
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
 

CONSTRUCT NEW AMPHITHEATER  
 

CARL SANDBURG HOME NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 
 

 
On April 1, 2010, the National Park Service (NPS) issued an Environmental Assessment (EA) 
analyzing impacts associated with a proposal to remove the existing amphitheater at Carl 
Sandburg Home National Historic Site and construct a replacement amphitheater at a new 
location in the park.  The existing amphitheater was built prior to any comprehensive visitor 
services planning for the park. Constructing a replacement amphitheater in a new location is one 
of the action items in the park’s approved 2003 General Management Plan.  Moving the 
amphitheater would allow NPS to rehabilitate a significant cultural landscape adjacent to the 
historic Sandburg home.     
 
The purpose of this document is to record the decision of the NPS and to declare a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) 
regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act Of 1969 (NEPA). 
 
Background 
 
Carl Sandburg Home National Historic Site (park) was established by Congress as a unit of the 
National Park System in the Act of October 17, 1968 (Public Law 90-592; 82 Stat. 1154) (the 
Act).  The mission of the park is to preserve the legacy of Carl Sandburg and communicate the 
stories of his works, life, and significance as an American poet, writer, historian, biographer of 
Abraham Lincoln, and social activist.  The park preserves and interprets the farm, Connemara, 
where Sandburg and his family lived for the last 22 years of his life (1945-1967).   
 
At present, the park consists of 263.52 acres in Federal ownership.  The park contains the 
original Sandburg estate and is managed and preserved in its entirety as a cultural resource of 
national significance. Generally, park resources can be categorized by association with the main 
house, Carl Sandburg’s literary and musical works, Mrs. Sandburg’s dairy goat farm operation, 
and woodland. The core of the main house-associated elements includes the main house and 
furnishings, subsidiary buildings and their furnishings, associated trails, and the landscape 
immediately surrounding those elements. The principal features of the farm are the barn (which 
includes facilities for milking goats), farm manager’s house, barn garage, an equipment storage 
building, furnishings associated with those structures and pasture land. Approximately 75% of 
the park area is covered by a mixed pine and hardwood forest. 
 
Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 
 
The park’s approved General Management Plan (GMP) calls for the existing amphitheater near 
the main house to be replaced by a new facility constructed at one of the three sites identified in 
the plan.  The landscape of the old amphitheater is to be restored to period of significance 
conditions. Design alternatives for the new amphitheater are to be developed in a more detailed 
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planning document that will follow the environmental assessment and be coordinated with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer and the public as required by the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and NPS policy.  
 
The purpose of the proposed action is to carry out the foregoing prescriptions from the GMP.   
The project is needed because existing visitor facilities at the park were built prior to any 
comprehensive visitor services planning.  While the existing amphitheater has been in use for 
many years, the structure is officially classified as temporary. There have been suggestions that 
the proximity of the amphitheater to the main house disturbs the interpretive experience during 
periods when particularly loud or active programs are occurring.  The present location of the 
amphitheater also constitutes an intrusion into the historic scene.  The proposed action (i.e., 
construct new amphitheater) is needed to alleviate noise impacts to the visitor experience and 
restore the historic scene in the vicinity of the main house.     

 
Alternatives Considered 
 
The NPS considered two alternatives in the EA process:  one action alternative and a no-action 
alternative (see below).   
 
Alternative A: No Action/Continue Current Management  
 
The no action alternative would entail retaining the existing amphitheater at its present location 
near the main house.  The existing facility would be maintained essentially as is and no removal 
or site restoration would take place.  No new amphitheater would be constructed.    
 
Alternative B: Construct New Amphitheatre at Site near Little River Road (Preferred 
Alternative)  
 
Under this alternative, NPS would construct a new amphitheatre for the park and rehabilitate a 
significant cultural landscape adjacent to the historic Sandburg home. The new amphitheater 
would be located near the intersection of Little River Road and the historic road to the main 
house. The location of the new amphitheater was determined through an extensive process and 
will include seating for 225 people, accessible paths, seating and listening devices, and would 
provide minimal audio or visual intrusion to the historic landscape. The historic landscape upon 
which the current amphitheater is located would be restored after the existing facility is removed.  
The new amphitheater would be located closer to visitor parking, and include elements of 
accessibility for all audiences.  This alternative would remove a significant intrusion from the 
historic Sandburg home landscape.   
 
