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Chapter 4. Treatment Alternatives 1 

a. Introduction 2 

A general management philosophy of preservation has been identified as the primary 3 

treatment approach for the Oregon Trail ruts landscape at Scotts Bluff National Monument.  4 

Preservation maintains the existing integrity and character of a historic landscape by arresting 5 

or retarding deterioration caused by natural forces and normal use. It includes both 6 

maintenance and stabilization. Maintenance is a systematic activity mitigating wear and 7 

deterioration of a historic landscape by protecting its condition.1 This approach has been 8 

chosen to enable the preservation of the trail ruts in areas where the ruts remain undisturbed 9 

and to allow for work to be done within the areas where the trail ruts have been degraded by 10 

contemporary use and natural forces.   11 

This chapter describes three alternative treatments, Alternative No. 1, the No Action 12 

Alternative, and two Action Alternatives, Alternative No. 2 Visitor Trail (Existing Alignment 13 

– Preferred Alternative) and Alternative No. 3 Visitor Trail (Visitor Boardwalk).  The No 14 

Action Alternative provides a baseline for evaluation of potential impacts from each 15 

treatment alternative and comparison of all treatment alternatives. 16 

The proposed treatment alternatives were developed to address the purpose and need of 17 

the project, which is to provide a recommendation for future treatment based on researching 18 

the historic and current conditions of the emigrant trail resources.  The proposed treatment 19 

alternatives recommend future use of the landscape in ways consistent with the monument’s 20 

GMP and other relevant laws, regulations, policies, and guidance.  These recommendations 21 

aim to protect and preserve the monument’s natural and cultural resources.  22 

The proposed treatment alternatives present potential NPS management actions and 23 

define the rationales for the actions in terms of resource protection and management, visitor 24 

and operational use, and other applicable factors. Also included in this chapter is a 25 

comparison of how well the alternatives meet project objectives and a summary comparison 26 

of the environmental effects of each of the alternatives. 27 

The Current Management / No Action Alternative is presented first, followed by an 28 

overview of the action alternatives including a vision statement, goals, and objectives that are 29 

                                                 
1 NPS 2006 
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shared by action alternatives. Next, treatment guidelines common to the action alternatives 30 

are presented. These are followed by descriptions of treatment-specific recommendations 31 

organized by character area. 32 

 33 

b. Oregon Trail Ruts Current Management Approach (Alternative No. 1: 34 

No Action Treatment)  35 

Under the No Action Alternative, the monument would continue to occasionally 36 

maintain the visitors trail and trail ruts to protect visitor safety and to mitigate excessive 37 

erosion.  Actions to preserve the trail ruts would not be undertaken and nothing would be 38 

done to enhance visitor experience.  The monument would continue the present level of 39 

management, operations, and maintenance. 40 

 41 

c. Treatment Recommendations and Alternatives for the Oregon Trail 42 

Ruts 43 

The Current Management /No Action Treatment Alternative described in the previous 44 

section reflects the current use of the landscape and provides a baseline for evaluating 45 

potential impacts related to each action treatment alternative. The treatment measures and 46 

treatment alternatives described in the next section provide proposals for changes to the 47 

current management of the landscapes. The two action treatment alternatives respond to a 48 

common vision statement, goals, and objectives. 49 

 50 

Vision Statement for Action Treatment Alternatives 51 

 Preserve, protect and maintain the trail rut resources to better provide an authentic 52 

visitor experience related to the emigrant trails within the monument. 53 

Goals Common to Action Treatment Alternatives: 54 

 Preserve and stabilize trail ruts and associated historic landscape resources 55 

 Improve the ability of the historic landscape to convey and represent its history by 56 

preserving the historic resources and improving the visitor trail. 57 

 Reduce impacts of stormwater runoff on specific portions of the trail rut resources.  58 
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 Provide a more stable visitor trail that is less impacted by natural storm events and 59 

reduces maintenance requirements. 60 

 Provide improved interpretive opportunities for visitors to experience and 61 

understand the monument’s emigrant trail resources by rehabilitating portions of the 62 

trail and preserving portions of the trail ruts. 63 

 64 

Treatments Common to Action Alternatives: 65 

1) Mapping and Documentation – emigrant trail ruts are a dynamic, vanishing cultural 66 

resource that without continual use will eventually fade into the natural landscape.  67 

Locating, documenting and mapping trails are important treatment actions for all 68 

emigrant trail rut resources. Over time the visible trail rut resources will become 69 

more difficult to discern in the field and the mapped locations of the trail ruts will 70 

become important documentation of the historic resources. 71 

 Document and map trail locations using the standards of the Mapping 72 

Emigrant Trails (MET) manual.  Provide mapping data that corresponds to 73 

the mapping procedures outlined in the MET.  The MET manual outlines a 74 

method of notations, documentation and record keeping for emigrant trails. 75 

The intent of this work is to provide a uniform method of record keeping 76 

that is compatible with other trail mapping efforts in the western United 77 

States. 78 

 Mark known emigrant trail resources in the field (see below) and record GPS 79 

coordinate data points and survey notes. This information should be 80 

integrated into the monument’s GIS data and included in the archives. 81 

2) Other Locating Methods – undertake non-invasive location methods to further 82 

document locations of the emigrant trails.  These methods may include ground 83 

penetrating radar, magnetic gradient, standard metal detector surveys and vegetative 84 

studies. Combine survey work with GPS data collection. Undertake a magnetic 85 

gradient survey in Character Areas B1, B2 and D1 to better determine the locations 86 

of trail ruts.   87 

3)  Provide trail markers locating known emigrant trails using the Oregon-California 88 

Trails Association (OCTA) Trail Marker and Trail Marking Policies.  Trail markers 89 
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should be permanent, low, unobtrusive markers.  The purpose of markers is not to 90 

visibly locate the trail for monument users but to provide a permanent dated marking 91 

of known trail resources. 92 

4) Limit disturbance to existing natural vegetation.  Vegetation that has encroached into 93 

the trail ruts shall also remain.   94 

5)  Remove invasive species using best management practices as directed by the 95 

Northern Great Plains Exotic Plant Management Plan and Environmental 96 

Assessment, NPS (March 2005). 97 

6) Reduce erosion and sediment deposition of emigrant trail resources by controlling 98 

stormwater runoff in highly erosive areas. 99 

7) Locate and protect all known archeological investigations in any areas of the site 100 

where work is proposed.  Use non-invasive locational methods such as ground-101 

penetrating radar, magnetic gradient or conductivity surveys to document the extent 102 

of buried or non-visible cultural resources that may exist within or near the trail rut 103 

corridors.  Complete archeological investigations for proposed projects in advance of 104 

any other work on the project, including demolition.  Undertake archeological 105 

investigations and surveys for all projects regardless of size or extent of excavations.  106 
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d. Treatment Alternative No. 1:  No Action  107 

The No Action Alternative provides a baseline for evaluating changes and impacts 108 

associated with the two action alternatives.  The Oregon Trail ruts landscape at Scotts Bluff 109 

National Monument would continue to be managed as they are currently and no new 110 

policies would be implemented.   111 

With this alternative the Oregon Trail ruts and associated landscape are secondary 112 

resources to the monument.  Visitor use of the Summit Road to Scotts Bluff and the 113 

Museum and associated collection are emphasized as primary resources of the monument.  114 

This alternative emphasizes maintaining historic and non-historic existing features.  The no-115 

action alternative includes the following guidelines/actions: 116 

 Retain existing conditions including contributing and non-contributing features.  117 

 Preserve contributing historic resources. 118 

 Maintain existing interpretive signs. 119 

 Maintain non-historic drainage ditches and culverts along trail resource in 120 

Character Area A. 121 

 Maintain existing interpretive wayside at W.H. Jackson campsite. 122 

 Maintain asphalt trails. 123 

 Maintain existing wayside and monument entrance sign in Character Area D2. 124 

 Fill additional soil at trail in Character Area A as required due to erosion.   125 

 126 
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e. Treatment Alternative No. 2 (Preferred Alternative):  Visitor Trail 127 

(Existing Alignment) 128 

Alternative No. 2 provides for the preservation and stabilization of the emigrant trail 129 

resources within the monument’s historic landscape.  This alternative emphasizes preserving 130 

and documenting high quality trail rut resources in their current condition; repairing the 131 

visitor trail and stabilizing the trail rut resources where severe degradation has occurred; and 132 

providing visitor access in much the same configuration that exists today.  Treatment 133 

recommendations are organized and presented by character area.  The most extensive 134 

treatment recommendations occur within Character Area A, the primary area of visitor use. 135 

 136 

Character Area A  137 

This portion of the corridor is the most visited and contains visible, though degraded 138 

portions of the emigrant trail resources.  Recommendations in this area are focused on 139 

reducing further impacts caused primarily by natural runoff and erosion. The 140 

recommendations are shown on Figure 4 - 6 and are generally as follows: 141 

1) Slow stormwater runoff entering trail rut corridor – the greatest impact to the trail 142 

rut resource is erosion caused by stormwater runoff and the resultant deposition of 143 

sediment along the trail rut/trail corridor. There are several areas to the north and 144 

the south of the trail where adjacent stormwater run-off can be slowed prior to 145 

reaching the trail corridor through the use of runoff dissipaters or check dams. 146 

Dissipaters should be natural materials (e.g. coir logs, see figure 4 - 1, page 4 - 9) 147 

strategically placed on the surface in tributary drainages that lead to problem trail 148 

areas.  These materials will not require excavation and can be placed unobtrusively so 149 

not to impact visitor experience. The intent of these materials is to slow the runoff in 150 

high volume storm events. 151 

2) Reduce erosion potential of trail surface – the sections of the visitor trail that 152 

coincide with the historic trail rut alignment are typically formed of native soils 153 

compacted by foot traffic. Due to the soil type, this surface is highly susceptible to 154 

erosion.  Rehabilitation of this surface by combining the native soil with a soil 155 

hardening agent or soil cement will reduce the loss of trail surface and the related 156 

deposition of sediment during storm events (See Figure 4 - 4). 157 
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3) Raise the visitor trail surface - specific sections of the trail rut corridor in Character 158 

Area A have seen accelerated erosion (scouring) due to the nature of the adjacent 159 

topography combined with the contemporary use as a visitor trail.  This combination 160 

has resulted in scouring not related to historic trail use and has created an on-going 161 

erosion problem.  In areas of significant scouring the surface of the trail should be 162 

raised to meet the level of the adjacent vegetated edge and non-eroded grade, so that 163 

stormwater runoff can be directed off of the trail.  Fill soil shall be separated from 164 

existing grade/native soil by a geotextile fabric to physically mark the extent of fill 165 

material installed.  Fill soil should be native material or clean, weed-free soil, free of 166 

archeological materials.  Ensure compatibility with soil cement or soil hardener 167 

materials (See Figure 4 - 4). 168 

4) Divert runoff from trail surface with water bars and drainage – in select locations 169 

runoff water should be diverted off the trail by installing water bars. Water bars 170 

should extend beyond the trail edge to ensure drainage is directed off of the trail 171 

corridor.  Materials for water bars should be stone native to SCBL.  See Figure 4 – 2 172 

and 4 – 3 for water bar examples. 173 

5) Develop an Interpretive Station – develop an accessible interpretive station at the 174 

current interpretive sign location in Character Area A. Concentrate information, 175 

seating and historic artifacts in this area. 176 

6) Lower Trail (Visitor Center to Interpretive Station) - remove and replace the asphalt 177 

trail with hardened natural surface trail. Locate trail to improve visitor experience. 178 

