered most relevant
to the GMP planning process, including a general description of plan policies and

recommendations relevant to Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP.

1.10.1 Frederick County

=  Frederick County Comprehensive Plan

The Frederick County Comprehensive Plan (Frederick County 2003) presents the
county’s growth management strategy for the ten-year period from 2003 through
2013. The major element of the plan is creation of an urban development area
(UDA) as the location within the county where public investment will be directed to
support more intensive forms of development. The UDA is located along the 1-81
Corridor generally from Stephens City (Exit 307) to north of Winchester (Exit 317).
Within this area public sewer and water service, as well as other facilities and
services will be made available to support urban and suburban development
densities. Outside of the UDA the plan identifies eleven rural community centers
where the county will also promote improved public services. Rural areas compose

the remainder of the county.

Land within and adjoining the legislative boundary of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove
NHP is designated a rural area in the county plan. The primary growth pattern
generally consists of widely scattered, large lot residential development. In places
the land has been subdivided but is not yet developed. Minimum lot size is five
acres, subject to meeting Public Health Department regulations for on-site
wastewater disposal. For parcels greater than 20 acres, average density of one unit
per five acres is retained but the minimum lot size can be reduced to two acres if a

residual parcel composing 40 percent of the parcel remains undivided.



The county plan also incorporates by reference the recommendations of the
Frederick County — Winchester Battlefield Network Plan (WBTF 1996). This plan
recommends that key battlefield sites — including Cedar Creek — should be
connected by tour routes, a uniform interpretive program, and an interpretive
center. Additional land acquisition is recommended at Cedar Creek. The plan also
supports the battlefield preservation goal by stating that the county will “require
that open space dedication for developments in battlefield areas be used to create
battlefield parks.” It also states that the county will “include concerns for historic

preservation and tourism in economic development strategies.”

= Town of Middletown Comprehensive Plan

The Middletown Comprehensive Plan 2005 (Middletown Planning Commission 2005)
articulates a vision for the future of Middletown and identifies specific strategies and
implementation steps to accomplish the vision. The town’s vision is that it remains
a small town within a rural setting. Cedar Creek and Belle Grove HNP is envisioned
as an economic resource for the local tourism industry. The town expresses interest
in working closely with Frederick County, the NPS, the Key Partners, local
landowners, and preservation organizations “to preserve the battlefield through
coordinated efforts, which may include land acquisition, refinements to development
regulations, and voluntary efforts.” It also anticipates “working closely with
neighboring towns and the NPS to coordinate appropriate development of future

service industry business for Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP.”

The plan envisions annexation of land within the Valley Pike (Route 11) corridor
north and south of the town. Town expansion would extend north to Lord Fairfax
Community College; development in this corridor would be similar in character to
that of the town’s existing main street. Town expansion would also extend south to
(but would not include) land owned by the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation
(CCBF) at the Heater House (on the west side of Valley Pike (Route 11)) and at
CCBF’s visitor contact facility (on the east side of Valley Pike (Route 11)). No
expansion of the town is proposed west across Meadow Brook Creek, stating that
“this area should either be preserved as part of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP or
have only minimal additional development, of a rural character, to minimize impacts

on the battlefield.”

Land proposed for annexation south of the town on the west side of Valley Pike
(Route 11) is within the authorized limits of the park. The plan states that the new
town area to the south would be a “transition area compatible with the Cedar Creek
and Belle Grove NHP” that would include “compatible industrial development among
the existing industrial buildings” and a “mixture of low to moderate density
residential uses.” In the area west of Valley Pike (Route 11) a “wooded area
between the town fabric and the battlefield should be provided and/or maintained to

protect the viewshed of the battlefield.”

1-51



A number of transportation components are included in the plan:

- a “historic trail” through town and Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP

- a walking/biking trail system throughout town

- a traffic signal at the intersection of Valley Pike (Route 11) and Reliance
Road

- scenic byway designation for local roads

- development of the historic rail corridor for tourism or local transportation

- an alternative transportation corridor east of 1-81 between Winchester and
1-66

m  Frederick County Road Improvement Plan

The Frederick County Road Improvement Plan includes improvements to Cougill
Road between Hite Road and Valley Pike (Route 11) for some time before 2012 and
railroad crossing improvements to Belle Grove Road and Klines Mill Road in Fiscal

Year 2006-2007.

®  Virginia Transportation Improvement Program for Fiscal Years 2006-
2011 (Frederick County)

The Virginia Transportation Improvement Program for Fiscal Years 2006-2011(VDOT
2005) does not include any projects in Frederick County within the park or that

would impact the park (exclusive of 1-81 improvements).

1.10.2 Shenandoah County

m  Shenandoah County Comprehensive Plan

The Shenandoah County Comprehensive Plan 2025 (SCDPZ 2005) includes general
development goals and related objectives and strategies that will guide growth
management in Shenandoah County. The county’s vision for the future is that of a

rural county characterized by open space and agriculture.

The plan contains a number of specific strategies to protect and enhance battlefield

sites throughout the county:

- continue to show rural areas of battlefields as agricultural or forest uses

- limit the extension of water and sewer service into battlefield sites

- prevent road construction or improvements to existing roads that would
cause adverse impacts to battlefield sites

- refrain from approving infrastructure or capital projects such as solid waste
disposal facilities, schools, or communication towers that would impact

battlefield sites



- explore implementation methods that the county can commit toward
battlefield preservation such as purchase of development rights,
agricultural and forest districts, agricultural support programs, and a
battlefield preservation zoning district

- encourage use of donated easements and other voluntary measures to
permanently protect Civil War sites

- identify specific scenic vistas throughout the county, erect appropriate
roadside markers, and promote procedures for protecting, insofar as

possible, those vistas from encroachment

Growth management throughout the county will direct new development at
moderate densities to existing towns and areas adjoining existing towns where
public services can be economically extended. The county plan designates public
service areas (PSAs) in the vicinity of the county’s existing towns where new
development is appropriate based upon analysis of environmental suitability and
opportunities for service extensions. Where individual water and sewage disposal
systems must be used and rural secondary roads exist only very low density

development will be allowed.

Strasburg is a major existing growth center within the County and provides public
services within the Strasburg PSA. The Strasburg PSA encompasses land within the
existing town as well as areas outside the town where services could be extended.
The expansion area encompasses all of the land within the legislative boundary of
Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP located south of 1-81 in Shenandoah County. The
town is responsible for more detailed planning for land within the limits of the
Strasburg PSA (see Town of Strasburg Comprehensive Plan below). However, until
such time as rural land within the park boundary is annexed by the town, it will
continue to be designated “agriculture” by the county with a minimum lot size of 3.5

acres.

Land located north of 1-81 within the legislative boundary of Cedar Creek and Belle
Grove NHP is designated “agriculture” by the county, with a minimum lot size of 3.5

acres.

= Town of Strasburg Comprehensive Plan

The Town of Strasburg Comprehensive Plan (NSVRC 2002) provides a guiding vision
and goals for the future development of Strasburg and the immediate surrounding
area. The plan also identifies policies and actions to be implemented to achieve the
vision and goals. A general goal of the plan is “to encourage the preservation and
development of historically significant areas and buildings and quality tourist
attractions such as museums and antique centers.” A related implementing
strategy for this goal states that the town will “preserve, protect, and enhance the

Civil War Battlefield areas and support the Belle Grove and Cedar Creek National
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Battlefield initiative.” The plan also states that the town should continue to actively

seek to have the national park visitor center located in Strasburg.

The study area addressed in the plan encompasses land within Shenandoah County
that may be annexed by the town. The potential annexation area includes land
within the legislative boundary of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP in the vicinity of
Harmony Hall, Bowman'’s Ford, the Keister Tract, and private land adjoining the
Keister Tract in the Pouts Hill Road corridor. Land owned by Shenandoah County at
the Keister Tract and by Belle Grove, Inc. at Harmony Hall is designated
“conservation” in the future land use map; uses in “conservation” areas are limited
to agriculture, park, and recreational development. Private land within the park
boundary is designated “low density residential”; the plan does not define the term
“low density residential” except to say that development in these areas would occur

“as topography and the capabilities of roads and public facilities allow.”

= Old Valley Pike Corridor Plan

The Old Valley Pike Corridor Plan (NSVRC 2003) is adopted by reference as part of
the Shenandoah County Comprehensive Plan 2005 (SCDPZ 2005). The plan
provides a concept plan for maintaining the traffic capacity of Old Valley Pike (Route
11) within Shenandoah County and for planning land uses and facilities along the
corridor while protecting the historic and scenic resources within it. The major plan
recommendation is creation of a corridor overlay district that extends 500 feet on
each side of the road centerline. This area encompasses land along Valley Pike
(Route 11) within the authorized limits of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP.

Major actions recommended in the Old Valley Pike Corridor Plan (NSVRC 2003)

include the following:

- connecting towns and tourism sites via a multi-use trail system

- improving design quality of new development to achieve multiple goals of
preserving rural character, providing safe and efficient travel, and
promoting economic development

- making transportation system improvements that enhance the safety and
operation of the corridor, promoting pedestrian and bicycle circulation, and
minimizing the impact of traffic diverted from 1-81

- maintaining roadway capacity and efficiency through coordinated land use
and transportation planning

- using intelligent transportation systems technology to manage traffic flow

- providing distinct “gateways” at towns

Shenandoah County has prepared a draft ordinance implementing major

recommendations of the corridor plan.



m  Strasburg 2020 Transportation Plan

A number of roadway improvements within Strasburg are identified in the Strasburg
2020 Transportation Plan (VDOT 2002). Many of these projects are designed to
improve travel on and through the main thoroughfares in Strasburg including
Routes 5 and 11. A new road is proposed that would bypass Valley Pike (Route 11)
and Route 55, with an extension of Crim Drive to connect with the bypass.
Improvements are also planned for Bowmans Mill Road. Combined, these
improvements will allow park visitors to travel from either 1-81 Exit 296 or 298 to

the Keister Tract area without traveling through downtown Strasburg.

m  Keister Tract Master Plan

The Keister Tract Master Plan (EDAW et al 2005) provides an overall plan for use
and development of the Keister Tract, encompassing 151 acres on the North Fork of
the Shenandoah River at the southern end of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP.
Major recommended improvements include an interpretive center, an amphitheatre,
campground (tent camping), comfort stations, boat ramp, picnicking facilities, park
roads, a trail network, a ropes course, parking, and an operations facility. The trail
system is designed to connect to Strasburg Town Park via a path along the North
Fork of the Shenandoah River. A new trail connection to George Washington
National Forest is also proposed from the Keister Tract that would tie into a new
shorter (but steeper) trail to Signal Knob than the existing trail from Fort Valley
Road. Implementation of the full development program would necessitate
improvements to Pouts Hill Road to accommodate projected levels of visitor use at

the park.

1.10.3 Warren County

m  Warren County Comprehensive Plan

The overall growth management goal of the Warren County Comprehensive Plan
2005 (NSVRC 2005) is “to direct future development into an efficient and
serviceable form that will preserve the county’s predominantly rural character.”

This is to be accomplished by the following:

- developing land use policies and implementing land use decisions in such a
manner as to limit average residential growth to no more than 3 percent
per year, measured in new residential building permits

- directing new residential development to areas contiguous with Front Royal
and to the rural villages that are served or will be served with adequate
public facilities such as roads, sewer, and water

- encouraging location of new industrial and commercial development largely

within the Route 340/522 Corridor and at Route 55 East (Linden)
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Privately owned land within the authorized limits of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove
NHP is designated “agricultural” on the county’s Future Land Use Map and is zoned
“agricultural.” Agricultural zones have a required minimum lot size of two acres

(which can be reduced to one acre in cluster housing developments).

No specific goals, policies, or implementation strategies in the plan specifically
address Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP. No major roadway improvements or

other public investments are identified within the vicinity of the park.

m  Virginia Transportation Improvement Program for Fiscal Years 2006-

2011 (Warren County)

The Virginia Transportation Improvement Program for Fiscal Years 2006-2011(VDOT
2005) does not include any projects in Warren County within the park or that would

impact the park (exclusive of 1-81 improvements).

1.10.4 Other Plans and Projects

m  Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National Historic District Management

Plan and Implementation Plan

The Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National Historic District Final Management Plan
(Heritage Partners, Inc. et al 2000c) identifies the actions to be taken to promote
the protection and continued appreciation of the historic, cultural, and natural
resources within the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National Historic District. The
Implementation Plan (Heritage Partners, Inc. et al 2000a) is a supplement to the
district plan prepared to supplement and amplify the “clusters” approach and other
actions contained in the district plan, focusing on the first five to seven years of the

battlefield preservation program.

The plan structures the district according to geographic groupings — or clusters — of
battlefields, nearby towns, and other visitor sites, and calls for specific area plans to
be prepared for each cluster. It includes specific policy guidelines and
recommended actions related to battlefield and resource protection, interpretation,
visitor services, management, funding and costs, and implementation. The plan
created the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Foundation as the entity responsible for
implementation of the plan and management of the district. The Foundation is also
charged with fostering partnerships within the district and creating incentives for
communities to collaborate on interpretive sites and other preservation-oriented

Civil War orientation centers throughout the district.

The NPS is identified as one of the Foundation’s partners which will participate in
implementing the plan. Among the specific roles identified for the NPS is to
collaborate with the district and its other partners to create Cedar Creek and Belle

Grove NHP and to subsequently develop facilities at the new park to support the



plan and the district-wide interpretive plan. Specific recommended visitor services

at Cedar Creek include the following:

- potentially create a new park unit with visitor center

- build walking trails at current visitor facilities

- develop parking and walking trails at river fords and the cemetery with
display shelter or a Virginia Civil War Trails pull-off interpretive site

- consider a bicycle tour of the entire battlefield

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP was established in 2002, two years following
adoption of the district’s plan. In the park enabling legislation, the Foundation is
identified as one of the park’s Key Partners. The legislation further states that the
Foundation “may continue to manage the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National
Historic District in partnership with the NPS and in accordance with the Management

Plan for the district in which the park is located.”

= Interstate 81 Corridor Improvement Project

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT) are currently studying alternatives for the 325-mile stretch
of 1-81 within Virginia. Actions are needed to address capacity and safety problems
resulting from the combination of the highway’s geometric conditions with the traffic

demands (including substantial truck traffic), speeds, and weather conditions.

In 2003 FHWA and VDOT signed a process streamlining agreement that defined the
decision-making and approval process to be followed for a tiered environmental
study of the 1-81 corridor to determine transportation system needs that will satisfy
the project purpose and need. The process includes two tiers. Tier 1 consists of a
Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) (FHWA 2006), a Tier 1 Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) (FHWA 2007a), and a Tier 1 Record of
Decision (ROD) (FHWA 2007b). Tier 2 will include preparation of NEPA documents
for individual, independent projects recommended based on findings of Tier 1

studies.

Transportation project planning for the 1-81 project has progressed through
completion of the Tier 1 Final EIS (FHWA 2007a). The FEIS identifies the “Build
Concept” to be advanced into the Tier 2 planning process as “a non-separated
highway facility that involves construction of no more than two general purpose
lanes in each direction, where needed, to address 2035 travel demands.” FHWA
also proposes to advance 1-81 as a toll pilot facility, following Tier 1 EIS findings
that the impacts on Valley Pike (Route 11) and other roads (both local roadways
and other interstate facilities) from traffic diverted from 1-81 as a result of tolling

would be low.
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In Tier 2 studies FHWA and VDOT will undertake environmental studies and
preliminary engineering design within eight corridor sections — referred to as
Sections of Independent Utility (SIUs). Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP is located
within SIU 7 (Exit 247 in Harrisonburg to Exit 300 at 1-66) and SIU 8 (Exit 300 at I-
66 to the West Virginia state line). The Tier 1 Final EIS (FHWA 2007a) identifies the
need for two additional lanes on both the northbound and southbound roadway.
This has the potential to directly impact from 325 to 436 acres within the legislative
boundary of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP from mileposts 299 to 301 (FHWA
2007a). Included within the area of impact would be from 28.4 to 33.9 acres at
Fort Bowman (Harmony Hall) owned by Belle Grove, Inc. (FHWA 2007a), as well as
an unidentified area owned by the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation near their
visitor contact facility on the east side of Valley Pike (Route 11) near Middletown.
The amount of land to be permanently taken from the park has not yet been

determined.

Compliance with all applicable environmental laws and regulations will occur for
each project during Tier 2. Environmental assessments (EAs) will be the type of
Tier 2 NEPA document for each SIU. Based on the detailed information in the EAs,
decisions will be made on the significance of the impacts on each SIU. If significant
impacts are identified within an SIU, an EIS will be prepared for the roadway
segment (FHWA 2007a). Depending on the context of the proposed improvements
and nature of the impacts, the Tier 2 NEPA documents may evaluate in detail one

“build” alternative (FHWA 2007a).

As part Tier 2 FHWA will also complete compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) and Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation Act of 1966. At that time the land to be permanently taken from
Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP will be determined and other environmental
consequences, such as noise, air quality, and scenic resource impacts will be
assessed. Measures will also be considered to avoid and minimize impacts of the
alternatives to the park and other specific cultural resources within the park

potentially affected by the roadway improvement projects under consideration.

m  Virginia Outdoors Plan

The Virginia Outdoors Plan (VOP) is the state’s official document regarding land
conservation, outdoor recreation, and open space planning. The plan provides
guidance for the protection of lands through actions of the Virginia Land
Conservation Foundation. It is required in order for Virginia to take part in the
federal Land and Water Conservation Fund program. The state is currently
preparing the 2007 edition of the VOP. Agency coordination completed for the GMP
has identified a number of recommended actions in the draft VOP update that
pertain to land within Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP and its adjoining

communities (VDCR 2007a) (see Appendix D), summarized as follows:



- protect the historic and open space context of Belle Grove and Harmony
Hall

- implement the Keister Tract Master Plan (EDAW et al 2005)

- develop a greenway along the Shenandoah River to connect the park with
other resources

- develop a managed blueway system of access and recreational use areas
and provide additional public access along the North Fork of the
Shenandoah River and Cedar Creek

- designate the historic and scenic Valley Road (Route 11) as a Virginia
Scenic Byway

- complete and implement the Winchester-Frederick Bike-Pedestrian Plan

- maintain and pursue coordinated local and regional implementation of

“Walking and Wheeling the Northern Shenandoah Valley”

1.11 Park Boundaries

In the future the NPS will complete a boundary study to determine if a park
boundary adjustment is needed. Before this study can be completed, additional
resource studies are needed to better understand the occurrence and significance of

related lands in proximity to the park.

Federal law and NPS management policies state that park boundary adjustments
may be recommended by the NPS and authorized by Congress if they accomplish

one or more of the following:

- include significant resources or opportunities for public enjoyment related
to the purposes of the park

- address operational and management issues such as access and boundary
identification by topographic or other natural features or roads

- protect park resources critical to fulfilling park purposes

All recommendations for boundary changes must be feasible to administer
considering their size, configuration, and ownership; costs; the views of and
impacts on local communities and surrounding jurisdictions; and other factors such
as the presence of hazardous substances or exotic species. Other alternatives for
management and resource protection must have been assessed and judged to be

not adequate.
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2.0 Alternatives

This chapter of the general management plan (GMP) for Cedar Creek and Belle
Grove National Historical Park (NHP) describes the management alternatives
considered for the park, compares their impacts, and identifies the preferred
alternative. Data used to compare the impacts of each alternative — or what would
happen if each alternative were adopted — are summarized from the detailed
environmental impact analysis presented in Chapter 4 below, prepared pursuant to

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Because there are different approaches to park use, management, and development,
the GMP planning process has investigated a range of feasible alternatives that may
allow the park to achieve the purpose for which it was established. Four

alternatives are addressed, including the Continuation of Current Management or
“Status Quo” (Alternative A) and three action alternatives. Each alternative

addresses the following elements required in a general management plan:

- an overall management concept

- management zones — identification of areas within the park where potential

resource conditions and visitor experience opportunities should be emphasized

- area-specific management prescriptions that describe 1) the desired
resource conditions and visitor experience opportunities within each area of
the park, 2) the appropriate management practices, proposed development,

and visitor uses, and 3) the actions necessary to achieve desired conditions

- projected costs

Future program and implementation plans, describing specific actions that
managers intend to undertake and accomplish in the park, will tier from the desired
conditions and long-term goals set forth in this plan. Additional feasibility studies
and more detailed planning, environmental documentation, and consultations would
be completed, as appropriate, before certain actions in the selected alternative can
be carried out. The implementation of the approved plan will depend on future

funding, and full implementation could be many years in the future.

Boundary modifications — also required to be addressed in GMPs — are discussed
separately above in Section 1.11. In the future the NPS will complete a boundary
study to determine if a park boundary adjustment is needed. Before this study can
be completed additional resource studies are needed to better understand the

occurrence and significance of related resources in proximity to the park.

2.1 Development of Alternatives

Development of the GMP alternatives occurred through a progression of planning
steps involving frequent collaborative work sessions with the Cedar Creek and Belle

Grove NHP Advisory Commission and the Key Partners, as well as input received



from the public during the scoping process and numerous meetings with
stakeholders. Shortly after public scoping meetings were held in June 2006 in the
communities near the park — Front Royal, Middletown, and Strasburg, Virginia — the
GMP planning team prepared an initial set of alternative concepts. Following an
initial NPS review, the alternative concepts were presented to the park’s Advisory
Commission and the Key Partners in September 2006. Comments received at those
presentations led to revision of the alternative concepts, as well as the development
of management prescriptions between October and November, followed by a second
internal NPS review in December 2006. The revised alternatives were presented to
the Park Advisory Commission in January 2007. Subsequent to those meetings,
park staff presented the alternatives to many of the stakeholders contacted during
the initial scoping meetings. A newsletter summarizing the alternatives was sent to
all members of the public on the park’s mailing list, including all individuals who
signed in at the GMP public scoping meetings held in June 2006. Comments
received at these meetings and in response to the newsletter led to further

refinement of the alternatives over a period of six months.

The methodology used for developing the alternatives followed GMP planning
guidelines contained in the NPS Park Planning Sourcebook — General Management
Plans (NPS 2005). The park’s Foundation for Planning (NPS 2006a), summarizing
its purpose, significance, fundamental resources, other important values,
interpretive themes, and special mandates, provided the general framework for
developing the alternatives. The extensive GMP scoping meetings (see Section 5.1
below) revealed a range of interests and concerns concerning the park’s future.
Recorded scoping comments were compiled and analyzed, resulting in the
identification of seven key decision points or questions to be answered in the GMP
(see Section 1.8 above).

- How will the park’s resources be protected?

- What will be the visitor’s interpretive experience?

- What are the park’s needs for visitor facilities and services?

- How will visitors access and move around the park?

- How will the park address related resources outside its boundary?

- How will the NPS and the Key Partners work together in managing the park?

- To what extent will the NPS provide technical assistance to others?

The GMP planning team considered various strategies for responding to each of the
key decision points. These provided the basis for constructing the four alternatives,
including identification of management actions common to all of the alternatives.
Each alternative reflects a particular combination of actions and responsibilities for

its implementation that distinguishes it from the other alternatives.

Four alternative concepts emerged, as generally described in Table 2.1. Table 2.2

summarizes how each of the alternatives responds to the seven key decision points.



Table 2.1 Overview of the Four Alternative Concepts

Alternative

Alternative A
(Continuation of Current
Management)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Preferred)

Concept Overview
Visitors would experience the park at properties and lands owned and independently managed by the
Key Partners.

The NPS would provide technical assistance and bring national recognition and visibility to the park by
virtue of being part of the national park system.

Visitors would experience the park at lands owned and independently managed by the Key Partners
and through electronic media and NPS ranger led tours and programs.

Visitors would access the park via existing auto-touring routes and a few trails located primarily on
Key Partner properties.

The primary NPS role would be to provide interpretive programs and technical assistance.

Land protection and resource protection would occur primarily by the Key Partners.

There would be increased coordination among the NPS and the Key Partners, with NPS serving as a
facilitator for land and resource protection and other shared goals. Written agreements would guide

special projects and various aspects of park management.

Visitors would experience the park at an NPS-managed visitor center (located either within or outside
the park) and at focal areas owned and managed by the NPS and the Key Partners.

The NPS and the Key Partners would coordinate interpretive programs.

Visitors would access the park via several auto-touring routes and a system of non-motorized trails
that provide opportunities for interpretation and that connect some focal areas.

The NPS and the Key Partners would develop a coordinated land protection plan focused on
acquisition of key historic sites that would become visitor focal areas. The NPS and the Key Partners
would seek to acquire these key historic sites from willing sellers.

Management efforts would seek to protect scenic and related resources outside the park.

The NPS and the Key Partners would have a generally informal relationship with written agreements
for special projects and management programs. The NPS would serve as a facilitator among the Key
Partners for land and resource protection and other shared goals.

Visitors would experience the park at an NPS-managed visitor center (located either within or outside
the park) and at focal areas owned and managed by the NPS and the Key Partners.

The NPS and the Key Partners would coordinate interpretive programs.

Visitors would access the park via several auto-touring routes and a well-developed system of non-
motorized trails that provide opportunities for interpretation, that connect focal areas, and that
connect to communities and resources outside the park.

The NPS and the Key Partners would develop a coordinated land protection plan focused on
acquisition of cultural landscapes, sensitive natural resource areas, and lands providing connections
between NPS and Key Partner properties. The NPS and Key Partners would seek to acquire these
lands from willing sellers.

Management efforts would seek to protect scenic and related resources outside the park.

The NPS and the Key Partners would have formal agreements that define responsibilities for special
projects, programs, events, and specific park operations.



Table 2.2 Relationship of the Alternative Concepts to the GMP Decision Points

Alternative D
(Preferred)

Decision Point

; Alternative C
(key management issue)

Alternative A Alternative B

How will the park’s
resources be
protected?

What will be the
visitor’s interpretive
experience?

What are the park’s
needs for visitor
facilities and services?

How will visitors
access and move
around the park?

How will the park
address related
resources outside its
boundaries?

How will the NPS and
the Key Partners work
together in managing
the park?

To what extent will
the NPS and Key
Partners provide
technical assistance
to others?

Primarily the
responsibility of Key
Partners

Occurs primarily at
Key Partner’s sites
that are currently
open to the public

Existing Key Partner
facilities remain open
to the public

Primarily vehicular

Reliance on interest
groups, local
governments, and
others to protect
thematically-related
resources outside the
park boundary

NPS and Key Partners
manage their lands
independently;
informal collaboration
among the Key
Partners and with NPS

NPS and Key Partners
provide technical
assistance on issues
affecting resources
within the park
boundary

Same as Alternative A

Coordinated
interpretive plan;
primarily Belle Grove,
Cedar Creek
Battlefield Foundation
visitor contact facility,
Harmony Hall, Keister
Tract, and
reenactments; driving
tours

Same as Alternative A

Primarily vehicular
with a few non-
motorized trails

Same as Alternative A

NPS facilitates shared
strategies for
implementing the GMP
and operating the
park; informal
collaboration among
the Key Partners and
with NPS

Same as Alternative A

NPS and Key Partners
focus land protection
efforts on acquisition
of key historic sites

Coordinated
interpretive plan; NPS
visitor center and
additional interpretive
sites; driving tours in
partially protected
landscapes; expanded
trail network

NPS developed and
managed visitor
center (located either
within or outside the
park); additional
facilities and services
associated with
acquired sites/focal
areas and protected
landscapes

Primarily vehicular,
with some non-
motorized trails

Proactive strategies to
protect related lands,
working with Key
Partners, local
governments, local
landowners, and
others

NPS facilitates shared
strategies for
implementing the
GMP and operating
the park; NPS and
Key Partners would
develop cooperative
agreements to
manage various
aspects of the park

NPS and Key Partners
would provide
technical assistance to
one another, to
private landowners,
and to nearby
communities in
support of the park’s
resources and
viewsheds

NPS and Key Partners
focus land protection
efforts on acquisition
of cultural
landscapes, sensitive
natural resource
areas, and lands
providing connections
between NPS and
Key Partner
properties

Similar to Alternative
C with additional
interpretation of the
Shenandoah Valley
Battlefields National
Historic District

Similar to Alternative
C but with more NPS
visitor facilities and
with connections to
trails outside the park

Vehicular and many
non-motorized trails

Same as Alternative
C

NPS facilitates shared
strategies for
implementing the GMP
and operating the
park; NPS and Key
Partners would have
formal relationships
defining a division of
labor for certain park
operations

NPS and Key Partners
would provide
technical assistance to
one another, to private
landowners, and to
nearby communities in
support of the park’s
resources, viewsheds,
and related resources
outside the park
boundary



2.2 Alternative A (Continuation of Current Management)

2.2.1 Concept (Alternative A)

Under Alternative A, current management practices would generally continue as
they are and visitors would experience the park as they do today with few
management changes. Belle Grove Plantation and the Cedar Creek Battlefield
Foundation visitor contact facility would be the primary destinations within the park.
Occasional small group tours would be offered at Harmony Hall. Visitors would visit
these sites and hear the stories of the Battle of Cedar Creek and antebellum
plantation life. Some visitors would be interested in exploring the park, which they
would do on their own using information obtained from sources other than the NPS.
No wayfinding would be provided and because most land would remain in private
ownership, visitors would not be able to view sites other than from public rights-of-

way.

Visitors would generally not perceive the park as a unit of the national park system.
The NPS would continue to minimally staff the park and maintain a small
administrative office outside the park. The NPS’s primary role would be to provide
technical assistance to the Key Partners, the Community Partners, and private

landowners regarding preservation of historic and natural resources within the park.

The Key Partners would independently assume responsibilities for interpretation,
resource protection, and visitor services, and would maintain visitor contact facilities

on their properties.

While there would be no limit to land acreage that could be acquired under this
alternative (or any of the other alternatives), it is not expected that there would be
a significant change in the amount of park land owned by the Key Partners or by the
NPS.

2.2.2 Partnerships (Alternative A)

The NPS and the Key Partners would have an informal relationship.

The NPS and the Key Partners would have an informal, collaborative relationship to
share information, discuss issues of mutual concern, and coordinate responses to
resource threats. The NPS and the Key Partners would manage their lands

independently according to their own policies.

2.2.3 Land Protection (Alternative A)

The Key Partners would have primary responsibility for land acquisition
and resource protection. The NPS would acquire land and interest in land
by donation or from willing sellers as funds are available.

In Alternative A, the NPS would accept donated lands and purchase land from

willing sellers using appropriated funds, but would not actively seek to be an owner



of significant acreage within the park. Under this alternative, the Key Partners
would continue to have the primary responsibility for land acquisition and resource
protection of park lands. About a third of the land within the park would be owned
and protected from development by the Key Partners. Assuming that existing
funding levels for land acquisition continue, the NPS and the Key Partners would

likely acquire an additional 200 acres of land within the park.