Selected Alternative 
 
The NPS has chosen Alternative B from the EA (Construct New Amphitheater at Site near Little 
River Road) as the selected alternative.  Through the EA process, the NPS has determined that 
this alternative successfully fulfills identified objectives without resulting in a significant impact 
to the human environment.   
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Objectives for this project (i.e., what must be achieved for the project to be considered a success) 
were determined by park and regional staff, and were integral in the development of the plan to 
relocate the amphitheater.  Generally, the objective in taking this action is to enhance visitor 
understanding and enjoyment of resources at the park, while restoring the historic scene.     
 
The following specific objectives related to constructing the amphitheater were developed with 
park staff during internal scoping: 

General 
 

 Provide an improved amphitheater for enhanced visitor experience, while removing 
the old amphitheater to restore and protect the historic scene in the vicinity of the 
main house.   

Soils, Vegetation, and Wildlife  
 

 Protect soil, vegetation, and wildlife resources from impacts associated with 
removing the old amphitheater and constructing a new one. 

Cultural Resources 

 Protect cultural resources, including possible archeological sites. 
 

 Remove audible and visual intrusions to the historic context of the main house. 

 Protect the context of existing structures on or eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places.   

 
  
Alternative B provides the most desirable combination of actions for meeting these objectives 
and fulfilling the park’s mission to protect and preserve its cultural and natural resources.  
Alternative B was chosen because it provides the greatest benefit to park resources, with minor 
to moderate adverse environmental impacts. 
  
Mitigation and Minimization Measures of the Selected Alternative  
 
Best management practices and mitigation measures would be used to prevent or minimize 
potential adverse effects associated with the project. These practices and measures would be 
incorporated into the project construction documents and plans. 
  
Resource protection measures undertaken during project implementation would include, but 
would not be limited to, those listed in the table below.  
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Mitigation Measures and Best Management Practices 
 

 
Potential 
Adverse 
Effect on: 

Mitigation Measure or Best Management Practice 
 

Cultural 
Resources  
 

To limit impacts on the park landscape, wherever possible construction 
activities such as storage of new or removed materials, vehicular traffic, 
staging areas, and movement and placement of machinery would occur in 
a previously disturbed area away from the view of park visitors. 
  
To minimize ground disturbance, all staging areas, materials stockpiling, 
vehicle storage, and other construction-related facilities and areas would 
be located in a previously disturbed area or on hardened surfaces such as 
the existing parking areas.   
 
Areas around the exterior of the main house disturbed by restoration and 
rehabilitation would be revegetated to woodland as it appeared during the 
Sandburg era. The types and locations of replacement vegetation would 
be carefully chosen to, where possible, replicate historic elements of the 
cultural landscape while avoiding introduction of problem exotic plants. 
 
Potential ground-disturbing activities would be carefully planned because 
these areas may harbor presently unknown archeological resources. 
Construction documents would include stop-work provisions should 
archeological resources be uncovered and the contractor would be 
apprised of these protective measures during the pre-construction 
conference. 
  
Personnel would be educated about the nature of the cultural resources at 
the project site and the need for protection. Stop-work provisions would 
be included in construction documents in the event that archeological 
resources were uncovered. Although, in many cases, the preferred 
method to protect identified archeological resources is to avoid further 
disturbance by relocation of the impact to another non-sensitive site, the 
preferred method here would be professional documentation of the find 
prior to additional ground-disturbing activities.  
 
Work limits would be established and clearly marked to protect 
resources, and all protection measures would be clearly stated in the 
construction specifications. Workers would be instructed to avoid 
conducting activities beyond the construction zone and their compliance 
monitored by the project Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative. 
 
To reduce unauthorized collecting, construction personnel would be 
educated about cultural resources in general and the need to protect any 
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cultural resources encountered. Work crews would be instructed 
regarding the illegality of collecting artifacts on federal lands to avoid 
any potential Archeological Resources Protection Act violations. This 
would include instructions for notifying appropriate personnel if human 
remains were discovered. 