7) Upper Trail (existing asphalt/chip seal trail) - remove and replace asphalt trail with 179 

hardened natural surface trail in current location. Separate any fill soil from existing 180 

grade/native soil by a geotextile fabric to physically mark the extent of fill 181 

material installed.   182 

8) W.H. Jackson Campsite – rehabilitate the interpretive wayside to accentuate the 183 

views of the adjacent trail resources, the historic view to the east of Mitchell Pass, 184 

and the views of the double cut in Character Area B.  The wayside is a destination 185 

for visitors to SCBL and should provide informal seating on low walls of native 186 

stone materials and guide the visitor to an overall understanding of the emigrant 187 

experience and emigrant trail over Mitchell Pass (See Figure 4 - 5). 188 
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9) Tree Removal – in select areas of Character Area A remove individual eastern red 189 

cedar trees that may diminish important views along the emigrant trail. See Figure 3-190 

2 for location of tree. 191 
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 192 
Figure 4 - 1.  Coir log used as check dam / runoff dissipater (2010)  193 
(MBD Coir Log.JPG) 194 
 195 
 196 

 197 
Figure 4 - 2.  Stone Drainage Channel (2010) (MBD Stone Drainage Channel.JPG) 198 
 199 
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 200 
Figure 4 - 3.  Stone Water Bar (2010) (MBD Stone Water Bar.JPG) 201 
 202 

 203 

Figure 4 - 4. Oregon Trail stabilization through raising trail elevation, improved surfacing 204 
and water bars, with drainage channels located away from trail. (MBD 2010)  205 
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 206 

Figure 4 - 5. Rehabilitation at W.H. Jackson campsite (MBD 2010)  207 

 208 
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Character Area B1 209 

Character Area B1 contains high quality trail rut resources that are generally visible and in 210 

good condition.  Recommendations in this character area are primarily preservation related. 211 

1) Further locate and document trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action 212 

Alternatives).  213 

2) Mark trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action Alternatives). 214 

 215 

Character Area B2 216 

Character Area C1 contains braided trail rut resources that are visible and in good condition.  217 

Recommendations in this character area are preservation related. 218 

1) Further locate and document trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action 219 

Alternatives).  220 

2) Mark trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action Alternatives). 221 

 222 

Character Area C 223 

Most of the trail rut resources in Character Area C are not visible as they have been covered 224 

by road construction.  Recommendations in this area are limited to further location and 225 

documentation. 226 

1) Further locate and document trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action 227 

Alternatives).  228 

 229 

Character Area D1 230 

Character Area D1 contains braided trail rut resources that are indistinct and difficult to 231 

discern but are thought to be in good condition.  The trail ruts in the northern portion of 232 

Character Area D1 have been obliterated by past agricultural activities.  Recommendations in 233 

this character area are preservation related.    234 

1) Further locate and document trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action 235 

Alternatives).  236 

2) Mark trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action Alternatives). 237 

 238 

 239 
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Character Area D2 240 

The majority of trail rut resources in Character Area D1 have been covered by road 241 

construction.  Recommendations in this area are limited to locating and documenting 242 

covered resources and marking the known resources at the ravine. 243 

1) Further locate and document trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action 244 

Alternatives). 245 

2) Direct archeological investigations to the ravine crossing, south of the county road.  246 

3) Mark trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action Alternatives). 247 

 248 

 249 
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f.  Treatment Alternative No. 3- Visitor Trail (Visitor Boardwalk) 252 

Alternative No. 3 provides for the preservation and stabilization of the emigrant trail 253 

resources within the monument’s historic landscape.  This alternative emphasizes preserving 254 

and documenting high quality trail rut resources in their current condition; relocating the 255 

visitor trail in Character Area A ; and stabilizing the trail rut resources where degraded.  256 

Treatment recommendations are organized and presented by character areas.  The most 257 

extensive treatment recommendations occur within Character Area A, the primary area of 258 

visitor use. 259 

 260 

Character Area A  261 

This portion of the corridor is the most visited and contains visible, though degraded 262 

portions of the emigrant trail resources.  Recommendations in this area focus on both: 263 

reducing further impacts to trail resources; and relocating visitor access to a boardwalk 264 

adjacent to the trail ruts to provide a visitor perspective with a clear distinction between 265 

modern and historic trail resources.  The recommendations are shown on Figure 4 - 9 and 266 

are generally as follows: 267 

1) Slow stormwater runoff entering trail rut corridor – the greatest impact to the trail 268 

rut resource is erosion caused by stormwater runoff and the resultant deposition of 269 

sediment along the trail rut/trail corridor. There are several areas to the north and 270 

the south of the trail where adjacent stormwater run-off can be slowed prior to 271 

reaching the trail corridor through the use of runoff dissipaters or check dams. 272 

Dissipaters should be natural materials (e.g. coir logs) strategically placed on the 273 

surface in tributary drainages that lead to problem trail areas.  These materials will 274 

not require excavation and can be placed unobtrusively so not to impact visitor 275 

experience. The intent of these materials is to slow the runoff in high volume storm 276 

events. 277 

2) Relocate the visitor trail – a new boardwalk trail (See Figure 4 - 7) is proposed to 278 

move visitor access off of the emigrant trail resource along portions of the trail.  This 279 

separates the visitor from the trail rut resources and provides a clear distinction 280 

between visitor trail and historic resources.  281 
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3) Reduce erosion potential of walking trail surface – in select areas where the visitor 282 

trail remains on the trail rut corridor accelerated erosion has produced a depressed 283 

trail configuration. In these areas the surface of the trail should be raised to meet the 284 

level of the adjacent vegetated edge.  Replacement of this surface with a soil 285 

hardening agent or soil cement will reduce the loss of trail surface and soil deposition 286 

during storm events. Fill soil should be native material or clean, weed free import.  287 

Separate any fill soil from existing grade/native soil by a geotextile fabric to 288 

physically mark the extent of fill material installed.    289 

4) Raise the elevation of the trail rut corridor – specific sections of the trail rut corridor 290 

in Character Area A have seen accelerated erosion (scouring) due to the nature of the 291 

adjacent topography combined with the contemporary use as a visitor trail. This has 292 

resulted in scouring in some sections and sediment deposition in others, not related 293 

to historic trail use.  In these areas the surface elevation of the trail rut corridor 294 

should be raised to an elevation more consistent with sections of the trail that have 295 

not seen impact from contemporary use.  This will return the trail rut corridor to a 296 

profile more consistent with other portions of the corridor and allow stormwater 297 

runoff to be shed from surface of the trail corridor.  Separate any fill soil from 298 

existing grade/native soil by a geotextile fabric to physically mark the extent of fill 299 

material installed.    300 

5) Divert runoff from trail surface with water bars and drainage – in select locations 301 

runoff water should be diverted off the trail by installing water bars. Water bars 302 

should extend beyond trail edge to ensure drainage is directed off of the trail 303 

corridor.  Materials for water bars should be stone native to SCBL. 304 

6) Develop an Interpretive Station – develop an accessible interpretive station at the 305 

current interpretive sign location. Concentrate information, seating and historic 306 

artifacts in this area. 307 

7) Lower Trail (Visitor Center to Interpretive Station) - remove and replace asphalt trail 308 

with hardened natural surface trail. Locate trail to improve visitor experience. 309 

8) Upper Trail (existing asphalt/chip seal trail) - remove and replace asphalt trail with 310 

hardened natural surface trail in current location. Separate any fill soil from existing 311 
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grade/native soil by a geotextile fabric to physically mark the extent of fill 312 

material installed.   313 

9) W.H. Jackson Campsite - rehabilitate the interpretive wayside to accentuate the views 314 

of the adjacent trail resources, the views of the double cut in Character Area B.  The 315 

wayside is a destination for visitors to SCBL and should provide informal seating on 316 

low walls of native stone materials and guide the visitor to an overall understanding 317 

of the emigrant experience and emigrant trail over Mitchell Pass (See Figure 4 - 8). 318 

10) Tree Removal – in select areas of Character Area A remove individual eastern red 319 

cedar trees that may diminish important views along the emigrant trail. See Figure 3-320 

2 for location of tree. 321 
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 322 

 323 

Figure 4 - 7. Boardwalk adjacent to trail resource with interpretive information and site 324 
furnishings (MBD c2010)  325 
 326 

 327 

Figure 4 - 8. Rehabilitation at W.H. Jackson campsite (MBD c2010)  328 
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Character Area B1 329 

Character Area B1 contains high quality, concentrated trail rut resources that are generally 330 

visible and in good condition.  Recommendations in this character area are primarily 331 

preservation related. 332 

1) Further locate and document trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action 333 

Alternatives).  334 

2) Mark trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action Alternatives). 335 

 336 

Character Area B2 337 

Character Area C1 contains braided trail rut resources that are indistinct but in good 338 

condition.  Recommendations in this character area are preservation related. 339 

1) Further locate and document trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action 340 

Alternatives).  341 

2) Mark trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action Alternatives). 342 

 343 

Character Area C 344 

Most of the trail rut resources in Character Area C are not visible as they have been covered 345 

by road construction.  Recommendations in this area are limited to further location and 346 

documentation. 347 

1) Further locate and document trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action 348 

Alternatives).  349 

 350 

Character Area D1 351 

The southern portion Character Area D1 contains braided trail rut resources that are 352 

indistinct and difficult to discern but are thought to be in good condition.  The northern 353 

portion of Character Area D1 has been impacted by past agricultural activities and the trail 354 

rut resources have been obliterated by agricultural practices.  Recommendations in this 355 

character area are preservation related.    356 

1) Further locate and document trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action 357 

Alternatives).  358 

2) Mark trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action Alternatives). 359 
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Character Area D2 360 

The majority of trail rut resources in Character Area D2 have been covered by road 361 

construction.  Recommendations in this area are limited to locating and documenting 362 

covered resources and marking the known resources at the ravine. 363 

1) Further locate and document trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action 364 

Alternatives). 365 

2) Direct archeological investigations to the ravine crossing, south of the county road.  366 

3) Mark trail rut resources (see Treatments Common to Action Alternatives). 367 
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g.  Alternatives Summary and Comparison 370 

A summary and comparison of the alternatives and the degree to which each alternative 371 

fulfills the needs and objectives of the proposed project is summarized in Table 4.1.  372 

Treatment elements described as common to both action alternatives 2 and 3 are not 373 

included. 374 

Table 4.1. Alternatives Summary and Comparison 375 

Alternative 1 
No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 (Preferred 
Alternative) 
Visitor Trail 

(Existing Alignment) 

Alternative 3 
Visitor Trail 

(Visitor Boardwalk) 

General Treatment Approach 

Under the No Action 
Alternative, the NPS would not 
implement measures to 
rehabilitate the Oregon Trail 
ruts or visitors trail in 
coincident areas. Routine 
operation and maintenance 
would continue, but resource 
damage, safety concerns, and 
unsatisfactory visitor experience 
would persist.  