2.2.4 Resource Management (Alternative A)

m  Cultural Resource Management

In Alternative A, the NPS would manage the historic property that it owns in the
park - Whitham Farm (c. 1840) — in accordance with the NPS Management Policies
(NPS 2006d) and NPS Cultural Resource Management Guidelines (NPS 1998). As of
the writing of this GMP, the Whitham Farm is leased for residential use, but that
lease is ending in spring 2008. Within the timeframe of the GMP the NPS would
likely rehabilitate and adaptively reuse the Whitham House (c. 1840) and farm-
related outbuildings to support park operations and visitor interpretation. All
management actions at Whitham Farm would be completed in accordance with the

mitigation measures summarized below in Section 2.12.

The NPS would also complete a historic resource study for the park, including a
study of all properties in the park that are either listed in the National Register or
are eligible for listing. All cultural resources in the park would be managed as if

they were eligible for National Register listing until determined otherwise.

In Alternative A, the NPS would acquire some property within the park using already
appropriated funds and potentially through donations. Property that is acquired
would likely have significant cultural resources. These properties would be
managed in accordance with NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006d), NPS Cultural
Resource Management Guidelines (NPS 1998), and Director’'s Order #28A:
Archeology. The following actions would likely be implemented for properties

acquired by NPS in the park:

- archeological resource surveys and site reconnaissance to identify, or
determine the potential for, intact archeological resources that may be
eligible for National Register listing and critical to achieving park purpose

and significance

- cultural landscape inventory and cultural landscape report, as necessary,
including documentary research and physical investigation necessary to

support treatment; treatment plans for significant cultural landscapes

- treatment plans for significant historic structures

The NPS would identify and nominate cultural resources eligible for listing in the

National Register of Historic Places. The NPS would also develop a collections



management plan for accession, cataloguing, preserving, protecting, and making
available for access and use — in accordance with NPS standards and guidelines —
the cultural and natural objects, artifacts, and archival materials relating to the park
that are acquired. Collections would be housed in an NPS collections facility or
possibly at facilities of the Key Partners through cooperative agreements. Finally,
the NPS would update the 1969 National Historic Landmark documentation to

incorporate the results of more recent cultural resource studies of the park.

The Key Partners would continue to manage their properties within the park in
accordance with their organizational mission. Cultural resource treatments at Belle
Grove Plantation, Harmony Hall, and the Heater House would be undertaken by the
Key Partners, who would assume responsibility for compliance actions required by
law. Where federal and state money is used to support specific projects at these
historic sites the required compliance would include Section 106 coordination with
the State Historic Preservation Officer and implementation of measures to avoid or
mitigate adverse effects to cultural resources. The NPS would offer technical

assistance to the Key Partners with cultural resources.

= Natural Resource Management

In Alternative A, the NPS would continue to manage natural resources at NPS-
owned properties in accordance with the NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006).
Development of new park facilities would be subject to environmental compliance
requirements of NEPA and other applicable state and federal legislation. All
management actions on park property would generally be completed in accordance
with NPS Management Policies (NPS 2007) and the mitigation measures

summarized below in Section 2.12.

In Alternative A the NPS would acquire property within the park using appropriated
funds and potentially through donations. Acquired properties would be managed in
accordance with the NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006) and other relevant NPS
guidelines. Natural resources on NPS property would be managed to generally
protect natural processes and species diversity. The types of management actions

that could occur include the following:

- invasive plants that are not significant elements in the cultural landscape

would be removed

- riparian habitat associated with Cedar Creek, the North Fork of the
Shenandoah River, and their major tributaries in the park would be

restored

- shale barrens would be protected from livestock grazing and visitor use

impacts

- wetlands would be delineated and protected



- significant karst features would be surveyed and protected
- paleontological resources would be surveyed and protected
- unique habitats and plant assemblages would be protected
- special status species and their habitat would be surveyed and protected

- scenic views and associated vantage points would be identified and

managed or protected, where appropriate

- the scenic qualities of Cedar Creek and the North Fork of the Shenandoah
River that potentially qualify the streams for inclusion in the state’s scenic
river system would be identified and managed for enhancement, where

appropriate

- consideration would be given to the removal of livestock grazing to protect

native plant species and prevent the introduction of exotic species

- best management practices for agriculture would be used on lands leased

for agriculture, particularly where prime farmland soils occur

- significant forested areas would be identified and managed in accordance

with forest management plans

The NPS would also offer technical assistance to the Key Partners with identifying
natural resources on their properties, conveying information about their significance,

and assisting with resource management.

2.2.5 Visitor Experience, Interpretation, and Education
(Alternative A)

Visitors would experience the park at sites owned by the Key Partners.

Visitors would experience the park at Belle Grove, the Cedar Creek Battlefield
Foundation visitor contact facility, Harmony Hall, and the Keister Tract, as well as at
reenactments. The Key Partners would have primary responsibility for
interpretation; the interpretive emphasis would vary by site, as determined by the

site owner.

2.2.6 Park Facilities (Alternative A)

Facilities would be provided by the Key Partners.

Facilities would be provided by the Key Partners at Belle Grove, the Cedar Creek
Battlefield Foundation visitor contact facility, Harmony Hall, and the Keister Tract.
Trails, trailheads, and interpretive waysides would be developed by the Key Partners

on land that they own as staffing and funding allow.



2.2.7 Transportation, Access, and Circulation (Alternative A)

Park access would be primarily vehicular.

Interstate 81 and Valley Pike (Route 11) would provide regional access to the park.
Once in the local area visitors would travel through the park on Valley Pike (Route
11) to access the network of rural county roads that would take them to the visitor

contact facilities at the Key Partners’ properties.

Visitors interested in exploring the park beyond the contact facilities of the Key
Partners would rely on existing designated auto touring routes and directional
signage. Trails would be limited to lands owned by the Key Partners. In accordance
with NPS systemwide policies, recreational use of ATVs on trails would not be

permitted within the park on lands that are owned by the NPS and the Key Partners.

2.2.8 Park Operations and Staffing (Alternative A)

Park staff and operations would focus on providing technical assistance.

The NPS would employ three full-time employees, including the park superintendent,
a community planner, and an administrative specialist. NPS staff would be focused
on providing technical assistance to communities and the Key Partners. Park staff
would rely on support from the NPS Regional and Washington offices. Volunteers
would play a role in providing administrative help to the NPS. The staffing of the
Key Partner organizations would not be expected to change substantially from its

current levels.

The NPS administrative offices would be located in one of the park’s adjacent
communities, and possibly in the Whitham house within the park once that structure
is appropriately rehabilitated. The offices of the Key Partners would continue to be
located in their current locations: Belle Grove, Inc. at the Belle Grove Manor House;
the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation in their visitor contact facility in Middletown,
VA; the National Trust for Historic Preservation in Washington, D.C.; Shenandoah
County in Edinburgh, VA; and the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Foundation in New
Market, VA.

2.2.9 Technical Assistance (Alternative A)

The park would provide technical assistance on issues affecting resources
within the park boundary.

The NPS and the Key Partners would provide technical assistance to one another, to
private landowners, and to local governments in support of protecting resources
within the park boundary (see Section 2.3, management element 9 for a complete

description of technical assistance).



2.2.10 Related Resources (Alternative A)

The park would rely on interest groups, local governments, and others to
protect thematically-related resources outside the park boundary.

The NPS and the Key Partners would collaborate with others to address threats to
related resources outside the park as budgets and staffing allow. Related resources
of interest would include scenic resources that provide the visual setting for the
park, cultural resources that are thematically related to the park, and natural

resources — such as hydrologic resources — that are functionally related to the park.

2.2.11 Costs (Alternative A)

Estimates of annual operating costs and one-time costs associated with Alternative
A have been prepared using NPS and industry cost estimating guidelines (see Table
2.6 in Section 2.11 below). These costs are presented for comparative purposes
only and will be refined at a later date based upon final design of facilities and other
considerations. Actual costs will vary depending on if and when specific actions are

implemented and on contributions by partners and volunteers.

m NPS Annual Operating Costs

NPS annual operating costs associated with Alternative A are estimated to be
$366,525. This includes the anticipated cost for staff salaries and benefits for 3 full-
time equivalent staff, utilities, supplies, leasing (including leased park offices), and

other materials needed for park maintenance and operations.

m NPS One-Time Costs

NPS one-time costs associated with Alternative A are estimated to be $875,197
(2007$%), including one-time facilities costs and non-facilities costs. Facilities costs
are those required for rehabilitation of structures at Whitham Farm. Non-facilities

costs are those required for historic resource studies.

m  Land Acquisition Costs

Under Alternative A, the estimated cost to acquire land and interests in land is
$4,000,000 (2007%). The Key Partners would have the primary responsibility for
acquiring land and interests in land. Land acquisition cost estimates are preliminary
and intended solely for general planning purposes. Actual land acquisition costs
would be determined by detailed appraisals when lands are considered for

acquisition.

m NPS Deferred Maintenance Costs

There are no deferred maintenance costs associated with Alternative A. EXxisting
park assets include the Whitham Farm; costs to be incurred for rehabilitation and
adaptive reuse of the Whitham Farm are in the NPS one-time facilities costs

presented above.



2.3 Management Elements Common to the Action Alternatives

Working cooperatively with the Park Advisory Commission and the Key Partners, the
GMP planning team has identified ten management elements that provide overall
direction for management and protection of resources within the park and the types
of visitor experiences that would be offered. These management elements provide a

common foundation for the three GMP action alternatives (Alternatives B, C, and D).

In the discussion of the following ten management elements the term “the park” is
used interchangeably with “Cedar Creek and Belle Grove National Historical Park
(NHP)” to describe the area of approximately 3,713 acres designated by Congress
as a unit of the national park system.

Management Element 1. The NPS and the Key Partners would respond to
opportunities to protect the park’s resources and values.

The NPS and the Key Partners would proactively collaborate with one another, with
local communities, and with other interested parties to protect park resources. The
NPS and the Key Partners would establish priorities for cultural and natural resource
protection; of particular concern are those sites at risk from land development and

subdivision. Protection strategies would include, but not be limited to the following:

- encouraging preservation of the historic, natural, and scenic resources
within the park by landowners, local governments, organizations, and

businesses

- encouraging preservation of the historic, natural, and scenic resources in
proximity to the park by landowners, local governments, organizations,

and businesses

- providing technical assistance to local governments in cooperative efforts
which complement the values of the park (pursuant to Section 10 of the

park’s enabling legislation)

- maintaining collaborative relationships with private landowners to promote

resource stewardship and conservation-based land use planning

- providing technical expertise regarding important cultural and natural

resources within the park

- acquiring fee-title ownership and conservation easements from willing

landowners

- assisting local governments, as requested, in adopting comprehensive

plans and growth management tools that recognize park resources

- providing technical assistance, as requested, in reviewing subdivision and

land development applications that may impact the park
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- monitoring and evaluating land use and other trends impacting park

resources

Additionally, Section 10 of the enabling legislation mandates that any federal entity
conducting or directly supporting activities directly affecting the park shall
coordinate its activities in a manner that is consistent with this general management
plan, is not likely to have an adverse effect on park resources, and will provide for

full public participation to consider all views.

Management Element 2. The NPS and the Key Partners would acquire land
and interests in land as opportunities arise and funding allows.

Land protection within the park would occur through donation of lands or fee-simple
acquisition from willing sellers. In the event that landowners are not interested in
land donation or sale, conservation easements could also be donated by or
purchased from willing sellers. Per Section 6 of the enabling legislation, viewshed
protection outside the park on adjacent parcels would occur through the use of
conservation easements that are either donated by landowners or acquired from
willing sellers. While there is no limit to the amount of land that could be purchased
under Alternatives B, C, and D, the focus and extent of land protection actions

would vary among the alternatives as described below.

For lands that are not acquired, the NPS and the Key Partners would work with
private landowners to foster a resource preservation ethic and to encourage
appropriate stewardship of natural and cultural resources. Land trusts would assist

the NPS in working with landowners to accomplish private land stewardship goals.

Management Element 3. The NPS and the Key Partners would collaborate
in providing multiple opportunities to experience all of the park’s
interpretive themes and stories.

Six primary interpretive themes are proposed (see Section 1.6.4 above). All stories
related to these themes would be told in the park wherever appropriate, including
sites managed by the NPS as well as those managed by the Key Partners. The Key
Partners would be encouraged to interpret all themes and to provide information on
the interpretive programs of the other Key Partners and the NPS. Interpretive
programs of the NPS and the Key Partners may require visiting one another’s sites

in order to tell various park stories



Management Element 4. The existing visitor facilities in the park — the
Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation visitor contact facility and Belle Grove
Manor House -- would remain open to the public, Harmony Hall would be
open for occasional group tours, and new visitor facilities would be
developed at the Keister Tract as proposed in the master plan for that site.

Area-specific desired conditions and management actions for the existing facilities
owned by the park’s Key Partners as well as land owned by the NPS are described

below in Section 2.5.

Management Element 5. The park would serve as a focal point for
important historical events and geographic locations within the
Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National Historic District; interpretive
media on the National Historic District would be accessible in the park.

The NPS and the Key Partners would make available interpretive media on the
important connections between the Shenandoah Valley’s Civil War Battlefields and
would provide information on heritage tourism sites throughout the National Historic
District. The intent would be to provide information that complements interpretive
programs and facilities throughout National Historic District so that visitors are

inspired to seek out and visit these other sites.

Management Element 6. The NPS and the Key Partners would develop
written, shared strategies for implementing the general management plan
and policies for operating the park.

Upon completion of the GMP, the NPS and the Key Partners would collaborate to

develop the following:
- branding, signage, and messaging plan (including the development of an
appropriate park logo)

- land protection plan (which outlines priorities for land acquisition and

conservation easements from willing sellers only)
- historic resources study and list of classified structures
- comprehensive interpretive plan
- trails plan
- collections management plan (once the park acquires collections)
- cultural landscape inventory and cultural landscape report,

- archeological survey/inventory plan and archeological site stewardship

program
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- vista management plan

- resource stewardship plan

- design guidelines for new park facilities

- implementation plans for NPS-owned focal areas and visitor services areas

Additionally, NPS and the Key Partners would develop written, shared strategies for
managing the park’s natural and cultural resources, including historic structures,
cultural landscapes, soil, water, vegetation, wildlife habitat, and scenic resources.
These would incorporate strategies for complying with legally mandated
environmental reviews. They would also include mitigation measures and best
management practices that would generally be applied to avoid or minimize
potential impacts from implementation of future management actions in the park

(as summarized in Section 2.11 below).

Management Element 7. The NPS and the Key Partners would provide auto
touring and non-motorized trail routes for visitors.

Auto touring routes would be developed on existing roads. Trails would be
developed on land owned by the NPS and the Key Partners, and on rights-of-way
acquired from willing sellers. While the amount of trail development varies
substantially between Alternatives B, C, and D, the goal under each action
alternative is to provide a trail system that allows visitors to access and better

understand park resources while providing protection of these resources.

In the future a trails plan would be prepared for the park that would address where
trails would be located, how they would be designed, and the types of permitted
uses. In general trails would be designed for low impact use, maximum protection
of resources, and no motorized vehicles. In accordance with NPS systemwide
policies, recreational use of ATVs on trails would not be permitted within the park on

lands that are owned by the NPS and the Key Partners.

Management Element 8. The NPS and the Key Partners would continue to
foster their collaborative relationship to further the purposes of the park,
with the NPS serving in a coordination and facilitation capacity for land and
resource protection, and other shared goals.

The NPS and the Key Partners would continue to collaborate to protect the park’s
natural and cultural resources and values, to provide appropriate and satisfying
experiences for park visitors, and to address threats to park resources. The NPS
would serve as a coordinator for resource and planning issues about which the

agency has particular expertise or experience.



Management Element 9. The NPS and the Key Partners would provide
technical assistance to one another, to private landowners, and to nearby
communities in support of goals that further the purposes of the park.

The park would partner with federal, state, and local entities to provide technical
assistance to support resource protection and visitor use of the park. The types of
technical assistance could include, but would not be limited to, the following:

- adjacent community planning

- rural land-use planning

- review of development applications within the park

- voluntary land conservation for private landowners

- documentation of historic properties and preparation of treatment plans

- agricultural best management practices

- design and implementation of mitigation measures to minimize resource and

visitor experience impacts
- ecological restoration
- forest management
- interpretive programming and design of interpretive media
- educational programs
- park facility planning and design
- wayfinding signage design
- collections management
- grant writing and assistance seeking funding
- establishing an archeological site stewardship program
- financial assistance per cooperative agreements

The NPS would establish priorities for how technical assistance would be allocated.
The first priority would be to support protection of the park’s resources, followed by

assistance with protection of park viewsheds and related resources near the park.

Management Element 10. The NPS would form a friends group.

A nonprofit friends group would be established to assist NPS with accomplishing its
mission at the park. The first priority of the friends group would be to assist the
NPS with land acquisition. The friends group would also benefit the park by
providing volunteer services, assisting with resource management and preservation,

conducting fundraising efforts, publicizing important issues, and other functions.
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2.4 Management Zones

Management zones are used by the NPS to identify and describe the appropriate
resource conditions and visitor experiences to be achieved in different areas of a
park. The zones provide the basis for a shared understanding of how the park’s
resources would be managed, the experiences visitors would have, where these
experiences would occur, and the general types and intensities of facility
development that would occur. In partnership parks — such as Cedar Creek and
Belle Grove NHP — where NPS and its partners are making management decisions,
this shared understanding provides the basis for compatible facility development by
the partners, evolution of an efficient circulation system, and general coordination
of plans and activities. Management zones also help local governments make
growth management and public investments decisions that support preservation of
park resources and that are compatible with long-term plans for development of
park facilities (such as road improvements and utility systems). Management zones
also enable private landowners in the park to understand how the NPS and its
partners plan to manage specific areas within the park. Management zones also
provide a template of what should be done in areas of the park regardless of how

much land the NPS and the Key Partners eventually own.

Delineating management zones is a two-step process. First a set of appropriate
management zones is identified. Second the zones are allocated to geographic

locations throughout the park.

The Cedar Creek and Belle Grove National Historical Park GMP planning team
working cooperatively with the park’s Advisory Commission and the Key Partners
has identified six management zones for long-term management of resources and
visitor use at the park (see Table 2.1). These include (1) Cultural Landscape Zone,
(2) Sensitive Resource Zone, (3) Town and Countryside Zone, (4) Contemporary

Settlement Zone, (5) Large Events Zone, and (6) Visitor Services Zone.

The GMP action alternatives — Alternatives B, C, and D described below in Sections
2.6, 2.7, and 2.8, respectively — would each incorporate this set of management
zones. The allocation of zones is identical for the action alternatives (see Figure

2.1). The alternatives differ in terms of the following:
- the extent to which land within the zones are suitable for acquisition by the
NPS and the Key Partners

- the extent to which potential management actions are implemented within

the six zones

- the range of potential visitor experiences and facilities that are provided in

the zones, and

- the management roles of the NPS and the Key Partners



Figure 2.1
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Representative Cultural Landscape Zone Image —
Longmeadow Farm

Representative Sensitive Resource Zone Image —
Cedar Creek

Representative Town and Countryside Zone Image

Cultural Landscape Zone. The cultural landscape zone
encompasses areas representative of the park’s cultural resources
that include individual cultural sites and the larger landscapes that
provide opportunities for visitors to access a diversity of cultural
sites reflecting the park’s interpretive stories. Protection measures
would focus on maintaining cooperative working relationships with
private landowners, promoting conservation easements, and fee
acquisitions from willing sellers where public access is desired.
Park facilities could include a visitor center, administrative offices,

and maintenance facilities.

Sensitive Resource Zone. The sensitive resource zone
encompasses the park’s stream corridors and other natural areas
having high biodiversity or other natural resource values such as
the Panther Conservation site and the Keister Tract. This zone
would enable visitors to learn about the park’s natural landscapes
and ecosystems, and their influence on the area’s cultural history.
Management practices would seek to protect, stabilize, and restore
functioning natural communities. Areas in this zone may also

contain important cultural sites.

Town and Countryside Zone. The town and countryside zone
encompasses areas in the park that may indirectly contribute to the
visitor experience but generally have a lower protection priority
because of fewer known cultural and natural resources, as well as
existing land use and ownership patterns. Future resource studies
may reveal certain sites within this zone that warrant higher
protection priority. Management policies would encourage
traditional town and country development patterns that would not
adversely impact the park’s resources. Park facilities could include

a visitor center, administrative offices, and maintenance facilities.



Contemporary Settlement Zone. The contemporary

settlement zone encompasses areas scattered throughout the park,
typically consisting of parcels whose uses are predominantly
contemporary residences or suburban residential subdivisions.
Unless findings of significance are determined by future study,
areas in this zone would generally remain in private ownership,
unless warranted by special circumstances. Through educational
and technical outreach, efforts would be made to minimize the
impacts of these areas through measures such as the use of earth-
tone colors on structures and landscape screening. Park facilities

could include a visitor center, administrative offices, and

maintenance facilities.

Large Events Zone. The large events zone is an overlay zone
encompassing areas within the cultural landscape zone that fulfills
the park’s legislative mandates to allow for large public events. It
would accommodate the Battle of Cedar Creek reenactment hosted
by the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation, as well as other events
such as those held at Belle Grove Plantation. The zone would be
managed to serve large numbers of visitors for relatively short time
periods, while ensuring that such events would not impair park

resources.

Visitor Services Zone. These are areas where visitors can learn
about the park, contact staff of the NPS or Key Partners, and
access restrooms and emergency assistance. Park facilities could
include roads and parking areas, a visitor center or other visitor
contact facilities, walkways, restrooms, emergency services, picnic
areas, campgrounds, administrative offices, and maintenance

facilities.

Representative Contemporary Settlement Zone
Image

Representative Special Events Zone Image-
Scene from Battle of Cedar Creek Reenactment

Representative Visitor Services Zone Image —
Belle Grove Manor House Parking Area
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Table 2.3

Subject

Cultural
Landscape
Zone

Sensitive
Resource
Zone

Town and
Countryside
Zone

Contemporary
Settlement
Zone

Large Events
Zone

Visitor
Services Zone

Management Zones

Overall Concept

Areas representative of the park’s cultural resources, where visitors
can gain an understanding and appreciation of the park’s
interpretive themes associated with the history of the Shenandoah
Valley from early settlement through the Civil War and beyond. This
is the largest zone within the park and encompasses many of the
park’s historic resources.

Areas encompassing the park’s stream corridors and other important
natural areas having high biodiversity or sensitive resources such as
the Panther Conservation Site identified by the Virginia Department
of Conservation and Recreation. Areas in this zone may also contain
important cultural sites such as earthworks and troop stream
crossings. Natural resource protection is the primary goal within
this zone.

Areas providing settings that contribute to the visitor experience but
that generally have a lower protection priority because of existing
land use and ownership patterns. Future resource studies may
reveal certain sites within this zone that warrant higher protection
priority.

Areas scattered throughout the park, typically on relatively small
ownership parcels whose current uses are predominantly rural
residences or suburban residential subdivisions. Such areas may
contain historic structures and/or represent locations of events of
significance. Unless findings of significance are determined by future
study, areas in this zone are considered most appropriate for
remaining in private ownership.

Areas designated for reenactments and other events requiring
measures to accommodate relatively large numbers of visitors as
well as accompanying actions to ensure that such events would not
adversely impact the park’s resources. This zone is an overlay in a
designated area within the park’s cultural landscape zone. It fulfills
one of the park’s special mandates to allow for battle reenactments.
The zone would allow for other large events such as those held
periodically at Belle Grove Plantation.

Areas where visitors can learn about the park, contact staff of the
NPS or Key Partners, and access restrooms and emergency
assistance. Visitor contact facilities would be in this zone.

Land and Resource Protection

As determined by the Land Protection Plan to be undertaken
subsequent to the adoption of the GMP, efforts to protect these
areas would employ a combination of fee acquisition, conservation
easements, and cooperative arrangements with willing landowners.
Emphasis would be placed upon fee acquisition for locations where
public access is desired or resource protection goals warrant
acquisition. A high priority would be given to maintaining
cooperative working relationships with private landowners and
providing technical assistance as requested. Such assistance would
seek to identify resource preservation strategies that also address
other landowner interests and concerns.

Encompassing miles of riparian corridors associated with the North
Fork of the Shenandoah River, Cedar Creek and its major tributaries
within the park, protection strategies would employ an educational
and conservation easement program focusing on the many
landowners whose lands fall partly or entirely within this zone.
Potential acquisitions of rights-of-ways or fee interest would be
considered where public access is desired and/or fee ownership is
desirable for resource management. This zone includes the Panther
Conservation Site, most of which is owned by the Cedar Creek
Battlefield Foundation, and the shale barrens on the Keister Tract,
owned by Shenandoah County. These sites are believed to have
unique plant communities, high biodiversity, and excellent water
quality, thereby warranting further research and analysis and the
development of a habitat management program, possibly through
cooperative agreements between the landowner, the state, and the
NPS.

Protection strategies would be undertaken through education and
technical assistance to landowners and local government to
encourage consideration of resource preservation measures in land
use planning and decision-making. These lands would be
considered a lower priority for acquisition; the NPS and Key Partners
would be more likely to accept donations of land or conservation
easements rather than purchasing property unless warranted by
special circumstances. Purchase of rights-of-ways or fee interest
would be considered if required for trail rights-of-ways or other
special purposes.

Educational and technical assistance would be made available to
landowners in this zone whose lands may include Park-related
resources. Emphasis would be placed upon measures to minimize
the impacts of these areas on the park, e.g., by encouraging earth-
tone colors on structures or by landscape screening. Unless
warranted by special circumstances, the NPS and/or its partners
would accept donations of conservation easements or fee-interest
but not purchase them.

The NPS and the Key Partners would adopt policies and practices
applicable to large event activities, to ensure the protection of
cultural and natural resources. This zone may be especially suited
for a landscape restoration program to represent conditions existing
at the time of the Battle of Cedar Creek.

Visitor service zones would be limited in numbers, and sited,
designed and maintained by the NPS or the Key Partners to
minimize potential adverse impacts on park resources.



Table 2.3

Subject

Cultural
Landscape
Zone

Sensitive
Resource
Zone

Town and
Countryside
Zone

Contemporary
Settlement
Zone

Large Events
Zone

Visitor
Services Zone

Management Zones (continued)

Desired Resource Conditions
and Visitor Experience

Visitors would have the opportunity to
access a diversity of cultural sites reflecting
the range of stories to be told in the park.
Where possible, those sites would be located
in larger protected field and woodland
landscapes providing a broader
understanding and appreciation of the park.
Visitors would experience the park through a
variety of interpretive media, including
indoor and outdoor exhibits, self-guided
tours, ranger contacts, and living history
programs.

Healthy natural communities and their
habitats predominate. Visitors would have
opportunities to access selected points along
major waterways such as the North Fork of
the Shenandoah River and Cedar Creek.
Trails would be provided. Natural areas
included in this zone, such as the Panther
Conservation Site and the Keister Tract shale
barrens, would enable visitors to obtain a
broader understanding of the park’s natural
history and ecosystems and their strong
relationships with the area’s cultural history.

Visitors would experience this zone from
public roads or trails. Lands in this zone
would generally not be accessible to the
public. However, certain locations may offer
opportunities for interpretation, told through
waysides or other interpretive media.

Desired conditions would be associated with
the support of private landowners to manage
their properties in a manner consistent with
the park’s purpose. This zone would
generally not have public access because of
existing private residential development.
However the NPS would work cooperatively
with owners of properties where the NPS
seeks to locate interpretive media or to
provide visitor access to a specific site where
an historic event occurred.

Desired resource conditions would be
associated with the management of large
events in a manner that protects the zone’s
cultural and natural resources and causes
minimum adverse impacts on adjoining
management zones, as well as nearby areas
outside of the park. Management of
reenactments, e.g., providing necessary
facilities and services would also seek to
provide an immersion experience for re-
enactors and observers, with minimum
intrusion from the outside world.

Desired conditions would include the design
and management of facilities and services
that meet the needs of park visitors,
including: park orientation, restrooms and
other conveniences, and emergency
services.

Appropriate Types and Levels
of Management

Management strategies would seek to
protect all park-related cultural resources in
this zone, in accordance with the Secretary
of the Interior’s standards and guidelines for
the treatment of historic properties and
protection of cultural landscapes. Wherever
feasible, those strategies would be
undertaken to protect the integrity of park
resources.

Best management practices would be used
to protect, stabilize and restore naturally
functioning ecological systems and promote
native species and habitats. Cultural
resources occurring in this zone would be
treated in the same manner as in the
cultural landscape zone.

Management strategies would be oriented
towards promoting resource conservation
planning associated with the design of land
subdivision and development projects in this
zone. Technical assistance would be
provided to interested landowners and local
government to promote compatible
development and minimize adverse park
impacts.

Technical assistance would be provided to
interested private landowners in identifying
and protecting park-related resources, and
in managing their properties in a manner
compatible with the park.

Management strategies would focus on
preparing resource protection standards that
would serve as conditions for approval of all
events occurring within this zone.

Management strategies would be oriented
towards research and on-site surveys of
potential park-related resources and the
incorporation of such findings into facility
planning for this zone.

Appropriate Types of Visitor
Facilities and Services

Facilities and services would generally
include those required to support the visitor
interpretive experience, such as waysides
and interpretive trails. Picnic areas and
trails may also be provided if designed in a
manner compatible with the visitor
interpretive experience and resource
protection goals. A visitor center,
administrative facilities, and/or maintenance
facility could occur in this zone if site
selection criteria are satisfied.

Facilities and services would be limited to
the minimum necessary to allow visitor
pedestrian access, primarily trails and
directional and interpretive signage. Certain
areas within this zone may be closed
temporarily for resource protection and
visitor safety. The existing road in the
Panther Conservation Site would be
maintained for administrative and fire
fighting access.

Visitor facilities and services would generally
not be provided in this zone. The NPS or the
Key Partners may provide technical
assistance to others in designing interpretive
waysides and trails contributing to or
compatible with the park’s purpose. A visitor
center, administrative facilities, or
maintenance facility could occur in this zone
if site selection criteria are satisfied.

Visitor facilities and services would generally
not be provided in this zone. The NPS or the
Key Partners may provide technical
assistance to others in designing interpretive
waysides and trails contributing to or
compatible with the park’s purpose. A visitor
center, administrative facilities, or
maintenance facility could occur in this zone
if site selection criteria are satisfied.

Temporary facilities would be provided to
accommodate events, including: tents,
gravel roads, parking barriers, directional
signage, and equestrian facilities.
Temporary services would be provided
during events, focusing on managing large
crowds in a safe manner. Such services
would include emergency services, traffic
control, law enforcement, restroom facilities,
and provision of food.

