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2.0  Alternatives Including the No Action

In addition to evaluating the historic resources at Fort Heiman, Fort Henry, and the 10 eligible battlefield core area properties, this study has explored differing management frameworks for those resources passing the test of eligibility.  Two alternatives are presented for consideration.  Both alternatives recognize the need for protection of significant historic resources associated with Fort Heiman, Fort Henry, and the battlefield core area properties, as they each relate to Fort Donelson National Battlefield.  The differences the two alternatives are largely based on the level of NPS involvement.  If properties are acquired by states, local authorities, or private trusts, the National Park Service would seek cooperative agreements with those organizations to assist in planning, protection, and operations.  Partnerships with other agencies, educational institutions such as Murray State University, and private interests would also be sought to maximizes operational capabilities and secure necessary visitor facilities. 

In the No Action Alternative (A), ownership patterns would not change.  Fort Heiman would continue in private hands, Fort Henry would continue to be owned and managed by the U.S. Forest Service, and the battlefield core area properties would continue to be privately owned or held by non-governmental organizations (NGOs’).  In Alternative B, the NPS would acquire title to approximately 350 acres at the Fort Heiman site, in addition to 10 battlefield core area properties comprising about 300 acres, while Fort Henry would continue to be owned and managed by the USFS.  Both Alternatives A and B assume that the NPS would work as an active partner with other agencies and stakeholders in the protection, management and interpretation of these resources, to the extent permitted.  

2.1  ALTERNATIVE A:  NO ACTION
CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.14) require the assessment of the No Action alternative in NEPA documents.  The No Action Alternative provides a baseline against which to measure the impacts of the other proposed alternatives.  It traditionally describes what would happen if the agency were not to take the action in question.  The No Action Alterative does not mean that the affected environment would remain static, that is, that nothing would change in the affected environment or on the affected properties.  It only means that, in this case, the NPS would not proceed with the Proposed Action of acquiring and managing the subject properties.  In fact, many natural processes and human trends would likely occur under the No Action Alternative that would indeed change the condition of historic and natural resources at Fort Heiman and the ten parcels within the battlefield core area.  

Under this alternative no additions to Fort Donelson National Battlefield would be undertaken. The No Action Alternative would constitute the existing conditions approach to expansion of Fort Donelson.  Essentially Fort Donelson would continue to have an authorized boundary of 600 acres (the existing acreage of Fort Donelson is 551.69 acres).  Fort Henry would remain protected by the U.S. Forest Service, and Fort Heiman would remain in private ownership until and unless another organization interested in protection and interpretation of its resources came forward.

The National Park Service would continue to provide resource protection and manage visitor use at Fort Donelson.  At Fort Heiman, the NPS would assist by offering technical support in the areas of historic preservation and interpretation to the best of its ability, with the aim of helping ensure protection of the resources, if requested.  The NPS would also enter into cooperative agreements as necessary to support other public and private entities in their resource management efforts.  Fort Henry would continue to be protected and interpreted by the U.S. Forest Service as a part of the Land Between the Lakes National Recreation Area.  NPS would assist in protection and interpretation at Fort Henry if requested by the USFS and LBL. 

2.1.1  Management Authority

The National Park Service would continue to manage Fort Donelson as it has in the past. Fort Henry would continue to be managed by the U.S. Forest Service as a part of the LBL National Recreation Area.  However, neither the Fort Heiman site nor the ten battlefield core area parcels would be added to Fort Donelson National Battlefield.  Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield properties would be protected by another managing agency, agencies, or non-profit preservation organization if one or more were to come forward (as has the Civil War Preservation Trust), or would remain in private ownership under the protection of existing land-use controls and existing historic preservation policies. 

2.1.2  Boundary Recommendation

The acreage of Fort Donelson National Battlefield currently is 551.69 (Federal: 539.89; Nonfederal: 11.80). While certain properties adjacent to Fort Donelson have been acquired by support groups like the CWPT, those lands would not be added to the national battlefield under this alternative. 

2.1.3  Resource Protection and Visitor Use

Resource protection and visitor use would continue to be provided at Fort Donelson by the National Park Service.  At Fort Heiman, NPS would assist by offering technical support in the fields of historic preservation and interpretation to the best of its ability to ensure protection of the resources if requested.  The bureau would also enter into cooperative agreements when appropriate to support other public and private entities in their resource management efforts.  Fort Henry would continue to be protected and interpreted by the U.S. Forest Service as a part of the Land Between the Lakes National Recreation Area.  NPS would assist in protection and interpretation at Fort Henry if requested. 