This alternative emphasizes 
preserving and documenting 
high quality trail rut resources 
in their current condition; 
rehabilitating visitor trail and 
trail rut resources where severe 
degradation has occurred; and 
providing visitor access in 
much the same configuration 
that exists today. 

This alternative emphasizes 
preserving and documenting 
high quality trail rut resources 
in their current condition; 
rehabilitating visitor trail and 
trail rut resources where severe 
degradation has occurred; and 
providing visitor access via a 
boardwalk paralleling a portion 
of the trail rut resources, 
differing from that which exists 
today. 

Character Area A 

This portion of the corridor is the most visited and contains visible, though degraded portions of the 
emigrant trail resources 
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Alternative 1 
No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 (Preferred 
Alternative) 
Visitor Trail 

(Existing Alignment) 

Alternative 3 
Visitor Trail 

(Visitor Boardwalk) 

No change. Recommendations in this area 
are focused on reducing further 
impacts caused primarily by 
natural runoff and erosion. 

1. Slow stormwater runoff 
entering trail rut corridor. 

2. Reduce erosion potential 
of trail surface. 

3. Raise the visitor trail 
surface. 

4. Divert runoff from trail 
surface with water bars 
and drainage. 

5. Develop an Interpretive 
Station. 

6. Lower Trail (Visitor 
Center to Interpretive 
Station) - remove and 
replace asphalt trail with 
hardened natural surface 
trail. Locate trail to 
improve visitor 
experience. 

7. Upper Trail (existing 
asphalt/chip seal trail) - 
remove and replace 
asphalt trail with hardened 
natural surface trail  

8. Rehabilitate the W.H. 
Jackson Campsite 
interpretive wayside to 
accentuate the views of 
the adjacent trail resources 
and provide seating and 
additional interpretive 
opportunities 

9. Provide accessible 
opportunities to the 
Oregon Trail  

10. Remove individual eastern 
red cedar trees in 
character area A that may 
diminish important views. 

Recommendations in this area 
are two fold, focusing on 
reducing further impacts to trail 
resources and relocating visitor 
access to a boardwalk trail 
adjacent to the resource to 
provide an ‘off resource’ 
perspective. 
The treatment elements in this 
alternative are the same as 
those for treatment alternative 
1, with the exception that a new 
boardwalk trail is proposed to 
move visitor access off of the 
emigrant trail resource along 
portions of the trail.  This 
would provide an ‘off resource’ 
perspective similar to the 
existing trail that leads to the 
W. H. Jackson campsite and 
provide a more accessible and 
maintainable route. 
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Alternative 1 
No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 (Preferred 
Alternative) 
Visitor Trail 

(Existing Alignment) 

Alternative 3 
Visitor Trail 

(Visitor Boardwalk) 

Character Area B1 

This area contains high quality, concentrated trail rut resources that are generally visible and in good 
condition 

No change. Recommendations in this 
character area are primarily 
preservation related. 
1. Remove non-

contributing/non-
compatible features 
associated with the trail 
ruts.    

2. Provide archeological 
investigations within the 
location of the double cut 
and the trail through 
sloped topography. 

 

The treatment elements are the 
same as those for Alternative 2. 

Character Area B2 

Character Area B2 contains braided trail rut resources that are indistinct but in good condition.   

No change. Recommendations in this 
character area are preservation 
related. 
1. Remove non-

contributing/non-
compatible features 
associated with the trail 
ruts.    

 

The treatment elements in this 
alternative are the same as 
those in Alternative 2, with 
the exception that removing 
non-contributing /non-
compatible features associated 
with the trail ruts is not 
included. 

Character Area C 

Most of the trail rut resources in Character Area C are not visible as they have been covered by road 
construction.   

No change. Recommended treatment 
elements in this area include 
only those common to all 
treatment areas in both 
treatment alternatives. 

This alternative is the same as 
Alternative 2. 
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Alternative 1 
No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 (Preferred 
Alternative) 
Visitor Trail 

(Existing Alignment) 

Alternative 3 
Visitor Trail 

(Visitor Boardwalk) 

Character Area D1 

The southern portion Character Area D1 contains braided trail rut resources that are indistinct and 
difficult to discern but are in good condition.  The trail ruts in the northern portion of Character 

Area D1 have been obliterated by past agricultural activities.   

No change. Recommendations in this 
character area are preservation 
related. 
1. Remove non-

contributing/non-
compatible features 
associated with the trail 
ruts.    

 

This alternative is the same as 
Alternative 2. 

Character Area D2 

The majority of trail rut resources in Character Area D2 have been covered by road construction.   

No change Recommendations in this 
character area are preservation 
related. 
1. Direct archeological 

investigations to the 
ravine crossing south 
county road.  

 

This alternative is the same as 
Alternative 2. 

Extent to Which Each Alternative Meets Project Objectives 

1. Preserve and stabilize trail rut and associated historic landscape resources 

Continued levels of 
maintenance and operations 
would not preserve or stabilize 
the trail ruts, so this alternative 
does not meet this goal. 

The trail ruts in Character Area 
A, which are most susceptible 
to erosion, would be stabilized, 
so this alternative meets this 
goal.  

The trail ruts in Character Area 
A, which are most susceptible 
to erosion, would be stabilized, 
so this alternative meets this 
goal. 

2. Provide expanded opportunities for visitors to experience the monument’s emigrant trail resources 
in context with their historical significance 
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Alternative 1 
No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 (Preferred 
Alternative) 
Visitor Trail 

(Existing Alignment) 

Alternative 3 
Visitor Trail 

(Visitor Boardwalk) 

There would be no changes in 
the way visitors experience the 
trail ruts, so this alternative 
does not meet this goal. 

Improving interpretation at the 
existing wayside and at the W. 
H. Jackson site and removing 
non-contributing elements in 
character areas B1, B2, and D1 
would meet this goal. 

Improving interpretation at the 
existing wayside and at the W. 
H. Jackson site and removing 
non-contributing elements in 
character areas B1 and D1 
would meet this goal, but 
slightly less so than Treatment 
alternative 1. 

3. Improve the ability of the landscape to convey and represent its significant history in a clear and 
authentic manner 

There would be no 
improvements, so this 
alternative does not meet this 
goal. 

Non-contributing elements 
would be removed in character 
areas B1, B2, and D1, which 
meets this goal. 

Non-contributing elements 
would be removed in character 
areas B, and D1, which meets 
this goal, but not to the same 
degree as Treatment alternative 
1. 

4. Reduce impact on resources from natural and maintenance related causes 

Continued levels of 
maintenance and operations 
would not reduce impacts, so 
this alternative does not meet 
the goal. 

Directing surface water away 
from the trail and stabilizing the 
trail in Character Area A meets 
this goal. 

Directing surface water away 
from the trail and stabilizing the 
trail in Character Area A meets 
this goal. 

 376 
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h.  Impact Summary 377 

A summary of potential environmental effects for the alternatives is presented in Table 378 

4.2. 379 

Table 4.2. Impact Summary Table 380 

Impact 
Topic 

Alternative 1 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 2 
(Preferred 

Alternative) 
Visitor Trail 

(Existing 
Alignment) 

Alternative 3 
Visitor Trail 

(Visitor Boardwalk) 

Soil Because excessive 
erosion would not be 
addressed, the No 
Action Alternative 
would have local minor 
long-term adverse 
effects on soils. 

Up to 0.5 acre of soil 
resources would be 
disturbed during trail 
rehabilitation, but in the 
long term, erosion 
would be reduced by the 
project.  The effect on 
soils resources would be 
local, short-term, minor, 
and adverse during trail 
rehabilitation. Planned 
use of temporary 
erosion-control Best 
Management Practices 
(BMPs) would reduce 
the potential for short-
term erosion and soil 
loss during construction. 
Long term effects would 
be beneficial. 

The effects of Alternative 3 
are the same as those for 
Alternative 2, except that up 
to 0.61 acre of soil resources 
would be disturbed. 

Vegetation The No Action 
Alternative would have 
no effect on vegetation. 

Up to 0.5 acre of 
vegetation would be 
temporarily impacted 
under this alternative, 
but would be 
revegetated with native 
species. Weed 
establishment in areas of 
disturbed soil is also 
possible, but would be 
minimized with weed-
control BMPs. but 
reduced erosion would 
be beneficial for 
vegetation. 
Alternative 2 would have 

The effects of Alternative 3 
are the same as those for 
Alternative 2, except that up 
to 0.61 acres of vegetation 
would be affected.  
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Impact 
Topic 

Alternative 1 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 2 
(Preferred 

Alternative) 
Visitor Trail 

(Existing 
Alignment) 

Alternative 3 
Visitor Trail 

(Visitor Boardwalk) 

local short-term minor 
adverse effects on 
vegetation, but would 
provide local long-term 
beneficial effects. 

Visitor 
Experience 
and 
Recreational 
Resources 

There would be no 
change in the 
fundamental nature and 
quality of the visitor 
experience or recreation 
resources within Scotts 
Bluff under the No 
Action Alternative, but 
the presence of 
noncontributing 
features in the historic 
landscape would have 
local long-term 
negligible adverse 
effects. 

Construction activities 
under Alternative 2 
would have local short-
term minor adverse 
effects on visitor 
experience and 
recreation. The more 
authentic experience 
following 
implementation of the 
alternative would have 
local long-term 
beneficial effects. 

The effects of Alternative 3 
are the same as those under 
Alternative 2. 

Public 
Health, 
Safety, and 
Monument 
Operations  

 Because the visitor trail 
surface would not be 
stabilized, the risk of 
injuries would remain 
the same, which would 
have a local long-term 
minor adverse effect on 
public health and safety. 
There would be no 
effect on monument 
operations. 

The visitor trail would 
be stabilized, reducing 
the risk of injury and 
improving monument 
operations, which would 
provide a local long-
term beneficial effect on 
public health, safety, and 
monument operations. 

Stabilizing the visitor trail and 
constructing the boardwalk 
would improve visitor safety, 
but the boardwalk would 
increase maintenance costs. 
Alternative 3 would have 
local long-term beneficial 
effects on public safety and 
local long-term moderate 
adverse effects on monument 
operations. 