Natural 
Resources 

The contractor would be required to develop and implement a storm 
water pollution prevention plan applicable to construction of the new 
amphitheater and removal of the old one.  To minimize long term 
impacts to water quality, the park would maintain the existing buffers 
along each side of Memminger Creek.  In addition, the park would 
implement storm water retention and treatment measures designed to 
replicate and maintain the hydrograph of the preconstruction condition in 
order to avoid any additional impacts to habitat quality in the watershed.  
Where feasible, pervious materials would be used in the construction of 
sidewalks and other facility surfaces. 

The contractor would be required to avoid Hexastylis rhombiformis or else 
transplant individual plants to the extent feasible if avoidance is not 
possible.   

Construction-
related 
effects on 
soils  
 

Standard best management practices to limit erosion and control 
sediment release would be employed.  However, to avoid introduction of 
exotic plant species, no hay bales would be used to control soil erosion. 
Hay often contains seed of undesirable or harmful alien plant species. 
Therefore, on a case-by-case basis the following materials may be used 
for any erosion control dams that may be necessary: rice straw, straws 
determined by NPS to be weed-free, cereal grain straw that has been 
fumigated to kill weed seed, and wood excelsior bales. Standard erosion 
control measures such as silt fences and/or sand bags would also be used 
to minimize any potential soil erosion. 
 
Fueling of all construction equipment would be conducted only in 
equipment staging areas. During the operation of equipment some 
petrochemicals could seep into the soil. To minimize this possibility, 
equipment would be checked frequently to identify and repair any leaks. 

Public Health 
and Safety 
 

An accident prevention program would be a required submittal. This plan 
would include job hazard analyses associated with each major phase of 
the proposed project and would emphasize both worker and public safety. 
It would include planning for emergency situations, including fires, 
tornados, building collapse, explosions, power outages, and rainstorms.  
 
The plan would also take into consideration the nature of the 
construction, site conditions, including seasonal weather conditions and 
the degree of risk or exposure associated with the proposed activity. 
Regular project inspections and safety meetings would ensure the safety 
of the premises both to construction staff and visitors.  
 
A defined work area perimeter would be maintained to keep all 
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construction-related impacts within the affected area. All paved areas that 
are subject to vehicular and pedestrian traffic would be kept clean of 
construction debris and soils. Sweeping of these areas would be 
implemented as necessary.  
 
Visitor safety would be ensured both day and night by fencing of the 
construction limits of the proposed action. Areas not safe for public entry 
would be marked and signed for avoidance. Unsafe conditions would be 
inspected for and corrected as soon as practicable to minimize the 
potential for staff or visitor injury.  
 
To the degree possible, impacts would be mitigated by the use of best 
management practices to reduce generation of dust and by limits on the 
types of chemicals (low VOC ratings) used in new construction and the 
rehabilitation. 

Visitor 
Experience  
 

Educational materials and interpretive information would describe the 
work and importance of the activity so visitors would understand the 
construction process and the need for restoration. Information would be 
prepared and distributed to park visitors by park staff. Signage and 
programs also would provide safety information for visitors.  
 
Specific provisions would ensure that the majority of material deliveries 
were made during the week, rather than on weekends or holidays. 
Similarly, most of the disruptive work would occur during the week, 
rather than on weekends or holidays.  The contractor would be 
encouraged to deliver the majority of materials in the early morning 
hours, before 10:00 a.m.   
 
All construction equipment would be equipped with mufflers kept in 
proper operating conditions, and when possible, equipment would be 
shut-off rather than allowed to idle. Standard noise abatement measures 
would include the following elements: a schedule that minimizes impacts 
to near-by  noise-sensitive areas, use of the best available noise control 
techniques wherever feasible, use of hydraulically or electrically powered 
impact tools when feasible, and location of stationary noise sources as far 
from sensitive public use areas as possible. 

