[image: image1.wmf] 


Install Fire Suppression System & Environmental Controls

[image: image4.png]



Hampton National Historic Site

Towson, Maryland
[image: image5.png]



[image: image6.jpg]


[image: image7.jpg]


[image: image8.jpg]


[image: image9.jpg]


[image: image10.jpg]


[image: image11.jpg]Residential
GeoExchange System
(Cooling Mode)

T

Room air
returns to
air handler

Cooled air

is distributed
through the
house via
ductwork

Hot outside air

temperatures ) .
Room air
returns to
air handler

In cold zone,

refrigerant
Relatively cool absorbs heat

Fowd from circulating

interior air

Cooled air

is distributed
through the
house via
ductwork

Pressure reducer

Note the absence of visible
outdoor equipment

Ground loop releases

f heat to cool earth

D

Ground loop
releases heat
Hot refrigerant flows 10 cool earth
through coils, releasing
heat to cooler water

in ground loop

~ Compressor



[image: image12.png]pE/26/7684 14514 F1LEBYYSTY . PG 8P PAGE 84

S S R L T R L Y

Foobert Ly Bhidioh, Jv o Bonald Franks

LrvErade Secrotary
Maryiand Department of Natural Resources
Wichay! B, Sleels Yawes State Ufflee Fulldiog W, P, Jenveen
L1, Boversor 581 Tayler Avenue Deputy Secrefary

Annapolie, Maryland 21401
April 8, 2003

Pawricia Jolavers, ACE .
United States Diepartment of the Interior
National Park Service

Philadelphin Support Office

200 Chestont Strest

Philadelphin PA. 19106-2878

RE:  Egvironments] Review for Homplon National Historieal Park, Towson, Baltimare

Dear Ma. Jolavera:

The Wildlife and Heritage Service has no records for Federal ot State rare, threatened or
endanpeted plants or animals within this project site, This staterment showld not be interpreted a3
meaning that no rare, threatened. or endangered species are present. Such epecies could be
present but heve not been doctmented becanse an adequate survey bas not been condueted or
becanse survey resulis have not been seported 10 us.

Sinceraly,

St Q. Gogprr

Lori A Byms,
Eovironmental Review Speciailst,
Wildife and Haritage Service

BR#E  2003.0148ba

TV via Morvtand Belay: 751 (within MIn (BO0) T38-1258 ({nst of Stuted
Toil Free in MD#: 1-877-6208DNR ext. _





Install Fire Suppression System & Environmental Controls

Hampton National Historic Site

Towson, Maryland

November 2004
National Park Service

U.S. Department of the Interior

Document Prepared by:

Mangi Environmental Group

7915 Jones Branch Drive

Suite 2300

McLean, VA 22102

Table of Contents

Item











   Page

List of Tables
iv

List of Figures
iv

Acronyms and Abbreviations
v
Introduction
1
Purpose and Need for Action
1

The Environmental Assessment
1

Purpose and Significance of the Park
2

Project Location
3

Project Background, Previous Planning, Scoping, and Value Analysis
5

Project Background
5

Previous Planning
5

Scoping
5

Value Analysis
6

Issues and Impact Topics
8

Issues
8

Derivation of Impact Topics
8

Impact Topics Selected for Detailed Analysis
8

Cultural Resources
8

Visitor Use and Experience
9

Socioeconomic Environment
9

Impact Topics Dismissed From Detailed Analysis
10

Natural Resources
10

Cultural Resources
14

Socioeconomic Environment
16

Preferred Alternative and Other Alternatives
19
Introduction
19

Alternative A:  No Action
19

Alternative B:  Preferred Alternative
20

Fire Suppression System
20

Environmental Control System
21

Other Actions
25

Project Installation
25

Staging Area
26

Environmentally Preferred Alternative
26

Alternative A
28

Alternative B
29

Mitigation Measures
29

General Construction Schedule And Costs
32
Alternatives Considered but Dismissed
32

Indoor System Alternatives
33

Outdoor System Alternatives
33

Fire Suppression Systems
34

Comparison of the Alternatives
35

Impact Comparison Matrix
36

Affected Environment
39
Cultural Resources
39

Archeological Resources
39

Historic Structures
42

Museum Collections
43

Visitor Use and Experience/Recreation
44

Socioeconomic Environment
44

Human Health and Safety
44

Building Compliance
45

                        Park Operations
45

Environmental Consequences
47

Methodology
47

General Definitions
47

Context
47

Impact Intensity
47

Duration
47

Direct verses Indirect Impacts
48

Cumulative Effects
48

Projects that Make Up the Cumulative Impact Scenario
48

Impairment of Park Resources or Values
50

Impacts to Cultural Resources and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
51