Facilities and services may include: visitor
contact facilities, roads and parking areas,
walkways, restrooms, emergency services,
picnicking areas, and campgrounds. This
zone would focus on visitor convenience and
access to services. It would be managed to
accommodate large numbers of people
during large events or other peak visitation
periods.
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2.5 Appropriate Kinds and Levels of Management, Development,
and Access

2.5.1 Area-Specific Desired Conditions

Area-specific desired conditions provide specific direction about the desired resource
conditions, visitor experience opportunities, and appropriate kinds and levels of
management, development, and access for particular areas of the park. Six areas

of the park are addressed, including

- Belle Grove Plantation

- Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation visitor contact facility
- Heater House

- Harmony Hall

- Keister Tract

- Whitham Farm

Table 2.4 provides a summary of the desired conditions within each of these six
areas. The desired conditions statements focus on the park’s fundamental and
other important resources and values (see Table 1.2 above). They address the
specific significant cultural and natural resources present at each site and the types

of visitor experiences that would be offered.

The desired conditions for the six areas are common to Alternatives B, C, and D.

2.5.2 Area-Specific Needed and Allowable Changes

Area-specific needed and allowable changes identify the kinds of changes needed to
achieve desired conditions. They are identified by comparing the desired conditions

to what currently exists.

Table 2.4 provides a summary of the types of actions and changes that would be
needed to achieve the desired conditions within the six specific areas identified in
the park. The actions are meant to be a range of strategies that the NPS and the
Key Partners might implement at each site. Consideration of the actions identified
would occur during subsequent project planning, including consideration of
alternatives and compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as appropriate.

The area-specific needed and allowable changes are common to Alternatives B, C,

and D.



Table 2.4

Location

Belle Grove
Plantation
(owned by the
National Trust for
Historic Preservation
and operated by
Belle Grove, Inc.)

Cedar Creek
Battlefield
Foundation
Visitor Contact
Facility (owned and
operated by Cedar
Creek Battlefield
Foundation)

Harmony Hall
(owned and operated
by

Belle Grove, Inc.)

Management
Prescription(s)

Cultural
Landscape/
Visitor Services

Cultural
Landscape/
Visitor Services

Cultural
Landscape

Desired Conditions

The Manor House, other historic
structures, and the associated
cultural landscape are preserved
in good condition

Visitors experience the life and
times of the families and slaves
who lived and worked at Belle
Grove Plantation

Visitors are oriented to the
overall park

Visitors can walk around the
plantation as well as have access
to the larger park trail system

Visitation is moderate to
extremely high during special
events

Collections are properly housed,
curated, and made accessible for
research

Visitors are oriented to the Battle
of Cedar Creek and to the overall
park

Headquarters facilities for special
events are provided

Parking and comfort stations are
provided during special events

Visitation is moderately high to
extremely high during special
events

Collections are properly housed
and curated, and made
accessible for research

Harmony Hall and the associated
cultural landscape are preserved
in good condition and reflect the
mid-18" century in the
Shenandoah Valley

Visitors experience and learn
about the life and times of
families during the early
settlement of the Shenandoah
Valley in a quiet and
contemplative setting

Site setting is protected from
over development of visitor
facilities

Visitors can walk around the
property as well as have access
to the larger park trail system

Visitation is low to moderate
during small special events

Collections are properly housed
and curated, and made
accessible for research

Existing Conditions and
Facilities

Manor House (c.1797) largely
restored to 1815 to 1825 period
condition operated as a house
museum and also includes gift
shop, administrative offices, and
collections of Belle Grove, Inc.

Overseer’s House, not restored,
not open to the public

Barn (c. early 1900), used for
maintenance and storage
Fields, leased for agriculture
Visitor parking facilities

Small picnic area

Building (c. 1970), used for
visitor contact , museum, and
bookstore; includes
administrative offices of Cedar
Creek Battlefield Foundation

Visitor parking facilities
Building and site used as

headquarters during special
events

Harmony Hall (c. 1755), recently
stabilized through historically
appropriate repairs; open to
occasional small group tours
Farmhouse, poor condition

Very limited visitor parking

Historically significant Bowman
Cemetery

Fields, leased for agriculture

Cedar Creek flows along property
boundary; riparian area seriously
impacted by invasive Russian
Olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia)

Area Specific Desired Conditions and Needed Changes (Common to All Action
Alternatives)

Examples of the Types
of Appropriate Actions
and Needed Changes

= Continue to operate the Manor
House as a house museum,
with other existing functions

= Consider rehabilitation and
adaptive reuse of the
Overseer’s House

= Consider rehabilitation of the
barn for adaptive reuses

= Implement other appropriate
historic building and cultural
landscape treatments

= Expand visitor contact to
include orientation to the
overall park

= Provide additional visitor
facilities, such as a comfort
station, parking, and picnicking
facilities

= Develop a trail taking visitors to
points of interest and that
provides a connection to the
larger park trail system

= Continue to operate the building
for existing functions

= Expand visitor contact to
include orientation to the
overall park

= Continue to open the house to
the public

= Restore the house and
farmhouse to period condition

= Restore the adjoining cultural
landscape to period condition

= Provide a small visitor parking
facility and comfort station

= Provide shuttle service for
visitors from off-site during
small special events

= Install interpretive media

= Install an information kiosk
orienting visitors to the overall
park

= Restore riparian habitat along
Cedar Creek

= Develop a trail that takes
visitors to points of interest and
that provides a connection to
the larger park trail system
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Table 2.4

Location

Heater House
(owned by Cedar
Creek Battlefield
Foundation)

Keister Tract
(owned by
Shenandoah County)

Whitham Farm
(owned by the
National Park Service)

Area Specific Desired Conditions and Needed Changes (Common to All Action
Alternatives) (continued)

Management
Prescription(s)

Cultural
Landscape/
Large Event
Overlay

Cultural
Landscape/
Visitor Services

Cultural
Landscape/
Visitor Services

Desired Conditions

Heater House and the associated
cultural landscape are preserved
in good condition and reflect the
Civil War at the time of the Battle
of Cedar Creek

Visitors experience the life and
times of families during the Civil
War

Visitors can walk around the site
as well as have access to the
larger park trail system

Visitation is extremely low to
high during special events

Collections are properly housed
and curated, and made
accessible for research

Visitor facilities provide
opportunities for passive
recreation

Riparian and upland habitat is
restored

Visitors are oriented to the park
and to the Battle of Cedar Creek

Visitors can hike on a series of
park trails as well as have access
to the larger park and regional
trail system

Structures are rehabilitated and
adaptively reused

Site is interpreted
Visitor facilities are provided

Existing Conditions and

Facilities

Farmhouse, recently stabilized
through roof and foundation
repairs, interior in poor condition,
not open to the public

Spring house, in ruins

Adjacent fields, leased for
agriculture

Not currently open to the public

Fields and woods, leased for
agriculture (used for grazing)

Farm buildings (3), abandoned
and in poor condition

North Fork of the Shenandoah
River flows along property
boundary; riparian area impacted
by grazing and invasive plants

Shale barrens, not protected

Property leased for residential
and agricultural use

Farmhouse (c. 1840), fair
condition with modern wing

Fields, used for grazing

No visitor facilities or site
interpretation

Examples of the Types
of Appropriate Actions
and Needed Changes

= Restore house to period
condition

= Restore the adjoining cultural
landscape to period condition

= Open the house to the public
and provide living history
programs during special events

= Install interpretive media

= Develop a trail that takes
visitors to points of interest and
that provides a connection to
the larger park trail system

= Remove cattle from the site
= Remove non-historic buildings
= Restore upland forest

= Restore riparian habitat along
the North Fork of the
Shenandoah River

Develop visitor facilities as
included in the Keister Tract
Master Plan and open the site
for public passive recreational
use

= Implement actions to protect
the shale barrens from visitor
use impacts

= Install interpretive media

= Develop a trail system on-site
that connects to trails in the
park with trails in George
Washington National Forest and
the town of Strasburg

= Rehabilitate farmhouse for

adaptive reuse for park offices

= Rehabilitate and adaptively

reuse outbuildings to support
park maintenance operations

= Provide visitor parking,

picnicking facilities, and vault
toilet

= Install interpretive media
= Install an information kiosk

orienting visitors to the overall
park

= Develop a trail that takes

visitors to points of interest and
that provides a connection to
the larger park trail system



2.6 Alternative B

2.6.1 Concept (Alternative B)

In Alternative B, the cultural heritage and natural history stories of the park would
be told through interpretive media and programs offered by the Key Partners and
NPS at existing sites, with opportunities for visitors to explore rural areas of the
park on interpretive self-guided auto routes (see Figure 2.2). Belle Grove Plantation,
the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation visitor contact facility, and the Keister Tract
would be the primary destinations within the park. Small group tours would be
offered at Harmony Hall. Auto routes in the park’s rural areas would have
wayfinding signage, a wayside pull-off, and supporting interpretive materials made
available at the Key Partner sites as well as through the internet. Visitors would
also explore Belle Grove Plantation and lands owned by the Cedar Creek Battlefield
Foundation on non-motorized trails. All of the park’s stories would be told at sites

throughout the park.

Most visitors would perceive the park as a unit of the national park system. NPS
rangers would offer interpretive programs and activities at the Key Partner sites and
possibly other properties in the park. The NPS would provide technical assistance to
the Key Partners, the Community Partners, and private landowners regarding
preservation of historic and natural resources within the park. The NPS would
rehabilitate and adaptively reuse the farmhouse and barn at the Whitham Farm.
The NPS park offices would be located outside the park or perhaps at the
rehabilitated Whitham Farm.

The NPS and the Key Partners would develop a coordinated interpretive program
that would identify the primary interpretive themes and their related stories, as well
as places in the park where those stories would be told. There would be an informal
collaborative relationship regarding natural and cultural resource protection.

Written agreements would be entered into for special projects and special

management programs.

While the Key Partners would continue to purchase high-priority tracts of land, the
current land status — about a third of the park owned and protected from
development by the Key Partners — would not be expected to change significantly

under Alternative B.

2.6.2 Partnerships (Alternative B)

The NPS and the Key Partners would have a generally informal relationship
with written agreements for special projects and management programs.
The NPS and the Key Partners would continue to have a generally informal,
collaborative relationship to share information, discuss issues of mutual concern,
and coordinate responses to resource threats. In addition the NPS would serve as a

facilitator among the Key Partners for land and resource protection and other
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shared goals. The NPS and the Key Partners would manage their lands
cooperatively per written, shared strategies for managing natural and cultural
resources. Additionally, the NPS and the Key Partners would develop written

agreements to undertake special projects and manage various aspects of the park.

2.6.3 Land Protection (Alternative B)

The Key Partners would have primary responsibility for land acquisition
and resource protection. The NPS would acquire land and interests in land
by donation or from willing sellers as funds are available.

The land acquisition strategy under Alternative B would be the same as in
Alternative A. Under Alternative B, the Key Partners would have the primary
responsibility for land acquisition and resource protection. The NPS would not
actively seek to be an owner of significant acreage within the park, but would
accept donations of land or conservation easements and would continue to acquire
land with appropriated funds. Assuming that existing funding levels for land
acquisition continue, the NPS and the Key Partners would likely acquire an

additional 200 acres of land within the park.

2.6.4 Resource Management (Alternative B)

m  Cultural Resource Management

Cultural resource management actions in Alternative B would generally be the same

as those described above for Alternative A.

Under Alternative B, the NPS would manage the historic property that it owns in the
park — Whitham Farm (c. 1840) — as well as all other cultural resources that it
acquires in accordance with the NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006d) and NPS
Cultural Resource Management Guidelines (NPS 1998). Within the timeframe of the
GMP, the NPS would also likely rehabilitate and adaptively reuse the Whitham House
(c. 1840) and farm-related outbuildings to support park operations and visitor
interpretation. All management actions at Whitham Farm would be completed in

accordance with the mitigation measures summarized below in Section 2.12.

In Alternative B, the NPS would extend its technical assistance to private owners of
cultural resources in the park, helping them to understand the historic significance
of their property, treatment options, historic preservation tax incentives, and the
overall economic benefits of historic preservation. Technical assistance would
include assistance with National Register nominations to owners of significant
properties. The NPS would also educate private landowners regarding the need to
protect collections and encourage landowners to donate to the NPS collections

recovered from private property within the park.



Figure 2.2
Alternative Concept B
Park Character and Visitor Experience

I [ ands Owned by National Park Service

[ Lands Owned by Key Partners

I Conservation Easement

[ 1 Other Lands within the Park’s Legislative Boundaries

s Rijvers and Streams

Visitor Experience

SR Visitor Services Zone &

O Focal Areas

SHENANDOAH COUNTY

‘\‘ .25 1250 0.5 0.75 1.00 1.25 . .
\ — — National Park Service

\
\

FREDERICK COUNTY

Visitor Focal Areas are
publicly accessible sites
offering interpretive
opportunities. Areas

shown are only illustrative
of the approximate numbers
and locations in Concept B.

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove National Historical Park

VIRGINIA
U.S. Department of the Interior

2-27




m  Natural Resource Management

Natural resource management actions in Alternative B would generally be the same
as those for Alternative A. In Alternative B the NPS would acquire some property
within the park using already appropriated funds and potentially through donations.
Acquired properties would be managed in accordance with the NPS Management
Policies (NPS 2006d) and other relevant NPS guidelines. Natural resources on NPS
property would be managed to generally protect natural processes and population
diversity. The types of management actions that would occur in Alternative B would

be similar to those described for Alternative A.

In Alternative B, the NPS would extend its technical assistance to private owners of
significant natural resources in the park, helping identify resources, conveying

information about their significance, and assisting with resource management.

2.6.5 Visitor Experience, Interpretation, and Education (Alternative B)

Visitors would experience the park primarily at Key Partner-owned sites
and via self-guided auto-touring routes.

Visitors would experience the park primarily at Belle Grove, the Cedar Creek
Battlefield Foundation visitor contact facility, Harmony Hall, and the Keister Tract,
as well as at reenactments. Opportunities to explore the park would also be made
available through the development of self-guided auto-touring routes. The NPS and
the Key Partners would collaborate on interpretive planning. The NPS would provide
information to visitors through a system of electronic media, which could include a
web-based orientation, AM radio broadcasts, cell phone tours, CD rentals, MP3/iPod
downloads, etc. The NPS interpretive staff would focus on providing programs and
ranger-led tours of the park. Publicly accessible visitor focal areas would offer
interpretive and educational opportunities. The desired visitor experience for each

zone is outlined in Table 2.3.

2.6.6 Park Facilities (Alternative B)

Park facilities would be provided by the Key Partners.

Visitor contact facilities would be provided by the Key Partners at Belle Grove, the
Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation visitor contact facility, Harmony Hall, and the
Keister Tract. Interpretive and orientation materials on the park and the National
Historic District would be available at these sites. Electronic media (see Section
2.6.5 above) would be used to enable visitors to take self-guided tours of the park.
In addition, the NPS and the Key Partners would collaborate to develop auto touring
routes on existing roads and a trail system on land owned by the Key Partners and
possibly on rights-of-way acquired from willing sellers. Approximately three miles
of trail, with two trailheads, would be developed and maintained. Park signhage
would guide visitors to appropriate sites. An interpretive wayside would be

developed. Ancillary facilities would be guided by the management zone



prescriptions under “Appropriate Types of Visitor Facilities and Services” (see Table

2.3 above).

2.6.7 Transportation, Access, and Circulation (Alternative B)

Park access would be primarily vehicular, supplemented by trails on
properties owned by the Key Partners. Wayfinding would assist visitors
with accessing focal areas and the rural countryside within the park.
Interstate 81 and Valley Pike (Route 11) would provide regional access to the park.
Once in the local area visitors would travel through the park on Valley Pike (Route
11) to access the network of rural county roads that would take them to the visitor

contact facilities at the Key Partner’s properties.

Visitors interested in exploring the park beyond the contact facilities of the Key
Partners would do so via private vehicles following auto touring routes along Valley
Pike (Route 11) and the park’s rural county roads. Wayfinding signage would be

installed to help visitors find attractions along the tour routes.

The park and the Key Partners would cooperate to develop approximately three
miles of trails on land owned by the Key Partners, and possibly on rights-of-way

acquired from willing sellers.

2.6.8 Park Operations and Staffing (Alternative B)

Park staff and operations would focus on developing and implementing
interpretive programs as well as providing technical assistance.

The NPS would employ approximately six full-time employees, including the park

superintendent, a community planner, a landscape architect, interpretive rangers, a

seasonal park guide, and an administrative specialist. Since this alternative calls for

no NPS-managed visitor center and only minimal NPS land ownership, NPS staff
would be focused on providing technical assistance to communities and the Key
Partners, and interpretive programs and media on key partner- owned and privately
owned lands within the park. The park would utilize NPS systemwide technical
assistance from the NPS Regional and Washington Offices. Volunteers would play a
role in providing administrative assistance to the NPS and assisting with park
programs. The staffing of key partner organizations would not be expected to

change substantially from its current levels.

The NPS administrative offices would be located in one of the park’s adjacent

communities, and possibly in the Whitham house within the park once that structure

is appropriately rehabilitated. The offices of the Key Partners would continue to be

located in their current locations (listed under Park Operations, Alternative A).
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2.6.9 Technical Assistance (Alternative B)

The park would provide technical assistance on issues affecting resources
within the park boundary.

NPS and the Key Partners would provide technical assistance to one another, to
private landowners, and to local governments in support of protecting resources
within the park boundary. An important aspect of this technical assistance would be
private landowners, with whom the NPS and the Key Partners would work on
protection of sensitive natural and cultural resources. The NPS would also provide
technical assistance to the Key Partners with property management, including
resource protection, land stewardship, and use of best management practices. See
Section 2.3, Management Element 9, for the types of technical assistance that could

be offered.

2.6.10 Related Resources (Alternative B)

The park would rely on interest groups, local governments, and others to
protect thematically related resources outside the park boundary.

Under Alternative B, the NPS and the Key Partners would collaborate with others to

address threats to related resources outside the park as budgets and staffing allow.
Related resources of interest would include scenic resources that provide the visual

setting for the park, cultural resources that are thematically related to the park, and
natural resources — such as hydrologic resources — that are functionally related to

the park.

2.6.11 Costs (Alternative B)

Estimates of annual operating costs and one-time costs associated with Alternative
B have been prepared using NPS and industry cost estimating guidelines (see Table
2.6 in Section 2.11 below). These costs are presented for comparative purposes
only and will be refined at a later date based upon final design of facilities and other
considerations. Actual costs will vary depending on if and when specific actions are

implemented and on contributions by partners and volunteers.

m NPS Annual Operating Costs

NPS annual operating costs associated with Alternative B are estimated to be
$730,444 (20073$). This includes the anticipated cost for staff salaries and benefits
for 6 full-time equivalent staff, utilities, supplies, leasing (including leased park
offices, as in Alternative A), and other materials needed for park maintenance and

operations.

m NPS One-Time Costs

NPS one-time costs associated with Alternative B are estimated to be $2,719,280
(2007%), including one-time facilities costs and non-facilities costs. Facilities costs

are those required for rehabilitation of structures at Whitham Farm and for



development of trails, trailheads, picnic facilities, and wayside pull-offs. Non-
facilities costs are those required for cultural landscape restoration at the Whitham

Farm, historic resource studies, signage, and interpretive media.

m  Land Acquisition Costs

Under Alternative B, the estimated cost to acquire land and interests in land is

$4,000,000 (2007%$). The Key Partners would have the primary responsibility for

acquiring land and interests in land. Land acquisition cost estimates are preliminary

and intended solely for general planning purposes. Actual land acquisition costs
would be determined by detailed appraisals when lands are considered for

acquisition.

m NPS Deferred Maintenance Costs

As in Alternative A, there are no deferred maintenance costs associated with
Alternative B. Existing park assets include the Whitham Farm; costs to be incurred
for rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the Whitham Farm are in the NPS one-time

facilities costs presented above.

2.7 Alternative C

2.7.1 Concept (Alternative C)

In Alternative C, the park’s cultural heritage and natural history stories would be
told at a central location with a unified message; this central hub would orient
visitors to the park, the operations of the NPS and the Key Partners, and the
National Historic District (see Figure 2.3). Focal areas elsewhere in the park would
provide immersion experiences where stories would be told in more depth. Focal
areas would include the existing Key Partner sites at Belle Grove Plantation, the
Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation visitor contact facility, Harmony Hall, and the
Keister Tract. Several additional focal areas would be added as historically
significant sites are acquired. Visitors would travel to focal areas via auto routes
with wayfinding signage, several wayside pull-offs, and supporting interpretive
materials made available at the Key Partner sites as well as through the internet.
Visitors would also explore the park on trails that connect lands owned by the Key
Partners and the NPS and that follow the course of the Battle of Cedar Creek and
the historic mill road network. All of the park’s stories would be told at sites

throughout the park.

Visitors would perceive the park as a unit of the national park system. NPS rangers
would offer interpretive programs and activities at a visitor center, at Key Partner
sites, at NPS-owned focal areas, and possibly at other locations in the park. The
NPS would provide technical assistance to the Key Partners, the Community
Partners, and private landowners regarding preservation of historic and natural
resources within and in proximity to the park, as well as its viewsheds. The NPS

would rehabilitate and adaptively reuse the farmhouse and barn at the Whitham
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Farm for park operations and visitor interpretation. NPS park offices would be

located at a visitor center and perhaps at the rehabilitated Whitham Farm.

The NPS and the Key Partners would develop a coordinated interpretive program
that would utilize the primary interpretive themes and their related stories, as well
as identify places in the park where those stories would be told. There would be an
informal collaborative relationship regarding natural and cultural resource protection.
Written agreements would be entered into for special projects and special

management programs.

The NPS and Key Partners would acquire land from willing sellers, providing

resource protection at key historic sites that would become visitor focal areas.

2.7.2 Partnerships (Alternative C)

The NPS and the Key Partners would have a generally informal relationship
with written agreements for special projects and management programs.

Under Alternative C, the NPS and the Key Partners would continue to have a
generally informal, collaborative relationship to share information, discuss issues of
mutual concern, and coordinate responses to resource threats. In addition, the NPS
would serve as a facilitator among the Key Partners for land and resource protection
and other shared goals. The NPS and the Key Partners would manage their lands
cooperatively per written, shared strategies for managing natural and cultural
resources. Additionally, the NPS and the Key Partners would develop written

agreements to undertake special projects and manage various aspects of the park.

2.7.3 Land Protection (Alternative C)

The NPS and the Key Partners would acquire land and interests in land in a
phased approach based on land protection plan priorities. The highest
priority or first phase would be to acquire key historic sites that would
become visitor focal areas.

In Alternative C, the NPS and Key Partners would actively seek to acquire land or
interests in land by donation or from willing sellers using appropriated funds. A land
protection plan would be developed in consultation with the Key Partners and other
interested stakeholders in which the top priority would be key historic sites that
would become visitor focal areas. These sites would be purchased in a phased
approach with both the NPS and the Key Partners seeking to acquire land or
interests in land. The lands within the Contemporary Settlement and Town and
Countryside zones — about 300 acres -- would be the lowest priority for land
acquisition and would likely not be acquired, unless warranted by special
circumstances. Assuming availability of funding, the NPS and the Key Partners
would acquire approximately 2,000 additional acres of land or interests in land

within the park over the life of the GMP. The NPS and the Key Partners would work



Figure 2.3
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together to acquire these lands and funding for their purchase would be a

collaborative effort.

2.7.4 Resource Management (Alternative C)

m  Cultural Resource Management

Cultural resource management actions in Alternative C would generally be the same

as those described above for Alternatives A and B.

Under Alternative C, the NPS would manage the historic property that it owns in the
park - Whitham Farm (c. 1840) — as well as all other cultural resources that it
acquires in accordance with the NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006d) and NPS
Cultural Resource Management Guidelines (NPS 1998). Within the timeframe of the
GMP, the NPS would rehabilitate and adaptively reuse the Whitham House (c. 1840)
and farm-related outbuildings to support park operations and visitor interpretation.
All management actions at Whitham Farm would be completed in accordance with

the mitigation measures summarized below in Section 2.12.

As in Alternative B, in Alternative C the NPS would also extend its technical

assistance to private owners of cultural resources in the park.

In Alternative C the NPS and Key Partners would acquire significant historic sites
within the park. Implementation of cultural resource management actions (as
outlined above in Alternative A) for these properties would require significantly
increased operational support from the NPS when compared to Alternatives A and B.
The NPS would provide technical assistance to the Key Partners in meeting the
increased cultural resource management needs for these properties and in seeking

financial support for their documentation, treatment, and long-term protection.

In Alternative C, the NPS would also identify adjacent lands that are significantly
related to the cultural landscape and viewshed of the park and would identify the
direct and indirect impacts of private development and land use within and adjacent
to the park on its cultural landscapes. Strategies would be developed and

implemented to work with adjoining landowners to mitigate impacts to the park.

= Natural Resource Management

Natural resource management actions in Alternative C would generally be the same
as those described for Alternatives A and B. In Alternative B, the NPS would
acquire significant historic sites within the park. Acquired properties would be
managed in accordance with NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006) and other
relevant NPS guidelines. Natural resources on NPS property would be managed to
generally protect natural processes and population diversity. The types of
management actions that would occur in Alternative C would be similar to those

described for Alternative A.



As in Alternative B, in Alternative C the NPS would extend its technical assistance to
private owners of significant natural resources in the park, helping identify
resources, conveying information about their significance, and assistance with

resource management.

2.7.5 Visitor Experience, Interpretation, and Education (Alternative C)

Visitors would be oriented to the park at a central location with a unified
message. Then they could explore — by vehicle or on trails — protected
sites where the park’s stories would be told.

The NPS, Key Partners, and others would develop and implement a coordinated
interpretive plan and programs throughout the park. Interpretation would occur at
an NPS-managed visitor center, on NPS- and Key Partner-owned lands, and possibly
on private lands owned by those willing to participate in the park’s interpretation
program. NPS would provide information to visitors through a system of electronic
media, which could include a web-based orientation, AM radio broadcasts, cell
phone tours, CD rentals, MP3/iPod downloads, etc. Publicly accessible visitor focal
areas would offer interpretive and educational opportunities. The desired visitor

experience for each zone is outlined in Table 2.3.

2.7.6 Park Facilities (Alternative C)

Park facilities would be provided by the NPS and the Key Partners.

The NPS would develop and manage a visitor center that would orient visitors to the
park and the National Historic District. The visitor center would be located within or
near the park. The following considerations would be taken into account when

choosing a location for the visitor center:
- The visitor center would need access to utilities and main travel corridors

- The site must have suitable building conditions

- The visitor center would not be located at or close to sensitive or significant
natural or historic resources and would not be located within the sensitive

resource zone

- The visitor center would not be an imposing structure on the landscape, be

located in key viewsheds, or adversely impact scenic resources
- The visitor center would not disrupt travel patters for local residents

- The visitor center would not be located in an area that would induce

unsuitable private development within the park

Per Executive Order 13423 on sustainable practices, the visitor center would be
designed to be energy efficient, reduce enclosed space, and when practical, export
interior functions to exterior locations. The visitor center would attempt to meet

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards for design,
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construction, and operation of high-performance green buildings. Re-use of an
existing structure to serve as a park visitor center has not been ruled out, but at
this time a suitable facility has not been found. The Whitham Farm, owned by the

NPS, fails to meet several of the criteria for a visitor center outlined above.

Additional visitor contact facilities would be provided by the Key Partners at Belle
Grove, the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation visitor contact facility, Harmony Hall,
and the Keister Tract. The NPS and the Key Partners would collaborate to develop
auto touring routes on existing roads and a trail system on land owned by the Key
Partners, the NPS, and on rights-of-way acquired from willing sellers.
Approximately eight miles of trail, with about seven trailheads, would be developed
and maintained. Park signage would guide visitors to appropriate sites. Two
interpretive waysides would be developed. Ancillary facilities would be guided by
the zone prescriptions under “Appropriate Types of Visitor Facilities and Services”
(see Table 2.3 above).

2.7.7 Transportation, Access, and Circulation (Alternative C)

Park access would be predominately vehicular, supplemented by a
developed system of trails. Wayfinding would assist visitors with accessing
the park’s focal areas and rural countryside.

Interstate 81 and Valley Pike (Route 11) would provide regional access to the park.
Once in the local area visitors would travel through the park on Valley Pike (Route
11) to access the park’s visitor center and the network of rural county roads that

would take them to the visitor contact facilities at the Key Partner’s properties.

Visitors interested in exploring the park beyond the contact facilities of the Key
Partners would do so via private vehicles following auto touring routes along Valley
Pike (Route 11) and the park’s rural county roads. Wayfinding signage would be

installed to help visitors find attractions along the tour routes.

The NPS and the Key Partners would cooperate to develop approximately eight
miles of trails on land owned by the NPS, the Key Partners, and possibly on rights-
of-way acquired from willing sellers. These trails would (1) follow the course of the
Battle of Cedar Creek and the historic mill road network, and (2) connect properties

owned by the NPS and the Key Partners.

2.7.8 Park Operations and Staffing (Alternative C)

Park staff and operations would focus on managing a visitor center,
protecting and maintaining park lands and facilities, developing and
implementing interpretive programs and educational programs, and
providing technical assistance.

Under Alternative C, the NPS would manage a visitor center and have a substantial
increase in acres to manage over alternatives A and B. With increased facilities to

staff and lands to manage comes the need for increased personnel. The NPS would



employ approximately 18 full-time employees, including the park superintendent, a

community planner, a landscape architect, a resource management division (4 staff),

a visitor services and interpretation division (4 staff), a maintenance division (3
staff), and administrative staff (4 staff). The park staff would focus on protecting
natural and cultural resources, managing the visitor center, maintaining park lands
and facilities, providing interpretive media and programs, providing educational
programs, and providing technical assistance to communities and the Key Partners.
The park would utilize NPS systemwide technical assistance from the NPS Regional
and Washington offices. Volunteers would play a substantial role in staffing the
visitor center, providing administrative assistance to the NPS, and assisting with
park programs. The staffing of the Key Partner organizations would not be

expected to change substantially from its current levels.

The NPS administrative offices would be located in the NPS managed visitor center,
and possibly in the Whitham house within the park once that structure is

appropriately rehabilitated.

2.7.9 Technical Assistance (Alternative C)

The NPS and the Key Partners would provide technical assistance with
protection of the park’s resources and viewsheds to one another, to private
landowners, and to nearby communities.