Sustainability 
and 
Conservation 
Potential 

The contractor would be encouraged to use carpooling and other 
techniques that would minimize the trip generation of the construction 
activity. Shipment of materials in full loads would also be encouraged, 
and vehicles and equipment would be maintained to minimize pollution 
generation.  Sustainable design to minimize energy consumption would 
be incorporated to the extent possible.  
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Environmentally Preferred Alternative 
  
Of the two alternatives described above, Alternative B was identified as environmentally 
preferred in the EA. The environmentally preferred alternative is determined by applying criteria 
set forth in NEPA, as guided by regulations issued by the CEQ. The CEQ regulations provide 
direction that “[t]he environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that will promote the 
national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA’s Section 101(b).  Generally this means the 
alternative which causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment.  It also 
means the alternative that best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural 
resources.” This includes alternatives that: 
 

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

 
 Assure for all generations safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally 

pleasing surroundings; 
 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 
The NPS has determined that Alternative B (selected alternative) is the environmentally 
preferred alternative because it is the alternative that best protects, preserves, and enhances the 
historic and cultural resources that the park was principally established to protect.  It also best 
achieves consistency with the above 6 bulleted values of Sections 101 and 102(1) of NEPA.  
This alternative balances impacts to park resources (adverse impacts associated with soil 
disturbance and vegetation clearing) with enhancement to the cultural landscape and 
improvement of the visitor experience (beneficial impacts resulting from removing the existing 
amphitheater from near the main house). It thereby preserves diversity and variety of individual 
choice, a sharing of life’s amenities, and healthful and pleasing surroundings.  Alternative A is 
not environmentally preferred because it would perpetuate a non-historic intrusion into the 
historic scene.   
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Why the Selected Alternative will Not Have a Significant Effect on the Human 
Environment 
 
Consideration of the effects described in the EA, and a finding that they are not significant, is a 
necessary and critical part of this FONSI, as required by 40 CFR §1508.13.  Significance criteria 
are defined in 40 CFR § 1508.27.  These criteria direct NPS to consider direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts of the proposed action, as well as the context and intensity of impacts:   
 
Context.  This measure of significance considers the setting within which an impact was 
analyzed in the EA, such as the affected region, society as a whole, affected interest, and/or a 
locality.  The selected alternative affects only the immediate local area, in terms of resources, 
employees, and/or visitors.  Therefore, any possible impact is limited to this level of least 
significance.   
 
Intensity.  This measure of significance refers to the severity of impacts, which may be both 
beneficial and adverse, and considers measures that will be applied to minimize or avoid 
impacts.  As directed by 40 CFR § 1508.27, intensity is evaluated by considering the following 
factors: 

 
Impacts that may be both Beneficial and Adverse 
 
Construction of a new amphitheater and rehabilitation of the old amphitheater site will have 
impacts on a cultural landscape (i.e., the area surrounding the Sandburg home) that are moderate, 
beneficial, and long term.  Similarly, impacts to visitor use and experience, including public 
health and safety, will be minor to moderate, beneficial, and long term.  In contrast, impacts to 
park operations will be minor, adverse, and both short and long term. Construction and 
rehabilitation activities will result in impacts to soils that are minor, both beneficial and adverse, 
and long term.  Impacts to vegetation will be moderate, both beneficial and adverse, and long 
term.  The disturbance to soils and vegetation caused by construction activities will result in 
impacts to water quality that are minor, adverse, and long term.  Construction and rehabilitation 
activities at the two amphitheater sites will result in impacts to wildlife that are minor to 
moderate, both beneficial and adverse, and long term.  With respect to special status species, the 
selected alternative may affect / is likely to adversely affect Hexastylis rhombiformis (French 
Broad Heartleaf), a state listed threatened species and Federal species of concern.  However, due 
to the mitigation activities called for under this alternative, impacts to French Broad Heartleaf at 
this level of intensity will be acceptable and no impairment of the park’s special status species 
will occur.   
 
 In light of the foregoing, the proposed action would not result in significant impacts on the 
human environment.  
 
Degree of Effect on Public Health and Safety 
 
The new amphitheater called for under the selected alternative will help ensure the health, 
comfort, safety, and security of visitors and park staff, as well as comply with applicable 
building and safety codes.  The new facility will provide for a safe means of visitor ingress and 
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egress, and will provide measures to ensure accessibility for the disabled.  All of these measures 
will enhance the health and safety of park visitors and staff.    
 