Cultural 
Resources 

Because the trail rut 
resource would continue 
to erode, the effects of 
the No Action 
Alternative on the 
historic landscape would 
be local, minor, long-
term, and adverse. The 
No Action Alternative 
would have no effect on 
historic buildings or 
archeological resources. 

Rehabilitating the trail 
rut resources under 
Alternative 2 would have 
local long-term 
beneficial effects on the 
historic landscape and 
no effect on historic 
buildings or 
archeological sites. 

Rehabilitating the trail rut 
resources under Alternative 3 
would stabilize the ruts, but 
the visitor boardwalk would 
be a new noncontributing 
feature in the historic 
landscape. Alternative 3 have 
local long-term beneficial 
effects and local long-term 
minor adverse effects on the 
historic landscape. With 
preconstruction surveys and 
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Impact 
Topic 

Alternative 1 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 2 
(Preferred 

Alternative) 
Visitor Trail 

(Existing 
Alignment) 

Alternative 3 
Visitor Trail 

(Visitor Boardwalk) 

monitoring for archeological 
resources, Alternative 3 
would have no effect on 
historic structures or 
archeological resources. 

 381 
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i.   Environmentally Preferable Alternative  382 

The CEQ defines the environmentally preferable alternative as “…the alternative that 383 

will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in the National Environmental 384 

Policy Act § 101.” Section 101 states that, “…it is the continuing responsibility of the 385 

Federal Government to: 386 

1) Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for 387 

succeeding generations; 388 

2) Assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally 389 

pleasing surroundings; 390 

3) Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, 391 

risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences; 392 

4) Preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and 393 

maintain, wherever possible, an environment, which supports diversity and variety of 394 

individual choice; 395 

5) Achieve a balance between population and resource use, which will permit high 396 

standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities; and 397 

6) Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable 398 

recycling of depletable resources.” 399 

The identification of the “environmentally preferable alternative” was based on an 400 

analysis that balances factors such as physical impacts on various aspects of the 401 

environment, mitigation measures to deal with impacts, and other factors including the 402 

statutory mission of the NPS and the purposes for the project. 403 

The No Action Alternative would preserve existing conditions, but it would not be 404 

considered the environmentally preferable alternative because not rehabilitating the Oregon 405 

Trail ruts in the character areas would not meet environmental goals in the same manner as 406 

the action alternatives. The No Action Alternative is not the environmentally preferable 407 

 alternative for the following reasons: 1) by not addressing the soil erosion, safety issues, and 408 

potential cultural resource damage associated with existing conditions and management, it 409 

would not meet the stewardship responsibility for protecting monument resources and 410 

providing a safe environment (goals 1, 2, and 3) and 2) it would not improve protection of 411 
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environmental resources and the historic landscape (goal 4). Thus, the No Action Alternative 412 

does not fully meet the provisions of NEPA Section 101 goals. 413 

While Alternative 3 would rehabilitate the Oregon Trail ruts, it would not be considered 414 

the environmentally preferable alternative because it would result in greater impacts on 415 

vegetation and monument operations than would Alternative 2. Alternative 3 is not the 416 

environmentally preferable alternative for the following reasons: 1) by constructing a 417 

boardwalk that would require removing existing vegetation and that would require greatly 418 

increased maintenance efforts and costs, it would not meet the stewardship responsibility for 419 

protecting monument resources and providing the widest range of beneficial uses of the 420 

environment without undesirable consequences (goals 1 and 3). Thus, Alternative 3 does not 421 

fully meet the provisions of NEPA Section 101 goals. 422 

The NPS determined that the environmentally preferable alternative should implement 423 

the improvements described for Treatment Alternative, which is also the preferred 424 

alternative, because it surpasses the No Action Alternative and Treatment Alternative 3 in 425 

realizing the full range of national environmental policy goals, as stated in Section 101 of 426 

NEPA. Alternative No. 2 would provide the widest range of beneficial uses without 427 

degradation and would reduce risks to health and safety. Implementing Alternative 2 would 428 

best preserve the natural and cultural features in the monument because it implements 429 

improvements that provide long-term protection of environmental and cultural resources 430 

(goals 1, 2, 3, and 4). 431 

Because it meets the purpose and need for the project and is the environmentally 432 

preferable alternative, Alternative 2 is recommended as the Preferred Treatment Alternative 433 

for this proposal. 434 
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j.   Mitigation 435 

Mitigation measures to minimize the degree and/or severity of adverse effects natural 436 

resources, cultural resources, and other values would apply to either of the treatment 437 

alternatives (Table 4.3). Many of these mitigation measures are considered best management 438 

practices (BMPs) that the NPS frequently uses for construction projects to control erosion, 439 

revegetate disturbed areas, control weeds, and minimize resource impacts. 440 

 441 

Table 4.3 Mitigation Measures 442 

Resource Area Mitigation 

General 
Construction 
Considerations 

Construction zones would be identified with construction fence, silt fence, or some 
similar material prior to any construction activity. The fencing would define the 
construction zone and confine activity to the minimum area required for 
construction. All protection measures would be clearly stated in the construction 
specifications, and workers would be instructed to avoid conducting activities beyond 
the construction zone. Disturbances would be limited to specifically designated 
construction limits. No machinery, vehicles, or equipment would access areas outside 
the construction limits. 

Construction equipment staging would occur within existing areas of disturbance. 
Off-site equipment and vehicle parking would be limited to designated staging areas. 

Contractors would be required to properly maintain construction equipment to 
minimize noise (i.e., mufflers and brakes). Construction vehicle engines would not be 
allowed to idle for extended periods. 

Material and equipment hauling would comply with all legal load restrictions. Load 
restrictions on monument roads are identical to state load restrictions with such 
additional regulations as may be imposed by the Monument Superintendent. 

Water sprinkling would be used as needed to reduce fugitive dust in work zones. 
Water would be obtained from the monument water supply. 

All tools, equipment, barricades, signs, surplus materials, and rubbish would be 
removed from the project work limits upon project completion.  
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Resource Area Mitigation 

Vegetation 

All disturbed ground would be reclaimed using appropriate BMPs and use of native 
plants. Until the soil is stable and vegetation is established, erosion-control measures 
would be implemented to minimize erosion and prevent sediment from reaching 
streams.  

Temporary barriers would be provided to protect existing trees, plants, and root 
zones. Trees or other plants would not be removed, injured, or destroyed without 
prior approval. 

To prevent the introduction of, and minimize the spread of, nonnative vegetation and 
noxious weeds, the following measures would be implemented during construction:  

 The construction area would be pretreated for exotic vegetation prior to any 
ground disturbance. Pretreatment could include mechanical, biological, 
and/or chemical treatments. 

 Soil disturbance would be minimized. 
 All construction equipment would be pressure washed and/or steam cleaned 

before entering the monument to ensure that all equipment, machinery, 
rocks, gravel, and other materials are cleaned and weed free. 

 All haul trucks bringing fill materials from outside the monument would be 
covered to prevent seed transport. 

 Vehicle and equipment parking would be limited to within construction limits 
or approved staging areas and these sites would be treated for exotic species 
if necessary.  

 Staging areas outside the monument would be surveyed for noxious weeds 
and treated appropriately prior to use. 

 All fill, rock, and additional topsoil would be obtained from stockpiles from 
previous projects or excess material from this project, if possible; and if not 
possible, then weed-free fill, rock, or additional topsoil would be obtained 
from sources outside the monument. NPS personnel would certify that the 
source is weed free.  

 Hay bales would be prohibited from use in erosion control because of the 
likelihood of introducing exotic plants. If straw is used, it must be weed free 
from a monument-approved source. 

 Monitoring and follow-up treatment of exotic vegetation would occur after 
project activities are completed. 
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Resource Area Mitigation 

Soils and Water 
Quality  

Erosion-control BMPs for drainage and sediment control would be implemented to 
prevent or reduce nonpoint source pollution and minimize soil loss and 
sedimentation in drainage areas. These BMPs may include, but are not limited to, silt 
fencing, filter fabric, temporary sediment ponds, check dams of pea gravel-filled 
burlap bags or other material, and/or immediate mulching of exposed areas to 
minimize sedimentation and turbidity impacts as a result of construction activities. Silt 
fencing fabric would be inspected daily during project work and weekly after project 
completion, until removed. Accumulated sediments would be removed when the 
fabric is estimated to be approximately 75 percent full. Silt removal would be 
accomplished in such a way as to avoid introduction into any flowing water bodies. 

A two-stage method of soil removal would be used wherever possible. This involves 
scraping and stockpiling the surface soil, followed by excavation of subsoil material 
and storage in a separate pile. When the trench is covered, the subsurface material 
would be used first, and then the surface soil would be used to cover the area. 

Regular site inspections would be conducted to ensure that erosion-control measures 
are properly installed and functioning effectively. 

The operation of ground-disturbing equipment would be temporarily suspended 
during large precipitation events to reduce the production of sediment that may be 
transported to streams.  

A stormwater pollution prevention plan would be developed and approved by 
monument staff. A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Construction 
Storm Water General Permit from the Nebraska Department of Environmental 
Quality would be needed in the unlikely event construction disturbs over one acre of 
land.  

All equipment would be maintained in a clean and well-functioning state to avoid or 
minimize contamination from fluids and fuels. Prior to starting work each day, all 
machinery would be inspected for leaks (e.g., fuel, oil, and hydraulic fluid) and all 
necessary repairs would be made before work begins.  

A hazardous spill plan would be required from the contractor prior to the start of 
construction stating what actions would be taken in the case of a spill and preventive 
measures to be implemented. Hazardous spill clean-up materials would be on-site at 
all times. This measure is designed to avoid/minimize the introduction of chemical 
contaminants associated with machinery (e.g., fuel, oil, and hydraulic fluid) used in 
project implementation.  

Wildlife 

No construction activities would occur at night.  

The construction contractor would be required to keep all garbage and food waste 
contained and removed daily from the work site to avoid attracting wildlife into the 
construction zone. Construction workers would be instructed to remove food scraps 
and not feed or approach wildlife. 
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Resource Area Mitigation 

Visitor 
Experience and 
Recreation 
Resources 

Visitors would be informed in advance of construction activities via a number of 
outlets including the monument website, newspaper, visitor center, and other outlets 
as needed. 

Construction would not occur on weekends or holidays and would be limited to the 
hours between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. 

To the extent possible, the visitor trail would remain open, but when the trail would 
be closed, signage and barriers will be used to inform visitors of the closure.  

To minimize the potential impact to monument visitors, variation on construction 
timing may be considered, such as conducting a majority of the work in shoulder 
seasons. 

Temporary interpretive panels would be provided during the construction period to 
inform and educate visitors regarding the project and its importance to the overall 
historic landscape of the monument. 

Public Health, 
Safety, and 
Monument 
Operations 

The visitors trail would be closed during construction activities on or in close 
proximity to the trail. 

Orange barricade fencing would be used to limit visitor access to construction areas. 

Staging and access areas would be located to avoid creating conflicts with on-going 
monument operations and visitor access. 