2.2 ALTERNATIVE B:  EXPAND FORT DONELSON BY

ADDING FORT HEIMAN AND TEN ELIGIBLE PROPERTIES AT FORT DONELSON NATIONAL BATTLEFIELD

This alternative would seek to enhance protection of Civil War era resources and enhance the visitor experience offered at Fort Donelson by including the Fort Heiman site and the eligible parcels at Fort Donelson National Battlefield within the authorized boundary. The National Park Service through Fort Donelson would also work coopera​tively with the Forest Service at the Land Between the Lakes National Recreation Area to preserve and interpret the historic resources associated with Fort Henry.

2.2.1  Management Authority

The National Park Service would continue to manage Fort Donelson, including the eligible sites, as it has in the past.  Fort Henry would continue to be managed by the U.S. Forest Service as a part of the Land Between the Lakes National Recreation Area.  The Fort Heiman site would be added to Fort Donelson, and the National Park Service would assume management responsibilities at the site. 

2.2.2  Boundary Recommendation 

The authorized boundary at Fort Donelson would be enlarged to include the resources of Fort Heiman, as well as the eligible sites within the core area at the national battlefield.  The acreage ceiling at Fort Donelson National Battlefield would be adjusted accordingly.  The authorized boundary would be increased to 2000 acres to allow for the addition of Fort Heiman and eligible properties at Fort Donelson.  The property at Fort Heiman and the eligible sites at Fort Donelson would be acquired on a willing seller basis only.  Fort Henry would continue to be managed by the U.S. Forest Service.
2.2.3  Resource Protection and Visitor Use

Protection of the historic resources at the Fort Heiman site would be the responsibility of the National Park Service, as would the additional sites and resources at Fort Donelson. 

The visitor experience would be enhanced beyond that provided by alternative A, because some level of interpretation at Fort Heiman would be provided and resources relating to the Federal story at Fort Donelson would be protected and interpreted.  The extent of the experience is difficult to predict, but at a minimum, access would be im​proved, parking enhanced, interpretive waysides installed, and informational pamphlets prepared.  This additional layer of interpretation at Fort Heiman would broaden the story of Fort Donelson.  A third component of the visitor experience would consist of interpreting the significant resources at Fort Henry in cooperation with the U. S. Forest Service.  Thus, the trilogy of the forts’ story and their ramifications for the Civil War would be interpreted more comprehensively.  If this alternative were implemented, the NPS would undertake a site development assessment for Fort Heiman to determine what facilities are necessary onsite to provide for resource protection and visitor use.

2.3  BUDGET ESTIMATE

Alternative A, the no-action alternative, would not increase the current budget of FODO.

The costs associated with management, operation, and development of an expanded Fort Donelson resulting from alternative B are estimated as follows.  Total first-year costs are anticipated at just over $1 million, largely from the addition of Fort Heiman and management of the site as a detached unit of Fort Donelson.  

First-year personnel needs would include a supervisory ranger, an education specialist, five park guides, as well as two maintenance workers – a supervisor and one support clerk. Personnel costs at that staffing level would cost $676,000. Additionally a one-time development cost of $325,000 is anticipated to cover the facility needs, maintenance equipment, etc.  Operational costs for future years would be expected to be approximately $850,000 to $900,000 annually. 

2.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED 

ALTERNATIVE
As stated in Section 2.7 (D) of the NPS DO-12 Handbook, “The environmentally preferred alternative is the alternative that will best promote the national environmental policy expressed in NEPA (Section 101(b)).”

The approach for incorporating these national goal statements into the determination of the environmentally preferable alternative used a qualitative comparison rating of the alternatives under consideration.  Each alternative assessed in this EA was rated as to how well it contributes to meeting each of the six NEPA goals.  Given the very general nature of the goal statements, with no specific measurable parameters identified, precise, quantitative ratings are not feasible.  Therefore, three general qualitative levels were established to rate alternatives as to how well they contribute to meeting each goal:  1) the alternative contributes substantially to meeting that goal (denoted by a check mark); 2) the alternative neither much contributes toward nor detracts from meeting that goal (denoted by a circle); and 3) the alternative interferes with that goal achievement (denoted by an “X”).  Each rating was judgmentally based on an alternative’s predicted impacts on the relevant environmental resources.  For example, an alternative that adversely affects historic, cultural, and natural resources would get a low rating for NEPA goal #4.  Although more than one alternative may contribute substantially towards meeting a goal, one may contribute to a greater extent than another.  In these cases, the use of multiple check marks denotes the difference between alternatives, with the larger number of check marks indicating the greater level of goal achievement.  