The NPS and the Key Partners would provide technical assistance to one another, to
private landowners, and to nearby communities to protect resources within the park
boundary and important views from the park. The NPS would also provide technical
assistance to the Key Partners with property management, including resource
protection, land stewardship, and use of best management practices. See Section
2.3, Management Element 9, for the types of technical assistance that could be

offered.

2.7.10 Related Resources (Alternative C)

The NPS and the Key Partners would develop proactive strategies to
protect resources outside the park boundary that are functionally or
thematically-related to the park

Resources of interest outside the boundary include scenic resources that provide the

visual setting for the park, cultural resources that are thematically related to the
park, and natural resources — such as hydrologic resources — that are functionally
related to the park. Proactive strategies would include, but not be limited to
protection of adjacent lands with conservation easements, consultation with local
governments and businesses, working with conservation and preservation

organizations, and consideration of a future park boundary adjustment.
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2.7.11 Costs (Alternative C)

Estimates of annual operating costs and one-time costs associated with Alternative
C have been prepared using NPS and industry cost estimating guidelines (see Table
2.6 in Section 2.11 below). These costs are presented for comparative purposes
only and will be refined at a later date based upon final design of facilities and other
considerations. Actual costs will vary depending on if and when specific actions are

implemented and on contributions by partners and volunteers.

m  NPS Annual Operating Costs

NPS annual operating costs associated with Alternative C are estimated to be
$2,039,172 (2007%). This includes the anticipated cost for staff salaries and
benefits for 18 full-time equivalent staff, utilities, supplies, leasing, and other

materials needed for park maintenance and operations.

. NPS One-Time Costs

NPS one-time costs associated with Alternative C are estimated to be $12,981,943
(2007%), including one-time facilities costs and non-facilities costs. Facilities costs
are those required for rehabilitation of structures at Whitham Farm and for
development of a park building with visitor contact facilities and administrative
space for 18 full-time staff, an operations facility, trails, trailheads, picnic facilities,
and wayside pull-offs. Non-facilities costs are those required for cultural landscape
restoration at the Whitham Farm and elsewhere in the park, historic resource
studies, historic structures reports, cultural landscape reports, signage, and

interpretive media.

m  Land Acquisition Costs

Under Alternative C, the estimated cost for the NPS and the Key Partners to acquire
land and interests in land is $40,000,000 (2007%$). The NPS and the Key Partners
would work together to acquire these lands and funding for their purchase would be
a collaborative effort. Funding would also be sought from conservation trusts,
friends groups, and other donors. Land acquisition cost estimates are preliminary
and intended solely for general planning purposes. Actual land acquisition costs
would be determined by detailed appraisals when lands are considered for

acquisition.

m NPS Deferred Maintenance Costs

As in Alternatives A and B, there are no deferred maintenance costs associated with
Alternative C. Existing park assets include the Whitham Farm; costs to be incurred
for rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the Whitham Farm are in the NPS one-time

facilities costs presented above.



2.8 Alternative D (Preferred)

2.8.1 Concept (Alternative D)

In Alternative D, the park’s cultural heritage and natural history stories would be
told at a central location with a unified message (see Figure 2.4). This central hub
would orient visitors to the park, the operations of the NPS and the Key Partners,
and the National Historic District; and would support educational programs,
research, and other activities that help the park realize its special mandates for
resource conservation. Focal areas within protected cultural landscapes elsewhere
in the park would provide immersion experiences where stories would be told in
more depth. Focal areas would include the existing Key Partner sites at Belle Grove
Plantation, the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation visitor contact facility, Harmony
Hall, and the Keister Tract. Several focal areas would be added as historically
significant sites and adjoining cultural landscapes are acquired. Visitors would
travel to focal areas via auto routes with wayfinding signage, numerous wayside
pull-offs, and supporting interpretive materials made available at NPS and Key
Partner sites as well as through the internet. Visitors would also explore the park
on trails that connect lands owned by the Key Partners and the NPS, that follow the
course of the Battle of Cedar Creek and the historic mill road network, and that
connect to the towns of Middletown and Strasburg and the George Washington

National Forest. All of the park’s stories would be told at sites throughout the park.

Visitors would perceive the park as a unit of the national park system. NPS rangers
would offer interpretive programs and activities at a visitor center, at Key Partner
sites, at NPS and Key Partner-owned focal areas, and at other properties in and
outside the park. The NPS would provide technical assistance to the Key Partners,
the Community Partners, and private landowners regarding preservation of historic
and natural resources within and in proximity to the park, as well as protection of
the park’s viewsheds and related resources outside the park boundary. The NPS
would rehabilitate and adaptively reuse the farmhouse and barn at the Whitham
Farm for park operations and visitor interpretation. NPS park offices would be

located within a visitor center and perhaps at the rehabilitated Whitham Farm.

The NPS and the Key Partners would develop a coordinated interpretive program
that would utilize the primary interpretive themes and their related stories, as well
as identify places in the park where those stories would be told. There would be a
formal relationship among the NPS and the Key Partners regarding resource

management, interpretive programs, and park operations.

Protection of the park’s resources would emphasize acquisition from willing sellers of
cultural landscapes, sensitive natural resources, and connections between lands

owned by the Key Partners and the NPS.
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2.8.2 Partnerships (Alternative D)

The NPS and the Key Partners would have a formalized relationship.

The NPS and the Key Partners would enter into a formal relationship that defines a

division of labor for various programs, events, and park operations.

2.8.3 Land Protection (Alternative D)

The NPS and the Key Partners would acquire land and interests in land in a
phased approach based on land protection plan priorities. The highest
priority or first phase would be cultural landscape and natural resource
protection and providing connectivity between land owned by the Key
Partners and the NPS.

In Alternative D, the NPS and Key Partners would seek to acquire substantial
acreage within the park, actively acquiring land or interests in land by donation or
from willing sellers using appropriated funds. In Alternative D, a land protection
plan would be developed in consultation with the Key Partners and other interested
stakeholders in which the top priority would be protecting the park’s cultural
landscapes and sensitive natural resources, and providing connectivity between
parcels of land owned by the Key Partners and the NPS. These landscapes would be
purchased in a rapidly phased approach with both the NPS and the Key Partners
seeking to acquire land or interests in land. Land acquisition would be a high
priority program for the NPS. Lands within the Contemporary Settlement and Town
and Countryside zones would be the lowest priority for acquisition, and would likely
not be acquired, unless warranted by special circumstances. Assuming availability
of funding, the NPS and the Key Partners would acquire approximately 2,000
additional acres of land or interests in land within the park over the life of the GMP.
The NPS and the Key Partners would work together to acquire these lands and

funding for their purchase would be a collaborative effort.

2.8.4 Resource Management (Alternative D)

m  Cultural Resource Management

Cultural resource management actions in Alternative D would generally be the same

as those described above for Alternatives A, B, and C.

Under Alternative D, the NPS would manage the historic property that it owns in the
park - Whitham Farm (c. 1840) — as well as all other cultural resources that it
acquires in accordance with NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006d) and NPS
Cultural Resource Management Guidelines (NPS 1998). Within the timeframe of the
GMP, the NPS would rehabilitate and adaptively reuse the Whitham House (c. 1840)
and farm-related outbuildings to support park operations and visitor interpretation.
All management actions at Whitham Farm would be completed in accordance with

the mitigation measures summarized below in Section 2.12.
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As in Alternatives B and C, in Alternative D the NPS would also extend its technical

assistance to private owners of cultural resources in the park.

In Alternative D, the NPS would acquire cultural landscapes as well as the significant
historic sites in the park. Implementation of cultural resource management actions
(as outlined above in Alternative A) for these properties would require significantly
increased operational support from the NPS when compared to Alternatives A, B,
and C. The Key Partners would also seek to acquire broader landscapes and historic
sites. The NPS would provide technical assistance to the Key Partners in meeting
the increased cultural resource management needs for these properties and in
seeking financial support for their documentation, treatment, and long-term

protection.

As in Alternative C, in Alternative D the NPS would also identify adjacent lands that
are significantly related to the cultural landscape and viewshed of the park and
would identify the direct and indirect impacts of private development and land use

within and adjacent to the park on its cultural landscapes.

= Natural Resource Management

Natural resource management actions in Alternative D would generally be the same
as those described for Alternatives A, B, and C. In Alternative D, the NPS would
acquire land within the park, as funding allows. Acquired properties would be
managed in accordance with NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006) and other
relevant NPS guidelines. Natural resources on NPS property would be managed to
generally protect natural processes and population diversity. The types of
management actions that would occur in Alternative D would be similar to those

described for Alternative A.

As in Alternatives B and C, in Alternative D the NPS would extend its technical
assistance to private owners of significant natural resources in the park, helping
identify resources, conveying information about their significance, and providing

assistance with resource management.

2.8.5 Visitor Experience, Interpretation, and Education (Alternative D)

Visitors would be oriented to the park at a central location with a unified
message. Then they could explore — by vehicle or on trails — protected
sites where the park’s stories and those of the Shenandoah Valley
Battlefields National Historic District would be told. Educational programs
would be offered for school groups and others.

The NPS, the Key Partners, and others would develop and implement a coordinated
interpretive plan and programs throughout the park; interpretation would occur at a
visitor center, on NPS- and Key Partner-owned lands, and on private lands owned
by those willing to participate in the park’s interpretation program. The NPS would

provide interpretative media and sponsor occasional programs at selected sites in



Alternative D

the National Historic District to assist in conveying the meaning of the park’s
resources and values as they relate to sites in the district. The NPS would provide
information to visitors through a system of electronic media, which could include a
web-based orientation, AM radio broadcasts, cell phone tours, CD rentals, MP3/iPod
downloads, etc. Publicly accessible visitor focal areas would offer interpretive and
educational opportunities. The desired visitor experience for each zone is outlined

in Table 2.3.

2.8.6 Park Facilities (Alternative D)

Park facilities would be provided by the NPS and the Key Partners.

The NPS would develop and manage a visitor center that would orient visitors to the
park and the National Historic District, that would tie the park together with a
unified message, and that would support educational programs, research, and other
activities that help the park realize its special mandates for resource conservation
(see section 1.6.5). The visitor center would be located within or near the park.
The following considerations would be taken into account when choosing a location

for the visitor center:

- The visitor center would need access to utilities and main travel corridors
- The site must have suitable building conditions

- The visitor center would not be located at or close to sensitive or significant
natural or historic resources and would not be located within the sensitive

resource zone

- The visitor center would not be an imposing structure on the landscape, be

located in key viewsheds, or adversely impact scenic resources
- The visitor center would not disrupt travel patters for local residents

- The visitor center would not be located in an area that would induce

unsuitable private development within the park

Per Executive Order 13423 on sustainable practices, the visitor center would be
designed to be energy efficient, reduce enclosed space, and when practical, export
interior functions to exterior locations. The visitor center would attempt to meet
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards for design,
construction, and operation of high-performance green buildings. Re-use of an
existing structure to serve as a park visitor center has not been ruled out, but at
this time a suitable facility has not been found. The Whitham Farm, owned by NPS,

fails to meet several of the criteria for a visitor center outlined above.

Visitor contact facilities would be provided by the Key Partners at Belle Grove, the
Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation visitor contact facility, Harmony Hall, and the
Keister Tract. The NPS and the Key Partners would collaborate to develop auto

touring routes on existing roads and a trail system on land owned by the Key
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Partners, the NPS, and on rights-of-way acquired from willing sellers.
Approximately fifteen miles of trail, with about nine trailheads, would be developed
and maintained. Park signage would guide visitors to appropriate sites. Four
interpretive waysides would be developed. Ancillary facilities would be guided by
the zone prescriptions under “Appropriate Types of Visitor Facilities and Services”

(see Table 2.3 above).

2.8.7 Transportation, Access, and Circulation (Alternative D)

Park access would be largely vehicular, supplemented by a well-developed
system of trails that provides connections to adjacent communities and
regional trails. Wayfinding would assist visitors with accessing the park’s
focal areas and rural countryside.

Park vehicular access would be along state and county roads, and Valley Pike (Route
11). The park would develop auto touring routes along these roads, guiding visitors
throughout much of the park. The park would develop a trail network that provides
access to interpretation and recreation opportunities, that follows the course of the

battle and the historic mill road network, and that connects to regional trails outside

the park.

Interstate 81 and Valley Pike (Route 11) would provide regional access to the park.
Once in the local area visitors would travel through the park on Valley Pike (Route
11) to access the park’s visitor center and the network of rural county roads that

would take them to the visitor contact facilities at the Key Partners’ properties.

As in Alternative B, visitors interested in exploring the park beyond the contact
facilities of the Key Partners would do so via private vehicles following auto touring
routes along Valley Pike (Route 11) and the park’s rural county roads. Wayfinding

signage would be installed to help visitors find attractions along the tour routes.

The park and the Key Partners would cooperate to develop approximately 15 miles

of trails on land owned by the NPS, the Key Partners, and possibly on rights-of-way
acquired from willing sellers. These trails would (1) follow the course of the Battle

of Cedar Creek and the historic mill road network (2) connect properties owned by

the NPS and the Key Partners, and (3) connect to the towns of Middletown and

Strasburg and the George Washington National Forest.

2.8.8 Park Operations and Staffing (Alternative D)

Park staff and operations would focus on managing a visitor center,
protecting and maintaining park lands and facilities, developing and
implementing interpretive and educational programs, and providing
technical assistance.

Under Alternative D, the NPS would manage a visitor center and have the largest
amount of acres to manage among the alternatives; therefore, Alternative D calls

for the largest NPS staff. The NPS would employ approximately 25 full-time



Alternative D

employees, including the park superintendent, a community planner, a landscape
architect, a volunteer coordinator, a resource management division (6 staff), a
visitor services division (6 staff), a maintenance division (4 staff), and
administrative staff (5 staff). NPS staff would focus on protecting natural and
cultural resources, managing a visitor center, maintaining park lands and facilities,
providing interpretive media and programs, providing educational programs, and
providing technical assistance to communities and the Key Partners. The park
would utilize NPS systemwide technical assistance from the NPS Regional and
Washington Offices. Volunteers would play a substantial role in staffing the visitor
center, providing administrative assistance to the NPS, and assisting with park
programs. The staffing of the Key Partner organizations would not be expected to

change substantially from its current levels.

The NPS administrative offices would be located in the NPS-managed visitor center,
and possibly in the Whitham house within the park once that structure is

appropriately rehabilitated.

2.8.9 Technical Assistance (Alternative D)

The NPS and the Key Partners would provide technical assistance with
protection of the park’s resources, viewsheds, and thematically related
resources outside the park boundary to one another, to private landowners,
and to nearby communities.

The NPS and the Key Partners would provide technical assistance to one another, to
private landowners, and to nearby communities to protect resources within the park
boundary, important views from the park, and thematically related resources in
proximity to the park and within the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National
Historic District. The NPS would also provide technical assistance to the Key
Partners with property management, including resource protection, land
stewardship, and use of best management practices. See Section 2.3, Management

Element 9, for the types of technical assistance that could be offered.

2.8.10 Related Resources (Alternative D)

The NPS and the Key Partners would develop proactive strategies to
protect resources outside the park boundary that are functionally or
thematically related to the park.

Resources of interest outside the boundary include scenic resources that provide the
visual setting for the park, cultural resources that are thematically related to the
park, and natural resources — such as hydrologic resources — that are functionally
related to the park. Proactive strategies would include, but not be limited to,
protection of adjacent lands with conservation easements, consultation with local
governments and businesses, working with conservation and preservation

organizations, and consideration of a future park boundary adjustment.
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2.8.11 Costs (Alternative D)

Estimates of annual operating costs and one-time costs associated with Alternative
D have been prepared using NPS and industry cost estimating guidelines (see Table
2.6 in Section 2.11 below). These costs are presented for comparative purposes
only and will be refined at a later date based upon final design of facilities and other
considerations. Actual costs will vary depending on if and when specific actions are

implemented and on contributions by partners and volunteers.

m  NPS Annual Operating Costs

NPS annual operating costs associated with Alternative D are estimated to be
$2,765,996 (2007%). This includes the anticipated cost for staff salaries and
benefits for 25 full-time equivalent staff, utilities, supplies, leasing, and other

materials needed for park maintenance and operations.

. NPS One-Time Costs

NPS one-time costs associated with Alternative D are estimated to be $17,971,527
(2007%), including one-time facilities costs and non-facilities costs. Facilities costs
are those required for rehabilitation of structures at Whitham Farm and for
development of a park building with visitor contact facilities and administrative
space for 25 full-time staff, an operations facility, trails, trailheads, picnic facilities,
and wayside pull-offs. Non-facilities costs are those required for cultural landscape
restoration at the Whitham Farm and elsewhere in the park, historic resource
studies, historic structures reports, cultural landscape reports, signage, and

interpretive media.

m  Land Acquisition Costs

Under Alternative D, the estimated cost for NPS and the Key Partners to acquire
land and interests in land is $40,000,000 (2007%$). The NPS and the Key Partners
would work together to acquire these lands and funding for their purchase would be
a collaborative effort. Funding would also be sought from conservation trusts,
friends groups, and other donors. Land acquisition cost estimates are preliminary
and intended solely for general planning purposes. Actual land acquisition costs
would be determined by detailed appraisals when lands are considered for

acquisition.

m NPS Deferred Maintenance Costs

As in Alternatives A, B, and C, there are no deferred maintenance costs associated
with Alternative D. Existing park assets include the Whitham Farm; costs to be
incurred for rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the Whitham Farm are in the NPS

one-time facilities costs presented above.



2.9 User Capacity

General management plans are required to identify and contain strategies for
addressing user capacity for all areas in the park. The NPS defines user capacity as
the type and level of use that can be accommodated while sustaining the quality of
park resources and visitor opportunities consistent with the purposes of the park. It
is not a set of numbers or limits, but rather a process of establishing desired
conditions, monitoring impacts, evaluating the impacts against standards, and
taking actions to ensure park values are protected. The premise behind this
process is that with visitor use of park lands there would be a level of impact to
natural or cultural resources, or visitor opportunities. It is the responsibility of the
NPS to determine what level of impact is acceptable and what actions are needed to
keep impacts within acceptable limits. Instead of solely tracking and controlling
visitation, the park staff and key partners manage the levels, types, and patterns of
visitor use and other public uses in a fashion that preserves the condition of the
resources and the quality of the visitor experience. The monitoring component of
the user capacity process keeps management in touch with the changing conditions

in the park, and provides the basis for corrective actions.

The user capacity decision making process can be summarized by the following

major planning and management steps:

1. Establish desired conditions for resources, visitor experiences, and

types/levels of development.

2. ldentify indicators and standards to measure success at achieving desired

conditions
3. Monitor existing conditions in relation to indicators and standards
4. Take management action to maintain or restore desired conditions

This plan addresses user capacity in the following ways:

- Management zones based upon desired resource conditions, desired visitor
experiences, desired levels of development, and desired land uses have

been established for all areas within the national park boundary.

- The plan identifies the existing and potential resource and visitor
experience concerns in the park. These concerns serve as the foundation
for determining which indicators should be monitored, and what

management actions should be taken.

- This plan identifies potential indicators that could be monitored to
determine if there are unacceptable impacts to cultural and natural

resources and the quality of visitor experiences.

- Anindicator is a measurable variable that can be used to track changes

caused by human activity in the conditions of natural and cultural
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resources. Tracking these indicators enables measuring the difference

between actual conditions and desired conditions.

- When the park selects an indicator to monitor, a corresponding standard
would be identified. A standard is the minimum acceptable condition for an

indicator.

- The plan also suggests a general range of actions that may be taken to

avoid or minimize unacceptable impacts.

Currently, public use of the park is focused on a few sites and special events. The
overall use levels are relatively low and the diversity of experiences is limited to
visiting historic sites (e.g., Belle Grove Plantation, the Cedar Creek Battlefield),
attending special events (e.g., annual “Of Ale and History” Beer Tasting Festival and
the reenactment of the Cedar Creek Battle), and driving tours (e.g., Battle of Cedar
Creek and the Apple Trail). As the park continues to develop, however, the amount
of public use would likely increase. Also, the location of public use would likely be
more dispersed throughout the park in relation to an increasing number of visitor

focal areas, facilities and trails.

The NPS and Key Partners intend to work together to manage, coordinate and
expand visitor opportunities, including interpretation of the important stories of the
park. There is a hope and expectation that visitation would increase and the park
would become a well known unit of the national park system. With the potential for
increasing and changing public use, the following summary identifies some
scenarios that may occur as conditions change, challenging the ability of the NPS

and the Key Partners to protect the values for which the park was established.

As the park expands as a heritage tourism site, existing facilities that support public
use could experience unintentional resource damage, visitor crowding, and
disturbance of private property. In particular, the increasing presence of tour bus
activity that is not regulated or pre-arranged may overcrowd sites and create visitor
conflicts. Further, the increasing use of rural roads for visitor access may at some
point conflict with on-going activities associated with the park’s working farm
landscapes. If farm equipment or livestock need to be moved across or along these
roads, high or frequent levels of public use may impede these activities, as well as

present safety concerns.

In addition to overwhelming facilities, increasing public use may degrade visitor
experiences by causing visitor crowding at sites throughout the park. If visitors can
not gain access to an important vantage point or read an interpretive panel due to
high volumes and density of use, visitor frustration may occur, along with a lost
opportunity for understanding the park’s important stories. Further, visiting historic
structures with long wait times may impact the visitor experience resulting in

frustration and eventual displacement. Finally, use conflicts or crowding on trails



and at the Keister site could be a problem at some point if these facilities become a

heavily used resource for the local community.

Historic landscapes, resources, and structures are types of resources that can be
interpreted to the visiting public. These resources are particularly sensitive to

public use and are non-renewable, so care must be taken in planning and managing
use in these areas. In general, impacts from theft and vandalism may affect all
classes of cultural resources in the park. More specifically, future implementation
planning may consider public trails in conjunction with historic road traces as a way
for visitors to understand and experience the park’s important history. If this were
deemed desirable through future planning, these road traces would need to be
monitored and managed to maintain their integrity with on-going regular visitor use,

including the evaluation of soil erosion, vegetation changes, and road width.

Informal trail activity, where visitors leave designated park trails, may also be a
concern in the future. Informal trails cause vegetation damage, soil erosion and
disturbance of wildlife. But more importantly for this park, informal trails may lead
people to be in direct contact (intentionally or unintentionally) with sensitive cultural
and natural resources. When access occurs in non-designated areas of the park in
close or direct contact with sensitive resources, a variety of impacts such as
trampling damage, erosion, site disturbance, exposure of sensitive materials, and
illegal collection may occur. The park’s battlefield earthworks, unearthed
archeological resources, and certain types of plants and wildlife are particularly

sensitive to these types of impacts.

Special events that cover large areas with intense levels of visitation may cause
undesirable changes in the condition of park resources over time. Similar to the
impacts associated with informal trail activity, this type of use may cause trampling
damage, erosion, site disturbance, and exposure of sensitive archeological materials.
In addition, campfire activities may leave burn scars on the landscape, and may
unintentionally melt unearthed archeological resources. Horse use associated with
these events may also cause impacts such as soil compaction, erosion, tree damage,
and introduction of exotic weeds. Further, the large number of visitors at one time
is hard to supervise which may lead to intentional or unintentional incidences of site

damage, vandalism, and theft.

To minimize and contain these impacts, current special events taking place in the
park are limited in number (only a few per year), size (numbers of attendees) and
location, and are supervised. Other mitigation measures, such as using shuttle
systems and regulatory actions (no digging of fire pits) may be taken to minimize
impacts, on an as needed basis. There is an expectation that the demand for new
and larger special events may occur, making it imperative that the partners

collaborate on evaluating the appropriateness of future special events for the park
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and identifying measures needed to sustain park resources and provide an authentic

visitor experience.

The historic structures in the park are also vulnerable to visitor impacts, especially
the historic objects contained within the structures. The current system of guided
tours through Belle Grove Manor House should continue, allowing for direct
supervision of public use, as well as providing a greater understanding of the site’s
important stories. At Belle Grove, the current ratio of guide to visitors is 1:15, with
a total people at one time capacity in the house of 25 persons. This type of
management system should be applied to the other historic sites that may

eventually receive visitation, with a possible adjustment to the numbers.

Natural resources may also be affected by changing public use in the park. In
particular, the park contains sensitive and rare plants and wildlife in certain areas
that may be affected by trampling and site disturbance, so it is important that trails,
interpretive points, and special events are sited away from these resources. Further,
Cedar Creek and its associated watershed is a fundamental resource of the park

that may be influenced by visitation. In particular, if access to the creek is planned
for interpretive, recreational, or special event purposes, the access points need to

be well-sited and managed to avoid loss of vegetation, bank erosion, and

sedimentation of the waterway.

Based on some of the most pressing existing or potential use concerns in the park,
Table 2.5 outlines possible resource and visitor experience indicators that may be
monitored to assess those impacts. The applicability of each indicator to
management zones is also identified. Also, a general range of potential
management actions is identified for each indicator, but this list may not be
inclusive of all management actions that may be considered in the future. Further,
some management actions may not be appropriate in all zones. The final selection
of any indicators and standards for monitoring purposes or the implementation of
any management actions that affect use would comply with National Environmental
Policy Act, National Register of Historic Places, and other laws, regulations and

policy, as needed.

2.10 Mitigation Measures

Future resource management and development of visitor facilities at Cedar Creek
and Belle Grove NHP would be undertaken by the NPS in accordance with its
congressional mandate to manage the lands under its stewardship “in such manner
and by such means as would leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future
generations” (NPS Organic Act, 16 USC 1).

To ensure that implementation of actions associated with the GMP alternatives
protect unimpaired the park’s natural and cultural resources and the quality of the

visitor experience, a consistent set of mitigation measures would be applied to all



Table 2.5

Management
Zone(s)

1 Sensitive
Resource

2 Sensitive
Resource

3 Sensitive
Resource,
Cultural
Landscape,
Town and
Countryside,
Large Events

4 Sensitive
Resource,
Cultural
Landscape,
Large Events

5 All zones

Park User Capacity Indicators

Indicator

Impacts to river and stream banks,
such as amount of erosion, loss of
vegetation, informal trails

Water quality

Informal trails or areas of trampling
disturbance, especially in close
proximity to sensitive natural and
cultural resources

Incidences of site disturbance,
trampling damage or exposure of
material at cultural resource sites
such as earthworks and
archeological resources

Incidences of vandalism or theft of
cultural resources

Park User Capacity Indicators

Management Actions that may be
Considered

Management actions that may be considered to
avoid or minimize these impacts include
information on encouraging low impact practices,
directing use to designated areas or facilities, site
management and/or rehabilitation, reduction of
use levels

Management actions that may be considered to
avoid or minimize these impacts include
information on encouraging low impact practices,
directing use to designated areas or facilities,
cleaning of equipment before entering waterways,
reduction/elimination of certain uses, activities or
equipment, reduction of use levels

Management actions that may be considered to
avoid or minimize these impacts include policy on
restricting off-trail travel in the park, information
on the regulation for off-trail activity and the
importance of staying on trails to protect
resources, site management to better define
appropriate use areas, signhage to better define
appropriate use areas or areas that are off-limits
to use, increased enforcement, area closures,
redirection of use to alternate areas, site
rehabilitation, reduction of use levels

Management actions that may be considered to
avoid or minimize these impacts include policy on
restricting off-trail travel or climbing on above-
ground cultural resources, information on the
regulations and the importance of staying on
trails and off resources to protect sites, site
management to better define appropriate use
areas, signage to better define appropriate use
areas or areas that are off-limits to use, increased
enforcement, institution of a volunteer watch
program, area closures, redirection of use to
alternate areas, site rehabilitation, reduction of
use levels

Management actions that may be considered to
avoid or minimize these impacts include institute
a no-collection policy for the public, increased
information on the sensitivity and value of the
park’s cultural resources and on the no-collection
policy, increased park staff and volunteer patrols
in target areas, institution of a volunteer watch
program, discourage the purchase of
archeological resources, direction of use away
from sensitive cultural resource areas, closure of
areas with sensitive cultural resources
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Table 2.5

Management
Zone(s)

All zones
(except
Contemporary
Settlement)

Park User Capacity Indicators (continued)

Indicator

Condition of historic road traces
(e.g., width, incidences of erosion,
change in vegetation, informal trails)

Management Actions that may be
Considered

Management actions that may be considered to
avoid or minimize these impacts include
increased information on the sensitivity and
value of the park’s cultural resources, site
management, closure of specific sections of
trails/road traces and re-route use, changes in
allowed uses, reduction in use levels

7 Cultural Number or density of fire scars on Management actions that may be considered to
Landscape, cultural landscapes avoid or minimize these impacts include
Large Events, education on minimizing the impacts and number
Visitor of fires, reduction of frequency of events with fire
Services activity to allow sites to recover, fire containment
techniques such as fire pans, restrictions on fire
activities, reduction in use levels, participant
limits on large events
8 Cultural Incidences of obstruction to private Management actions that may be considered to
Landscape, landowner and farming activities on avoid or minimize these impacts include
Town and rural roadways due to the presence education on visitor etiquette to provide the right
Countryside of visitors of way to farming activities, temporal and/or
spatial redistribution of visitor use during peak
farming activities, permanent rerouting of visitor
access points to avoid conflicts with farming
activities, reduction in use levels
9 Town and Incidences of disruption to private Management actions that may be considered to
Countryside, property owners (e.g., parking on avoid or minimize these impacts include
Contemporary lawns, knocking on doors) education on minimizing disturbance to private
Settlement property owners, signage of private property,
site management to better define appropriate
use areas, licensed/certified guide program,
increased enforcement, area closures, redirection
of use to alternate areas, reduction in use levels
10 Cultural People at one time (crowding) at Management actions that may be considered to
Landscape, important interpretive historic and avoid or minimize these impacts include
Large Events, interpretive sites and vantage points advanced planning information on encouraging
Visitor visitation to lesser used areas or off-peak times,
Services real-time information about parking availability,
closure of areas when full and active
redistribution of use to other sites, permanent
re-routing of access points to better distribute
use, reduction of use levels
11 Cultural Wait times for accessing guided Management actions that may be considered to
Landscape, tours of historic structures avoid or minimize these impacts include
Visitor advanced planning information on encouraging
Services visitation to lesser used areas or off-peak times,

real-time information about wait times, new
opportunities on-site to mitigate wait times,
closure of areas when full and active
redistribution of use to other sites, reservation
system (may include timed entry)



management actions in the park. These would be implemented by the NPS on lands
that it owns anywhere within the park. Collaboration and agreements between the
NPS and the Key Partners would seek to ensure that such mitigation measures are
also implemented on lands owned by the Key Partners. The NPS would provide
technical assistance to the Key Partners with meeting their responsibilities to
mitigate resource and visitor experience impacts on non-NPS property within the
park. The NPS and the Key Partners would avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse
impacts of management actions when practicable. The mitigation measures and
best management practices that would generally be applied to avoid or minimize
potential impacts from implementation of future management actions in the park
are summarized below. These mitigation measures apply to all of the action

alternatives (B, C, and D).