Cultural 
Resources 

Cultural resources in the vicinity of the project area would be identified and delineated 
for avoidance prior to project work. 

An NPS approved archeologist would be on site during construction to advise or take 
appropriate actions should any archeological resources be uncovered during 
construction. In the unlikely event that human remains are discovered during 
construction, provisions outlined in the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act (1990) would be followed.  

Should any archeological resources be uncovered during construction, work would be 
halted in the area and the Midwest Archeological Center, SHPO, and appropriate 
Native American tribes would be contacted for further consultation. 

The NPS would ensure that all contractors and subcontractors are informed of the 
penalties for illegally collecting artifacts or intentionally damaging archeological sites 
or historic properties. Contractors and subcontractors also would be instructed on 
procedures to follow in case previously unknown archeological resources are 
uncovered during construction. 

 443 



S c o t t s  B l u f f  N a t i o n a l  M o n u m e n t  
O r e g o n  T r a i l  R u t s  L a n d s c a p e  S t u d y  

a n d  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  A s s e s s m e n t   ◙   1 0 0 %  R e p o r t  
 

100% Report 4-39 Chapter 4. Treatment Recommendations 

k.  Impacts from Treatment Alternatives/Environmental Consequences 444 

This section provides a description of the resources potentially impacted by the 445 

alternatives and the likely environmental consequences as required by 40 CFR 1502.14. It is 446 

organized by impact topics that were derived from internal monument and external public 447 

scoping. Impacts are evaluated based on type, context, duration, intensity, and whether they 448 

are direct, indirect, or cumulative. The No Action Alternative and each action treatment 449 

alternative are discussed within each resource topic area. NPS policy also requires an 450 

evaluation of potential impairment of monument resources and the potential for generating 451 

unacceptable levels of impact. 452 

 453 

General Methods 454 

This section contains the environmental impacts, including direct and indirect effects, 455 

and their significance for each alternative. The analysis is based on the assumption that the 456 

mitigation measures identified in the “Mitigation” section of this report would be 457 

implemented as described for each alternative. Overall, the NPS based these impact analyses 458 

and conclusions on the review of existing literature and monument studies, information 459 

provided by experts within the monument, other agencies, professional judgment and 460 

monument staff insights, and public input. 461 

The following terms are used in the discussion of environmental consequences to assess 462 

the impact intensity threshold and the nature of impacts associated with each alternative:  463 

Type: Impacts can be beneficial or adverse. 464 

Context: Context is the setting within which an impact would occur, such as local (in the 465 

project area), monument-wide (in SCBL), or regional (in Scotts Bluff County, Nebraska and 466 

nearby). 467 

Impact Intensity: Impact intensity is defined individually for each impact topic. There may 468 

be no impact, or impacts may be negligible, minor, moderate, or major. Impact intensity is 469 

not used when describing beneficial effects. 470 

Duration: Duration of impact is analyzed independently for each resource because impact 471 

duration is dependent on the resource being analyzed. Depending on the resource, impacts 472 

may last for the construction period, a single year or growing season, or longer. For purposes 473 

of this analysis, impact duration is described as short-term or long-term. Because of the 10 474 
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to year time frame within which they occur, the duration of cumulative effects of past, 475 

present, and reasonably foreseeable actions are always long term. 476 

Direct and Indirect Impacts: Effects can be direct, indirect, or cumulative. Direct effects are 477 

caused by an action and occur at the same time and place as the action. Indirect effects are 478 

caused by the action and occur later or farther away, but are still reasonably foreseeable. 479 

Direct and indirect impacts are considered in this analysis, but are not specified in the 480 

narratives. Cumulative effects are discussed in a separate section. 481 

Threshold for Impact Analysis: The duration and intensity of effects vary by resource. 482 

Therefore, the definitions for each impact topic are described separately. These definitions 483 

were formulated through the review of existing laws, policies, and guidelines; and with 484 

assistance from monument staff and Midwest Region Office NPS specialists. Impact 485 

intensity thresholds for negligible, minor, moderate, and major adverse effects are defined in 486 

a table for each resource topic. 487 

 488 

Cumulative Effects 489 

Cumulative impacts are defined as “the impact on the environment which results from 490 

the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 491 

foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person 492 

undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). Cumulative effects can result from 493 

individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over a period of time. The 494 

CEQ regulations that implement NEPA require assessment of cumulative impacts in the 495 

decision-making process for federal projects.  496 

 497 

Methods for Assessing Cumulative Effects 498 

Cumulative impacts were determined by combining the impacts of the alternatives with 499 

other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Therefore, it was necessary to 500 

identify other ongoing or reasonably foreseeable future projects in SCBL that might 501 

contribute to cumulative impacts. The geographic scope of the analysis includes actions in 502 

the project area as well as other actions in the monument where overlapping resource 503 

impacts are possible. The temporal scope includes projects within a range of approximately 504 

10 years.  505 
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Once identified, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions were then assessed in 506 

conjunction with the impacts of the alternatives to determine if they would have any added 507 

adverse or beneficial effects on a particular natural resource, monument operation, or visitor 508 

use. The impact of reasonably foreseeable actions would vary for each of the resources. 509 

Cumulative effects are considered for each alternative and are presented in the 510 

environmental consequences discussion for each impact topic. 511 

 512 

Past Actions 513 

Past actions include activities that influenced and affected the current conditions of the 514 

environment near the project area. Past actions with the most apparent effects have occurred 515 

in Character Area A, which is the most heavily used character area, and include construction 516 

of the visitor facilities, using a segment of the trail ruts as part of the visitors trail, occasional 517 

maintenance addressing erosion by filling in the segment of visitors trail that coincides with 518 

the trail ruts approximately three times over the past 12 years, and installing ditches and 519 

culverts in the same area to reduce run off on the trail surface.  Other past actions that have 520 

affected the character areas in general include past land uses such as grazing, fire 521 

management, and noxious weed management, which have affected the vegetation 522 

communities.  Construction of the county road Old Oregon Trail in Character Area A, C 523 

and D2 and cultivation in Character Area D1 have fragmented the trail ruts. 524 

 525 

Current and Future Actions 526 

Monument staff identified several minor current and reasonably foreseeable actions. 527 

Noxious weed and fire management activities are ongoing and will continue in the future. 528 

There are currently no plans for large scale actions such as controlled burns or herbicide 529 

treatments, but monitoring and spot treatments will continue. There are no other ongoing or 530 

reasonably foreseeable actions that would potentially affect the resources identified as impact 531 

topics for this report. 532 

 533 

Impairment of Scotts Bluff National Monument Resources or Values 534 

In addition to determining the environmental consequences of the alternatives, NPS 535 

Management Policies 2006 and DO–12 require an analysis of potential effects of the 536 
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preferred alternative to determine if actions would impair monument resources or cause 537 

unacceptable impacts. The impairments determination is contained in Appendix B.  538 

 539 

Impacts to Cultural Resources and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 540 

Act 541 

For purposes of the NEPA process, cultural resources are considered under Section 106 542 

of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA, 1966, as amended), and specifically its 543 

implementing regulations under 36 CFR Part 800. Section 106 requires federal agencies to 544 

consider the effects of an undertaking on historic properties and provides a process under 545 

which to implement Section 106. In this case, the NPS has determined that the proposed 546 

alternatives have the potential to adversely affect cultural resources and is using the LS/EA 547 

as an assessment of effects for compliance with Section 106. 548 

In this LS/EA, impacts to cultural resources are described in terms of type, context, 549 

duration, and intensity, as described above, which is consistent with the regulations of the 550 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) that implement the NEPA. These impact analyses 551 

are intended, however, to comply with the requirements of both NEPA and Section 106 of 552 

the NHPA. In accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations 553 

implementing Section 106 of the NHPA (36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic 554 

Properties), impacts to archeological and cultural resources were identified and evaluated by 555 

(1) determining the area of potential effects; (2) identifying cultural resources present in the 556 

area of potential effects that were either listed in or eligible to be listed in the National 557 

Register of Historic Places; (3) applying the criteria of adverse effect on affected cultural 558 

resources either listed in or eligible to be listed in the National Register; and (4) considering 559 

ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. 560 

An adverse effect occurs whenever an impact alters, directly or indirectly, any 561 

characteristic of a cultural resource that qualifies it for inclusion in the National Register 562 

(e.g., diminishing the integrity of the resource’s location, design, setting, materials, 563 

workmanship, feeling, or association). Adverse effects also include reasonably foreseeable 564 

effects caused by an alternative that would occur later in time, be farther removed in 565 

distance, or be cumulative (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects). A 566 

determination of no adverse effect means there is an effect, but the effect would not 567 
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diminish in any way the characteristics of the cultural resource that qualify it for inclusion in 568 

the National Register. 569 

CEQ regulations and the National Park Service’s Conservation Planning, Environmental 570 

Impact Analysis and Decision-making (Director’s Order #12) also call for a discussion of 571 

the appropriateness of mitigation, as well as an analysis of how effective the mitigation 572 

would be in reducing the intensity of a potential impact (e.g., reducing the intensity of an 573 

impact from major to moderate or minor). Any resultant reduction in intensity of impact due 574 

to mitigation, however, is an estimate of the effectiveness of mitigation under NEPA only. It 575 

does not suggest that the level of effect, as defined by Section 106, is similarly reduced. 576 

Although adverse effects under Section 106 may be mitigated, the effect remains adverse. 577 

The monument will coordinate with the SHPO to address mitigation measures for the 578 

alternative that is eventually selected. 579 

A Section 106 summary is included in the impact analysis sections for cultural resources 580 

(historic structures, archeological resources, and the cultural landscapes) for each alternative. 581 

The Section 106 summary is intended to meet the requirements of Section 106 and is an 582 

assessment of the effect of the undertaking (implementation of the alternative) on cultural 583 

resources, based upon the criteria of effect and adverse effect found in the Advisory 584 

Council’s regulations. 585 



S c o t t s  B l u f f  N a t i o n a l  M o n u m e n t  
O r e g o n  T r a i l  R u t s  L a n d s c a p e  S t u d y  

a n d  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  A s s e s s m e n t   ◙   1 0 0 %  R e p o r t  
 

100% Report 4-44 Chapter 4. Treatment Recommendations 

Soils 586 

Impact Intensity Threshold 587 

Available information on potentially impacted soils in the project area was compiled. 588 

Potential impacts from the alternatives were based on professional judgment and experience 589 

with similar actions. The threshold of change for the intensity of an impact on soils is 590 

defined in Table 4.4. 591 

Table 4.4. Soil Impact and Intensity 592 

Impact 
Intensity 

Intensity Description 

Negligible The effects on soils would be below or at a very low level of detection. Any effects on 
productivity or erosion potential would be slight. 

Minor An action’s effects on soils would be detectable. The effects would change a soil’s 
profile in a relatively small area, but would not appreciably increase the potential for 
erosion of additional soil. If mitigation were needed to offset adverse effects, it would 
be relatively simple to implement and would likely be successful. 