	National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Sec 101 Goal Statements

(1) Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations;

(2) Assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and esthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings;

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

(4) Preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintain wherever possible, an environment which supports diversity and variety of individual choice;

(5) Achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities; and

(6) Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources.

(NEPA, 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347)




A summary of this process for each alternative is presented in Table 2-1.  Below the table, a discussion is provided for each alternative explaining the basis for each of the ratings given to that alternative.  Identification of the environmentally preferred alternative involved comparing the entire set of ratings for each alternative.  In the absence of any indication of Congressional intent otherwise, each of the six NEPA goal statements was considered equally important. 

Alternative A

Under Alternative A, the No Action Alternative, no change in management or ownership of either Fort Heiman, Fort Henry, or the ten eligible properties in the core area would occur.  The boundaries of Fort Donelson National Battlefield would remain unchanged.   The NPS would assist in the protection and management of Fort Heiman by offering technical support in the areas of historic preservation and interpretation to the best of its ability, with the aim of helping ensure protection of the resources, if requested.  The NPS would also enter into cooperative agreements as necessary to support other public and private entities in their resource management efforts.  Fort Henry would continue to be protected and interpreted by the U.S. Forest Service as a part of the Land Between the Lakes National Recreation Area.  NPS would assist in protection and interpretation at Fort Henry if requested by the USFS and LBL.  The ten battlefield core area properties eligible for addition to FODO would instead remain with their current owners.

Implementation of Alternative A would likely lead to some minor direct and indirect impacts on natural resources at the Fort Heiman site and the eligible properties, particularly soils, water, vegetation, and wildlife, as a result of continuing residential home site development and consequent habitat fragmentation over much of the property.   When combined with other residential and recreational development in the surrounding area of Calloway and Stewart 

	Table 2-1. Selection of the Environmentally-Preferred Alternative



	National Environmental Policy Act Goals
	Management

Alternative A
	Management

Alternative B

	Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations.
	X
	(

	Assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings.
	(
	(

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

	Preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, whenever possible, an environment which supports diversity, and variety of individual choice.
	X
	((

	Achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities.
	(
	(

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

	Legend:

Contributes substantially toward meeting the goal = (
Neither contributes much nor detracts much from meeting the goal = (
Interferes with achieving the goal = X


counties, minor, adverse cumulative impacts to these resources might result.  In addition, certain beneficial impacts on natural resources resulting from NPS management, such as resource monitoring, protection, and preventative measures, would be absent at Fort Heiman and the eligible properties under Alternative A.  The combined efforts of the NPS and other stakeholders might enhance some resource protection than would otherwise occur in the complete absence of public and government interest in the subdivided, privately-owned property at Fort Heiman.  This would also occur with the eligible parcels at FODO.  At Fort Henry, management and protection of natural resources by the USFS and LBL would essentially be equivalent to that offered by the NPS.  

Alternative A would not protect significant cultural and historic Civil War-era resources and features at Fort Heiman and the ten eligible properties in the battlefield’s core area.  Federal, state and local laws, policies, programs and regulations are insufficient to ensure their complete preservation in the absence of federal ownership or other public ownership.  Likewise, NPS expertise and cooperation or partnership with stakeholders would not, in and of itself, offer sufficient guarantee of protecting Fort Heiman’s and the ten eligible properties’ historic resources.  At Fort Henry, in contrast, management by the USFS and LBL would furnish adequate protection of that site’s historic features and resources.   

By not adding Fort Heiman and the ten eligible properties to Fort Donelson National Battlefield, Alternative A would forego the opportunity to expand the visitor experience at both Fort Donelson and Fort Heiman.  Visitation by heritage tourists and the public would be restricted or discouraged as private dwellings continued to be developed on the historic fort site, which is the most likely reasonably foreseeable scenario under this alternative.   At Fort Henry, the visitor experience might improve somewhat as the NPS and USFS cooperated to publicize and interpret the site and link it more explicitly to Fort Donelson.  