2.10.1 Cultural Resource Mitigation Measures

- All projects with the potential to affect historic properties and cultural
landscapes would be carried out to ensure that their effects are adequately
addressed. All reasonable measures would be taken to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate adverse effects in consultation with the Virginia State Historic
Preservation Officer and, as necessary, the Advisory Council on Historic

Preservation and other concerned parties.

- All areas selected for construction would be surveyed to ensure that cultural
resources (i.e., archeological, historic, ethnographic, and cultural landscape
resources) in the area of potential effects are adequately identified and
protected. Compliance with the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA) would apply in the unlikely event that
human remains believed to be Native American would be discovered during
pre-project surveys or inadvertently during construction. Archeological
documentation would be done in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s

Standards for Archeological Documentation.

- New facilities would be constructed in previously disturbed areas whenever
possible (note: some previously disturbed areas may contain historic resources
and may not be appropriate locations for new facilities). Archeological surveys
and/or monitoring, as appropriate, would precede any construction to ensure
that potential impacts to archeological resources would be avoided or
minimized to the greatest extent. Should construction unearth previously
unknown archeological resources, work would stop in the area of discovery until
the resources were properly recorded by the NPS and evaluated appropriately.
Data recovery excavations and/or other mitigating measures would be carried

out where site avoidance is not possible.

- New construction or alterations and rehabilitation of historic structures would

be sensitively carried out in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
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Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties and the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Archeology and Historic Preservation to ensure that

character-defining features are protected.

- Vegetation screening and sensitive topographic or other site selection criteria
would be used to minimize the visual intrusion of new construction on historic

viewsheds or in historic areas.

- Ethnographic resources would be protected, and access would be maintained
for recognized groups to traditional, spiritual/ceremonial, or resource gathering

and activity areas.

- Cultural landscape rehabilitation measures might include vegetation thinning,
removing exotic species, removing noncontributing or nonhistoric structures
and landscape features, and incorporating compatible designs for new

construction.

- Further background research, resource inventories, and National Register of
Historic Places evaluation of historic properties would be carried out where

management information is lacking.

- All options for preserving historic properties would be considered and evaluated.

- A user-capacity framework would be implemented to minimize and mitigate

impacts to cultural resources from visitor use.

- Visitors would be educated on the importance of protecting the park’s historic

properties and leaving these undisturbed for the enjoyment of future visitors.

- Museum collections would be accessioned, catalogued, protected, and

preserved in accordance with appropriate standards.

2.10.2 Natural Resource Mitigation Measures

- Cedar Creek and Belle Grove National Historical Park’s resources, including air,
water, soils, vegetation, and wildlife, would be periodically inventoried and
monitored to provide information needed to avoid or minimize impacts of future

development.

- Whenever possible, new facilities would be built in previously disturbed areas or
in carefully selected sites with as small a construction footprint as possible.
During design and construction periods, NPS staff would identify areas to be

avoided.

- Fencing or other means would be used to protect sensitive resources adjacent

to construction areas.



Construction activities would be monitored by resource specialists as needed.
Construction materials would be kept in work areas, especially if the
construction takes place near streams, springs, natural drainages, or other

water bodies.

A user-capacity framework would be implemented to minimize and mitigate

impacts to natural resources from visitor use.

Visitors would be informed through signage, brochures, ranger contacts, and
other media, of the importance of protecting the park’s natural resources and

leaving these undisturbed for enjoyment of future generations.

A dust abatement program would be implemented. Standard dust abatement
measures could include watering or otherwise stabilizing soils, covering haul
trucks, employing speed limits on unpaved roads, minimizing vegetation

clearing, and revegetating after construction.

To prevent water pollution during construction, erosion control measures would
be used, discharges to water bodies would be minimized, and construction

equipment would be inspected for leaks of petroleum and other chemicals.

Best management practices, such as the use of silt fences, would be followed to
ensure that construction-related effects were minimal and to prevent long-term

impacts on water quality, wetlands, and aquatic species.

For new facilities, and to the extent practicable for existing facilities,
stormwater management measures would be implemented to reduce nonpoint
source pollution discharge from parking lots and other impervious surfaces.

The park would keep the creation of impervious surfaces to a minimum.

A park spill prevention and pollution control program for hazardous materials

would be developed, followed, and updated on a regular basis.

Wetlands potentially affected by new facilities would be delineated by qualified
NPS staff or certified wetland specialists and marked before construction work.
All new facilities would be sited to avoid wetlands or, if that is not practicable,
to otherwise comply with Executive Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands”;

regulations of the Clean Water Act; and NPS 77-1: Wetlands Guidance.

New facilities would be built on soils suitable for development. Soil erosion
would be minimized by limiting the time soil is left exposed and by applying
other erosion-control measures such as erosion matting, silt fencing, and
sedimentation basins in construction areas to reduce erosion, surface scouring,
and discharge to water bodies. Once work was completed, construction areas

would be revegetated with native plants in a timely period.
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- Proposed sites for new facilities and trails would be surveyed for sensitive and
special status plant and animal species before construction. If sensitive species
were present, new developments would be relocated to avoid impacts, and

appropriate consultations conducted.

- Best management practices would be devoted to preventing the spread of

noxious weeds and other nonnative plants.

- Construction activities would be timed to avoid sensitive periods for wildlife,
such as nesting or spawning seasons. Ongoing visitor use and NPS operational
activities could be restricted if their potential level of damage or disturbance

warranted doing so.

- Surveys would be conducted for special status species, including rare,
threatened, and endangered species, before deciding to take action that might
cause harm. In consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, and the Virginia Department of
Conservation and Recreation, appropriate measures would be taken to protect

any sensitive species whether identified through surveys or presumed to occur.

- Facilities would be designed, sited, and constructed to avoid or minimize visual

intrusion into the natural environment and/or landscape.

- Vegetative screening would be provided, where appropriate.

2.11 Cost Comparison

2.11.1 Estimated Costs for Implementing the Plan

Table 2.6 presents a summary of the annual operating and one-time costs for the
four GMP alternatives. The cost figures are provided here and throughout the plan
only to provide an estimate of the relative costs of the alternatives. The following

statements apply to the cost estimates:

- The costs are presented as estimates and are not appropriate for budgeting

purposes.

- The costs presented have been developed using NPS and industry

standards to the extent available.

- Specific costs will be determined at a later date, considering the design of
facilities, identification of detailed resource protection needs, and changing

visitor expectations.

- Actual costs to the NPS will vary depending on if and when the actions are

implemented, and on contributions by partners and volunteers.



Table 2.6 Cost Comparison (2007%)

Alternative A

Subject (Continuation of Existing Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D
Management)
NPS Annual
Operating Costs $366,525 $730,444 $2,039,172 $2,765,996
(ONPS)*
NPS Staffing —
FTE2 3 6 18 25
NPS Deferred
Maintenance3 none none none none
[

Total One-Time 875,197 2,719,280 12,981,943 17,971,527
NPS Costs* SRS, EZ, 7, SHZEAL, ST,

NPS Facilities

5 $775,197 $1,674,828 $8,669,169 $12,475,805
Costs
NPS Non-
$100,000 $1,044,452 $4,312,774 $5,495,722

Facilities Costs®

Land Acquisition
Costs (NPS and $4,000,000 $4,000,000 $40,000,000 $40,000,000

Key Partners)’

1. NPS annual operating costs are the total NPS costs per year for maintenance and operations associated with each alternative,
including: utilities, supplies, staff salaries and benefits, leasing, and other materials. Cost and staffing estimates assume the
alternative is fully implemented as described in Sections 2.2, 2.6, 2.7, and 2.8 above.

2. Total full-time equivalents (FTE) are the number of NPS person/years of staff required to maintain the assets of the park at a good
level, provide acceptable visitor services, protect resources, and generally support the park’s operations. The number of FTE
indicates ONPS-funded NPS staff only, not volunteer positions. FTE salaries and benefits are included in the annual operating costs.

3. There are no deferred maintenance costs. Existing park assets include the Whitham Farm; costs to be incurred for rehabilitation
and adaptive reuse of the Whitham Farm are included as NPS one-time facilities costs for each alternative.

4. Total one-time costs equal the sum of facility costs and non-facility costs.

5. NPS one-time facilities costs include those for design, construction, rehabilitation, or adaptive reuse of NPS facilities, including
visitor centers, roads, parking areas, administrative facilities, comfort stations, educational facilities, entrance stations, fire stations,
maintenance facilities, museum collection facilities, and other visitor facilities.

6. One-time NPS non-facility costs include actions for the preservation of cultural or natural resources not related to facilities, the
development of visitor use tools not related to facilities, and other park management activities that would require substantial
funding above the park annual operating costs.

7. Land acquisition costs include NPS and Key Partners acquiring land and interests in land. The NPS and the Key Partners would work
together to acquire these lands and funding for their purchase would be a collaborative effort. Land acquisition costs are
preliminary and are for general planning purposes only. Actual land acquisition costs would be determined by detailed appraisals
when lands are considered for acquisition.

- Approval of the GMP does not guarantee that funding or staffing for

proposed actions will be available.

- The implementation of the approved plan, no matter which alternative, will
depend on future NPS funding levels and servicewide priorities, and on

partnership funds, time, and effort.

2.11.2 Funding for Actions ldentified in the GMP

The NPS develops 5-year deferred maintenance and capital improvement plans.
These plans are developed by a systematic process of evaluating proposals from the
field to determine which projects are of greatest need in priority order focusing on

critical health and safety issues and critical resource protection requirements.
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Actions that add specific projects to the 5-year plans inevitably result in other

projects being displaced when budgets are limited.

Capital development, maintenance, and staffing proposals in this GMP would be
evaluated in light of competing priorities for Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP and
other units of the national park system. Because emphasis in the budget process is
currently placed on addressing needs to maintain existing infrastructure, funding for
new development is not likely within the next five years. However, the potential for
implementing development and operational proposals in this plan may be improved

if funding is available from partnerships that do not rely on the NPS’s budget.

2.12 Alternatives Dismissed from Further Consideration

2.12.1 Alternatives Based on Visitor Interpretive Experiences

The GMP planning team explored the possibility of developing alternatives based
upon different visitor interpretive experiences. Consideration was given to the

following action alternatives:

- Thematic Concept 1. Park emphasis on preserving battlefield and
antebellum landscapes, enabling visitors to experience authentic locations
of the battle and retrace its course uninterrupted by contemporary
development. The Battle of Cedar Creek would serve as a window for
visitors to learn about the Shenandoah Valley Campaigns, the Civil War

and the overall history of the Valley.

- Thematic Concept 2. Park emphasis on preserving resources and stories
of life in the valley as a prism through which the Civil War would be
interpreted to the visitor. The focus would be on the war’s impact on
domestic and social life. Visitors would experience discrete, non-
contiguous historic sites, but each site would have a high degree of

integrity.

- Thematic Concept 3. Park emphasis on the Key Partners and others
inside and outside the park to tell the story of the Shenandoah Valley at
their sites. The visitor experience would start at a central hub where
visitors receive information about thematically related sites in the park and
throughout the Valley. The NPS would not seek to be a major landowner

but rely upon operations and resources of the Key Partners.

The GMP planning team presented these thematic concepts to the Park Advisory
Commission in September, 2006. The Commission felt generally that all park
stories should be told in all management alternatives and therefore alternatives
based on thematic concepts would not be an appropriate basis for distinguishing the

GMP action alternatives.



2.13

Table 2.7

Partnerships

Land Protection
(as stated in Section 6
of the park’s enabling
legislation, land
acquisition can occur
only from willing sellers-
see Appendix A)

Cultural Resource
Management

Alternative A
(Continuation of Current
Management)

The NPS and Key Partners
would have an informal
collaborative relationship

Lands would be managed
independently

Key Partners would have
primary responsibility for
land acquisition, as funding
allows

The NPS would accept
donated lands and seek to
purchase land from willing
sellers using currently
appropriated funds, but
would not actively seek to
be an owner of significant
acreage within the park

A few significant historic
properties would be
acquired in the park using
already appropriated funds

Whitham Farm buildings
would be rehabilitated and
adaptively reused to support
park operations and visitor
interpretation

NPS-owned cultural
resources would be
managed pursuant to NPS
Management Policies, NPS
Cultural Resource
Management Guidelines,
and DO-28A: Archeology

Key Partners would be
encouraged to follow NPS
cultural resource
management policies and
guidelines

Alternatives Comparison Table

Comparison of Alternatives

Management Objectives

Alternative B

The NPS and Key Partners
would have a generally
informal relationship with
written agreements for
special projects and
management programs

The NPS would serve as a
facilitator for land and
resource protection

The NPS and the Key

Partners would manage the

lands cooperatively per
written, shared strategies
for managing natural and
cultural resources

Same as Alternative A

A few significant historic
properties would be
acquired in the park using
already appropriated funds

Whitham Farm buildings
would be rehabilitated and
adaptively reused to
support park operations
and visitor interpretation

Cultural resource
management would occur
pursuant to NPS
Management Policies, NPS
Cultural Resource
Management Guidelines,
and DO-28A: Archeology

Key Partners would be
encouraged to follow NPS
cultural resource
management policies and
guidelines

Private property owners
would be assisted with
management of significant
cultural resources

Alternative C

Same as Alternative B

The NPS and Key Partners
would share responsibility
for acquisition of land and
interests in land

Focus of land acquisition
would be on key historic
sites that would become
visitor focal areas

The NPS and Key Partners
would develop land
protection plan

Funding for land
acquisition would be a
collaborative effort
between NPS and Key
Partners

The NPS and Key Partners
would protect the park’s
significant historic sites, as
funding permits

Whitham Farm buildings
would be rehabilitated and
adaptively reused to
support park operations
and visitor interpretation;
cultural landscape would be
restored

Cultural resource
management would occur
pursuant to NPS
Management Policies, NPS
Cultural Resource
Management Guidelines,
and DO-28A: Archeology

Key Partners would be
encouraged to follow NPS
cultural resource
management policies and
guidelines

Private property owners
would be assisted with
management of significant
cultural resources

Lands adjoining the park
significant to the park’s
cultural landscape would
be identified along with
strategies to work with
adjoining property owners
to protect park resources

Alternative D
(Preferred)

The NPS and Key
Partners would enter into
a formal relationship that
defines a division of labor
for various programs,
events, and park
operations

The NPS and Key Partners
would share responsibility
for acquisition of land and
interests in land

Focus would be acquisition
of cultural landscapes,
sensitive natural
resources, and connections
between NPS and Key
Partner properties

The NPS and Key Partners
would develop land
protection plan

Funding for land
acquisition would be a
collaborative effort
between NPS and Key
Partners

The NPS and Key Partners
would protect the park’s
cultural landscapes and
significant historic
properties

Whitham Farm buildings
would be rehabilitated and
adaptively reused to
support park operations
and visitor interpretation;
cultural landscape would
be restored

Cultural resource
management would occur
pursuant to NPS
Management Policies, NPS
Cultural Resource
Management Guidelines,
and DO-28A: Archeology

The NPS and Key Partners
would have a formal
agreement defining how
cultural resources are
managed

Private property owners
would be assisted with
management of significant
cultural resources

Lands adjoining the park
significant to the park’s
cultural landscape would
be identified along with
strategies to work with
adjoining property owners
to protect park resources
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Table 2.7

Natural Resource
Management

Visitor Experience, o
Interpretation, and

Education

Comparison of Alternatives (continued)

Alternative A
(Continuation of Current
Management)

= Natural resources acquired
by NPS would be managed
pursuant to NPS
Management Policies and
NPS Cultural Resource
Management Guidelines

= Significant natural
resources on NPS property
would be managed to
protect natural processes
and population diversity

= Key Partners would be
encouraged to follow NPS
natural resource
management policies and
guidelines

= The NPS would provide
natural resource
management technical
assistance to Key Partners

Visitors would experience
the park at Belle Grove,
Harmony Hall, the Cedar
Creek Battlefield
Foundation visitor contact
facility, and the Keister
Tract

= Interpretive emphasis
would vary by site, as
determined by each Key
Partner

= Very limited opportunities
for picnicking and hiking
would be available at the
Key Partner’s sites

Management Objectives

Alternative B Alternative C

Natural resources
acquired by NPS would be
managed pursuant to NPS
Management Policies and
NPS Cultural Resource
Management Guidelines

= Same management actions =
as for Alternative B

Significant natural
resources on NPS property
would be managed to
protect natural processes
and population diversity

Key Partners would be
encouraged to follow NPS
natural resource
management policies and
guidelines

The NPS would provide
natural resource
management technical
assistance to Key Partners

The NPS would provide
technical assistance to
private landowners of
significant natural resource

= Visitors would be oriented =
to the park and the
National Historic District
at an NPS visitor center

Visitors would experience
the park at Belle Grove,
Harmony Hall, the Cedar
Creek Battlefield
Foundation visitor contact
facility, and the Keister
Tract

The NPS and Key Partners
would collaboratively
develop interpretive media

= Visitors would experience
protected sites throughout =
the park, including those
owned by the NPS and the
Key Partners (including but
not limited to Belle Grove,
Harmony Hall, the Cedar
Creek Battlefield
Foundation visitor contact
facility, and the Keister
Tract)

An integrated interpretive
plan would guide where
and how the park’s stories
are told

The NPS would develop
electronic media for
providing general
information to visitors and
for self-guided tours of the
park .

The NPS would develop
electronic media for
providing general
information to visitors and
for self-guided tours of
the park

Opportunities for hiking
would be added through
development of trails on
key partner properties .

Opportunities for hiking
would be added through
development of trails

Alternative D
(Preferred)

Same management
actions as for Alternative
B

Visitors would be
oriented to the park and
the National Historic
District at an NPS visitor
center

Visitors would
experience protected
cultural landscapes and
sites throughout the
park, including those
owned by the NPS and
the Key Partners
(including but not
limited to Belle Grove,
Harmony Hall, the Cedar
Creek Battlefield
Foundation visitor
contact facility, and the
Keister Tract)

An integrated
interpretive plan would
guide where and how
the park’s stories are
told

The NPS would develop
electronic media for
providing general
information to visitors
and for self-guided tours
of the park

The park visitor center
would support
educational, research,
and resource
conservation programs

Opportunities for hiking
would be added through
development of trails

The NPS would provide
interpretative media and
sponsor occasional
programs at selected
sites in the National
Historic District



Table 2.7

Park Facilities

Transportation,
Access, and
Circulation

Park Operations

Comparison of Alternatives (continued)

Alternative A
(Continuation of Current
Management)

Visitor contact and
orientation to the park
would be provided by Key
Partners

Trails, trailheads, and .
waysides would be
developed by Key Partners
on their property, as
funding allows

Park access would be -
primarily vehicular

Visitors exploring the park =
would rely on existing
wayfinding on rural county
roads

3 full-time NPS employees =
would work at the park:

- administering the park

- providing technical
assistance

Key Partner staffing would
not substantially change
from current levels

Volunteers would provide ]
administrative assistance

NPS staff would utilize
technical assistance from

the NPS Regional and =
Washington Offices

NPS operations would be
based in one of the park’s
adjacent communities (with =
some functions potentially

Management Objectives

Alternative B

Visitor contact and
orientation to the park
would be provided by Key
Partners

The NPS and Key Partners
would collaboratively
develop auto touring
routes on existing roads

The NPS and Key Partners
would collaboratively
develop approximately 3
miles of trails on land
owned by Key Partners
and possibly on rights-of-
way acquired from willing
sellers

The NPS and Key Partners
would collaboratively
develop park wayfinding
and general signage

Park access would be
primarily vehicular

Wayfinding and directional
signage would be added
to assist visitors with
exploring the park on
rural country roads

Trail access at key partner
properties would be
enhanced through

addition of 3 miles of trails

6 full-time NPS

employees would work at

the park:

- administering the park

- providing interpretive
media and programs

providing technical
assistance

Key Partner staffing
would not substantially
change from current
levels

Volunteers would be
provide administrative
assistance and assist
with park programs

NPS staff would utilize
technical assistance from
the NPS Regional and

Alternative C

Initial visitor contact would
be directed to an NPS
visitor center

Additional visitor contact
and orientation to the park
would occur at Belle
Grove, Harmony Hall, the
Cedar Creek Battlefield
Foundation visitor contact
facility, and the Keister
Tract

The NPS and Key Partners
would collaboratively
develop auto touring
routes on existing roads

The NPS and Key Partners
would collaboratively
develop approximately 8
miles of trails on land
owned by Key Partners
and possibly on rights-of-
way acquired from willing
sellers

The NPS and Key Partners
would collaboratively
develop park wayfinding
and general signage

Park access would be
predominantly vehicular,
supplemented by a
developed system of trails

Wayfinding and directional
signage would be added to
assist visitors with
exploring the park on rural
county roads

Approximately 8 miles of
new trails would be
developed

18 full-time NPS
employees would work at
the park:

- administering the park

- protecting park
resources

- managing the visitor
center

- maintaining NPS park
land and facilities

- providing interpretive
media and programs

- providing technical
assistance

Key Partner staffing

would not substantially

change from current
levels

Volunteers would be

Alternative D
(Preferred)

Initial visitor contact would
be directed to an NPS
visitor center

Additional visitor contact
and orientation to the
park would occur at Belle
Grove, Harmony Hall, the
Cedar Creek Battlefield
Foundation visitor contact
facility, and the Keister
Tract

The park visitor center
would support
educational, research,
and resource
conservation programs.

The NPS and Key
Partners would
collaboratively develop
auto touring routes on
existing roads

= The NPS and Key

Partners would
collaboratively develop
approximately 15 miles of
trails on land owned by
Key Partners and possibly
on rights-of-way acquired
from willing sellers

The NPS and Key
Partners would
collaboratively develop
park wayfinding and
general signage

Park access would be
predominantly vehicular,
supplemented by a well
developed system of trails
that provides connections
to trails in the park’s
adjacent communities and
in the region

Wayfinding and directional
signage would be added to
assist visitors with
exploring the park on rural
country roads

Approximately 15 miles of
new trails would be
developed

25 full-time NPS

employees would work at

the park:

- administering the park

- protecting park
resources

- managing the visitor
center

- maintaining NPS park
land and facilities
(more than Alt. C)

- providing interpretive
media and programs

- providing technical
assistance (more than
Alt. C)

Key Partner staffing
would not substantially
change from current
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Table 2.7

Park Operations
(continued)

Technical Assistance

Related Resources

Alternative A
(Continuation of Current
Management)

based at rehabilitated
Whitham Farm)

NPS and Key Partners
would provide technical
assistance to one another,
to private landowners, and
to nearby communities
related to:

- protection of significant
resources inside the park

- design and
implementation of
mitigation measures

The park would rely on .
interest groups, local
governments, and others to
protect related resources
outside the park, including
scenic resources that
provide the visual setting
for the park, cultural
resources that are
thematically-related to the
park, and natural

resources — such as
hydrologic resources — that
are functionally-related to
the park

Comparison of Alternatives (continued)

Management Objectives

Alternative B

Washington Offices

NPS operations would be
based in one of the
park’s adjacent
communities (with some
functions potentially
based at rehabilitated
Whitham Farm)

NPS and Key Partners
would provide technical
assistance to one another,
to private landowners,
and to nearby
communities related to:

- protection of significant
resources inside the
park (including assisting
private landowners with
land conservation and
communities with rural
area land use planning)

design and
implementation of
mitigation measures

Same as Alternative A

Alternative C

substantially involved in
staffing the visitor center
and generally assisting
the NPS with operations

NPS staff would utilize
technical assistance from
the NPS Regional and
Washington Offices

NPS operations would be
based at the visitor
center (with some
functions potentially
based at rehabilitated
Whitham Farm)

NPS and Key Partners
would provide technical
assistance to one another,
to private landowners, and
to nearby communities
related to:

- protection of significant
resources inside the
park(including assisting
private landowners with
land conservation and
communities with rural
area land use planning)

- protection of park
viewsheds

- design and
implementation of
mitigation measures

NPS would develop and .
implement proactive
strategies to protect
related resources outside
the park, including scenic
resources that provide the
visual setting for the park,
cultural resources that are
thematically-related to the
park, and natural
resources — such as
hydrologic resources — that
are functionally-related to
the park

Alternative D
(Preferred)

levels

Volunteers would be
substantially involved in
staffing the visitor center
and generally assisting
the NPS with operations

NPS staff would utilize
technical assistance from
the NPS Regional and
Washington Offices

NPS operations would be
based at the visitor center
(with some functions
potentially based at
rehabilitated Whitham
Farm)

NPS and Key Partners
would provide technical
assistance to one another,
to private landowners, and
to nearby communities
related to:

protection of significant
resources inside the
park(including assisting
private landowners with
land conservation and
communities with rural
area land use planning)

protection of park
viewsheds

protection of
thematically-related
resources outside the
park boundary

- design and
implementation of
mitigation measures

Same as Alternative C



2.14

Table 2.8

Archeological
Resources

Ethnographic
Resources

Historic Structures

Cultural Landscapes

Museum Collections

Impact Comparison Table

Alternative A
(Continuation of Current
Management)

overall impact on NPS- and
partner-owned lands would
be long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, potentially
adverse

overall impact on NPS- and
partner-owned lands in the
park would be long-term,
minor to moderate, and
beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

overall impact on NPS- and
partner-owned lands in the
park would be long-term,
minor to moderate, and
beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

overall impact on NPS- and
partner-owned lands in the
park would be long-term,
minor to moderate, and
beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

overall impact on museum
collections owned by the
NPS and its partners would
be long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned collections would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives

Alternative B

overall impact on NPS-
and partner-owned lands
would be long-term, minor
to moderate, and
beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

overall impact on NPS and
partner-owned lands
would be long-term, minor
to moderate, and
beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

overall impact on NPS-
and partner-owned lands
in the park would be long-
term, minor to moderate,
and beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

overall impact on NPS-
and partner-owned lands
in the park would be long-
term, minor to moderate,
and beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

overall impact on museum
collections owned by the
NPS and its partners would
be long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned collections would
be long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

Alternative C

overall impact on NPS- and
partner-owned lands would
be long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse (less adverse than
in Alternative A)

overall impact on NPS- and
partner-owned lands in the
park would be long-term,
minor to moderate, and
beneficial (greater
beneficial impact than in
Alternative A)

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

overall impact on NPS- and
partner-owned lands would
be long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse (less adverse
impact than in Alternative
A)

overall impact on NPS- and
partner-owned lands would
be long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse (less adverse
impact than in Alternative
A)

overall impact on museum
collections owned by the
NPS and its partners would
be long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned collections would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

potential for a larger
museum collection than in
Alternative A because the
NPS and its partners would
acquire more land within
the legislated boundaries
of the park

Alternative D
(Preferred)

overall impact on NPS- and
partner-owned lands would
be long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse (less adverse than
in Alternative A)

overall impact on NPS- and
partner-owned lands in the
park would be long-term,
minor to moderate, and
beneficial (greater
beneficial impact than in
Alternative A)

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

overall impact on NPS- and
partner-owned lands would
be long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse (less adverse
impact than in Alternative
A)

overall impact on NPS- and
partner-owned lands would
be long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned lands would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse (less adverse
impact than in Alternative
A)

overall impact on museum
collections owned by the
NPS and its partners would
be long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial

overall impact on privately
owned collections would be
long-term, minor to
moderate, and potentially
adverse

potential for a larger
museum collection than in
Alternative A because the
NPS and its partners would
acquire more land within
the legislated boundaries
of the park
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Table 2.8

Scenic/
Visual Resources/
Viewsheds

Soils

Alternative A
(Continuation of Current
Management)

overall impact of visitor use
would be local, long-term,
minor to moderate, and
adverse

overall impact of land use
and management would be
local, long-term, of
unknown intensity, and
beneficial or adverse

overall impact of park
facility development would
be local, long-term,
negligible to moderate, and
adverse

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, minor, and
negligible

overall impact of private
land activities would be
local, long-term, negligible
to major, and adverse
activities

overall impact of visitor use
would be local, long-term,
minor to moderate, and
adverse

overall impact of land use
and management would be
local, long-term, minor to
moderate, and adverse

overall impact of park
facility development and
maintenance would be
local, long-term, negligible
to moderate, and adverse

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, minor, and
beneficial

overall impact of private
land activities would be
local, long-term, negligible
to major, and adverse
activities

Alternative B

overall impact of visitor
use would be local, long-
term, minor to moderate,
and adverse (generally the
same impact as
Alternative A)

overall impact of land use
and management impacts
would be local, long-term,
minor, and beneficial or
adverse (generally the
same impact as
Alternative A)

overall impact of park
facility development
impacts would be local,
long-term, negligible to
moderate, and adverse
(greater adverse impact
than in Alternative A)

overall impact of land
protection would be local
long-term, minor, and
beneficial (generally the
same impact as
Alternative A)

overall impact of visitor
use would be local, long-
term, minor to moderate,
and adverse (generally the
same as Alternative A)

overall impact of land use
and land management
would be local, long-term,
minor to moderate, and
beneficial or adverse
(generally the same as
Alternative A)

overall impact of park
facility development would
be local, long-term,
negligible to moderate,
and adverse (greater
adverse impact than in
Alternative A)

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, negligible to
minor, and beneficial
(generally the same as
Alternative A)

Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (continued)

Alternative C

overall impact of visitor
use would be local, long-
term, minor to moderate,
and adverse

overall impact of land use
and management would be
local, long-term, minor,
and beneficial or adverse

overall impact of park
facility development would
be local, long-term,
negligible to moderate, and
adverse (greater adverse
impact than in Alternatives
A and B)

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, moderate, and
beneficial (greater
beneficial impact than in
Alternatives A and B)

overall impact of visitor
use would be local, long-
term, minor to moderate,
and adverse

overall impact of land use
and management would be
local, long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial or
adverse

overall impact of park
facility development would
be local, long-term,
negligible to moderate, and
adverse (greater adverse
impact than in Alternatives
A and B)

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial
(greater beneficial impact
than in Alternatives A and
B)

Alternative D
(Preferred)

overall impact of visitor
use would be local, long-
term, minor to moderate,
and adverse

overall impact of land use
and management would be
local, long-term, moderate,
and beneficial

overall impact of park
facility development would
be local, long-term,
negligible to moderate, and
adverse (greater adverse
impact than in Alternatives
A, B, and C)

overall impact of land
protection would be long-
term, moderate to major,
beneficial impacts that
would be localized (greater
beneficial impact than in
Alternatives A, B, and C)

overall impact of visitor
use would be local, long-
term, minor to moderate,
and adverse

overall impact of land use
and management would be
local, long-term, minor to
moderate, and beneficial or
adverse

overall impact of park
facility development would
be local, long-term,
negligible to moderate, and
adverse (greater adverse
impact than in Alternatives
A, B, and C)