Moderate An action would result in a change in quantity or alteration of the topsoil, overall 
biological productivity, or the potential for erosion to remove small quantities of soil. 
Changes to localized ecological processes would be limited. Mitigation measures 
would probably be necessary to offset adverse effects and would likely be successful. 

Major An action would result in a change in the potential for erosion to remove large 
quantities of soil or in alterations to topsoil and overall biological productivity in a 
relatively large area. Key ecological processes would be altered, and landscape-level 
changes would be expected. Mitigation measures to offset adverse effects would be 
necessary, extensive, and their success could not be guaranteed. 

Short-term impactrecovers in less than 3 years 593 
Long-term impacttakes more than 3 years to recover 594 
 595 

Environmental Consequences 596 

Alternative 1 –  No Action 597 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. No new disturbance to soil resources 598 

would occur because there would be no construction-related actions. Existing rates of 599 

erosion would continue, potentially resulting in local minor long-term adverse impacts. 600 

Cumulative Impacts. Past actions, such as changes in vegetation; cultivation practices; 601 

grazing by nonnative animals; the construction of roads, recreation facilities, and other 602 

structures; and installing water bars, filling uneven areas, and use of part of the trail ruts by 603 

visitors have impacted soil resources from excavation, erosion, and a loss in soil productivity. 604 

Current and future actions such as weed and fire management would have beneficial effects 605 

on soils by encouraging native vegetation that protects soils from erosion   Past, present, and 606 
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reasonably foreseeable future projects would have monument-wide moderate adverse and 607 

monument-wide beneficial cumulative effects on soil resources. Those effects, in 608 

combination with the local long-term minor adverse effects of the No Action Alternative, 609 

would result in monument-wide moderate adverse and beneficial cumulative effects. 610 

Conclusion. The No Action Alternative would have local minor long-term adverse 611 

effects on soils. Cumulative effects would be local, moderate, and adverse, with some 612 

beneficial effects. There would be no unacceptable impacts to soils. 613 

 614 

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) – Visitor Trail (Existing Alignment) 615 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. Most of the adverse impacts to soils 616 

from implementing Alternative 2 would occur in Character Area A and would result from 617 

activities such as ground clearing and excavation to install water bars and check dams; raising 618 

the surface of the trail ruts and replacing the visitor trail surface; and improving interpretive 619 

stations and waysides. Small areas of soil may also be disturbed by removing non-620 

contributing / non-compatible features and marking the trail ruts in the other character 621 

areas.  The majority of these impacts would be temporary. 622 

Some of these activities, such as trail surface replacement, would occur within previously 623 

disturbed areas, but there would be up to 0.5 acre of new soil disturbance from Alternative 624 

2. Soil material exposed during construction would be subject to erosion until stabilized or 625 

revegetated. The proposed stormwater management plan would reduce the potential for 626 

erosion and soil loss. Planned use of temporary erosion control BMPs would reduce the 627 

potential for short-term erosion and soil loss. Temporary impacts to soils during 628 

construction would be local, short-term, minor, and adverse. 629 

Although there would be temporary adverse effects, the overall effects of the alternative 630 

would be long-term and beneficial.  The beneficial effects would result from greatly reduced 631 

soil erosion and sediment transport following installation of permanent erosion control 632 

measures in Character Area A. 633 

Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and their 634 

impacts described under alternative 1 would be the same as those under Alternative 2. Those 635 

impacts, in combination with the local long-term minor adverse effects and long-term 636 
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beneficial effects of Alternative 2, would result in local moderate adverse and beneficial 637 

cumulative effects. 638 

Conclusion. Soil resources would be temporarily impacted during trail rehabilitation.  639 

The effect on soils resources would be local, short-term, minor, and adverse during trail 640 

rehabilitation. Alternative 2 would provide long-term beneficial effects following 641 

construction by reducing soil erosion. Alternative 2 would result in local moderate adverse 642 

and beneficial cumulative effects. There would be no unacceptable impacts to soils. 643 

 644 

Alternative 3 – Visitor Trail (Visitor Boardwalk) 645 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative.  Soil disturbing activities and impacts 646 

to soils from implementing Alternative 3 are the same as those for Alternative 2, but would 647 

also include soil disturbance from constructing the visitor trail boardwalk in Character A. 648 

Constructing the boardwalk would disturb up to 0.14 acre, for total disturbance of up to 0.61 649 

acre. Adverse impacts to soils from Alternative 3 would be local, long-term, and minor.  As 650 

with Alternative 2, there would also be long-term beneficial effects from rehabilitating the 651 

trail and greatly reducing erosion and sediment transport. 652 

Cumulative Impacts. Past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions and their 653 

impacts described under Alternative 1 would be the same as those under Alternative 2. 654 

Those impacts, in combination with the local long-term minor adverse effects and long-term 655 

beneficial effects of Alternative 3, would result in local long-term moderate adverse effects 656 

and beneficial cumulative effects. 657 

Conclusion. Soil resources would be temporarily impacted during trail rehabilitation.  658 

Additionally, Alternative 3 would permanently affect soils under the boardwalk.  The adverse 659 

effects on soils resources would be local, long-term, and minor following trail rehabilitation. 660 

Alternative 3 would provide long-term beneficial effects following construction by reducing 661 

soil erosion. Alternative 3, would result in local long-term moderate adverse effects and 662 

long-term beneficial cumulative effects. There would be no unacceptable impacts to soils. 663 

 664 
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Vegetation 665 

Impact Intensity Threshold  666 

Predictions about impacts were based on the expected disturbance to vegetation 667 

communities, professional judgment, and experience with previous projects. The thresholds 668 

of change for the intensity of an impact on vegetation are defined in Table 4.5. 669 

 670 

Table 4.5. Vegetation Impact and Intensity 671 

Impact 
Intensity 

Intensity Description 

Negligible The impacts on vegetation (individuals or communities) would not be 
measurable. The abundance or distribution of individuals would not be affected 
or would be slightly affected. The effects would be on a small scale and no 
species of special concern would be affected. Ecological processes and biological 
productivity would not be affected.  

Minor The action would not necessarily decrease or increase the project area’s overall 
biological productivity. The alternative would affect the abundance or 
distribution of individuals in a localized area, but would not affect the viability of 
local or regional populations or communities. Mitigation to offset adverse effects, 
including special measures to avoid affecting species of special concern, would be 
required and would be effective. Mitigation may be needed to offset adverse 
effects, would be relatively simple to implement, and would likely be successful.  

Moderate The action would result in effects on some individual native plants and would 
also affect a sizeable segment of the species’ population over a relatively large 
area. Permanent impacts would occur to native vegetation, but in a relatively 
small area. Some special status species would also be affected. Mitigation 
measures would be necessary to offset adverse effects and would likely be 
successful. 

Major The action would have considerable effects on native plant populations, 
including special status species, and would affect a relatively large area within and 
outside the monument. Extensive mitigation measures to offset the adverse 
effects would be required; success of the mitigation measures would not be 
guaranteed. 

Short-term impactrecovers in less than 1 year 672 
Long-term impacttakes more than 1 year to recover 673 

 674 

Environmental Consequences 675 

Alternative 1 – No Action 676 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. There would be no ground 677 

disturbance with the potential to adversely impact vegetation under the No Action 678 

Alternative. The existing use and maintenance of the trail ruts would continue.  The No 679 

Action Alternative would not involve land-disturbing activities that would likely increase the 680 
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number and distribution of exotic or noxious weeds. The No Action Alternative would have 681 

no effect on vegetation. 682 

Cumulative Impacts. Past actions, such as fire suppression; cultivation practices; 683 

grazing by nonnative animals; planting conifers to stabilize soil; and the construction of 684 

roads, recreation facilities, and other structures have resulted in the loss of vegetation and 685 

the introduction of invasive exotic plants. Current and future actions associated with noxious 686 

weed and fire management would have beneficial effects on vegetation by maintaining 687 

healthy native vegetation communities.  Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 688 

projects would have local, moderate adverse and beneficial cumulative effects on vegetation 689 

resources. Because it would have no affect on vegetation resources, the No Action 690 

Alternative would not contribute to cumulative effects. 691 

Conclusion. The No Action Alternative would have no new effects on vegetation from 692 

ground disturbance in the project area. Cumulative effects would be local, moderate, and 693 

adverse and beneficial. There would be no unacceptable impacts to vegetation. 694 

 695 

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) - Visitor Trail (Existing Alignment) 696 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. Trail rehabilitation activities would 697 

occur mostly within previously disturbed areas or areas with no vegetation such as the trail 698 

ruts, visitors trail, and waysides.  Installing the erosion control measures in Character Area A 699 

would affect approximately 0.5 acre of shrubland.  In addition one eastern red cedar will be 700 

removed from the emigrant trail corridor to restore important views of the trail. Temporary 701 

impacts to vegetation would also occur around the edges of proposed improvements. 702 

Construction activities would be confined to the smallest area necessary to complete the 703 

work and all areas of disturbed vegetation would be restored with native vegetation 704 

following construction. Infestation and spread of invasive exotic plants is possible. Weeds 705 

frequently invade disturbed ground where they are easily established and out-compete native 706 

species if left unchecked. Implementing BMP weed control practices would minimize the 707 

potential for weed establishment and long-term impacts. Revegetation of disturbed areas is 708 

expected to take more than one year because of the low soil fertility and water holding 709 

capacity of soils. Alternative 2 would have local, long-term, minor, adverse effects on 710 
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vegetation. Rehabilitation actions that reduce erosion and promote soil stability would have 711 

long-term beneficial effects on vegetation. 712 

Cumulative Impacts. Past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions and their 713 

impacts described under alternative 1 would be the same as those under Alternative 1. Those 714 

impacts, in combination with the local short-term minor adverse effects and long-term 715 

beneficial effects of Alternative 2, would result in local moderate adverse and beneficial 716 

cumulative effects. 717 

Conclusion. About 0.5 acre of vegetation resources would be temporarily impacted 718 

during trail rehabilitation. The adverse effects on vegetation resources would be local, long-719 

term, and minor following trail rehabilitation. Alternative 2 would have local short-term 720 

minor adverse effects on vegetation, but would provide long-term beneficial effects 721 

following construction by reducing soil erosion. Alternative 2 would result in local moderate 722 

adverse cumulative effects and beneficial cumulative effects. There would be no 723 

unacceptable impacts to vegetation. 724 

 725 

Alternative 3 – Visitor Trail (Visitor Boardwalk) 726 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. Alternative 3 would have the same 727 

direct and indirect adverse and beneficial effects on vegetation resources as Alternative 2, 728 

except that there would be additional adverse effects from constructing the boardwalk in 729 

Character Area A.  The boardwalk would permanently affect 0.14 acre of shrubland 730 

vegetation, for a total of 0.64 acre of vegetation.  Alternative 3 would have local long-term 731 

minor adverse effects and long-term beneficial effects on vegetation resources. 732 