Alternative A would also forego certain economic and social benefits that would likely accrue in Calloway County, Kentucky (site of Fort Heiman), because the market for heritage tourism would not be developed and fewer out-of-county and out-of-state tourists would visit the county.   It would also miss out on the social benefit that would obtain from stirring pride in county residents at the official recognition of Calloway County’s unique contribution to the nation’s Civil War history.  Furthermore, Alternative A would lead to some loss of aesthetic attributes of the undeveloped Fort Heiman site, as well as the ten battlefield core area properties, as more of them were converted to houses and other structures and trees and open space were eliminated to accomplish this.  On the opposite side of the ledger, Alternative A would avoid the adverse effect of an increase in traffic on rural roadways that lead to Fort Heiman and the small roads leading to the ten eligible properties at Fort Donelson; thus, it would also avoid a possible increase in the number of accidents that occur on these country and low-capacity roads, both vehicle-vehicle and vehicle-pedestrian.   It would also avoid any need for possible upgrade of these roads in the future.  At Fort Henry, these effects, both adverse and beneficial, would either not occur or not occur to any appreciable extent, because its management and condition would not change under continuing USFS and LBL stewardship.

In sum, compared with Alternative B, Alternative A does have fewer potential adverse impacts in regards to transportation (increased traffic) and human health and safety (traffic accidents).  However, Alternative A has greater potential adverse effects than Alternative B in the areas of soils, water, vegetation, wildlife, and particularly historic/cultural resources.  Furthermore, Alternative A would lead to fewer benefits to the surrounding economy by missing out on the potential for heritage tourism that adding Fort Heiman and the ten eligible battlefield core area properties to FODO could bring.  

Alternative B

Under Alternative B, Fort Heiman and the ten eligible battlefield core area properties would be added to Fort Donelson National Battlefield while Fort Henry would remain under USFS management.  This alternative would seek to enhance protection of Civil War-era resources, as well as enhance the visitor experience offered at Fort Donelson by including the Fort Heiman site and the ten eligible properties within the authorized boundary.  The NPS, through the staff at FODO, would also work cooperatively with the USFS at the LBL National Recreation Area to preserve and interpret the historic resources associated with Fort Henry. 

At Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties, implementation of Alternative B would likely avoid the minor direct and indirect impacts to soils, water, vegetation, and wildlife associated with the No Action Alternative; adverse impacts from Alternative B on these resources would probably be negligible to minor, as would cumulative impacts to the same.  In addition, certain beneficial impacts on natural resources resulting from NPS management, like resource monitoring, protection, and preventative measures, would occur at Fort Heiman and the battlefield core area properties under Alternative B.  At Fort Henry, management and protection of natural resources by the USFS and LBL would essentially be equivalent to that offered by the NPS at Fort Heiman and the ten eligible properties, if acquired under this alternative.  

Alternative B would offer protection for nationally-significant cultural and historic Civil War-era resources and features at Fort Heiman and the ten eligible properties at Fort Donelson.  At Fort Henry, management by the USFS and LBL, with technical and interpretive assistance furnished by NPS upon request, would furnish adequate protection of that site’s historic features and resources; however, the degree of preservation over the long term might not be as great as that extended by the NPS at Fort Heiman, because the greater emphasis on historic preservation within the NPS mission.  

By adding Fort Heiman to Fort Donelson National Battlefield, Alternative B would take advantage of the opportunity to expand the visitor experience at both Fort Donelson and Fort Heiman.  Visitation by heritage tourists and the public at Fort Heiman would increase greatly, and the quality of their experience would improve over that available at present.  At Fort Henry, the quality of the visitor experience might improve somewhat over existing conditions as the NPS and USFS cooperated to publicize and interpret the site and link it more explicitly to Fort Donelson.  

Alternative B would also generate economic and social benefits that would likely accrue primarily in Calloway County, Kentucky (site of Fort Heiman), attracting heritage tourism and visitors to the county, who would spend money for goods and services there.   It would also realize the social benefit and pride the county’ residents would gain from the official recognition of Calloway County’s own contribution to the nation’s Civil War history.  Any increase in heritage tourism in Stewart County, Tennessee due to the addition of the ten eligible properties to FODO is likely to be negligible to minor, because FODO already receives substantial visitation.  Furthermore, Alternative B would retain the aesthetic attributes of the undeveloped Fort Heiman and battlefield core area sites that would probably be lost under the No Action Alternative, by avoiding the development of houses or other structures on the properties.  