Unique Characteristics of the Geographic Area such as Proximity to Historic or 
Cultural Resources, Park Lands, Prime Farmlands, Wetlands, Wild and Scenic 
Rivers, or Ecologically Critical Areas  
 
Carl Sandburg Home National Historic Site protects nationally significant cultural resources, 
including historic structures, historic objects, and cultural landscapes.  Based on the EA findings, 
it has been determined that the selected alternative will not have significant impacts to unique 
characteristics in the park, the immediate vicinity, or regionally.  Impacts will be confined to the 
Sandburg home, adjoining cultural landscape, and the site of the new amphitheater near Little 
River Road.  Impacts will range in intensity from minor to moderate.  The NPS will implement 
specific mitigation actions to minimize adverse impacts to the Little River Road site, the 
surrounding area, and the park as a whole.  There are no other unique characteristics of the 
geographic area that are affected by the proposed rehabilitation and restoration. 
 
Degree to which Effects on the Quality of the Human Environment are Likely to be 
Highly Controversial     
 
Department of the Interior regulations implementing NEPA provide that the term “controversial” 
refers to “circumstances where a substantial dispute exists as to the environmental consequences 
of the proposed action and does not refer to the existence of opposition to a proposed action, the 
effect of which is relatively undisputed.”  46 CFR § 46.30.  In the present instance, no substantial 
dispute exists as to the environmental consequences of constructing the new amphitheater and 
rehabilitating and restoring the site of the old amphitheater.  Therefore, the effects from the 
selected alternative are not likely to be highly controversial.       
 
Degree to which the Possible Effects on the Human Environment are Highly 
Uncertain or Involve Unique or Unknown Risks 
 
The effects of the selected alternative are straightforward and easily predicted.  The NPS has 
determined based on the analyses in the EA that the extent and degree of uncertainty regarding 
impacts or unique or unknown risks is not significant. 
 
Degree to which the Action Establishes a Precedent for Future Actions with 
Significant Effects or Represents a Decision in a Principle about a Future 
Consideration 
 
The selected alternative is in line with similar efforts to rehabilitate and restore historic 
landscapes throughout the National Park System.  Nothing in the selected alternative establishes 
a precedent that would result in significant effects in the management of the park or any other 
areas in the National Park System.              
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Whether the Action is Related to Other Actions with Individually Insignificant but Cumulatively 
Significant Impacts.  Significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively significant 
impact to the environment.   
 
The proposal to move the amphitheater and rehabilitate and restore the area next to the Sandburg 
home is a discreet and locally contained action.  There are no significant cumulative impacts 
associated with the selected alternative. 
 
Degree to which the Action may Adversely Affect Districts, Sites, Highways, 
Structures, or Objects Listed or Eligible for Listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places or may Cause Loss or Destruction of Significant Scientific, Cultural 
or Historic Resources   
 
The NPS, as a Federal land-holding agency, is required to locate, inventory, and nominate 
properties to the National Register of Historic Places, and to exercise caution to protect such 
properties under Section 106 of the NHPA. 
 
After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse effects (36 
CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects), NPS concludes that implementation of the 
selected alternative (Construct New Amphitheater at Site near Little River Road) would not have 
an adverse effect on any historic structure or the cultural landscape of Carl Sandburg Home 
National Historic Site.  The North Carolina State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has 
concurred in this determination by letter dated May 7, 2010.  A copy of the SHPO’s letter is 
attached to this FONSI.     
 
Degree to which the Action May Affect an Endangered or Threatened Species or 
Critical Habitat  
 
Historical review and field observations were performed to identify the presence of threatened or 
endangered species or potential habitat for these species. The French Broad heartleaf (Hexastylis 
rhombiformis), a Federal species of concern and a species listed as threatened by the State of 
North Carolina, is located at and near the project site.   
 