Cumulative Impacts. Alternative 3 would have the same cumulative impacts as those 733 

for Alternative 2, which would be local, moderate, and adverse as well as beneficial. 734 

Conclusion. There would be about 0.64 acre of impacts to vegetation resources. The 735 

adverse effects on vegetation resources would be local, long-term, and minor following trail 736 

rehabilitation. Alternative 3 would provide long-term beneficial effects following 737 

construction by reducing soil erosion. Alternative 3 would result in local moderate adverse 738 

cumulative effects and long-term beneficial cumulative effects. There would be no 739 

unacceptable impacts to vegetation. 740 
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Visitor Experience and Recreation Resources 741 

Impact Intensity Threshold 742 

NPS Management Policies 2006 state that the enjoyment of monument resources and 743 

values by the people of the United States is part of the fundamental purpose of all 744 

monuments and that the NPS is committed to providing appropriate high-quality 745 

opportunities for visitors to enjoy the monuments. Part of the purpose of SCBL is to offer 746 

opportunities for recreation, education, inspiration, and enjoyment. Consequently, one of the 747 

monument’s management goals is to ensure that visitors safely enjoy and are satisfied with 748 

the availability, accessibility, diversity, and quality of monument facilities, services, and 749 

appropriate recreational opportunities.  750 

Impacts on the ability of visitors to experience a full range of monument resources was 751 

analyzed by examining resources and objectives presented in the monument significance 752 

statements, as derived from its enabling legislation. The potential for change in visitor 753 

experience proposed by the alternatives was evaluated by identifying projected increases or 754 

decreases in access and other visitor uses, and determining whether or how these projected 755 

changes would affect the desired visitor experience, to what degree, and for how long. The 756 

thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact to visitor experience and recreational 757 

resources are described in Table 4.7. 758 

 759 

Table 4.7. Visitor Experience and Recreation Resources Impact and Intensity 760 

Impact 
Intensity 

Intensity Description 

Negligible Changes in visitor experience and recreation resources would be below or at an 
imperceptible level of detection. The visitor would not likely be aware of the 
effects associated with the action. 

Minor Changes in visitor experience and recreation resources would be detectable, 
although the changes would be slight. The visitor would be aware of the effects 
associated with the action, but the effects would be slight. 

Moderate Changes in visitor experience and recreation resources would be readily 
apparent. The visitor would be aware of the effects associated with the action 
and would likely express an opinion about the changes. 

Major Changes in visitor experience and recreation resources would be readily apparent 
and severely adverse or exceptionally beneficial. The visitor would be aware of 
the effects associated with the action and would likely express a strong opinion 
about the changes. 

Short-term impactoccurs only during project construction 761 
Long-term impactcontinues after project construction 762 
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Environmental Consequences 763 

Alternative 1 – No Action 764 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. There would be no change in the 765 

fundamental nature and quality of the visitor experience or recreation resources within 766 

Scotts Bluff under the No Action Alternative. Recreational activities would continue as 767 

before within the monument. Visitors would continue to use the existing trail and 768 

interpretive waysides in Character Area A.  Non-contributing features would remain in the 769 

historic landscape, potentially compromising the interpretive goals of the monument, but in 770 

ways visitors would not be likely to notice. For these reasons, the No Action Alternative 771 

would have a local long-term negligible adverse effect on the quality of the visitor 772 

experience. 773 

Cumulative Impacts. Past actions, such as road construction and changes in land use 774 

have affected visitor experience by not allowing visitors to experience the entirety of the 775 

Oregon Trail ruts through the monument and by creating conditions that do not accurately 776 

represent conditions present during the period of significance of the Oregon Trail. The trail 777 

rut fragmentation and difference between present and past conditions is subtle enough that 778 

the majority of visitors would not be aware of them.   Past actions such as the construction 779 

of roads, recreation and visitor facilities, and other structures and the occasional 780 

maintenance have had long-term beneficial effects on visitor experience and recreational 781 

opportunities. Current and future actions associated with noxious weed and fire 782 

management would lead to native vegetation communities more like those present during 783 

use of the emigrant trail, which would provide visitors with a more authentic experience. 784 

Although visitor experiences would be improved, the beneficial effect would be negligible.   785 

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would have local minor adverse 786 

effects on visitor experience and negligible beneficial effects. Those effects, in combination 787 

with the local short-term negligible adverse effects of the No Action Alternative, would 788 

result in local minor adverse cumulative effects and beneficial cumulative effects. 789 

Conclusion. The No Action Alternative would have local long-term negligible adverse 790 

effects on visitor experience because of non-contributing features in the historic landscape 791 

and subtle changes in conditions in the monument. Cumulative effects of the No Action 792 
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Alternative would be local, minor and adverse and beneficial. There would be no 793 

unacceptable impacts to visitor experience and recreation resources. 794 

 795 

Alternative 2(Preferred Alternative) – Visitor Trail (Existing Alignment) 796 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. The visitor experience and access to 797 

recreation resources would be temporarily impacted by construction of the erosion control 798 

measures and waysides in Character Area A, when there may be temporary trail closures.  799 

Visitors would also see staging and access areas and may experience a temporary increase in 800 

construction traffic and noise near the project area. The effects on visitor experience and 801 

recreation during construction would be local, short-term, minor, and adverse. 802 

Alternative 2 would result in long-term beneficial effects because of more accurate 803 

representation of the historic landscape, improved waysides and interpretive stations, and a 804 

more-easily negotiated visitor trail surface.  805 

Cumulative Impacts. The past and reasonable foreseeable actions and their effects are 806 

the same as those for the No Action Alternative. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 807 

future projects would have local minor adverse cumulative effects on visitor experience and 808 

negligible beneficial effects. Those impacts, in combination with the local long-term 809 

beneficial effects of Alternative 2, would result in local minor adverse cumulative effects and 810 

beneficial cumulative effects. 811 

Conclusion. Alternative 2 would have local short-term minor adverse effects on visitor 812 

experience and recreation during construction and long-term beneficial effects because non-813 

contributing features in the historic landscape would be removed, waysides and interpretive 814 

stations would be improved, and the visitor trail would be easier to walk on. Alternative 2 815 

would have local, minor adverse cumulative effects and beneficial cumulative effects. There 816 

would be no unacceptable impacts to visitor experience and recreation resources. 817 

 818 

Alternative 3 – Visitor Trail (Visitor Boardwalk) 819 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. The activities and effects of 820 

Alternative 3 would be similar to those of Alternative 2. There would be short-term local 821 

minor adverse impacts during construction and long-term beneficial effects to the visitor 822 

experience and recreational resources. 823 
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Cumulative Impacts. The past and reasonable foreseeable actions and their effects are 824 

the same as those for the No Action Alternative and Alternative 2. Past, present, and 825 

reasonably foreseeable future projects would have local minor adverse cumulative effects on 826 

visitor experience and long-term beneficial effects. Those impacts, in combination with the 827 

effects of Alternative 3, would result in local minor adverse cumulative effects and beneficial 828 

cumulative effects. 829 

Conclusion. Alternative 3 would have local short-term minor adverse effects on visitor 830 

experience and recreation during construction and long-term beneficial effects because non-831 

contributing features in the historic landscape would be removed, waysides and interpretive 832 

stations would be improved, and the visitors trail would be easier to walk on. Alternative 3 833 

would have local, minor adverse cumulative effects and beneficial cumulative effects. There 834 

would be no unacceptable impacts to visitor experience and recreation resources. 835 

 836 
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Public Health, Safety, and Monument Operations 837 

Impact Intensity Threshold 838 

The NPS seeks to provide a safe and healthful environment for visitors and employees.2  839 

To that end, the NPS works to prevent “visitor injuries while preserving natural and cultural 840 

resources and providing an enjoyable experience consistent with the conservation of those 841 

resources” (DO-50C). Public health and safety refers to the ability of the NPS to provide a 842 

healthy and safe environment for visitors and monument staff, to protect human life, and to 843 

provide for injury-free visits and appropriate responses when accidents and injuries occur.  844 

Monument operations, for the purposes of this LS/EA, refers to the quality and 845 

effectiveness of the infrastructure, and the ability of monument staff to maintain the 846 

infrastructure used in the operation of the monument to protect and preserve vital resources 847 

and provide for a high quality visitor experience. Facilities included in the analysis include 848 

the visitors trail at Mitchell Pass, waysides, and interpretive signage. The thresholds of 849 

change for the intensity of an impact to public health, safety, and monument operations use 850 

are described in Table 4.8. 851 

 852 

Table 4.8. Public Health, Safety, and Monument Operations Impact and Intensity 853 

Impact 
Intensity 

Intensity Description 

Negligible The effects would be at low levels of detection and would not have appreciable 
effects on public health, safety, and monument operations. 

Minor The effects would be detectable and would be of a magnitude that would not 
have appreciable effects on public health, safety, and monument operations. If 
mitigation is needed to offset adverse effects, it would be simple and likely 
successful. 

Moderate The effects would be readily apparent and result in a change in public health, 
safety, and monument operations that would be noticeable to monument staff 
and the public. Mitigation measures would be necessary to offset adverse effects 
and would likely be successful. 

Major The effects would be readily apparent, would result in a substantial change in 
public health, safety, and monument operations in a manner noticeable to staff 
and the public, and would be markedly different from existing operations. 
Mitigation measures to offset adverse effects would be needed and extensive, and 
success could not be guaranteed. 