On the opposite side of the ledger, Alternative B would generate an increase in traffic on rural and small-capacity roadways that lead to Fort Heiman and the ten properties, though probably not to a degree where level of service is degraded; thus, it would also lead to a possible increase in the number of accidents that occur on these country and small-capacity roads, both vehicle-vehicle and vehicle-pedestrian.   Eventually, Alternative B could possibly necessitate an upgrade of these roads.  At Fort Henry, these effects, both adverse and beneficial, would either not occur or not occur to any appreciable extent, because its management and condition would not change under continuing USFS and LBL stewardship.

In sum, compared with Alternative A, Alternative B has greater potential adverse impacts in regards to transportation (increased traffic) and human health and safety (more traffic accidents).  However, Alternative B has greater potential beneficial effects in the areas of soils, water, vegetation, wildlife, and particularly historic/cultural resources.  Furthermore, Alternative B would lead to greater benefits for the surrounding economy by capitalizing on the potential for heritage tourism that adding Fort Heiman and the ten eligible properties to FODO could bring.   

Environmentally Preferred Alternative

As is evident from Table 1, Alternative A, the No Action Alternative, would generally not meet NEPA’s goals.  In contrast, Alternative B does contribute substantially toward most of the goals.  Thus, Alternative B would be the environmentally preferred alternative because it would do a much better job of preserving important historic and cultural aspects of our national heritage.  It would also provide for greater enhancement of the visitor experience than Alternative A. 

2.5 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER

STUDY
As discussed in Section 1.1 of this BAS & EA, Public Law 106-487, passed November 2000, authorized a feasibility study on the preservation of Civil War battlefields along the Vicksburg Campaign Trail.  The purpose of this feasibility study, now in process, is to examine and evaluate a number of sites in Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee associated with the Civil War events of the Vicksburg Campaign.  The feasibility study will also recommend how best to preserve the historic value and character of these Civil War resources.  Forts Donelson, Heiman, and Henry are three of the more important sites of the hundreds under consideration.  

Alternatives to the Proposed Action involve differing degrees of NPS participation in the protection of historic resources at Fort Heiman, Fort Henry, and eligible properties within the battlefield core area – from no partnership, technical support or cooperation at all at one end of the spectrum to fee simple ownership and complete control at the other end.   For the NPS to make no effort or take no steps at all to protect significant historic resources remaining at Fort Heiman and the tend eligible battlefield core area properties would be to violate the agency’s mission and the public trust.  Therefore, this alternative is not considered reasonable and is dismissed from further consideration.  

Although various state and local entities are actively interested in protecting and interpreting Fort Heiman, all have limited resources and none envision long-term management of the property.  It is the stated intention of such entities to have the site included in the national park system as part of Fort Donelson National Battlefield.  No other management entity capable of providing for the necessary levels of resource protection and visitor use at Fort Heiman has emerged.  Other regulatory mechanisms for the protection of the site, such as county zoning, are significantly limited.  Therefore, the alternative of state or local government acquiring Fort Heiman or providing for its protection through land use regulation is not considered reasonable and is dropped from further consideration.  This determination is based on ample discussions and coordination with officials from Calloway County, Kentucky, Stewart County, Tennessee, West Kentucky Corporation, Kentucky Heritage Council (the State Historic Preservation Office or SHPO in Kentucky), Tennessee Historical Commission (the SHPO in Tennessee), and Fort Heiman Friends Group. 

At the other extreme, for the NPS to seek ownership of a much larger area at Fort Heiman than that indicated as possessing historic properties, and/or for the NPS to seek to acquire all of the Land Between the Lakes National Recreation Area as a means of protecting and interpreting historic and natural resources related to Fort Donelson and the Civil War would also not be reasonable on several grounds.   It would spread the agency’s limited resources too thinly, and is unnecessary for protection of significant resources at both sites.  LBL is already managed by the U.S. Forest Service for the protection of natural resources and encouragement of compatible outdoor recreation by the public.   

One other related alternative concept was considered but also eliminated from further analysis.  The possibility of expanding Fort Donelson by adding Fort Henry itself (rather than the entire LBL National Recreation Area) was not considered further, since Fort Henry is already adequately protected by the USFS.   