Under the selected alternative, some individuals of Hexastylis rhombiformis (French Broad 
Heartleaf) would likely be destroyed at the site near Little River Road in connection with 
construction of the new amphitheater.  In addition, clearing and construction activities on the 
new amphitheater site raise the risk of introducing invasive exotic (non-native) species, which 
could then spread to adjacent areas.  Invasive exotics pose one of the greatest threats to special 
status plants, second only to actual destruction of habitat.  To deal with these actual and potential 
impacts to the French Broad Heartleaf, final design and construction of the facility will endeavor 
to minimize impacts on individual plants and suitable habitat to the extent possible.  An effort 
will also be made to move individual plants to suitable habitat prior to construction; however, it 
is not known whether such efforts are likely to succeed.  Other actions to minimize impacts will 
include minimizing disturbance to the ground layer and canopy in the vicinity of the rare plants, 
routing foot and vehicle traffic away from the rare plants, and avoiding planting invasive exotic 
species that might be likely to invade natural areas.  In addition, the park will continue to 
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monitor and protect a larger and healthy population of French Broad Heartleaf that exists on park 
property across from the amphitheater site.  The North Carolina Department of Environment and 
Natural Resources has expressed support for these mitigation measures by letter dated April 1, 
2010. 
 
Whether the Action Threatens a Violation of Federal, State, or Local Law or 
Requirements Imposed for the Protection of the Environment 
 
The selected alternative does not threaten a violation of any Federal, State, or local law or 
requirement imposed for the protection of the environment. 
 
Impairment 
 
In addition to reviewing the list of significance criteria, the NPS has determined that 
implementation of the selected alternative will not result in impairment to the park’s resources 
and values. This conclusion is based on a thorough analysis of the environmental impacts 
described in the site-specific EA, public comment, relevant scientific studies and professional 
judgment as guided by the direction in NPS Management Policies 2006. 
 
Public Involvement  
 
The EA was released for public review on April 1, 2010.  Availability of the EA was announced 
through local news media and through the NPS Planning, Environment and Public Comment 
(PEPC) website at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/carl.  Comments were accepted through April 30, 
2010.   
 
Two comments were received from the public during the EA comment period.  Replies to 
substantive comments are contained in the errata sheets attached to this document.  Agency 
comments were supportive, on the condition that NPS implement the mitigation actions outlined 
in this document.      
 
Conclusion 

The selected alternative (Alternative B – Construct New Amphitheater at Site near Little River 
Road) does not constitute an action that normally requires preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  The selected alternative will not have a significant effect on the human 
environment.  Negative environmental impacts that could occur are minor to moderate in effect.  
There are no unmitigated adverse impacts on public health, public safety, threatened or 
endangered species, sites or districts listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP or other unique 
characteristics of the region.  No highly uncertain or controversial impacts, unique or unknown 
risks, cumulative effects or elements of precedent were identified.  Implementation of the 
selected alternative will not violate any Federal, State or local environmental protection laws.  
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Based on the forgoing, it has been determined that an EIS is not required for this project and thus 
will not be prepared. 
 
 
Recommended: /s Connie Hudson Backlund  5-27-10  
 Superintendent, Carl Sandburg Home                  Date 
 National Historic Site 
 
 
Approved: Shawn S. Benge  6-1-10  
 Acting Regional Director, Southeast Region  Date 
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ERRATA SHEETS 
CONSTRUCT NEW AMPHITHEATER 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
CARL SANDBURG HOME NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

 
Substantive comments to the Construct New Amphitheater Environmental Assessment focused 
on the dismissed impact topic Soundscape Management. The topic, which is addressed below, 
resulted in minor changes to the text of the environmental assessment. 
 
TEXT CHANGES 
 
Change lines 19, 20, and 21, page 4 to include Appendix B: Amphitheater Relocation, Carl 
Sandburg Home National Historic Site, Final General Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement   
 
Delete paragraph on page 14: “Construction of the new amphitheater would have only negligible 
to minor impacts to the park’s soundscape. Construction sounds would be temporary, confined to 
a small part of the park, and negligible to minor in intensity. Sounds associated with interpretive 
programs at the amphitheater would also be temporary, and would be relatively minor in 
intensity because of the small-scale nature of these productions and the size and location of the 
amphitheater itself. Therefore, soundscape management was dismissed as an impact topic. 
 