Alternative A:  No Action
52

Cultural Resources
52

Archeological Resources
52

Cumulative Impacts
52

Conclusion
53

Historic Structures
53

Cumulative Impacts
53

Conclusion
54

Museum Collections
54

Cumulative Impacts
54

Conclusion
55

Visitor Use and Experience/Recreation
55

Cumulative Impacts
56

Conclusion
56

Socioeconomic Environment
57

Human Health and Safety
57

Cumulative Impacts
58

Conclusion
58

Park Operations
58

Cumulative Impacts
59

Conclusion
60

Alternative B:  Preferred Alternative
60

Cultural Resources
60

Archeological Resources
60

Cumulative Impacts
62

Section 106 Summary
62

Conclusion
63

Historic Structures
63

Cumulative Impacts
64

Section 106 Summary
64

Conclusion
65

Museum Collections
65

Cumulative Impacts
66

Conclusion
66

Visitor Use and Experience/Recreation
67

Cumulative Impacts
68

Conclusion
69

Socioeconomic Environment
69

Human Health and Safety
69

Cumulative Impacts
70

Conclusion
71

Park Operations
71

Cumulative Impacts
72

Conclusion
73

Consultation and Coordination
75

Public Involvement
75

Bibliography
77
List of Preparers
81
Appendices

Appendix A:  Resource-Specific Impact Definitions
83
Appendix B:  Environmental Laws and Regulations
91
Appendix C:  Scoping and Agency Consultation and Coordination
97

List of Tables

Number             Title
Page

1

Selection of the Environmentally Preferred Alternative
28

2

Mitigation Measures by Resource Area
30

3

Comparison of the Alternatives and Extent to Which Each Alternative 



Meets Project Objectives
35

4

Impacts Comparison Table
36

5

Persons and Agencies Contacted
73

List of Figures

Number             Title
Page

1

North Face of Hampton Mansion
2

2

Master Bedroom
2

3

Music Room
3

4

Location of the Proposed Project
3

5

Hampton Mansion and Farm, Baltimore County, Maryland
4

6

Fire Suppression System
20

7

Reconstructed Garage
21

8

Schematic Diagram of a Typical Ground Loop Geothermal Cooling System
23

9

Site Plan of Proposed Action:  Location of Proposed Geoexchange System,



Ground Wells, and New 6-Inch Water Main
24

10

Hampton Mansion and Significant Archeological Resources
40

11

Historic Structures Hampton NHS
43

C-1

NPS News Release
C-3

C-2

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Consultation Letter
C-4

C-3

Maryland Department of Natural Resources Consultation Letter
C-5

Acronyms and Abbreviations

ACHP

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

BMP

Best Management Practices

CAA

Clean Air Act

CEQ

Council on Environmental Quality

CFR

Code of Federal Regulations

CLR

Cultural Landscape Report

CLI

Cultural Landscape Inventory

CWA

Clean Water Act

CZMA

Coastal Zone Management Act 

DO

Director’s Order

EA

Environmental Assessment

EIS

Environmental Impact Statement

FONSI

Finding of No Significant Impact

GMP

General Management Plan

IDT

Interdisciplinary Team

HVAC

Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning 

MDE

Maryland Department of Environment

MDNR
Maryland Department of Natural Resources

NEPA

National Environmental Policy Act

NFPA

National Fire Protection Association

NHPA

National Historic Preservation Act

NHS

National Historic Site

NMHS

National Monument and Historic Shrine

NPS

National Park Service

NRHP

National Register of Historic Places

SHPO

State Historic Preservation Officer

STP

Shovel Test Pits

USC

United States Code

USDOT
United States Department of Transportation

USFWS
United States Fish and Wildlife Service

VA

Value Analysis

VESTA 
Very Early Smoke Detection

Introduction

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The National Park Service (NPS) is considering the installation of an environmental control system (heating, ventilation, and air conditioning, or HVAC) and a central automated fire suppression system at Hampton National Historic Site (NHS), Baltimore County, Maryland.  The environmental control system would utilize a geothermal exchange heat pump system.  The project would also include the replacement of approximately 80 feet of an existing two-inch water line with a new six-inch water line, upgrading of the Mansion’s electrical subsystem and security system, and improvements to the building envelope (the resealing of doors and windows) to enhance the efficiency of the environmental control system.  

The purposes of this project are to:  1) stabilize temperature and humidity within Hampton Mansion to reduce the present accelerated rate of deterioration of museum objects and of the historic structure itself, as well as to improve visitor and staff health and safety, and 2) to reduce the risk of damage or loss of life or property (historic structures and museum collections) in the event of a fire.  