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, moderate to
major, and beneficial
(greater beneficial impact
than in Alternatives A, B,
and C)



Table 2.8

Groundwater

Surface Water
Quality

Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (continued)

Alternative A
(Continuation of Current
Management)

overall impact of visitor use =
would be local, long-term,
negligible to minor, and
adverse

overall impact of land use
and management would be
local, long-term, negligible
to minor, and adverse

overall impact of facility .
development and
maintenance would be
parkwide, long-term,
negligible to minor, and
adverse

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
minor, and beneficial

overall impact of private
land activities would be
local, long-term, negligible
to moderate, and adverse

overall impact of visitor use =
would be local, long-term,
minor, and adverse

overall impact of land use
and management would be
mostly local, long-term,
minor to moderate, and
adverse

overall impact of park
facility development would
be local, short-term and
long-term, minor and
adverse

overall impact of and
protection would be local,
long-term, minor, and
beneficial

overall impact of private
land activities would be
local, long-term, negligible

to major, and adverse

Alternative B

overall impact of visitor .
use would be local, short-
and long-term, negligible

to minor, and adverse
(generally the same as in
Alternative A)

overall impact of land use =
and land management
would be local, long-term,
minor, and adverse
(generally the same as in
Alternative A)

overall impact of park .
facility development and
maintenance would be

local, long-term, negligible
to minor, and adverse
(greater adverse impact
than in Alternative A)

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, minor, and
beneficial (generally the
same as in Alternative A)

overall impact of visitor .
use would be local, long-
term, minor, and adverse
(generally the same as in
Alternative A)

overall impact of land use
and land management
would be mostly local,
minor to moderate, and
adverse or beneficial
(generally the same as in
Alternative A)

overall impact of park .
facility development would
be local, short-term,
negligible to minor, and
adverse (greater adverse
impact than in Alternative

A)

overall impact of land .
protection would be local,
long-term, minor, and
beneficial (generally the
same as in Alternative A)

Alternative C

Adverse impacts on
groundwater from facility
development would be
slightly greater than those
in alternatives A and B, but
the beneficial impacts of
land protection would also
be greater

overall impact of visitor
use would be local, short-
and long-term, negligible
to minor, and adverse

overall impact of land use
and management would be
local, long-term, negligible
to minor, and adverse or
beneficial

overall impact of park
facility development and
maintenance would be
local, long-term, negligible
to minor, and adverse
(slightly greater adverse
impact than in Alternatives
A and B)

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, minor, and
beneficial (greater
beneficial impact than in
Alternatives A and B)

overall impact of visitor
use would be local, long-
term, minor, and adverse

overall impact of land use
and land management
would be mostly local,
long-term, minor to
moderate, and adverse or
beneficial

overall impact of park
facility development would
be local, short-term,
negligible to minor, and
adverse (greater adverse
impact than in Alternatives
A and B)

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, minor, and
beneficial (greater
beneficial impact than in
Alternatives A and B)

Alternative D
(Preferred)

= overall impact of visitor
use would be local, short-
and long-term, negligible
to minor, and adverse

= overall impact of land use
and management would be
local, long-term, negligible
to minor, and adverse or
beneficial

= overall impact of park
facility development and
maintenance would be
local, long-term, negligible
to minor, and adverse
(greater adverse impact
than in Alternatives A, B,
and C)

= overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, moderate, and
beneficial (greater
beneficial impact than in
Alternatives A, B, and C)

overall impact of visitor
use would be local, long-
term, minor, and adverse

overall impact of land use
and management would be
mostly local, long-term,
minor to moderate, and
adverse or beneficial

overall impact of park
facility development would
be local, short-term,
negligible to minor, and
adverse (greater adverse
impact than in Alternatives
A, B, and C)

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, moderate, and
beneficial (greater
beneficial impact than in
Alternatives A, B, and C)
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Table 2.8

Vegetation

Visitor Use and
Experience

Regional and Local
Economy

Alternative A
(Continuation of Current
Management)

overall impact of visitor use
would be local, long-term,
minor, and adverse

overall impact of land use
and management would be
local, short- or long-term,
minor to moderate, and
adverse or beneficial

overall impact of
development would be
local, short- and long-term,
minor to moderate, and
adverse

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, negligible to
minor, and beneficial

overall impact of private
land activities would be
local, long-term, negligible
to major, and adverse

overall impact would be
long-term, moderate, and
adverse

overall impact would be
short-term and long-term,
negligible to minor, and
beneficial

Alternative B

overall impact of visitor
use would be local, long-
term, minor, and adverse
(generally the same as in
Alternative A)

overall impact of land use
and management would
be local, long-term, minor,
and adverse or beneficial
(generally the same as in
Alternative A)

overall impact of park
facility development would
be local, long-term,
negligible to moderate,
and adverse (greater
adverse impact than in
Alternative A)

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, negligible to
minor, and beneficial
(generally the same as in
Alternative A)

overall impact would be
long-term, moderate, and
beneficial

overall impact on the local
and regional economy
would be short-term and
long-term, minor, and
beneficial

Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (continued)

Alternative C

= overall impact of visitor

use would be local, long-
term, minor, and adverse
or beneficial

= overall impact of land use

and management would be
long-term, minor, and
adverse or beneficial

overall impact of park
facility development would
be local, long-term,
negligible to moderate, and
adverse (greater adverse
impact than in Alternatives
A and B)

overall impact of land
protection would be local,
long-term, minor, and
beneficial (greater
beneficial impact than in
Alternatives A and B)

overall impact would be
long-term, moderate, and
beneficial

overall impact on the local
and regional economy

would be short-term and

long-term, minor, and
beneficial

Alternative D
(Preferred)

overall impact of visitor use
would be local, long-term,
and adverse or beneficial

overall impact of Land use
and management would be
local, long-term, minor to

moderate, and adverse or

beneficial

overall impact of
Development impacts
would be long-term,
adverse, negligible to
moderate, and localized
(greater adverse impact
than in Alternatives A, B,
and C)

overall impact of Land
protection impacts would
be local, long-term,
moderate, and beneficial
(greater beneficial impact
than in Alternatives A, B,
and C)

overall impact would be
long-term, major, and
beneficial

overall impact on the local
and regional economy
would be short-term and
long-term, minor, and
beneficial



2.15 Consistency with the National Environmental Policy Act

The NPS requirements for implementing NEPA include an analysis of how each
alternative meets or achieves the purposes of NEPA, as stated in sections 101(b)
and 102(1). Each alternative analyzed in a NEPA document must be assessed as to

how it meets the following purposes:

1. Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment

for succeeding generations

2. Ensure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and

culturally pleasing surroundings

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

consequences

4. Preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national
heritage and maintain, wherever possible, an environment that supports

diversity and variety of individual choice

5. Achieve a balance between population and resource use that would permit

high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities; and

6. Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum

attainable recycling of depletable resources.

Alternative A, while accurately describing the current management direction and
efforts of the NPS and the Key Partners, fails to satisfy the requirements outlined
above. Shortage of funding for staff, programs, facilities, and services limits the
existing NPS staff to minimal operational effectiveness. This alternative would only
minimally meet the first two criteria as a result of further commercial or residential
development of key land parcels within and adjacent to the park. Alternative A is
unlikely to meet criteria 3 and 4 due to limited funding and staff, and limited
collaboration with the park’s community partners. Alternative A does not meet
criteria 5 and 6 due to the higher potential for development and economic pressures

that would encroach on park resources and values.

Alternative B better meets criterion 4 than does Alternative A — with increased staff
and funding, NPS would be better able to protect important park resources, provide
visitor programs, and enhance visitor experiences. However, Alternative B is similar

to A in that it would only minimally meet the other five criteria.

Alternatives C and D can more fully meet the six criteria above due to an enhanced
visitor experience and a stronger preservation and technical assistance mission.
Both Alternatives C and D describe greater land ownership by NPS and the Key
Partners, as well as increased collaboration with the park’s community partners,

resulting in a greater ability to protect park resources and values while increasing
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opportunities for visitor enjoyment, education, and recreation commensurate with
the park’s mission. Under alternatives C and D, historic and natural resources,
landscapes, viewsheds, and the wide range of beneficial uses of the environment
referred to in the NEPA criteria are addressed, and funding adequate to fulfill the

mission is requested.

2.15.1 Environmentally Preferred Alternative

In accordance with NPS Director’s Order #12: Conservation Planning, Environmental
Impact Analysis, and Decision-making, the NPS is required to identify the
environmentally preferred alternative in its NEPA documents. The environmentally
preferred alternative is the alternative that best promotes the national
environmental policy expressed in NEPA (Section 101(b)) (516 DM 4.10). The
Council on Environmental Quality’s Forty Questions (Q6a) further clarifies the
identification of the environmentally preferred alternative stating, “simply put, this
means the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological and physical
environment; it also means the alternative which best protects, preserves, and

enhances historic, cultural, and natural processes.”

After careful review of potential impacts as a result of implementing the
management alternatives, and assessing proposed mitigation for cultural and
natural resource impacts, it is determined that the environmentally preferred
alternative is Alternative D. This alternative clearly surpasses alternatives A and B
in the level of resource protection that would be achieved through a stronger NPS
mission and technical assistance program, emphasis on collaborative protection with
the Key Partners, and development of additional community partnerships.
Compared to Alternative C, under Alternative D, the NPS would be better equipped
to develop and implement proactive land protection strategies for resource
protection within and outside park boundaries. Overall, Alternative D provides the

highest level of protection of natural and cultural resources.

2.16 Selection of the Preferred Alternative

The NPS has identified Alternative D as the preferred alternative to guide long-
term management of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP. Selection of Alternative D
as the preferred alternative is based on the analysis and findings completed by the
GMP planning team, public comments received during the planning process, and

input from the Key Partners and the Park Advisory Commission.

The GMP planning team also used the “Choosing by Advantages” (CBA) process to
organize and evaluate the facts most relevant to the decision and to minimize the
influence of individual biases and opinions in the decision-making process. Findings
of the CBA determined that Alternative D would fulfill the NPS statutory mission and

responsibilities at the park and offered a greater overall advantage when compared



to the other GMP alternatives considered (NPS 2007a). The advantages offered by

Alternative D relative to Alternatives A, B, and C are summarized as follows:

= Protection of the park’s natural and cultural resources — Alternative
D would be highly advantageous when compared to Alternatives A and B
and moderately more advantageous than Alternative C. Alternative D
provides the highest degree of land and resource protection within the park

and related lands protection outside the park.

=  Enhanced interpretation, education, and understanding — Alternative
D would be highly advantageous when compared to Alternatives A and B
and slightly more advantageous when compared to Alternative C.
Alternative D best enables interpretation of the park’s themes and the

orientation of visitors to the park and the National Historic District.

= Enhanced public use and enjoyment of the park — Alternative D would
be highly advantageous when compared to Alternatives A and B and
moderately more advantageous when compared to Alternative C.
Alternative D provides the greatest opportunities for visitors to explore and
move about the park while learning its stories. Visitor services are most

likely to be improved under Alternative D.

= Effective organizational management — Alternative D would be highly
advantageous when compared to Alternatives A and B and slightly more
advantageous when compared to Alternative C. Alternative D provides the

greatest collaborative opportunities between the NPS and the Key partners.

= Effective technical assistance — Alternative D would be highly
advantageous when compared to Alternatives A and B and moderately
more advantageous when compared to Alternative C. Alternative D has
the most extensive technical assistance between the NPS and Key Partners

and for private landowners and nearby communities.

The implementation of the approved plan, no matter which alternative, would
depend not only on future NPS funding and servicewide priorities, but also on
partnership funds, time, and effort. The approval of a GMP does not guarantee that
funding and staffing needed to implement the plan would be forthcoming. Full

implementation of the plan could be many years in the future.
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3.0 Affected Environment

3.1 Introduction

3.1.1 Park Setting

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP (NHP) was established by Congress on December
19, 2002 (Public Law 107-373) as the 387™ unit in the national park system. The
park is located at the northern end of the scenic Shenandoah Valley between the
towns of Strasburg and Middletown, Virginia. Portions of the park are within

Frederick, Shenandoah, and Warren counties.

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP is managed and operated as a partnership park
as outlined in the park’s enabling legislation (see Appendix A). The National Park
Service (NPS) works with its Key Partners to conserve and interpret the park
resources. The NPS helps promote the park and coordinate partner activities. The
park’s Key Partners include the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation, the National
Trust for Historic Preservation, Belle Grove, Incorporated, Shenandoah County, and
the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Foundation. Local governments are also

partners with the NPS at the park.

The park’s legislative boundary encompasses 3,713 acres. The NPS and the Key
Partners currently own about one-third of the land within the boundary. Presently
the NPS owns 8.0 acres, and the Key Partners own 1,307 acres in fee and hold
conservation easements on an additional 32 acres. About 2,398 acres of the park

are privately owned.

The park is within the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National Historic District,
established in 1996 to preserve and interpret the Shenandoah Valley’s Civil War
legacy and historic landscapes. George Washington National Forest and

Shenandoah National Park are located just south of the park.

3.1.2 Park Significance

The park’s Foundation for Planning and Management (NPS 2006a) includes four
significance statements that express why the park’s resources and values are

important enough to warrant national park designation.

The Battle of Cedar Creek was a principal strategic operation that had a
decisive influence on the Valley Campaign of 1864 and a direct impact on the
course of the Civil War. The Union victory contributed to the re-election of
President Abraham Lincoln and nearly eliminated the Confederate military
presence in the Shenandoah Valley. The battlefield and strategic landscapes at
Cedar Creek retain a high degree of integrity, serve to memorialize the events
of the battle, and contribute to greater understanding of the Civil War.

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP include well-preserved cultural and natural
landscape features from the early European settlement of the Shenandoah



Valley when the region was a frontier, including features associated with
transportation, migration, and commerce.

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP contains historically significant examples of
the antebellum agricultural community that defined the northern
Shenandoah Valley, its ethnic and cultural traditions, merchant milling and
market systems, and farm economy that included both slave labor and family
farms, as well as examples of the post-Civil War transformation of a changing
labor structure. A representative example of the valley’s agricultural history
and culture is preserved and interpreted at the nationally significant Belle Grove
Manor House.

The park’s natural and cultural landscapes are nationally and regionally
significant. The panoramic views of the mountains, natural areas, waterways,
and pastoral surroundings convey an aesthetic and historic sense of 19" and
20" century life in the Shenandoah Valley, provide visitors with an inspiring
setting of great natural beauty, and offer outstanding opportunities for quiet
and solitude in an ever expanding suburban area.

These four statements describe why the park is important within a global, national,
regional, and system-wide context and are directly linked to the purpose of the
park. These statements, along with the fundamental resources and values
described in the Foundation, are referenced and expanded upon in this chapter.
Fundamental resources and values are elements that define and contribute to the
character of the park, and are critical to achieving the park’s purpose and

maintaining its significance.

3.1.3 Organization of This Chapter

Typically, the “Affected Environment” chapter of an environmental impact statement
(EIS) would address only those resources and values that may potentially be
affected by actions proposed in the alternatives of the plan. However, since this
general management plan (GMP) is the park’s first comprehensive planning
document produced since the park was established, this chapter was purposely
written to be more encompassing of the park’s resources and values, even if they
will not be directly affected by any of the alternatives. Those resources and values
that may potentially be affected by one or more of the plan’s alternatives are
analyzed in detail in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. The rationale for

dismissing or retaining impact topics for detailed analysis is included in Chapter 1.

This chapter describes existing conditions based on the best available information
on resources and values at the time this GMP was being prepared, and is intended
to serve as a baseline of information from which to move forward. The “Cultural
Environment” and “Natural Environment” sections provide an overview of the park’s
cultural and landscape settings, as well as the resource conditions and trends. The
“Visitor Use and Experience” section describes the park’s visitors and the
experiences that they have in the park. The “Socioeconomic Environment” section

describes the socioeconomic characteristics of the local area and the region.



3.2 Cultural Environment

As noted earlier, this chapter includes information on all cultural resources and
values for the park for the purpose of compiling this information for this first GMP.
Cultural resources will be analyzed for potential impacts according to regulations put
forth by the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation, 36 CFR 800. The following
resources and values may potentially be affected by the GMP alternatives:
Archeological Resources, Ethnographic Resources, Historic Structures, Cultural
Landscapes, and Museum Collections. The information presented here for these
topics serves as the description of the Affected Environment in accordance with the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). All other topics and
information included in this section are presented as background but have been

dismissed from further analysis in the EIS.

3.2.1 Historical Designations

Cedar Creek Battlefield and Belle Grove Plantation National Historic Landmark,
consisting of some 900 acres, was designated on August 11, 1969. The boundaries
of the national historic landmark included the core area of the battlefield where

fighting occurred on October 19, 1864.

In 1993 the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission designated Cedar Creek as a Class
A battlefield because it had a decisive influence on Sheridan’s Shenandoah Valley
Campaign (August-December 1864) and a direct impact on the course of the war.
Furthermore, the commission classified Cedar Creek as a Preservation 1.1 (Class A)
battlefield. Such battlefields were defined as those having critical preservation
needs requiring nationwide action because they retained good or fair integrity and
faced high or moderate threats while less than 20 percent of their core areas were

protected.

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP lies within the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields
National Historic District, established by Congress in 1996 (Public Law 104-333) to
preserve and interpret the Shenandoah Valley’s Civil War legacy and historic
landscapes—the places, events, and people (soldier and civilian) before, during, and
after the war. The national historic district comprises Augusta, Clarke, Frederick,
Highland, Page, Rockingham, Shenandoah and Warren counties, and the
independent cities of Harrisonburg, Staunton, Winchester, and Waynesboro, as well
as ten battlefields (one of which is Cedar Creek) and a number of historically

important transportation routes.

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP is listed in the National Register of Historic Places
in accordance with 36 CFR 60.1(b)(1) and Director’s Order 28: Cultural Resource

Management Guideline, Chap. 2, Art. B, which state: “Historical parks of the



National Park System are automatically listed in the National Register upon their
legal authorization. National Register nomination forms and boundary maps
nevertheless must be prepared for them to document and delineate the resources

contributing to their significance.”

Although national historic landmark and national register documentation for the
park needs to be updated and completed, the park’s enabling legislation states that
its significance incorporates existing National Register of Historic Places and
National Historic Landmark designations and “the rich story of Shenandoah Valley
history from early settlement through the Civil War and beyond and the Battle of
Cedar Creek and its significance in the conduct of the war in the Shenandoah

Valley.” Figure 3.1 depicts these significant historic resources.

3.2.2 Historical Context

The physical landscape of the park lands has been shaped by natural and cultural
forces for millennia. Geological strata, associated soil types, patterns of drainage
and hydrography, and topography have combined to sculpt and shape a complex
landform of scenic beauty to which American Indians, early settlers, advanced
agriculturalists, and military strategists adapted their activities. The quality and
productivity of the soils attracted agriculturalists, while water flow determined the
placement of water-powered businesses and lumber mills. Farms were located with
access to water, pasture, and fields to ensure survival and later profit. Growing
prosperity brought architectural visibility with new and sometimes substantial
homes being constructed on large agricultural properties or plantations that were
situated and oriented to view magnificent mountain scenery and valley vistas. As
settlers and entrepreneurs exploited and developed the land and its resources, road
systems evolved and populations grew; towns and marketing centers formed at
points of maximum local and regional access. As armies moved across the land,
they followed the already existing road systems, using them as lines of movement
and supply as well as points of military deployment and retreat. Open farmland
became camps for small groups and massive armies, fields became battlefields and
cemeteries for the dead in battle, and homes became headquarters and hospitals.
While open fields facilitated military movement, deeply entrenched streams and
creeks became defensive walls that hindered movement and became traps and

killing fields.

Despite the threat of increasing encroachment by modern development, the park
area is unique in that the historical landscape provides the nation with a vivid and
continuous historical record of the region known as the Lower Shenandoah Valley,
an area that extends from Winchester on the north to Middletown and Strasburg on
the south, with the natural boundaries of the Blue Ridge to the east and the

Allegheny Mountains to the west. The land appears much as it did a century ago.
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Patterns of settlement, historic plantations and homes, pastoral farmsteads, and
transportation systems are still largely within their original rural setting. Thus, a
visitor can experience a variety of diverse physical and visual landscapes that have

historical significance within a relatively small geographic area.

The Lower Shenandoah Valley has a long, rich history. The area is linked by a
series of historic roadways and paths, the most famous once known as the “Great
Warrior Path,” which extended from New York and Pennsylvania into South Carolina.
This trail, the major north-south trending route through the Shenandoah Valley,
began to evolve into the “Great Wagon Road” after the 1744 Treaty of Lancaster,
between representatives of the Iroquois and the colonies of Pennsylvania, Maryland,
and Virginia, increased safety for pioneers moving south out of Pennsylvania. On
March 3, 1834, the Valley Turnpike Company was incorporated by the Virginia
General Assembly, which authorized construction of a new 68-mile turnpike from
Winchester to Harrisonburg funded by public-private investment. The turnpike was
surfaced with macadam pavement and eventually merged with a similar road from
Harrisonburg to Staunton to form the “Valley Pike.” Eventually spanning a distance
of 93 miles, owners of the Valley Pike charged tolls to fund its ongoing maintenance.
Later, in 1918, the Valley Pike was incorporated into the first Virginia state highway
system and designated as State Route 3. In 1926, the highway was re-designated

State Route 11, and three years later it was realigned and widened.

Native peoples of the eastern Woodlands region ranged extensively to the north and
south along the Great Warrior Path, and from it could access east-west routes along
the upper drainages of the Potomac and Susquehanna rivers. The Monacan occupied
the Shenandoah and the upper James and Piedmont regions, but were under
constant challenge from large tribes on all sides. To the north the powerful and
dominant Susquehanna moved into the Valley at several points to travel south and
hunt. To the east the Powhatan Confederacy loosely allied tribes in the upper coast
plan. The section of the Great Warrior Path along the Shenandoah River was part of
a larger regional network that extended southward from the Kanawha River of West
Virginia toward present-day Kingsport, Tennessee. This natural travel route tied
native communities to one another and enabled trade access and social interactions
through vast portions of eastern North America from the Archaic Period (ca. 9500 to

1000 BC) to and beyond the arrival of European setters during the 17" century.

During the 17™ century, this great path also beckoned European traders, explorers,
and adventurers, including John Smith, one of the 144 English colonists who
disembarked at Jamestown on May 24, 1607, and became a noted explorer, author,
and member of the colony’s governing council. Smith met native people from the
Shenandoah region traveling eastward along the Potomac, and heard of many
others who made their home in what is now called the Shenandoah Valley. Thus,
when the first white homesteaders moved into the park area during the 1720s in

what would become Frederick County, they encountered a tempered landscape



already shaped by centuries of human use and occupation. At the time of European
contact, American Indian groups—including Piedmont Siouans, Catawbas, Shawnee,
Delaware, Northern Iroquois (Mohawks, Oneidas, Onondagas, Cayugas, Senecas,
and later Tuscarora), Cherokee, and Susquehannocks—are thought to have been
active in the park area. Some of these groups had developed permanent and semi-
sedentary villages along the broad flood plain levees where the best, most workable
soils were to be found in the region. The native peoples routinely cultivated maize,
beans, and squash, and also utilized the abundant natural resources of the area to

sustain their communities.

After 1690, Virginia colonial government encouraged European settlement beyond
the Atlantic seaboard and tidal rivers, in part to secure land against French
encroachments and American Indian incursions. The first settlements near the park
area were located near Opequon Creek. Using the sites and travel corridors
previously used by American Indians, settlers representing a diverse mix of ethnic
origins peopled the valley; the most prominent of these people were the German

and Scots-Irish from Pennsylvania.

Noticeably different from the plantation culture found east of the Blue Ridge
Mountains, the German and Scots-Irish immigrants established communities of
yeoman freeholders who took up and developed medium-sized tracts of land. They
created socially and economically integrated settlements characterized by networks
of kinship, trade, and religious affiliation. Thus, the open-country area of the Lower
Shenandoah became a settled landscape consisting primarily of small towns and
dispersed and enclosed farms. By the mid-1750s, three counties—Hampshire,
Frederick, and Augusta—were formed west of the Blue Ridge Mountains. As the
region’s population increased, Shenandoah and Warren counties were established in

1772 and 1836, respectively.

When the first European settlers arrived in the Lower Shenandoah, large tracts of
land bordering the Great Warrior Path were the property of Lord Fairfax, who had
proprietorship of 5,282,000 acres in what is now Northumberland, Lancaster,
Westmoreland, Richmond, Stafford, Rappahannock, Culpeper, Madison, Clarke,
Warren, Page, Shenandoah, and Frederick counties. The celebrated first European
settler of the region was Jost Hite, who was among the earliest of many German
immigrants to emigrate from the Rhineland-Palatinate in 1709. After settling in the
Germantown area of Philadelphia, Hite received a land grant from Virginia Governor
Sir William Gooch in 1731 and led a group of 16 families to the Lower Shenandoah.
Hite built a cabin and fort at Opequon Creek, near present-day Springdale along
State Route 11. Eventually he settled at Long Meadow, a 900-acre tract near the
North Fork of the Shenandoah River and one mile downstream from the mouth of
Cedar Creek on what contemporary records suggest was an American Indian

campsite and burial ground.



In 1732 German pioneers George and Mary Hite Bowman settled on land bounded
by present-day 1-81 and Cedar Creek about 0.8 miles southeast of State Route 11
when Mary’s father, Jost Hite, began the aforementioned colonizing venture in the
Lower Shenandoah. About 1755 the Bowmans constructed a home on the property,
originally known as Fort Bowman but later taking the name Harmony Hall. Hite and
his son-in-law George Bowman had large families, the members of which acquired
extensive landholdings in the area and became important in the social and political

life of the region.

Following the War for American Independence, the Lower Shenandoah experienced
significant economic, political, and social change. Outside economic forces and
improvements to the Virginia’s transportation network resulted in the region’s
growing prosperity beginning in the late 18" century and continuing into the 19™
century. As a result of the improved road system, the subsistence farms of the
Lower Shenandoah were connected with wider regional, national, and international
markets, thus enabling them to transport cash crops to outside markets. These
developments had a profound impact on life in the valley as the agriculturalists
responded to the market demands of the wider world by transitioning from an
exchange economy to commercial wheat and livestock production. As part of this
socioeconomic transformation, the number of gristmills increased, and towns

became centers for trade and commerce.

In 1783, Hite’s grandson, Isaac, Jr., married Nelly Conway Madison, sister of James
Madison and daughter of a wealthy tobacco planter and member of the Tidewater
elite. Through the Madison family, Isaac, Jr., and Nelly were linked to the foremost
political leaders of their day, including Thomas Jefferson. Upon his marriage, Isaac,
Jr., received a 483-acre tract along the Great Wagon Road near Middletown from his
father. As the late 18" and early 19" century agricultural economy of the Lower
Shenandoah prospered, Hite’s holdings grew to more than 7,500 acres on which he

developed Belle Grove, one of the largest plantations in the Lower Shenandoah.

Belle Grove was a product of the sweeping economic and social changes in America
that turned the isolated backcountry region of the Lower Shenandoah into a unique
slave society enmeshed in the national and global market economy. What emerged
in the region was a diversified economy in which the majority of the Valley’s
inhabitants were German-American and Scots-Irish yeoman farmers, entrepreneurs,
small businessmen, and merchants rather than slaves and slave owners. Thus, the
Lower Shenandoah economy veered away from the tobacco-driven plantation slave
society that prevailed in the Tidewater regions of Virginia. The transition from an
18" century backcountry settlement to an established “New Virginia” community in
the Shenandoah Valley resulted in the creation of a unique slave society that had
implications for the area’s physical and cultural landscape as well as its relationship

between town and countryside and racial and class relations.



Wheat production created economic opportunities for whites of all classes and
allowed for broad participation in the consumer revolution that began in the late
18" century. However, the 19" century witnessed a hardening of class and racial
lines in the Shenandoah Valley as the region became a mature slave society in
which social and economic exchanges forged an increasingly hierarchical community
composed of upper-class white slaveholders, lower-class yeoman farmers and
freeholders, entrepreneurs and small businessmen, and slaves. Pre-Civil War free
African American communities in the area also made important contributions to the

region’s economy.

After Abraham Lincoln’s call for troops on April 15, 1861, residents of the
Shenandoah Valley joined their fellow Virginians in supporting secession of the
Southern states from the Union and establishing the Confederacy. Although
individual reasons for supporting secession were varied, the consensus for disunion
among white residents of the valley reveals a broad political commitment to the
social and cultural values of a slave society. In going to war, the white people of
the valley were largely united and remained so for much of the conflict, although
wartime demands and war weariness increasingly alienated some elements in valley
society. Among the dissident elements were those of German ethnicity, many of
whom were members of the region’s historic peace churches who conscientiously

objected to participation in war.

By 1864 the civilian and military participants in the Lower Shenandoah had
assumed a “hardened” view of war, exhibiting a grim resoluteness that enabled both
sides to commit heinous acts toward each other while destroying the physical
resources of the valley. During the early years of the war, the productive granary in

the Shenandoah Valley had served as the “Breadbasket of the Confederacy,” but

regular conscriptions of food and livestock had slowly impoverished local landowners.

Within the park area displays of Confederate support included soldier recruitment,
intelligence gathering, provisioning of Southern units, and guerrilla activity against
Union forces. The strategic as well as the agricultural importance of the Lower
Shenandoah meant that it became the locale of many skirmishes and battles, thus
devastating the landscape and leaving the area a wasteland in the war’s aftermath.
Additionally, the Union army’s destructive ways, such as the methodical burning of
barns, mills, crops, and livestock by order of Maj. Gen. Phillip H. Sheridan in

October 1864, turned many ambivalent Southerners into ardent Confederates.

On October 19, 1864 the Confederates, under Lt. Gen. Jubal A. Early, surprised the
federal army at Cedar Creek and routed the VIII and XIX Corps, implementing a
masterfully conceived and brilliantly executed tactical plan. Sheridan arrived from
Winchester to rally his troops, and in the afternoon, launched a crushing
counterattack that succeeded in recovering the battlefield and control of the
Shenandoah Valley to Union forces. The Battle of Cedar Creek was a crucial Union

victory that nearly annihilated Early’s Confederate army while helping Abraham



Lincoln secure his reelection at a time when the northern populace was divided over

the war.