Therefore, the two alternatives investigated in the body of this BAS & EA represent a reasonable range of alternatives for the Proposed Action.

2.6  MITIGATION MEASURES
As discussed in Section 1.4, Scope of the BAS & EA, the analysis of potential impacts resulting from the different management alternatives (Section 4.0 of this document) is supplemented by a general description of potential impacts that should be considered in subsequent NEPA documentation (like a Supplemental EA) regarding potential site-specific NPS developments to enhance visitor experience at either Fort Heiman or the ten eligible battlefield core area properties.  Since these developments are neither part of the scope of this BAS & EA nor the decision to be made regarding the boundaries of Fort Donelson National Battlefield, measures that would minimize or avoid adverse impacts to environmental and socioeconomic resources as a result of these potential developments are not presented in this section.  Mitigation measures associated with these developments will be provided and analyzed, as necessary, in separate future NEPA documentation (e.g. Supplemental EA), once a management alternative is selected and precise plans for development are more fully elaborated.

Table 2-2 provides a list of measures, according to the resource area affected, that would minimize or avoid adverse impacts on environmental and socioeconomic resources as a result of implementation of Alternatives A or B.  In addition, a reference to the section of this BAS & EA that contains a detailed discussion of the consequences on that resource area is provided.  

	Table 2-2.  Recommended Mitigation Measures By Resource Area

	Resource Area
	Applicable Alternative(s)
	Mitigation Measure

	Natural Resources:  Soils, Water Resources, and Vegetation and Wildlife
	B
	· If trails are constructed at Fort Heiman or the ten eligible battlefield core area properties, ensure proper installation of drainage controls along the trail to control increased surface water runoff from the trail and to reduce subsequent erosion and sedimentation.

· Use signage and, where necessary physical barriers, to minimize the potential for users to veer off the trail and damage trailside vegetation and to minimize adverse impacts on vegetation due to maintenance needs.

· Avoid placing parking lots or trails in wetland areas.

· Use signage and/or brochures to remind visitors that as part of the national park system, wildlife is not to be disturbed.

· Coordinate and consult with the USFWS and KY and/or TN authorities over T & E species, so as to avoid impacts and conflicts; directed surveys may be indicated, depending on the species in question; it may be possible to take particular steps not only to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to T & E species, but even to enhance their populations and habitat.

	Cultural Resources
	A
	· Work with the current landowners to encourage development away from earthworks and other resources so as to minimize disturbance or destruction of the same; cooperate with partners and stakeholders to establish and enforce measures to prevent and reduce human impacts, such as vandalism and looting, on cultural resources. 

	Cultural Resources
	B
	· When inviting visitors onto the sites and designing and locating trails, avoid encouraging them to trample earthworks.

· Consider the selective removal of larger trees from earthworks in order to avoid damage to the same from accidental blowdown of decadent, weakened trees in storms, when large amounts of earth can be ripped out and a gaping hole left where the root ball was.

	Transportation and Human Health and Safety

Transportation and Human Health and Safety
	B

B
	· Work with local highway district, Kentucky Transportation Cabinet and Tennessee Department of Transportation to protect public safety on roads leading to Fort Heiman and battlefield core area properties.  Measures may include additional signage; reduced speed limits, particularly around curves; improving line-of-sight around curves; road widening; center striping; 

· Assess and identify potential conflicts between increased visitation (and associated traffic) and adjacent residences, sidewalk availability, school bus routes, and bus stops in order to avoid any adverse health or safety impacts on residents, pedestrians and children.

· To protect the safety of workers, the NPS has a set of construction contract safety standards and requirements, which contractors for NPS projects must follow during construction.  These standards are contained within NPS Guide Specifications, Section 01360-4, Accident Prevention (NPS, 2000d).  As part of these specifications, all workers or visitors to the construction site are required to wear hard hats, in addition to any other necessary protective equipment, at all times.  At every construction site, adequate first aid facilities must be provided and emergency phone numbers posted, with reporting requirements.  The NPS construction contract specifications also require that an accident prevention program, which includes, among other things, first aid procedures and training, hazardous materials handling and storage training, fire protection, and hazard identification, be established before work begins to ensure worker and visitor safety (NPS, 2000d).

· Public safety impacts can be minimized by erecting barricades around construction site(s) and locking the site(s) at night and during work holidays.  