This action is needed because primary cultural resources, park staff, and visitors are at risk from the lack of a climate control system or a fire suppression system at Hampton Mansion.  The lack of such systems has resulted in the ongoing deterioration of museum collections, with the potential for irreparable damage.  Lack of climate control and fire suppression mean visitor health and safety continue to be at risk.  Professional painting, furniture, and object conservators have recommended that this need is urgent; treatment reports and condition surveys indicate a history of repeated treatments due to unacceptable environmental stress.  Daily environmental monitoring devices confirm this threat.  Environmental conditions within the building have also been having adverse effects on human health: there have been reports of visitors getting sick and feeling faint or fainting while on tours of the Mansion (ALPHA, 2002).  In addition, the existing infrastructure of the Hampton Mansion does not comply with National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) or NPS standards for fire suppression, and could pose threats to human health and safety, as well as cultural resources including the loss of the Mansion itself.  

The Environmental Assessment

An environmental assessment (EA) analyzes the Preferred Alternative and other feasible alternatives and their impacts on the environment.  This EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), NPS’ Director’s Order (DO) # 12 (Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-making) (NPS, 2001a), the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA), and the format and guidance provided by the Denver Service Center.  The impact analyses for cultural resources in this EA are intended to comply with the requirements of both NEPA and Section 106 of the NHPA.  

PURPOSE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PARK

Hampton NHS was established by Order of Designation in 1948, when the Mansion and the surrounding 43 acres were designated a National Historic Site, based on the outstanding architectural merit of the building (see Figure 1).   The Hampton Mansion was the first NHS recognized for its architectural significance.  In 1978, Public Law 95-62 expanded the park.  As a result, by 1980, additional acreage was added to the park (bringing its holdings to 63 acres), which now includes a portion of the “home farm” as well as farm structures, and, most importantly, slave quarters (NPS, 1998b).
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The purpose of the Hampton NHS is to preserve unimpaired the cultural resources of this rare, commercial, industrial, and agricultural estate in the historic Chesapeake region. National events and social change are revealed in the site’s resources and the inter-relationships of the family and workers who lived and labored on the estate as it took shape and changed in the 18th and 19th centuries (NPS, 1998b). 
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Hampton NHS represents social and economic enterprise in the emerging United States. The site preserves an outstanding example of Georgian architecture, as well as a portion of what was a 24,000-acre agricultural, industrial, and commercial empire begun in 1745 and maintained by one family for over 200 years.  The 1790 mansion (Figure 1) is one of the largest and most ornate late-Georgian houses in America.  The remaining site consists of, a representative portion of the formal gardens, domestic landscape, and core farm buildings, including rare examples of slave quarters. Important collections of specimen plantings, and site-related furnishings, fine and decorative arts, and archives also remain (see Figures 2 and 3).  The integrity of the landscape, structures, and collections provides remarkable opportunities for scholars and visitors to examine two centuries of change for Americans of every status and economic class (NPS, 1998b).

Hampton NHS now preserves the core of a once sprawling agricultural, industrial, and mercantile estate, with extensive gardens, farm buildings, and several smaller residences, including 3 slave quarters.  Representing a cross section of [image: image15.jpg]


American history from 1700-1948, the 63-acre park tells the story of America’s people, from the enslaved African Americans, to indentured servants, to hired agricultural and industrial workers, to wealthy and influential estate owners.  Inside the 28,000 square-foot Mansion are some 45,000 museum objects, most original to Hampton and internationally significant.  They have been documented with extensive archival materials and a large historic photograph collection.  Museum collections are listed as a primary resource in Hampton Mansion’s National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) documentation (1966, NR # 66000389).  

The park was originally operated by the Society for the Preservation of Maryland Antiquities (now Preservation Maryland) under a cooperative agreement with the NPS.  In 1979, the NPS assumed full responsibility for operation and administration.  The park continues to receive aid from Historic Hampton, Inc. in interpretive and fund-raising activities.
PROJECT LOCATION
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Hampton NHS is located within a small residential section of Towson, Maryland in Baltimore County (see Figures 4 and 5).  Most of the land immediately surrounding the NHS was once part of the estate.  The 63-acre property is bounded to the south by Interstate 695 and to the west, north, and east by the Hampton neighborhood, characterized by suburban, ranch-style development.  Hampton Lane (County Road) bisects the property, dividing the farm complex (north of Hampton lane) from the Mansion complex (Long and Kehs, 2001). 
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Figure 5.  Hampton Mansion and Farm, Baltimore County, Maryland
PROJECT BACKGROUND, PREVIOUS PLANNING, SCOPING, AND VALUE ANALYSIS

Project Background

In 2000, a Title I Fire Suppression Report found that the Mansion’s current fire suppression system placed the public, park staff, and cultural resources in the park at risk (Shooshanian, 2000).  In 2001, a Climate Control Assessment found that visitors’ comfort, park staff, and museum collections were subject to dramatic fluctuations in temperature and humidity levels within the Mansion (Landmark, 2001).  Recommendations were made to combine the installation of an environmental control system with the installation of a fire suppression system so that disturbance of visitor experience and threats to the historic property from construction might be lessened.