As a result of the large-scale destruction of farms and mills during the Civil War,
grain and livestock production declined drastically in the Lower Shenandoah.
Agricultural production slowly recovered during the postwar years, and during the
late 19™ and early 20™ centuries, forested lands along the uplands, east of the
Valley Pike, became increasingly fragmented as a result of extensive clearing for
agricultural and pasture use. By the early 20" century, the Lower Shenandoah
experienced a phenomenal rise in apple production as apples replaced wheat as the
primary cash crop. Numerous facilities were developed to support apple production

and processing.

The Lower Shenandoah underwent a revolution in land and labor because of the
Civil War. The destruction of slavery forced whites and blacks to reconstruct social,
political, and economic relations in a world of “free labor” as former slaveholders
reconstituted themselves as a new ruling class in a new world in which freed people
were allowed to buy and sell their labor and exercise their political rights as full
citizens. During Reconstruction, African Americans made considerable social and
economic progress, articulating a version of freedom that clashed with the interests
of most whites who desired to create new forms of labor and social suppression.
After the war, many emancipated slaves moved north and west, creating a labor
shortage in the Lower Shenandoah, and bankrupting many whose fortunes had
been tied to the prewar slave-based economy. A Freedmen’s Bureau facility was
established in Winchester, however, and some blacks remained in the region; they
joined prewar free African American communities that survived the conflict and they
thrived during Reconstruction, working small farms on a sharecropping or tenant
basis, or employing their skills locally. However, African American equality was
challenged during the late 19" century with the codification of Jim Crow legislation
and enactment of the “separate but equal” doctrine into law, thus creating a

sanctioned lower class and rigid racial segregation.

The historical landscape of Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP testifies to the South’s
reincorporation into the United States during the post-Civil War era in two important
ways. First, the “New South” movement of the late 19™ century was an attempt by
Southern leaders to rebuild the former Confederacy with the cooperation and capital
of Northern businessmen. In accepting Northern investment Southern leaders
recognized the supremacy of federal authority, and they were allowed to do so
without having to eradicate the memory of the failed Confederate experiment or

give up home rule over African Americans and poor whites.

The development of Meadow Mills to the west of Belle Grove is a New South
creation because it represents an example of the South’s attempt to rebuild after

the Civil War. During Reconstruction, northern companies successfully obtained



charters and ultimately built a railroad line through the entire length of the
Shenandoah Valley. In 1867, the Winchester and Strasburg Railroad connected
Harpers Ferry to the rail line stretching south to Harrisonburg. The rail line, which
was constructed west of the Valley Turnpike in the park area, eventually became
part of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad network, and its location contributed to
establishment of the Meadow Mills community and its nearby limestone quarries.
Small-scale limestone quarries, including the Conner Lime Kiln, were developed
near Meadow Mills during the early 20th century, but large scale quarry production
and other mining operations for limestone, shale, sand, and crushed stone, would

not begin until after the 1930s.

The New South campaign also complemented a national reconciliation movement
that sacrificed the rights of African Americans in exchange for sectional reunion and
white Southern home rule. Crucial to this process was the commemoration of Civil
War battlefields as places where American brothers showed their manly spirit and
bravery on behalf of ideals for which they fought rather than as killing fields where
the nation engaged in massive bloodletting over slavery. At Cedar Creek, three
monuments were erected as event organizers invented a new past lacking the
bitterness and controversy that animated the actions of Union and Confederate
soldiers in the fall of 1864. For example, former Union Col. Henry A. DuPont, then
serving as a U.S. Senator from Delaware, gave a sensitive and moving rendition of
Maj. Gen. Stephen D. Ramseur’s death at Belle Grove during the dedication of the
Ramseur Monument in 1912. In death, Ramseur was portrayed as a valiant soldier
doing his duty while engaged in an apolitical cause, its goal of disunion and slavery
ignored. Thus, DuPont’s dedication speech reflects how the Cedar Creek battlefield
was transformed into a memorial landscape where Northerners and Southerners
came to commemorate their wartime actions and spread the message of sectional
healing and reunification as the people in the Lower Shenandoah adjusted to the

powerful racial and class changes of the post-Civil War years.

During the early 20™ century, mining for limestone, shale, sand, and crushed stone
became important industries in the Lower Shenandoah, resulting in development of
numerous quarries. Forested lands along the uplands, south of the Valley Pike,
became fragmented from extensive clearing for agricultural and pasture use. In
1918 the Valley Pike was incorporated into the first state highway system.
Designated initially as State Route 3, and later changed to State Route 11 in 1926,
the road, which was realigned and widened in 1929, remained the regional north-
south thoroughfare throughout the mid-20™ century. As a result of the expanding
population of Middletown during the 1910s-1930s, increasing development occurred

along State Route 11 and secondary routes that terminated at Middletown.

During the latter decades of the 20" century, agricultural production in the Lower
Shenandoah continued to decline, resulting in reforestation of many areas. The

growth of Middletown and Strasburg, along with highway development and

3-11



limestone mining expansion, during recent decades has resulted in the loss of open
space and elements of the park area’s rural character. These developments in turn
have provided the backdrop for efforts to preserve the area’s significant cultural
landscape resources and historical legacy culminating in establishment of Cedar

Creek and Belle Grove NHP.

3.2.3 Archeological Resources

A three-volume archeological overview and assessment of Cedar Creek and Belle
Grove NHP prepared in 2006 includes information on 105 archeological sites and
site complexes within the legislated boundaries of the park based on a review of
previous research and selected field visits. Although comprehensive archeological
research has not been conducted on park lands, various organizations, including the
National Trust for Historic Preservation, Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation,
Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Foundation, Wayside Museum of American History
and Arts, Chemstone, Inc., and the Shenandoah County Department of Parks and
Recreation, have conducted significant cultural resource investigations on the
properties they own; it is these investigations that serve as the basis for the

aforementioned archeological overview and assessment.

With the exception of certain cultural features on the grounds of Belle Grove and the
Solomon Heater Farm, only two of the sites within the legislated park boundaries
have been archeologically tested or assessed. Both of these sites—Panther Cave
and Bowman Site—have prehistoric associations and were found to have ceramic
fragments in their assemblages. Panther Cave, which has been designated as a
“Significant Cave” by the Virginia Cave Board because of its archeological
significance, has yielded a rich assemblage of artifacts that suggest the site was
used as a temporary encampment during hunting expeditions from the Middle
Archaic through the Late Woodland periods. Only one military site—an 1862 Union
Sibley tent encampment on the grounds of the Heater Farm—has been
archeologically tested, and the line of earthwork defenses west of the XIX Corps

encampment has been well documented and interpreted.

Twenty-two of the identified archeological sites in the park exhibit evidence of
American Indian occupation. This number is not believed to be a true reflection of
the extent of American Indian settlement, although the types of sites may be an
accurate indication of the nature of occupation. Significant and broad terrace lands
along the North Fork of the Shenandoah River and along Cedar Creek below
Bowman’s Mill remain to be investigated. These lands are particularly important
because they possess a high probability for potentially significant American Indian

agricultural settlements.

The sites that have been located suggest a fairly marginal level of American Indian
occupation, with only one site (Bowman Site) possessing artifacts of a type or

quantity indicative of a possible sedentary community. The remaining sites are



identified as sparse and widespread lithic (stone tool) scatters suggesting fairly brief
episodes of encampment, although some of the sites may have been visited more
than once. Most, but not all, of the sites, including the Bowman Site, have been
impacted by modern agricultural activity. Site placement throughout the park
appears to clearly favor lands near water, and no data show evidence of significant
American Indian occupation of the upland areas away from stream flows. Only
three of the 22 recorded sites have possible temporal assignments which range
from the Middle Archaic (6500-2500 BC) through the Late Woodland (900-1700 AD)

eras.

Seventy-one recorded archeological sites in the park are deemed to have military
significance. Of these, three relate to 1862 military activities, 57 relate to the
Battle of Cedar Creek in 1864, and 11 are of uncertain affiliation. Approximately 18
of the sites are associated with what are thought to have been encampments, while
several may be associated with hospitals and artillery and battery emplacements.
Thirty-two archeological sites consist of landscape features. While the landscape-
associated sites do not necessarily contain manmade military features, they
contributed to the cultural landscape within which the Battle of Cedar Creek was

fought.

Twenty-six recorded archeological sites in the park are associated with residential
and agricultural development beginning in the late 18" century. The cultural
geography of the park lands and contiguous areas was shaped by the emergence of
highly profitable plantations and family farms, enhanced in the 20" century by the
development of industrial quarrying. With the exception of the rise of the late 19'"-
early 20™ century community of Meadow Mills, which also had ties to agriculture,
non-agricultural related residential patterns did not emerge in the area of the park
until later in the 20" century. Sites associated with residential and agricultural
development in the park that have archeological components include plantations,
such as Long Meadow, Harmony Hall, and Belle Grove, and smaller family farms and
farmsteads, such as those associated with Solomon Heater; Daniel Stickley; C.l Hite

(Whitham); and the Mclnturf, Davison/Wilson, and Keister families.

Several archeological sites in the park are related to water-powered milling. These
include the Bowman Mill, constructed ca.1810-20 and utilized into the 20™ century;
George Bowman Mill, constructed ca. 1753 (including a saw mill); Daniel Stickley
Mill, constructed during the early 19" century; Hite/Hottle Mill, a complex that
included merchant and saw mills and a distillery constructed by the Hite family
before the American War for Independence and which remained in use into the early
20™ century; and Miller’s Mill, constructed during the mid-19™" century and utilized

into the early 20" century.

Four archeological sites in the park are related to quarrying activities. These include

quarry pits east of Cedar Creek of uncertain age; an isolated quarry pit east of
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Cedar Creek of uncertain age; a line of quarry pits that extend the length of the
Hite-Hottle Mill complex north of Meadow Brook; and the Connor Lime Kiln, an early
20™-century quarry site that includes pits that are believed to date to the late 18™

century.

Additionally, transportation-related archeological sites in the park include fords,

bridges, roads, such as the Valley Pike, and rail lines.

3.2.4 Ethnographic Resources

Although comprehensive studies have not been completed in the park area that
identify specific ethnographic resources, a draft Ethnographic Overview and
Assessment, prepared for the NPS in 2006, concluded that there are places within
the park boundaries that have “great significance” for stories associated with
American Indians, African-Americans, Germans and Scots-Irish, non-conformist
religious practitioners, and commemorators of the Civil War. The stories that
emerge from the ethno-historical study bring this long and complex history to life
and demonstrate that borderlands or cross-roads areas, such as the region in which
the park is located, constitute the focus of intense, multi-faceted cultural
experiences. Thus, while it is not known at present if ethnographic resources are
located in the park, it is likely that some will be identified in the future as a result of

further research and studies.

American Indians, although presently underrepresented in the park area, played a
significant role in shaping the region from the first human occupation of the Lower
Shenandoah during the Paleo-Indian period (ca. 9500-10,000 BC) until the end of
the 18™ century. However, the authors of the aforementioned draft Ethnographic
Overview and Assessment conclude that the “culture area, linguistic, and
archaeological evidence” provide only “vague and generalized patterns” of native
societies in the Lower Shenandoah during the centuries preceding European
settlement. As aforementioned in the “Archeological Resources” section, numerous
American Indian tribal groups inhabited or passed through this portion of the
Shenandoah Valley during the 17" and 18" centuries, and their associations
constitute an important component to the history and ethnographic landscape of the
park. Relationships between local groups and other tribes from distant areas to the
east and north involved with French, English, and possibly Dutch traders
complicated the composition and political interrelationship of groups who used and
occupied the Lower Shenandoah during this period. The valley served as a locale
for settlement and resource harvest by American Indian groups as well as a major
travel corridor along which tribal populations moved up and down the valley, and
migrated through the area to and from more distant locations. Although Europeans
began moving into the area and encroaching on Indian lands in the 1720s, colonial
and imperial officials began promoting non-Native settlement in the region during

the 1740s.



The arrival of European settlers resulted in profound changes for native cultures in
the Lower Shenandoah. For those connected with the fur trade, the changes
affected inter-Indian relationships and Indian-environment relationships as Indians
were taken from a largely self-sufficient, bartering economy characterized by low
level chiefdoms to a quasi-market situation, marked by increasing dependency on
an alien and largely racist society for their very existence. Additionally, the
introduction of new diseases radically altered the nature and structure of the
indigenous population. Together these events sounded an effective death knell for
Indians in the Lower Shenandoah and the dispersal of its native inhabitants by the

end of the War for American Independence.

There is little evidence of native presence in the park area during the 19" and 20™
centuries. This does not suggest, however, that the region did not continue to have
significance for Indian people. Although comprehensive studies have not been
conducted in the park to identify specific places of cultural significance to
contemporary American Indians, it is widely known that archeological sites and
ethnographic resources in the area have special significance for American Indians
associated with the Lower Shenandoah. The very visible Massanutten Mountain, for
example, continues to be a central feature of folk stories, and the state of
Virginia-recognized Monacan tribe has many recollections about the mountain and
about the valley and its inhabitants that contribute to its sense of cultural identity

today.

One of the most significant characteristics of the park area is its long and continuing
association with members of a variety of Protestant and Reformed denominations,
including Methodists, Lutherans, Presbyterians, and the Church of the United
Brethren. German and Scots-Irish settlers, the predominant ethnic groups in the
area, brought their Reformed religious practices with them. Among the first
important Protestant denominations to reach the Lower Shenandoah were the
Quakers who arrived by the mid-18" century. In 1844, Strasburg’s oldest

congregation built St. Paul’s Lutheran Church.

The Shenandoah Valley continues to be one of the principal centers of the Church of
the Brethren in the United States. This area and Lancaster County, Pennsylvania,
have the denomination’s highest concentration of churches compared to other
regions in the country. Brethren probably entered the valley during the mid-18™"
century, and during the Civil War, the denomination, a historic “peace church” that
opposes participation in warfare, did not support either side, although it was
opposed to slavery. Associated Brethren communities in the valley came to be
known as Pennsylvania Dutch or Dunkards (or Tunkards), and later, (at least some
of them) as the United Brethren. This group, although complex and internally
divided, was generally known to outsiders by the term that referred to their practice
of adult baptism, known as “dunking.” Today Brethren churches are scattered, and

typically congregations are small (100 members or less). There are no churches in
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the park. The church in closest proximity to park lands is Meadow Mills Church of
the Brethren, a congregation that dates from the late 19" or early 20™ century
when that village was a prosperous crossroads community. Today, the Quakers,
Brethren, and Mennonites comprise three significant historic “peace” denominations

for whom the Lower Shenandoah remains a stronghold.

Scots-Irish settlers constituted another important immigrant group that arrived in
the Lower Shenandoah shortly before the American War for Independence. Many
arrived in the area through the influence of Rev. Robert Strawbridge, an emigrant
from Sligo, Ireland, who settled in western Maryland in 1760. Strawbridge and his
followers Richard Owings, John Hagarty, and Sator Stephenson, were Methodists,
and their ministry, characterized by circuit riding preaching, drew a large following.
The Lower Shenandoah between Winchester and Strasburg constituted a “circuit,”
an important concept in the religious practice of these communities because many
rejected the notion of an established ministry. Thus, preachers and ministers drawn
from the congregations were preferred, and these remained steadfastly independent
throughout the history of each congregation. Ministers were expected to travel a
fixed circuit and visit several churches or meetings annually. Thus, scattered
religious communities were linked to one another by these preachers, who brought
news along with spiritual enlightenment. Although the early Methodists often
cooperated with the United Brethren, they participated actively in the various

military conflicts that wracked the region, especially during the Civil War.

In contrast to the Tidewater region of Virginia, where the commonwealth’s largest
slave population was concentrated, the Lower Shenandoah was home to
comparatively smaller numbers of enslaved Africans who arrived with Tidewater
planters recruited by Lord Fairfax and his agent Robert Carter. However, extensive
slave-based plantations existed elsewhere along the course of the Shenandoah
River. The Hite family’s Belle Grove Plantation, which had 103 slaves by 1820—the
most in the Frederick-Shenandoah-Warren County area—represented the
southernmost extension of that complex. Many middling farmers in the three
counties, however, owned far fewer slaves. By 1860, the vast majority of

slaveholding families in those counties owned 14 or fewer slaves.

In this borderland region of the Upper South, the African American experience, both
in slavery and in freedom, was fundamentally influenced by the Lower
Shenandoah’s commercial grain economy. The region had a small but important
community of free blacks, some of whom may have arrived prior to establishment
of the first permanent German and Scots-Irish settlers. By the early 19" century,
many free black were living in the Lower Shenandoah, many employed as day
laborers, while others worked as skilled artisans. Once emancipated, freed African
American men and women seized the initiative in organizing their own communities
just as freed blacks had done during the antebellum period. During the mid-to-late

19" century, their corporate establishment of small freeholder communities in



Frederick, Warren, and Shenandoah counties afforded a testament to African
Americans’ family and community cohesion. Nevertheless, as a result of increasing
discrimination and Jim Crow legislation during the late 19" and early 20" centuries,
African Americans in the Lower Shenandoah would participate only marginally as

landowners in the region’s agrarian freeholder society.

Understanding and appreciation of the culturally rich texture of African American
communities in the region as they evolved around the twin institutions of church
and school in the 19" and 20™ centuries is just beginning among scholars and the
academic community. With its diverse ethnic and racial composition, the Lower
Shenandoah’s rapidly changing contemporary demographic profile is writing new
chapters in the region’s history. Among those creating this new regional society are
African Americans returning to the region, rejoining those who have deep cultural

roots in the area as well as a stake in its future.

The Belle Grove Plantation has identified the names (and, in some cases, the origins)
of the Hite family slaves and has developed genealogies of the slaves that were in
residence during the plantation’s early years, but information is lacking about
existing relationships, if any, between these persons and the area’s contemporary
residents and groups. It is presumed that such contemporary persons, if located,
may preserve important knowledge of and associations with the Belle Grove
Plantation that have been passed down in family histories or oral traditions. A slave
cemetery has been located on the plantation, but whether this site has ongoing
cultural or religious significance to families and groups who may remember or visit

the site requires further investigation.

As early as the 1880s Frederick Douglass warned against the growth of the myth
that directed attention away from slavery as the principal cause of the Civil War and
toward an interpretation of events strongly slanted toward romanticized notions of
the OId South. This controversial subject continues to be a dominant theme among
Civil War re-enactors, the largest group who currently make use of park lands.
Although many believe that the re-enactor movement is of relatively recent origin,
its roots at Cedar Creek and Belle Grove go back to the 1870s and 1880s when
people began to visit the plantation to commemorate the battle. The first of these
groups were members (or descendents) of Union forces who had participated in the
decisive battle, and who were responsible for erecting the Ramseur monument

presently located a few yards from the entrance to the plantation.

The Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation was established to protect and preserve the
battlefield, restore the historic Solomon Heater house, and serve “as a forum for
history buffs, re-enactors, and descendants of participants in the engagement.”
Each fall for more than a decade, thousands of men, women, and children have
camped and engaged in battlefield tactics on the Cedar Creek Battlefield in

commemoration of the lives and activities of those who fought in the Civil War. The
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foundation continues to host major battle re-enactments each year that interpret
the battle and Civil War era life. These events have become an important element
of local cultural life, and many historical organizations, preservation groups, and
civic sponsors have become involved in ongoing evolution of the site’s meaning.
They have also brought Cedar Creek Battlefield national attention, as visitors from
around the nation and the world travel to see the re-enactments and learn about
the Civil War. Fees paid by re-enactors to participate in the events support the
foundation and have been a major funding source for acquisition and preservation

of lands owned by the organization.

Belle Grove, Inc., a foundation established in 1974, funds and operates the Belle
Grove plantation property, which is owned by the National Trust for Historic
Preservation. The foundation and the National Trust have entered into a
partnership to operate the plantation, provide a range of interpretive programs

open to the public, and host Hite family reunions.

Park landowners, current and former residents within the park boundaries, and park
neighbors with long standing ties to the park area may have the strongest
persistent cultural associations with lands in Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP.
Some members of local families may have substantial knowledge about the park
area and its resources because of their long associations with the land, and families
whose ancestors settled the area prior to establishment of the park may have
specialized knowledge about the land, farming techniques, and the area’s social and
cultural history. Additionally, other recreational historical and contemporary uses of
park lands and immediately adjacent areas that have cultural and economic
importance may include hunting, fishing, relic hunting, trapping, and non-farm

harvesting of resources for use as medicinal plants and teas.

3.2.5 Sacred Sites

The draft Ethnographic Overview and Assessment, prepared for the park area in
2006, concluded that there are places within the park that have “great significance”
for stories associated with American Indians; however, there are no known sacred
sites within the park (Bragdon 2006). Comprehensive studies and consultations
with Indian tribes have not been conducted in the park to identify specific places of
cultural or spiritual significance to contemporary American Indians. Studies of
places of potential cultural significance will be conducted in collaboration with

traditionally associated tribes when funding becomes available.

3.2.6  Historic Structures

Structures found in the park are a reflection of the community’s cultural and
building arts heritage, as well as the individual needs and inherent qualities and
specific resources of the landscape. Historic buildings in the park represent all of

the important historical eras relating to the area’s development and reflect a variety



of architectural styles. Some are significant as examples of certain types of
architecture or construction technology; others are significant because they

contribute to an understanding of park history.

Notable historic buildings within the park include residences, outbuildings, and
industrial structures that have been listed in the National Register of Historic Places
as well as the Virginia Landmarks Register. Belle Grove, a designated National
Historic Landmark as well as a Virginia Historic Landmark, includes a variety of
historic resources. The most significant of these are a manor house, overseer’s
house, dependency, slave quarters, springhead, stable and barn complexes, and
Hite-Hottle Mill complex. The exterior of the manor house, one of the outstanding
mansions in the Lower Shenandoah, shows Thomas Jefferson’s influence from the
Tidewater and Piedmont areas as well as Classical Revival elements, while the
interior is distinguished by fine woodwork in a transitional style spanning the

Georgian and Federal periods.

Other national register-listed properties in the park include Harmony Hall (Fort
Bowman), Long Meadow, and portions of the Middletown Historic District, although
the majority of the historic district is outside park boundaries. Harmony Hall, a two-
story limestone structure, was built by George Bowman (ca.1753) and is an
important example of the Pennsylvania German architectural influence in the Lower
Shenandoah. Long Meadow is a noteworthy and well-preserved example of a
transitional Federal-style to Greek Revival-style two-story brick plantation house.
The current dwelling, constructed by George W. Bowman in 1848, is the second
structure to be built on the site. The original dwelling was built during the mid-18™
century by Isaac Hite. The original dwelling no longer exists above ground, but it
may continue to exist as below-ground archeological evidence. The Harmony Hall
plantation features a tenant house as well as several other early structures. Long
Meadow is significant as an example of a prosperous working plantation, with a
fairly extensive collection of outbuildings that date from both the period of the
original house and the period of the current one. It is also significant as one of the

initial settlement sites in the Lower Shenandoah.

The Daniel Stickley Farm, consisting of a ca. late 1840s- to early 1850s-era brick,
two-story, Federal-style dwelling and six outbuildings, and the Stickley Mill, which
includes two stone ruins of a mill that was burned by federal troops during the Civil
War, have been determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Structures and potentially eligible for listing in the Virginia Landmarks Register.
Although other historic properties in the park have not been formally evaluated for
listing in the national register or Virginia Landmarks Register, smaller family farms
or farmsteads in the park with 19" and 20" century structural components, such as
houses, barns, outbuildings, and other agricultural features, include those
associated with Solomon Heater; C.I. Hite (Whitham); and the Mcinturf, Davison/

Wilson, and Keister families.
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The only property in the park that has been acquired by the U.S. Government is the
8.0-acre Whitham tract, which was part of the 1,000-acre George Bowman patent
of 1732. Located at the south end of the core battlefield, the Whitham property
witnessed significant events associated with the Battle of Cedar Creek, including the
strategic movement of Confederate Maj. Gen. Joseph B. Kershaw's left flank and the
possible treatment and care of wounded troops. A preliminary assessment of the
structures on the property was conducted in June 2006 for the park’s List of
Classified Structures Database and a draft cultural landscape inventory (DCLI) was
completed in November 2007. The conclusions of these assessments related to

historic structures are the following:

m  Structures considered eligible for the National Register and contributing to
the significance of the national historical park
- Road Trace (date unknown — probably early 19™ century — 1937)

- Bank Barn (date unknown — probably late 19" century — 1937) —

Building warrants a structural evaluation
- Stone-Lined Well (date unknown — probably late 19" century — 1937)
- Meat Shed (date unknown)

- Farm House (date unknown — probably early-mid 19th century with
later additions) The interior and exterior of the core brick structure
are substantially intact and later additions which obscure its visual
integrity are external to it and reversible. In the future, these
additions could be removed to reveal a resource with significance
related to the Battle of Cedar Creek and the antebellum agricultural

community in the northern Shenandoah Valley.
m  Structures considered ineligible for the National Register because they
either do not retain integrity or do not relate to the period of significance
- Drilled Well (ca.1970)
- Collapsed Outbuilding (date unknown)
- Chicken House (ca. post-1937)
- Driveway (date unknown) and Brick Gate Piers (ca. post-1969)
- Manmade Pond (ca. post-1969)
- Metal Storage Building (modern)

- Additional Recently-Constructed Outbuildings — Chicken House, Loafing

Sheds and Livestock Pen, and Wood Frame Shed

m  Significance and National Register eligibility could not be evaluated due to

insufficient information

- Multiple Fence Remnants (dates unknown)



Whether vernacular or high style, these homes and structures are tangible
reminders of the park community’s past and the cultural heritage of their builders
and users. Roads, too, are structures, and many of the primary and secondary
roads in the park are historic. Other structures in the park include smaller-scale

features such as historical monuments and cemeteries.

3.2.7 Cultural Landscapes

Historical settlement and development patterns and natural and cultural
characteristics are important elements of the cultural landscape of the park.
Landscape characteristics are the tangible evidence of the activities and habits of
the people who occupied, developed, used, and shaped the landscape to serve
human needs, and these characteristics may reflect the beliefs, attitudes, traditions,
and values of the people. Collectively, landscape features and patterns, and their
relationship over time, imprint and reflect human history and give it its character.
Three land use history maps of the park area for 1864, 1937, and 2006, prepared
as part of the Land Use History for Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP, provide useful
data pertaining to cultural landscape resources—these maps are included as Figures

2, 3, and 4, respectively.

A draft cultural landscape inventory (DCLI) of the Whitham Farm was completed in
November 2007. The DCLI identifies the following landscape characteristics for the
Whitham farmstead: natural systems, topography, spatial organization, land use,
circulation, vegetation, buildings and structures, views and vistas, small-scale
features, and archeological sites. The Whitham farmstead parcel is considered
significant for National Register listing for its association with the Civil War. As
noted above, the farmhouse has been extensively modified, but remains in the
same location. The rural character of the farmstead remains preserved and the
gently sloping land, road trace, farmhouse (excluding subsequent additions), and
strategic views evoke the Civil War and are present to assist in understanding the

strategic role of the landscape in the historic battle.

The following sections summarize the principal landscape characteristics that

contribute to the character of the park.

m  Overall Spatial Organization/Response to the Natural Environment

By 1864 the southern portion of the present-day park area remained heavily
forested, while the majority of the landscape was agricultural. A network of roads
connected residential, industrial, and agricultural land uses. The Valley Pike
physically divided the landscape into two halves. The road served as the major
north-south transportation corridor through the Lower Shenandoah for early settlers,
as well as soldiers during the Civil War (in the area of the present-day park, the
Valley Pike generally traversed in a southwesterly to northeasterly direction

between Strasburg and Middletown). Dispersed along the turnpike were properties,
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including the Belle Grove Plantation, Solomon Heater Farm, and the Daniel Stickley

Mill complex.

East of the Valley Pike, roads physically connecting settlements and mills included
Long Meadow Lane, Bowman Road, and Hite Road. Settlements in the area
included the J.A. Baldwin, Mclnturf, and C.l. Hite (Whitham) farms; the Long
Meadow and Harmony Hall plantations; and Bowman’s Mill. Adjoining these
settlement clusters were open areas that were used for grain and livestock
production. To the west of the Valley Pike, Belle Grove Lane, Hite Road, and two
unnamed farm roads connected the Miller and Ridenour farms and Hottle Mill with

the surrounding settlements and farmsteads.

The locations for plantations, farmsteads, and settlements within the present-day
park boundaries were directly related to their proximity to the Shenandoah River
and its principal tributaries, Cedar Creek and Meadow Brook. Many of the larger
dwellings were constructed of limestone, thus implying the existence of quarries or

natural outcroppings.

Located east of State Route 11, 1-81 has become the major transportation corridor
and underlying agent of suburbanization in the park area since 1971. Currently,
increasing population growth from the expansion of the Washington, D.C.,
metropolitan area has encroached on lands within the park area, adversely affecting

the historic character of the landscape.

= Vegetation

Early accounts of the Lower Shenandoah Valley during the 18" century indicate that
the majority of the valley was forested and dominated by deciduous trees
interspersed with a variety of flowering shrubs. Oaks and hickories comprised the
majority of the forest in more fertile soils, while pines and conifers were found
scattered throughout more sandy and stony soils. Besides areas in which
hardwoods thrived, the Lower Shenandoah landscape included areas of poor land,

known as barrens, where nothing but pine trees would grow.

Open meadows were also found in the valley. Although the origin of these open
areas requires further research, they may have been the result of American Indians
clearing the land, periodic flooding, accidental fire, or severe storms. These
openings in the forests were of great value to both American Indians and European
settlers who used them to locate dwellings, plant and cultivate crops, and raise
livestock. Both native and non-native vegetation are present in the park and

equally contribute to the character of the cultural landscape.

As a result of the large-scale destruction of farms and mills during the Civil War,
grain and livestock production declined drastically in the Lower Shenandoah.

However, agricultural production slowly recovered during the postwar years; during



the late 19" and early 20" centuries, forested lands along the uplands, east of the
Valley Pike, were fragmented as a result of extensive clearing for agricultural and

pasture use. Figure 3.2 depicts the vegetation and land use character of the park
for the year 1864, and Figure 3.3 depicts the vegetation and land use character of

the park for the year 1937.

Agricultural activity in the Lower Shenandoah Valley declined during the late 20"
century, resulting in a substantial decrease of farmland in many areas. The recent
growth of towns, such as Middletown and Strasburg, along with highway
development and limestone mining expansion, has resulted in the loss of open
space and forested lands in the Lower Shenandoah. Figure 3.4 depicts the existing

(2006) vegetative conditions and land use character of the park.

m  Land Use

In the open meadows found in the Lower Shenandoah, American Indians typically
grew corn, beans, and squash, while Scots-Irish and German settlers grew wheat,
rye, barley, oats, corn, flax, hemp, and tobacco. Although the emphasis in
agricultural production evolved over time from a locally contained agricultural
economy to regionally and nationally based markets, grain and livestock production
remained integral components of the landscape throughout the 18" and 19"

centuries.