· At construction sites, waste would be contained in appropriate containers on the project site, and, in accordance with NPS requirements, these containers would be emptied at least once a week (NPS, 2000c).  Waste would be transported for disposal at the nearest approved disposal facility.  Consideration would need to be given to the capacity of these disposal sites, based on the amount of wastes anticipated to be generated by construction. 

· All employees that would be exposed to hazardous materials must be trained and instructed in approved methods for handling and storage of such materials (NPS, 2000d).  In addition, the potential for an accidental chemical spill during construction could be further reduced by the development and implementation of an SPCC Plan, which would also minimize adverse impacts associated with a spill.  The NPS has guidelines for the preparation of SPCC Plans, contained in Envirofacts, Spill Prevention Planning (NPS, 1999b).  


2.7  COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
This BAS & EA analyzes the potential impacts resulting from different management alternatives for protecting Fort Heiman and the ten eligible battlefield core area properties.  Table 2-3 compares the potential environmental impacts resulting from management Alternatives A (No Action) and B.  Potential impacts are grouped according to environmental resource area or component.  Section 4.0, Environmental Consequences, of this BAS & EA contains a detailed discussion of these potential impacts by resource topic.

As discussed in Section 1.4, Scope of the BAS & EA, the analysis of potential impacts resulting from the different management alternatives (Section 4.0 of this BAS & EA) is supplemented by a general description of potential impacts that should be considered in subsequent NEPA documentation regarding potential NPS developments to enhance visitor experience.  Since these developments are neither part of the scope of this BAS & EA nor the decision to be made regarding the boundaries of Fort Donelson National Battlefield, the potential impacts resulting from possible developments do not affect the impact ratings or comparison of alternatives presented below.  Potential impacts from development scenarios will be analyzed in detail and compared in separate NEPA documentation (like a Supplemental EA), once a management alternative is selected and plans for development are more fully refined.   

	Table 2-3.  Comparison of Potential Impacts of the Alternatives

	Environmental Resource Area
	Alternative A

(No Action)
	Alternative B (Expand Fort Donelson by Adding Fort Heiman 

and Ten Eligible Properties at Fort Donelson National Battlefield)

	Natural Resources
	· Minor direct or indirect adverse impacts on soils, topography, water resources, air, vegetation and wildlife are anticipated

· Long-term, localized, negligible to minor, adverse cumulative impacts on natural resources from continued development at Fort Heiman and at the ten eligible battlefield core area properties

· Negligible impacts on natural resources at Fort Henry
	· Long-term, localized, minor to moderate, beneficial impacts on soils at Fort Heiman and the battlefield core area properties due to NPS management activities to control for erosion

· Long-term, localized, negligible to minor, adverse impact on soils from increased visitation and removal of trees for cultural resource protection at Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties 

· Long-term, localized, negligible to minor, adverse impact on water resources from increased visitation on the sites and removal of trees at Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties for cultural resource protection

· Long-term, localized, moderate, beneficial impact on water resources and water quality at and near Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties due to NPS management activities to improve and monitor water quality

· Long-term, localized, minor, beneficial impact on possible wetlands at Fort Heiman due to increased protection and preservation under NPS management

· Long-term, regional, negligible to minor, adverse air quality impacts from increased vehicular traffic throughout the area

· Long-term, localized, negligible to minor, adverse impact on vegetation and wildlife at Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties due to removal of any vegetation, and any resulting loss of habitat, and disturbance related to increased visitation 

· Long-term, localized or regional, moderate, beneficial impact on vegetation and wildlife at Fort Heiman, and the ten battlefield core area properties, including threatened and endangered species, due to increased protection and monitoring under NPS management 

	Cultural Resources
	· Potential long-term, localized, moderate to major, adverse impact on historic and cultural resources due to inadequate restrictions on private land development at Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties

· Fort Henry historic resources adequately protected


	· Long-term, moderate, beneficial impacts on historic resources at Fort Heiman, the ten eligible battlefield core area properties, and Fort Donelson National Battlefield, due to active NPS protection and preservation measures

· Long-term, minor to moderate, beneficial impacts on cultural resources from enhanced public knowledge, understanding, and appreciation of the significance of the historic resources at Fort Heiman and the ten eligible battlefield core area properties

· Potential long-term, minor, adverse impact on cultural and historic resources from possible developments or incompatible uses on adjacent lands at Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties

· Fort Henry historic resources adequately protected

	Visitor Use and Experience
	· At Fort Heiman and the ten battle-field core area properties, negligible levels of visitor use likely to persist or even decline as subdivided properties are gradually developed

· At Fort Henry, no impacts on current relatively low levels of visitor use or patterns, or visitor experience in the area are anticipated

· No impact on recreational opportunities

· Negligible to minor adverse impact on visitor use and experience at Fort Donelson National Battlefield
	· Long-term, regional, moderate, beneficial increase in visitor understanding, historical appreciation, interpretation, and educational experiences at Fort Heiman, the ten battlefield core area properties and FODO

· Long-term, localized, negligible to minor, adverse congestion at Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties due to increased visitation

· Long-term, localized, minor to moderate, beneficial impact at Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties from NPS management due to maintenance of the integrity of historic resources and improvement of their long-term viability

·  At Fort Henry, little impact on current relatively low levels of visitor use or patterns, or visitor experience in the area is anticipated; perhaps minor increase in visitation

· Long-term, localized and regional, minor to moderate, beneficial increase in the amount and diversity of available regional recreational opportunities 

	Socioeconomic Environment


	· No adverse or beneficial direct or indirect impacts on the population, economy, or utilities and public services, in the area 

· Short-term to potentially long-term, moderate, regional, adverse social impact, due to the Calloway County public being in support of NPS protect-ing Fort Heiman and adding it to Fort Donel-son National Battlefield 

· Long-term, negligible to minor increase in demand for utilities and public services in Calloway County due to more development at Ft Heiman
	· No change in the region’s population 

· Long-term, regional, negligible to minor, beneficial increase in employment

· Long-term, regional, minor to moderate, beneficial increase in visitor spending 

· Long-term, regional, moderate, beneficial social impacts due to high levels of community support for NPS protection of Fort Heiman and its addition to Fort Donelson National Battlefield

· Potential long-term, localized, minor to moderate adverse social impacts from nuisances associated with adding Fort Heiman, such as congestion or trespassing 

· Long-term, regional, negligible to minor, beneficial impacts on the economy and visitor spending due to the plottage effect

· No potential to damage or disrupt utilities in the area and no additional utility connections necessary

· Long-term, regional, negligible to minor increase in demand for utilities and public services due to increased visitation

	Transportation
	· Neither adverse nor beneficial impacts on transportation

· Negligible increase in traffic on roads accessing Fort Heiman site and the ten battlefield core area properties

· No to negligible increase in traffic on roads accessing Fort Henry
	· Long-term, localized and regional, negligible to minor, adverse increases in traffic congestion and delays, local road damage, and the incidence of vehicular-related accidents on roads leading to Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties

· Long-term, localized, and negligible to minor, adverse increases in noise levels and degradation of visual quality due to increases in visitation and visitor traffic along roads leading to Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties

· No to negligible impacts to transportation around Fort Henry

	Land Use
	· Development of subdivided lots at Fort Heiman likely to continue grad-ually, with associated increments to county population, housing stock, and property taxes

· Encroachment of development onto ten eligible battlefield core area proper-ties likely to continue

· Neither adverse nor beneficial impacts at Fort Henry
	· Long-term, negligible, beneficial changes in land use at the Fort Heiman site and the ten battlefield core area properties

· Short-term, localized, minor to moderate, adverse impact on adjacent land values at Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties

· Potential long-term, localized, moderate, beneficial impact on adjacent land values if rezoning were to occur at Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties

· Potential long-term, localized, adverse impact on park resources at Fort Heiman and the ten battlefield core area properties in the event of developments on adjacent lands

	Visual Resources
	· Long-term, minor adverse change to visual resources of the Ft. Heiman site and the ten battlefield core area properties from ongoing and future construction and development
	· Long-term, minor, beneficial impacts on the visual quality of the Fort Heiman site and the ten battlefield core area properties due to NPS management/site improvements

· Long-term, localized, negligible to minor adverse impact on visual quality from increased visitors/traffic at Ft Heiman and the eligible core area properties

· No change to visual resources at Fort Henry site

	Human Health and Safety
	· No impacts on human health and safety
	· Minor impacts during any construction

· Long-term, localized, moderate, beneficial impacts on human health and safety from enhanced safety programs on NPS lands
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