Previous Planning

Preservation planning has taken place at Hampton NHS since 1948, and has focused especially on the rehabilitation of the Mansion.  More recently, preservation has also focused on the landscape associated with the remnants of the Ridgely family’s once extensive agricultural holdings.

In the fall of 1998, a new General Management Plan (GMP) for the park was initiated, which provides the park with a conceptual framework to guide the park’s long-term management. The Cultural Landscape Report (CLR) was initiated concurrently as critical and complementary to the GMP process.  Hampton NHS shares certain preservation maintenance and administrative functions with Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine (NMHS).  These are described in detail in the Strategic Plan for Fort McHenry NMHS (NPS, 2001b).

In addition to the CLR, the park plans to conduct an Archeological Overview and Assessment,  curatorial collections studies, a topographic and boundary survey, and stabilization and preservation work proceeding at the Hampton Farm (located north of Hampton Lane and part of the NHS).  In addition, the park is preparing NRHP documentation for the cultural landscape based on information contained in several of the ongoing studies (NPS, 2002b).

Scoping

NEPA requires agencies to seek outside suggestions and other input about what should be considered in the EA.  This process, called “scoping,” involves contacting other Federal, State, local agencies, and other stakeholders that might have an interest in the proposed action.  For this project both internal (within the NPS) and external (outside the NPS) scoping was conducted.  The park issued two press releases that provided information to the public about the project and the fact that an EA was being prepared.  Public comment was not specifically solicited. In addition, the park made a series of informational presentations to community groups between January and May 2004.  The park did not specifically solicit public comment, but accepted any they received. 

The NPS also consulted with several State and Federal agencies regarding the project (the Maryland Historical Trust (SHPO) and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the Maryland Department of Natural Resources).  For a more detailed discussion of the scoping process, including agency consultation letters, refer to Appendix C.  

In addition, an interdisciplinary team (IDT) of environmental professionals preparing the EA also conducted an internal scoping effort.  This team sought to identify the full spectrum of types of effects that could be expected from each component of the proposed action.  The team also completed an Environmental Screening Form to determine the potential for measurable impacts to the human environment.  

Value Analysis

VA Description
Value Analysis (VA) is a process of arriving at an optimal solution to a complex issue through a structured and reasoned analysis of the factors and functions related to the issue.  NPS DO #90, Value Analysis, established the value analysis program to analyze the functions of facilities, processes, systems, equipment, services, and supplies for the purpose of achieving essential functions at the lowest life-cycle cost consistent with required performance, reliability, quality, safety, and achievement of NPS mission priorities, such as resource protection, sustainability, and quality visitor experience (NPS, 2002a).

VA Goal 

The goal of VA is to provide a structured process that ensures that functional requirements are met, all viable alternatives are considered, the factors used to evaluate them are sound, all alternatives are tested equally against these criteria, solutions are cost effective on initial and life-cycle cost basis, benefit to cost relationships were considered, an independent second opinion was provided, and the rationale for decisions is clearly documented.  The overarching goal is that everyone can feel confident that the best solution and the best value was, in fact, achieved. 

VA Process
The VA process involves the gathering of necessary background material, usually by the office requesting the VA; a VA workshop with an interdisciplinary team led by a VA facilitator; an oral presentation of the findings of the VA session upon its conclusion; and a written report of those findings. The composition of the VA team is tailored to meet project requirements, but is typically composed of people familiar with the project, as well as independent team members who bring perspective and insight to the study.

During the VA workshop, the essential functions being met by the project are studied, cost estimates are analyzed, and the entire range of alternative solutions are investigated.  Factors are developed for evaluating the alternatives and alternatives are numerically rated, by team consensus, using those factors. The relative importance of the advantages of each alternative are weighed, and a ranking is developed showing how well each of the alternatives addresses the project needs, and recommendations are made by the study team.