Short-term impacteffects lasting for the duration of the treatment action 854 
Long-term impacteffects continuing after the treatment action 855 

 856 

                                                 
2 NPS 2006 
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Environmental Consequences 857 

Alternative 1 – No Action 858 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. There would be no change in the 859 

fundamental nature and quality of public health, safety, or monument operations within 860 

Scotts Bluff under the No Action Alternative. The visitors trail surface in Character Area A 861 

would remain as it is and similar levels of occasional maintenance would continue. The 862 

existing visitors trail surface would continue to contribute to occasional, minor injuries and 863 

so would have a local long-term minor adverse effect on public health and safety.  There 864 

would be no change in monument operations. For these reasons, the No Action Alternative 865 

would have a local long-term minor adverse effect on public health and safety and no effect 866 

on monument operations. 867 

Cumulative Impacts. Past actions, such as infrequently resurfacing the chip-sealed 868 

reach of visitors trail, only occasionally maintaining the earthen surface of the trail where the 869 

visitors trail and the trail ruts coincide, and leaving the coincident reach of trail with an 870 

earthen surface have had local minor effects on public health, safety, and monument 871 

operations. The adverse effects are caused by creating conditions that are unsafe for some 872 

visitors and by requiring occasional trail maintenance to repair erosion and remove sediment 873 

from the visitors trail. Past actions such as the construction of roads, recreation and visitor 874 

facilities, and other structures have had beneficial effects on public health, safety, and 875 

monument operations. Current and foreseeable actions associated with noxious weed and 876 

fire management would have beneficial effects by reducing the risk of fire damage to 877 

facilities. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would have local minor 878 

adverse cumulative effects on public health, safety, and monument operations and beneficial 879 

cumulative effects. Those impacts, in combination with the local long-term minor adverse 880 

effects of the No Action Alternative, would result in local minor adverse cumulative effects 881 

and beneficial cumulative effects. 882 

Conclusion. The No Action Alternative would have local long-term minor adverse 883 

effects on public health, safety, and monument operations because the unstable visitor trail 884 

surfaces are unsafe for some visitors and require on-going maintenance. The No Action 885 

Alternative would have local minor cumulative adverse effects and beneficial cumulative 886 
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effects. There would be no unacceptable impacts to public health, safety, and monument 887 

operations. 888 

 889 

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) – Visitor Trail (Existing Alignment) 890 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. Replacing the existing visitor trail 891 

surfaces would improve visitor safety by providing a consistent hard surface that does not 892 

get muddy and that does not have loose material that could lead to falls.  Monument 893 

operations would be improved because the drainage improvements, improved trail surface, 894 

and new waysides and interpretive signs would improve the quality and effectiveness of 895 

monument infrastructure.  For these reasons, Alternative 2 would have long-term beneficial 896 

effects on public health, safety, and monument operations. 897 

Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and their 898 

effects on public health, safety, and monument operations are the same as those in the No 899 

Action Alternative. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would have 900 

local minor adverse cumulative effects on public health, safety, and monument operations 901 

and beneficial cumulative effects.  As a result, the effects of past, present, and reasonably 902 

foreseeable actions, in combination with the long-term beneficial effects Alternative 2, 903 

would result in minor adverse cumulative effects and beneficial cumulative effects. 904 

Conclusion. Alternative 2 would have long-term beneficial effects on public health, 905 

safety, and monument operations because the existing unsafe visitors trail surface would be 906 

replaced with a safer surface and the quality and effectiveness of monument infrastructure 907 

would be improved. Alternative 2 would have local minor cumulative adverse effects and 908 

beneficial cumulative effects. There would be no unacceptable impacts to public health, 909 

safety, and monument operations. 910 

 911 

Alternative 3 – Visitor Trail (Visitor Boardwalk) 912 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. The direct and indirect effects of 913 

Alternative 3 are the same as those for Alternative 2 except that constructing the boardwalk 914 

would increase the amount and cost of maintenance and replacement over that for 915 

Alternative 2. For these reasons, Alternative 3 would have local long-term beneficial effects 916 
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and local long-term moderate adverse effects on public health, safety, and monument 917 

operations. 918 

Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and their 919 

effects on public health, safety, and monument operations are the same as those for the No 920 

Action Alternative and Alternative 2. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 921 

projects would have local minor adverse cumulative effects on public health, safety, and 922 

monument operations and beneficial cumulative effects. Those effects, in combination with 923 

the local long-term beneficial and the local long-term moderate adverse effects on public 924 

health, safety, and monument operations of Alternative 3, would result in moderate adverse 925 

cumulative effects and beneficial cumulative effects. 926 

Conclusion. The effects Alternative 3 would have on public health, safety, and 927 

monument operations would be long-term and beneficial because of the more stable trail 928 

surface, but would also be local, long-term, moderate, and adverse because of increased 929 

maintenance needs and costs. Alternative 3 would have local moderate cumulative adverse 930 

effects and beneficial cumulative effects.  There would be no unacceptable impacts to public 931 

health, safety, and monument operations. 932 

 933 
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Cultural Resources 934 

Impact Intensity Threshold  935 

Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470, et seq.) and its 936 

implementing regulations under 36 CFR 800 require all federal agencies to consider effects 937 

of federal actions on cultural properties eligible for or listed in the NRHP. In order for a 938 

cultural property to be listed in the NRHP, it must be associated with an important historic 939 

event or person(s), embody distinctive characteristics or qualities of workmanship, or have 940 

yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. Each 941 

identified cultural resource is assessed for significance by applying criteria outlined under 36 942 

CFR 60.4. Potential historic properties (those determined eligible for listing on the NRHP 943 

are then assessed for effects by applying criteria outlined under 36 CFR Part 800.5. For the 944 

purposes of this LS/EA, cultural properties include structures, buildings, cultural landscapes, 945 

and archeological sites within the area of potential effect (APE) of the project. The APE is 946 

defined as the character areas established for the landscape study. The thresholds of change 947 

for the intensity of an impact on cultural resources are defined in Table 4.9. 948 

Table 4.9. Cultural Resources Impact and Intensity 949 

Impact 
Intensity 

Intensity Description 

Negligible Impacts would be at the lowest level of detection with neither adverse nor 
beneficial consequences. The determination of effect for Section 106 would be 
no adverse effect. 

Minor Alteration of a cultural property would not diminish the overall integrity of the 
resource. The determination of effect for Section 106 would be no adverse effect. 
Monitoring may be required if a proposed activity occurs near an archeological 
site. 

Moderate Alteration of a cultural property would diminish the overall integrity of the 
resource. The determination of effect for Section 106 would be adverse effect. A 
programmatic agreement is executed among the NPS and applicable state or 
tribal historic preservation officer and, if necessary, the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b). Measures identified 
in the programmatic agreement to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts reduce 
the intensity of the impact under NEPA from moderate to minor. 

Major Alteration of a cultural property would diminish the overall integrity of the 
resource. The determination of effect for Section 106 would be adverse effect. 
Measures to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts cannot be agreed on and the 
NPS and applicable state or tribal historic preservation officer and/or Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation are unable to negotiate and execute a 
memorandum of agreement in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b). 

Short-term impactfollowing project completion, effects would remain less than one year 950 
Long-term impactfollowing project completion, effects would remain more than one year 951 
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Environmental Consequences  952 

Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative 953 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. The trail rut resource would continue 954 

to erode under the No Action Alternative, which has the potential to affect its NRHP 955 

eligibility and its status as a contributing element to the overall historic landscape of SCBL. 956 

The No Action Alternative would have no effect on the historic structures, including the 957 

visitor center, or archeological sites in the APE. The effects of the No Action Alternative on 958 

cultural resources would be local, minor, long-term, and adverse.   959 

Cumulative Impacts. Past actions such as agricultural practices and construction of 960 

roads and monument facilities have had affected the cultural landscape associated with the 961 

Oregon Trail. Roads have fragmented the trail rut resource and monument facilities, even 962 

though many are now historic properties themselves, have altered the cultural landscape 963 

from its historic conditions. Deterioration of the trail rut resource has been slowed and will 964 

continue to be slowed by past, current, and future maintenance activities. Although there are 965 

no known archeological site in the APE, ground disturbance associated with past, current, 966 

and future actions likely have and would likely have minor adverse effects on unidentified 967 

archeological sites. Ramps for accessibility, systems upgrades, and other modern measures 968 

used to meet current health and safety codes have added and will continue to add 969 

noncontributing and noncompatible features to historic buildings that at least slightly 970 

compromise the historic integrity of the buildings. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 971 

actions, in combination with the local long-term minor adverse impacts of the No Action 972 

Alternative, would result in local minor adverse cumulative impacts. 973 

Conclusions. The No Action Alternative would have local long-term minor adverse 974 

effects on the historic landscape and no effect on historic buildings or archeological sites. 975 

Cumulative effects would be local, minor, and adverse. There would be no unacceptable 976 

impacts to cultural resources. 977 

 978 

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) – Visitor Trail (Existing Alignment) 979 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. The trail rut resource would be 980 

rehabilitated under Alternative 2, which would reduce its deterioration and improve its 981 

longevity. The Oregon-California Trail NRHP eligibility and its status as a contributing 982 
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element to the overall historic landscape of SCBL would remain unchanged. Alternative 2 983 

would have no effect on historic structures, including the visitor center, or known 984 

archeological sites in the APE. 985 

Adverse effects on unknown archeological resources would be avoided by performing 986 

preconstruction surveys and monitoring during construction. If significant archeological 987 

resources are discovered during construction, all work in the immediate vicinity of the 988 

discovery would be halted until the resources are identified and documented, and an 989 

appropriate mitigation strategy developed in consultation with the SHPO and, if necessary, 990 

any associated tribes. In the unlikely event that human remains, funerary objects, sacred 991 

objects, or objects of cultural patrimony are discovered during construction, provisions 992 

outlined in the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. 3001) of 993 

1990 would be followed. The NPS also would ensure that all contractors and subcontractors 994 

are informed of the penalties for illegally collecting artifacts or intentionally damaging 995 

archeological sites. 996 

With the mitigation measures included in the alternative, the effects of Alternative 2 on 997 

historic landscapes would be local, long-term, and beneficial. There would be no effect on 998 

historic buildings or archeological resources. 999 

Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and their 1000 

effects on cultural resources are the same as those for the No Action Alternative. Together 1001 

with the local long-term beneficial effects and possible local long-term minor adverse effects 1002 

of Alternative 2, cumulative effects would be local, minor, and adverse and local and 1003 

beneficial. 1004 

Conclusions. Rehabilitating the trail rut resources under Alternative 2 would have local 1005 

long-term beneficial effects on the historic landscape and no effect on historic buildings or 1006 

archeological resources. Alternative 2 would have local minor adverse cumulative effects and 1007 

local beneficial cumulative effects. There would be no unacceptable impacts to cultural 1008 

resources. 1009 

Section 106 Summary. After applying Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 1010 

criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects), the NPS 1011 

concludes that implementing Alternative 2 would have no adverse effect on cultural 1012 

resources. 1013 
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Alternative 3 – Visitor Trail (Visitor Boardwalk) 1014 

Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Alternative. The effects on cultural resources and 1015 

mitigation measures under Alternative 3 would be the same as those under Alternative 2, 1016 

with the exception that the presence of the visitor boardwalk would add a noncontributing 1017 

feature to the historic landscape. The presence of the boardwalk would have a local long-1018 

term minor adverse effect on the historic landscape. The direct and indirect effects of 1019 

Alternative 3 on cultural resources would be local, long-term, and beneficial and local, long-1020 

term, minor, and adverse. 1021 

Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and their 1022 

effects on cultural resources are the same as those for the No Action Alternative and 1023 

Alternative 2. Together with the local long-term beneficial effects and local long-term minor 1024 

adverse effects of Alternative 3, cumulative effects would be local, minor, and adverse and 1025 

local and beneficial. 1026 

Conclusions. Rehabilitating the trail rut resources under Alternative 3 would have local 1027 

long-term beneficial effects and local long-term minor adverse effects on the historic 1028 

landscape and no effect on historic buildings or archeological sites. Alternative 2 would have 1029 

local minor adverse cumulative effects and local beneficial cumulative effects. There would 1030 

be no unacceptable impacts to cultural resources. 1031 

Section 106 Summary. After applying Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 1032 

criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects), the NPS 1033 

concludes that implementing Alternative 3 would have no adverse effect on cultural 1034 

resources. 1035 

 1036 