Various features in the park contributed to the cultural landscape within which the
Battle of Cedar Creek was fought and thus provide an understanding of how the
park lands were used by military forces. In effect, the network of towns, roads,
bridges, farms, plantations, mills, and quarries that shaped the mid-19" century
landscape, in conjunction with the natural terrain over which those features were
draped, defined the area and setting of military action. The region’s rolling
topography, including Pout’s Hill, Hupp’s Hill, Three Top Mountain, Signal Knob, and
Massanutten Mountain, allowed military personnel to survey and observe the
surrounding lands and strategize for battle. The existing road network, including
the Valley Pike, provided an efficient means of transporting soldiers up and down
the valley. While Cedar Creek and the Shenandoah River formed natural defensive
walls with steep ravines and slopes, the fords and bridges previously built for
industrial and residential needs served as crossing points for both armies. As a
result, locations of fords influenced the construction of defensive earthworks. The
Bowman’s Mill, McInturff’'s, and Bowman fords are fundamental resources from
which the general contours of one of the most complicated and daring flanking
maneuvers of the war can be interpreted. While the forested areas provided
opportunities for concealment, the presence of open farmlands enabled large
numbers of troops to gather for battle. Many of the buildings and structures in the
valley were used for military housing, headquarters, and field hospitals. A line of

earthworks established by the Union VIII and XIX Corps as part of their
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encampment defenses in October 1864 has been documented. Exceptions to this
might be the Valley Pike Bridge that was repeatedly burned and rebuilt during the
course of the war, and the Daniel Stickley Mill complex that was deliberately

destroyed to prepare the Union field of fire. Figure 3.2 depicts the vegetation and

land use character of the park for the year 1864.

During the late 19" and early 20™ centuries, agricultural production slowly
recovered from the large-scale destruction of farms and mills during the Civil War.
Fields surrounding many previously identified settlements were enlarged and apple
orchards and other farmsteads were developed in the area. By the early 20"
century, the Lower Shenandoah experienced a phenomenal rise in apple production
as apples replaced wheat as the primary cash crop and apple orchards dotted the
landscape. Figure 3.3 depicts the vegetation and land use character of the park for

the year 1937.

During the 20™ century, mining for limestone, shale, sand, and crushed stone
developed into an important industry in the Lower Shenandoah, resulting in the
opening and operation of many quarries. Construction of the Manassas Gap
Railroad to Strasburg in 1867 contributed to the later establishment of the Meadow
Mills community and development of limestone quarries in its vicinity. Although
small-scale quarries, including the Conner Lime Kiln, were in operation during the
early 20™ century, large-scale quarry activity commenced after the 1930s. Figure

3.3 depicts the vegetation and land use character of the park for the year 1937.

Agricultural activity in the Lower Shenandoah Valley declined during the late 20™
century, resulting in a substantial decrease of farmland and a corresponding
increase of reforestation in many areas. Vineyard cultivation and cattle production
have become the predominant agricultural activities in recent decades. The recent
growth of towns, such as Middletown and Strasburg, along with highway
development and limestone mining expansion, has resulted in the loss of open
space and elements of the Lower Shenandoah’s rural character. Figure 3.4 depicts

the existing (2006) vegetative conditions and land use character of the park.

= Circulation

The contemporary road system through the park is largely based on historic routes
and patterns. Early roads were aligned based on functional need, proximity to
natural landforms, and property lines. At a smaller scale, local roads were required

to link families, farms and plantations, industrial sites, and towns.

Previously used by American Indians as a migratory route and for hunting, the
major north-south trending route through the Shenandoah Valley, known as the
Great Warrior Path and later as the Great Wagon Road and Valley Pike, became a

major transportation corridor for European settlers. Because of its importance as
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well as its convenience, many European settlements were developed along this

former American Indian trail.

From the beginning, the Great Wagon Road and Valley Pike served as the
transportation spine through the Shenandoah Valley. Eventually, roads would
branch from it to form a network of transportation corridors, connecting settlements
with individual farms, industry, towns, and major cities. In 1918 the Valley Pike
was incorporated into the first Virginia state highway system. Designated initially
as State Route 3 and later changed to State Route 11 in 1926, the road, which was
realigned and widened in 1929, remained the regional north-south thoroughfare
through the Lower Shenandoah until the completion, in 1971, of 1-81 (which
generally followed State 11). While 1-81 became the major transportation corridor
through the valley, subsequent construction of 1-66, which connected the
Washington, D.C., metropolitan area with 1-81 between Middletown and Strasburg,
led to increasing population growth in the Lower Shenandoah during the late 20"
and early 21% centuries. Thereafter, State Route 11 was realigned as a secondary

transportation route.

Most railroads built in Virginia before the Civil War were located east of the Blue
Ridge Mountains and designed to connect the Piedmont with the Tidewater cities of
eastern Virginia. Even with the construction of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad in
1834 and the Manassas Gap Railroad in 1854, the majority of the Shenandoah
Valley remained underserved by railroads until after the Civil War. In 1867, the
Winchester and Strasburg Railroad connected Harpers Ferry to the rail line
stretching south to Harrisonburg. The rail line, which was constructed west of the
Valley Pike in the park area, eventually became part of the Baltimore and Ohio
Railroad network, and its location contributed to establishment of the community of

Meadow Mills and its nearby limestone quarries.

m  Building and Settlement Patterns

Prior to European settlement, the Shenandoah Valley was occupied by various
American Indian groups. Used as a central corridor for travel, migration, hunting,
and planting, American Indian occupation was apparent throughout the valley based
on the landscape features found by early European settlers. These features
included fields, mounds, graves, and fire-cleared forests. Following American Indian
precedents, European settlers located their dwellings in open areas near rivers and
streams. In several instances, Europeans located their farmsteads, plantations, and

settlements on abandoned American Indian sites.

Typical dwellings built in North America by early Scots-Irish and German settlers
were rectangular and relatively small wooden structures located near adjoining
fields containing gardens and crops. Many of the larger dwellings, such as

plantation homes, were constructed of limestone.
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Prior to the Civil War the cultural geography of the park lands and contiguous areas
was shaped by the emergence of highly profitable plantations and family farms.
Dispersed along the turnpike between Middletown on the north and Strasburg on
the south was Belle Grove Plantation, the Solomon Heater farm, and the Daniel
Stickley Mill complex. East of the Valley Pike, roads physically connected
settlements and towns, mills, and dispersed farmsteads. Adjoining these settlement
clusters were open areas used for grain and livestock production. West of the
Valley Pike, Belle Grove Lane, Hite Road, and two unnamed farm roads connected

family farms and the Hottle Mill with the surrounding settlements and towns.

During the late 19" and early 20" centuries the Lower Shenandoah was the scene
of a tremendous building boom. In addition to new construction, older structures
were often enlarged and renovated using modern building techniques and styles.
New communities, such as Meadow Mills, were established as a result of limestone
quarrying and other economic activities, and towns such as Middletown and
Strasburg grew in population as a result of railroad expansion and connections and

the rise of the automobile era.

As a result of substantial growth and the construction of 1-81 and 1-66, the number
of people moving to the Shenandoah Valley from the Washington, D.C. metropolitan
area and adjacent regions of West Virginia and western Maryland has increased
significantly during the past several decades. During the post-World War 1l era,
growth has occurred in many parts of the park area, especially along State Route 11
and Hite Mill Road. Currently, growth has affected the area west of 1-81 more than
the area to the east. The majority of recent development has occurred adjacent to
Middletown, along State Route 11 and feeder roads that connect to Route 11. East
of 1-81, the primary growth pattern is widely scattered and found along Long
Meadow and Bowman Mill roads. Development pressure is slowly occurring from

Strasburg in the lower southeast portion of the park area.

m Views and Vistas

Historic scenes as well as contemporary perceptual qualities also contribute to the
significance of the landscape. These views, which are based on character-defining

features of the cultural landscape, can be treated as tangible resources.

The complex landforms, natural and cultural landscapes, and pastoral views within
and adjacent to the park, as well as the scenic mountain views and vistas that one
obtains from the park, are among the most beautiful in the Lower Shenandoah
Valley. While the region’s scenic beauty is something to be celebrated, it also
provides context and meaning to the park because virtually all human activities in
the region have been inseparable from the lands on which they evolved. Although
American Indians and subsequent European settlers were attracted to the region by
its abundance of resources, the Lower Shenandoah’s scenic beauty also may have

likely served as an inducement for settlement. Thus, the views and vistas



associated with the Lower Shenandoah are significant for the role they played in the
region’s developmental history. Many of these landscapes and viewsheds,
particularly along major highways and near nodes of settlement such as Strasburg
and Middletown, are being altered by increasing modern development, thus
threatening the continued existence of significant features that contribute to the

region’s beauty and historical context.

m Small-Scale Features

A variety of small-scale features found in the park add character and texture to the
cultural landscape. Many of these features are associated with the Belle Grove
Plantation as well as other plantations, homes, and farmsteads. Stonewall
remnants associated with the Valley Pike, historic gates and fences, remnant
orchards, hedgerows, building ruins, historic and commemorative monuments, such
as the Ramseur Monument, and individual grave markers in cemeteries collectively

give richness to the cultural landscape of the park.

By 1864 small family cemeteries were located on the Harmony Hall (Bowman
Cemetery) and Long Meadow (Hite Cemetery) properties. A Hite family cemetery
was located on the C.l. Hite (Whitham) property, and a slave cemetery was sited
north of the Belle Grove manor house overlooking Meadow Brook. In addition, two
other identified cemeteries were located within the legislated park boundaries in
1864. These were the Middletown Cemetery (referred to as Mt. Carmel), located in
the northeast section of the park, and an unidentified cemetery along Belle
Grove/Long Meadow Lane. Although Civil War soldiers were buried in both
cemeteries, the unidentified site along Belle Grove/Long Meadow Lane may have
been used solely for that purpose. By 1937 the Mt. Carmel Cemetery, which had
been expanded in size, was the only burial ground within the present-day park

boundaries other than the small family cemeteries.

3.2.8 Museum Collections

Although the NPS currently does not possess any object, artifact, or archival
collections relating to Cedar Creek and Belle Grove NHP, it is anticipated that
archeological research will be conducted on NPS-administered lands in the future.
Artifacts collected during that research, as well as associated materials, will result in
park collections that require curation and preservation. A survey of the contents of
the structures on the Whitham property should be conducted to identify potential
government-owned artifacts. Additionally, during the life of the plan, the park may

acquire lands that will likely generate collections that require management.

The park’s Key Partners currently have collections of cultural resource objects,
artifacts, and archives relating to the lands they own that have been compiled as a
result of various archeological, historical, and architectural studies. The Cedar

Creek Battlefield Foundation operates a small visitor contact facility, with
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interpretive exhibits and a bookstore, in a commercial building on the heights along
the Valley Pike overlooking the Cedar Creek Battlefield. The Shenandoah Valley
Battlefields Foundation provides financial assistance to its partners for developing
and expanding their interpretive, museum, and educational programs throughout

the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National Historic District.

The Belle Grove Manor House and surrounding grounds—owned by the National
Trust for Historic Preservation and funded and operated by Belle Grove, Inc.—
provide visitors with opportunities to experience a well-preserved 18™"-century
plantation, working farm, and architectural gem of the Lower Shenandoah Valley.
All rooms in the manor house, which is operated as a historic house museum,
contain objects and furnishings that are historically relevant to the Hite family or
were characteristic of the Shenandoah Valley during the manor house’s period of
significance. In addition, Belle Grove maintains an extensive collection of research
files, technical reports, and published works relating to historical development of the
plantation. Belle Grove serves the Shenandoah Valley and Virginia as an
educational center through the many interpretive programs it offers, and folkways
demonstrations maintain the presence of both the ethnic and Lower Shenandoah

crafts heritage.

3.3 Natural Environment

As noted earlier, this chapter includes information on all natural resources and
values for the park for the purpose of compiling this information for this first GMP.
However, not all of the natural resources described here will be analyzed in the EIS
portion of this document. The following resources and values may potentially be
affected by the GMP alternatives: Soils, Groundwater, Surface Water Quality,
Vegetation, and Scenic/Visual Resources/Viewsheds. The information presented
here for these topics serves as the description of the Affected Environment in
accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
All other topics and information included in this section are presented as

background but have been dismissed from further analysis in the EIS.

The park is mostly rural, but does contain incorporated, developed areas of
Middletown and is influenced by adjacent development in Strasburg. The park
consists of diverse biological communities, including forested uplands, open
grasslands, and river valley bottoms. The park contains many streams and creeks
and is bordered to the south by the North Fork of the Shenandoah River. In general,
the park’s landscapes are more natural and less disturbed to the south. The park’s
landscape features and natural setting have been identified as fundamental

resources and values (NPS 2006a).




3.3.1 Topography

The topography of the area consists of long, parallel, narrow, even-crested ridges
rising above intervening valleys of varying size. These elongated geologic
structures produce a trellis (branching) drainage system, resulting in a relatively
large number of streams occurring in the area. The park is situated in a valley that
contains rolling uplands that are flanked by discontinuous ridges, bluffs, and
foothills aligned in a northeasterly direction. Elevations in the park range between
500 and 700 feet (Donaldson 2005). The geography, topography, and landscape

features of the region have been identified as fundamental values (NPS 2006a).

3.3.2 Climate

Considerable topographic heterogeneity in western Virginia induces a diversity of
local weather conditions and microclimates. The climate of the Ridge and Valley
province is moderate, being significantly warmer and drier than that of both the
Blue Ridge and the mountains to the west. The average temperature in January is
32 degrees Fahrenheit (with an average low of 21 degrees), while summertime
temperatures rise to an average of 75 degrees in July (with an average high of 88
degrees) (Weatherbase 2006). Prevailing westerly air masses are forced upward
over the Appalachians and release most of their moisture on the windward side of
the mountains, leaving the area in a “rain shadow” of the higher Alleghany ridges to
the west. Annual precipitation averages about 35 inches. Of this, about 22 inches,
or 63 percent, usually falls in April through September (USDA 1987). The growing
season for most crops falls within this period. Average seasonal snowfall is just less

than 30 inches (USDA 1984, 1987).

3.3.3  Air Quality

The park is a Class Il area under the Clean Air Act. The park’s air quality met
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standards in 2003 for airborne particulate
matter (PM10) and sulfur dioxide; however, ozone standards were exceeded that
same year (Donaldson 2005). Currently, the area still is not in compliance with EPA
standards for 8-hour ozone concentrations, but is in compliance for all other criteria

pollutants (VDEQ 2006).

About 55 percent of the park’s total land area is in Frederick County, which
participates in the EPA’s Early Action Compact (EAC) program that is designed to
reduce ground-level ozone pollution. Communities with Early Action Compacts will
start reducing air pollution one to at least two years earlier than required by the
Clean Air Act. As long as EAC Areas meet agreed upon milestones, the impact of
not being in compliance with EPA standards is deferred. Frederick County is
required to meet ozone attainment standards no later than December 31, 2007

(EPA 2006).
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3.3.4 Lightscape Management

As our cities and towns grow, the places where the public can find and enjoy clear
views of our nighttime celestial skies are becoming fewer in number. Lightscape, or

night sky, is an often overlooked part of the environment.

Light pollution is the visible intrusion of light into our nighttime environment. The
source of much of this pollution can be attributed to poorly designed outdoor light
fixtures that allow light to stray beyond the intended purpose. The impacts of poor
nighttime lighting include urban sky glow (the brightening of nighttime skies and
the decreased visibility at night), glare, the trespass of light, and wasted energy
(International Dark Sky Association 2006). Light pollution can adversely affect
night-flying migratory birds and other wildlife, and can impact visitor experience.
The primary sources of light pollution are poorly designed building and roadway

light fixtures and vehicle lights.

There are several sources of light that affect the park’s lightscape, or night sky
conditions. 1-81 and U.S. 11 contribute unnatural light due to vehicle headlights.
Trains contribute unnatural light as well. The Chemstone Plant, adjacent to park
lands, is a significant source of light pollution. Nearby residential developments,
industrial parks, and the towns of Middletown and Strasburg also contribute
additional light that is visible from the park and disrupts night sky viewing.
Facilities in the park also contribute minimal light. Nearly all of the park is affected
by non-natural sources of light; however, night sky conditions in portions of the

interior of the southern half of the park are less disturbed.

3.3.5 Soundscape Management

Soundscapes include both natural and human components. Natural soundscapes
include all naturally occurring sounds such as waves on the shoreline, running water,
bird calls, wind blowing through trees, or thunder. It also includes “natural quiet”
that occurs in the absence of natural or human-caused sound. The opportunity to
experience natural sounds or natural quiet is an enjoyable part of some visitor

experiences at the park.

Noise is generally defined as unwanted or intrusive sound. Sounds are described as
noise if they interfere with an activity or disturb the person hearing them. Many
factors affect how an individual responds to noise. In most cases, when noise is
present in a park, it is considered a mild aggravation but in other cases that noise
can disrupt the quality of a visitor’s experience. Through the study of acoustic
ecology, it has been determined that noise also has the potential to alter wildlife
behavior and is important to species survival. Noise can also detract from the
portrayal of historical events and in some circumstances alter the physical condition

of park resources.



Nearly all of the park is affected by non-natural sounds. Several sources of intrusive
sounds exist within and around the park. The major source of noise is attributed to
vehicles on roads that pass through the park. 1-81 and U.S. 11 bisect the park and
contribute erratic, but permanent, sounds from highway traffic that can be heard
from many areas of the park. Noise intrusions are greatest at sites that are
immediately adjacent to the 1-81 corridor, such as Harmony Hall. The expansion of
1-81 through the park would contribute additional noise pollution during
construction. In addition, trains that pass through the park can be heard
throughout the park. The limestone quarry that is adjacent to the park probably
also affects conditions for natural quiet within the park due to blasting and the

operation of heavy equipment.

Maintenance activities, such as lawn mowing and leaf blowing, can produce noise
and disrupt natural quiet in the park. Other sound disruptions could be created by
visitors talking and shouting, primarily around developed areas like visitor contact
facilities and popular interpretive sites; sounds generated during reenactments such
as the firing of cannons and guns, and cavalry activities could be disruptive, as well.
The presence of natural quiet and the natural soundscape is probably greatest in

portions of the interior of the southern half of the park.

3.3.6 Scenic/Visual Resources/Viewsheds

Scenic resources and viewsheds are important elements of visitor experience.
Natural landscapes and panoramic views, particularly of Massanutten Mountain, the
Blue Ridge Mountains, and the Allegheny Mountains that flank the Shenandoah
Valley, have been identified as fundamental to the park’s purpose and significance
(NPS 2006A). Scenic resources define the park’s contextual setting and contribute
to the integrity of the park’s battlefields and other cultural resources. The once
predominantly agrarian and rural landscape of the area is changing and rural and

suburban development is slowly claiming the pastoral landscape.

The park’s scenery is defined by a rural, pastoral landscape that is punctuated by
elements of the built environment, such as plantation homes, farmsteads, church
spires, and small town streetscapes. Interesting patterns of agricultural fields and
woodlots add to the charm and quality of the area, while views of the many creeks
and streams that flow through the park display its rich natural heritage. These
natural features and vegetative patterns have been identified as fundamental values
and other important values, respectively (NPS 2006A). In the southern portion of
the park, views of Signal Knob and other prominent ridges and natural features

typify the open landscape that was instrumental in the battles that took place there.

The park’s scenic qualities are affected by a variety of permanent structures and
land use activities within and adjacent to the park. Some of these structures, such
as historic plantation homes and farm buildings, contribute to the pastoral

landscape and scenic views. Others, like the towering Burger King sign along 1-81
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and the backdrop that the Chemstone Quarry and recent commercial developments
provide, negatively impact the park’s viewshed. Also impacting the park’s scenic
views are 1-81, 1-66 and other roadways, a railroad, an industrial business park,
and expanding residential and commercial developments. In some areas, forested
buffers help to block intrusive views; however, many of the permanent structures
and activities are visible from the battlefield and other areas of the park (Lowe
1995). The section of the park south of 1-81 probably has the highest visual

integrity due to minimal access (Lowe 1995).

The expansion of transportation corridors in the park and in the region, in particular
1-81, will affect the scenic qualities of the park. Increasing commercial and

residential development in the area will also impact viewsheds in the park over time.

3.3.7 Geologic Resources

The park is located within the Ridge and Valley physiographic province. This
province is characterized by folded beds of sedimentary rock that were deposited in
the lapetus Ocean during the Paleozoic Era and form long, narrow, parallel ridges
and valleys (Scotese 2003). Generally, sandstones compose the ridge tops and
carbonate rocks such as limestone form the valleys. The park is located in the
Valley of Virginia, one of two subregions of the Ridge and Valley province. The
Valley of Virginia is a regional name for the larger Great Valley, which stretches

from New York to Alabama (Woodward 1997).

The park includes six main geologic formations, most of which were deposited in the
shallow, tropical, lapetus Ocean that existed for at least 70 million years (Roberts
2003). Some of these formations are fossiliferous, and others produce high calcium
limestone that is quarried in the area. The younger alluvium and terrace deposits
occur along the floodplains of streams and rivers, particularly in the southern
portion of the park, and consist of deposits of sand, silt, and clay with minor
amounts of rounded gravel. The limestone geologic system of the region has been

identified as an important park value (NPS 2006A).

] Karst Features

The dissolving of the carbonate rocks that underlie the park results in karst
topography (Woodward 1997). Karst topography is typically identified on the
ground surface by features such as cave openings, sinkholes, sinking streams, and
springs. Caves in the area have the potential to host rare invertebrates and

vertebrates.

Karst features are more commonly found outside the park boundary; however,
there are a few examples inside the park. Panther Cave, located along the banks of
Cedar Creek, is a prominent feature in the park and is a representative example of

karst topography. Panther Cave has been designated a “Significant Cave” by the



Virginia Cave Board due to its archaeological significance. Panther Cave is located

on a steep stream embankment and is accessible only from Cedar Creek.

Sinkholes increase in size and become more abundant near incised (entrenched)
streams. This is evident along Cedar Creek and the North Fork of the Shenandoah
River. The greater development of sinkholes near streams has been attributed to
the steepened hydraulic gradient and increased rate of ground water flow in these
areas (Orndorff 2002). The difference in elevation between the surface of the
ground and the stream level causes this phenomenon. Sinkholes are unique
features that provide niche habitats and affect drainage networks in the area. A
sinkhole complex located along the western boundary of the park near the Meadow
Mills area is considered significant and has the potential to host rare natural
resources (Orndorff 2006). One of the sinkholes is within the park; two others are
located to the northwest just outside of the park boundary. There are no cave
openings at these sites. Ogdens Cave, located about one mile north of this area,
was recently acquired and protected by the state of Virginia because of its rare
fauna. The Meadow Mills sinkhole complex is believed to have similar geologic and
hydrologic conditions and, therefore, has the potential to host rare and endemic
species (Orndorff 2006). Endemic species are those that are restricted to, or native,

to one particular region.

3.3.8 Paleontological Resources

Geologic formations in the park are composed of parent material that contains
paleontological resources. No formal resource inventories have been conducted in
the park; however, the Valley and Ridge province is known to be fossiliferous.
These fossils are typically well below the surface; however, some fossils in the area
are exposed where road cuts and rock outcrops occur. Preliminary research
indicates that the greatest potential for paleontological resources is on private

property within the authorized park boundary or just outside of the park.

3.3.9 Soils

A variety of soil types exist in the park. Soils in the northern portion of the park
were weathered from limestones and dolomites, which have high calcium carbonate
content. These soils have a much higher capacity to buffer acidic water than those
in the southern half of the park. The southern soils are weathered from sandstones,

siltstones, and acidic shales, which have low calcium carbonate content.

In Frederick County, the soils were formed in material weathered from limestone;
are located on terrain that ranges from gently sloping to steep; and are deep and
well drained with fine textured subsoil. The major soil associations found in the
park in Frederick County are Oaklet-Carbo-Chilhowie and Frederick-Poplimento-
Oaklet. These soils occur in valley uplands that are dissected by drainages. The

mayjority of the areas where these soils can be found have been cleared for
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agriculture use (USDA 1987). Those areas that have not been cleared generally are

steep and rocky and have remained in mixed hardwoods.

In Shenandoah County, the major soil associations found in the park are Chilhowie-
Carbo-Endcav, Weikert-Berks-Laidig, and Lehew-Gainesboro, Unison-Moomaw-
Braddock. These soils are found in varying topographic environments with varying
parent materials, including limestone-shale uplands, colluvial shale or sandstone
found on uplands and mountain side slopes, and alluvial materials found on river
terraces (USDA 1991). These soils range from gently sloping to steep; and are

mostly deep and well drained with a loamy or clayey subsoil.

In Warren County, the soils were formed in residuum of shale and sandstone on
uplands. They range from gently sloping to very steep; are shallow to deep; and
are somewhat well drained with a loamy or clayey subsoil (USDA 1984). The major
soil associations found in the park in Warren County are Berks-Blairton-Weikert and
Berks-Weikert-Sequoia. Areas with these soils consist of hills and ridges with short

to medium, smooth slopes that are highly dissected by small streams.

The park’s valley soils are considered to be highly fertile and productive. The rich
soils and natural resources of the area were what attracted early European settlers
to the region, and allowed the Shenandoah Valley to be used for farming since the

early 1700s (Heritage Partners, Inc. 2000).

Some areas of the park also contain hydric soils that may support wetlands. Hydric
soil is defined as “a soil that formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or
ponding long enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in
the upper part” (USDA 1991). Though the individual soil series within the park are
not considered hydric, those series with flooding could have hydric soils in areas

that are saturated.

Highly erodible soils as well as potentially highly erodible soils appear to be
scattered throughout the park. Soils that are not highly erodible are located mainly

along floodplains of streams and rivers where slopes are minimal.

Many of the soils in the park have been disturbed and altered. The causes of these
changes include changes in vegetation, cultivation practices, grazing by non-native
animals, and the construction of roads, residences, and other structures. Natural

and human-caused soil erosion also has likely affected the park’s soils.

Most of the soils in the park have limitations for building and recreational develop-
ment. In general, limitations on building site development range from moderate to
severe due to issues with depth to bedrock, slope, clay content, wetness, shrink-
swell potential, low strength, and the presence of large stones (USDA 1991, 1987,
1984). Limitations on picnic areas range from moderate to severe due to slope,

slow percolation, wetness, and the presence of small stones. Limitations for paths



and trails range from slight to severe due to slope, the potential for erosion, and the

presence of large stones (USDA 1991, 1987, 1984).

3.3.10 Prime and Unique Farmlands

Prime farmlands are defined as land that has the best combination of physical and
chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops
and is also available for these uses. Prime farmlands have the soil quality, growing
season, and moisture supply needed to produce economically sustained high yields
of crops when treated and managed according to acceptable farming methods,
including water management. In general, prime farmlands have an adequate and
dependable water supply from precipitation or irrigation, a favorable temperature
and growing season, acceptable acidity or alkalinity, acceptable salt and sodium
content, and few or no rocks. Prime farmlands are based on mapped soil types and
are scattered throughout the park, primarily in floodplains. They represent

approximately 15 percent of the park (Figure 3.5).

Unique farmlands are lands other than prime farmland that are used for the
production of specific high value food and fiber crops. No unique farmlands have

been identified in the park.

The park also contains farmland of statewide importance, which represents about
40 percent of the park (Figure 3.5). Farmland of statewide importance includes
soils defined by the state that are nearly prime and produce high crop yields when

treated and managed according to acceptable farming methods.

Prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance generally occur in the
northern portion of the park and appear to exist over more alkaline soils created
from Pinesburg Station Dolomite and the Rockdale Run Formation (undivided) and
the Edinburg Formation, Lincolnshire Limestone, and New Market Limestone
(undivided).

3.3.11 Water Resources

The park is located within the watershed of the North Fork of the Shenandoah River,
which drains approximately 3,000 square miles. The North Fork of the Shenandoah
River drains into the Potomac River, which is part of the larger 64,000 square mile
Chesapeake Bay watershed. The park contains over 19 miles of streams and rivers,
including several major ones like Meadow Brook, Stickley Run, Cedar Creek, and the
North Fork of the Shenandoah River (Figure 3.6). The park also contains numerous
intermittent streams that are scattered throughout the park, many of which are
unnamed. Surface water is limited to the waterways mentioned above, along with a
few ponds or impoundments created for agricultural purposes. Subsurface water
resources include groundwater and the Conococheague aquifer that underlies the
park. Water resources are vital to plant and animal life, contribute to recreational

opportunities, and provide water for agricultural production and domestic water
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supply. Hydrology, water quantity, and water quality are important parameters to

be considered for both the park and the region.

m  Groundwater

Subsurface waters include groundwater and the carbonate aquifer system of the
northern Shenandoah Valley. The aquifer that underlies that park is referred to as
the Conococheague aquifer, probably because it is partly located within the
Conococheague geologic formation. The hydrogeology of the Conococheague
aquifer is complex. The movement of groundwater through the aquifer is
determined by a large number of variables, including rates of surface recharge,
topography of the land surface, and the thickness and conductivity of rock layers
within the aquifer. Movement of groundwater also is affected by numerous faults

and folds in the aquifer.

The primary source of recharge to the Conococheague aquifer is precipitation that
infiltrates the land surface. Some recharge also occurs through streambeds. The
depth to water in the aquifer varies with location and season. Depth to the high
water table ranges from 30 to 450 feet (USDA 1987). Discharge from the aquifer
occurs as spring flows, base flow to streams, artesian well flow, and
evapotranspiration. In places where limestone dominates in the Valley and Ridge
province, ground water yields can be as high as 3,000 gallons per minute (Virginia

Water Resources Research Center 2002).

Groundwater is a major source of water supply for the area - over half of Frederick
County residents rely on it as their sole source of domestic water (Frederick County
2003). Groundwater emerges as seeps or springs where the folded and faulted
Risking Formation or other permeable bedrock comes into contact with less
permeable strata such as the Marcellus shales (Bousquet et al. 2004). The flows of
springs in the park have naturally fluctuated over time. Groundwater levels and
spring flows vary in response to changes in precipitation. Currently, existing water
sources and ground water barely meet the demands for water by area residents and
farmers (Heritage Partners, Inc. 2000). Water supplies are under great pressure,
and population growth in the region is exacerbating the problem. The future
availability of water is a concern for area residents. The susceptibility of the area’s
groundwater, and thus the aquifer, to contamination due to the geologic conditions

of the area further contributes to the concern about groundwater quality