Page 14, insert the following paragraphs in place of the paragraph above: “The amphitheater 
would support park interpretive programs such as theater and musical performances, lectures, 
and poetry readings. Amplified sound would be incorporated into programs and events. Sounds 
associated with these interpretive programs would have a temporary and negligible to minor 
impact on the park’s soundscape because the performances would be small-scale, occur on an 
intermittent basis, and the amphitheater would be designed and constructed to minimize sound 
impacts to adjacent areas. Construction of the new amphitheater would have only negligible to 
minor impacts on the park’s soundscape. Noise associated with the construction process would 
be temporary, confined to a small part of the park, and negligible to minor in intensity. 
Therefore, soundscape management was dismissed as an impact topic.”  
 
Page 17, delete the first sentence of paragraph three in Table 2.1: Mitigation measures and 
Best Management Practices, Cultural Resources: “Areas around the exterior of the main 
house disturbed by restoration and rehabilitation would be revegetated with grass and landscape 
plantings and other landscape elements as appropriate to the period of significance.”  
 
Page 17, change Table 2.1: Mitigation measures and Best Management Practices, Cultural 
Resources, sentence one paragraph three to read: “Areas around the exterior of the main house 
disturbed by restoration and rehabilitation would be revegetated to woodland as it appeared 
during the Sandburg era.”  
 
Page 17, Table 2.1: Mitigation measures and Best Management Practices, Natural 
Resources, paragraph 1, second sentence delete “100-foot forested” 
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14 
 

Page 17, Table 2.1: Mitigation measures and Best Management Practices, Natural 
Resources, paragraph 1, second sentence insert “the existing”, so the sentence reads “To 
minimize long term impacts to water quality, the park would maintain the existing buffers along 
each side of Memminger Creek.” 
 
Page 19, Table 2.1: Mitigation measures and Best Management Practices, Visitor 
Experience paragraph three second sentence delete “adjacent” 
 
Page 19, Table 2.1: Mitigation measures and Best Management Practices, Visitor 
Experience, paragraph three second sentence insert “near-by,” so the sentence reads “Standard 
noise abatement measures would include the following elements: a schedule that minimizes 
impacts to near-by noise sensitive areas,…” 
 
Change line 34, page 5 to include (Appendix B) at the end of the sentence. 
 
SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS 
 
Comment: One major error in this document is the failure to assess the Soundscape issue where 
the impacts can be major and adverse. This never should have been dismissed from 
consideration.  
 
Response: The amphitheater relocation site and several environmental impact issues including 
soundscape were assessed in the park’s general management plan (GMP) and environmental 
impact statement (2003). Analysis of the GMP preferred alternative, which included relocating 
the amphitheater to a site nearer the visitor parking area and closer to Little River Road, 
concluded that impacts to soundscape would be negligible to minor and fall well short of 
resource impairment. Analysis in this environmental assessment also concluded that impacts to 
soundscape would be temporary and negligible to minor. Based on these conclusions and 
guidance from Director’s Order 12 (2001), Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact 
Analysis and Decision Making, which states, “If specific resources would not be affected…or 
impacts would be negligible (impact is at a low level of detection), …list …as “issues and 
impact topics considered but dismissed”. Consequently, the park determined that soundscape 
should be dismissed as an impact topic in this environmental assessment. 
 
REFERENCES 
 
National Park Service 
 
2001 Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision Making, 
    National Park Service, Washington D.C. 
 
2003 Carl Sandburg Home National Historic Site General Management Plan and 
     Environmental Impact Statement, Southeast Regional Office, National Park Service,  
     Atlanta, GA. 


	Carl Sandburg Home National Historic Site (park) was established by Congress as a unit of the National Park System in the Act of October 17, 1968 (Public Law 90-592; 82 Stat. 1154) (the Act).  The mission of the park is to preserve the legacy of Carl Sandburg and communicate the stories of his works, life, and significance as an American poet, writer, historian, biographer of Abraham Lincoln, and social activist.  The park preserves and interprets the farm, Connemara, where Sandburg and his family lived for the last 22 years of his life (1945-1967).  
	General
	Soils, Vegetation, and Wildlife 
	Cultural Resources
	 Protect cultural resources, including possible archeological sites.
	 Protect the context of existing structures on or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  