From the VA (for the environmental control system) conducted June 18, 2002:

Internal Priorities

1. Protect the Mansion

2. Protect the collection

3. Provide comfort to visitors, staff volunteers, and sponsors

4. Limit the size of diffusers and return air grills

5. Require that new environmental controls be quiet, low air volume, draft free

Exterior Priorities

1. Protection of historic exterior appearance

2. Protection of the historic cultural landscape

3. Protection of archeology

4. Sustainable and green architecture solution

5. No equipment exposed or shown (limit visual impacts)

6. Minimal sound impact on visitor experience

7. Efficient use and location of equipment

The VA concluded that the environmental control system should be based on the preferred pre-design alternatives as developed by LDR International, and utilizes a geothermal exchange heat pump (geoexchange) system.  Details of the Preferred Alternative and alternatives dismissed from further analysis are discussed in the Preferred Alternative and Other Alternatives section below.

From VA (for the fire suppression system) conducted September 10, 2003 (NPS, 2003a):


Primary Goals – Construction Phase

1. Protect historic structure(s), museum collections, and historic finishes

2. Protect archeological and cultural landscape resources

3. Provide safe alternative interpretive experiences

4. Ensure minimum construction impact for staff, volunteers, and the neighborhood

5. Meet all compliance requirements for cultural resources and environmental impacts

Primary Goals – System as Installed

1. Life safety

2. Protect historic structure(s) and contents

3. In case of fire, cause minimum amount of damage to vulnerable museum collections and historic finishes from suppression technology

4. Preserve integrity/aesthetics of historic interiors

5. Minimize landscape impacts

6. Provide sustainable, affordable system with minimal environmental impact

The VA concluded that the fire suppression system should be based on the preferred pre-design alternatives as described in the Title I Fire Suppression Report, dated February 2, 2000, as prepared by Shooshanian Engineering, Inc.  Details of the Preferred Alternative and alternatives dismissed from further analysis are discussed in the Preferred Alternative and Other Alternatives section below.

ISSUES AND IMPACT TOPICS

Issues

Issues and concerns affecting this proposal were identified from past NPS planning efforts, and input from environmental groups and State and Federal agencies.  The major issues are the conformance of this proposal with the ongoing Hampton NHS General Management Planning process or GMP; protection of cultural resources, including archeological resources, cultural landscapes, historic structures, and museum collections, Visitor Use and Experience, Park Operations and Socioeconomic Environment (Human Health and Safety).
Derivation of Impact Topics

Specific impact topics were developed for discussion focus, and to allow comparison of the environmental consequences of each alternative. These impact topics were identified based on Federal laws, regulations, and Executive Orders; NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS, 2000a); internal and external scoping; and NPS knowledge of limited or easily impacted resources. A brief rationale for the selection of each impact topic is given below, as well as the rationale for dismissing specific topics from further consideration.  

Impact Topics Included In This Document

Cultural Resources

Consideration of cultural resource impacts is required under the NHPA, NEPA, 1916 NPS Organic Act, NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS, 2000a), and several NPS Directors’ Orders.  Cultural resources include archeological resources, cultural landscapes, historic structures, ethnographic resources, and museum collections.  The following cultural resource impact topics are analyzed in detail in this EA.

Archeological Resources:  Construction activities, such as the excavation of trenches and wells for the proposed cooling system, have the potential to impact identified and unidentified archeological resources within the construction site.

Historic Structures:  The No Action alternative has the potential to affect historic structures through continued risks of humidity damage and fire damage in the event of a fire.  Construction activities under the Preferred Alternative have the potential to damage or alter the historic Mansion building.  Preparatory preservation work on the interior of the Mansion and painting and replastering following installation of the proposed systems could also impact the historic building (Hampton Mansion).  In addition, installation of the proposed system could impact contributing structures located adjacent to the Mansion (namely the rehabilitated Garage) which would be used to house elements of the proposed HVAC system.   Operation of the new systems over the long-term would work to preserve the integrity of the historic Mansion building.  

Museum Collections:  Under the No Action alternative, museum collections would continue to deteriorate at an accelerated rate due to the lack of an environmental control system.  In addition, the integrity of the collections could be threatened in the event of a fire.  Under the Preferred Alternative, there is the potential for museum collections to be impacted during packing, removal, or storage to accommodate construction activities in the Mansion.  The installation of the proposed fire suppression and environmental controls systems and the sealing of the building envelope (by replacing doors and windows) could impact museum collections over the long-term.

Visitor Use and Experience

Providing for visitor enjoyment is one of the elemental purposes of the National Park Service according to the Organic Act, second only to preservation of resources. The 1983 Hampton National Historic Site General Management Plan and other Park management documents reaffirmed the importance and significance of recreational values and established provisions for recreational uses by providing quality facilities for a more meaningful visitor experience. Both the no-action and preferred alternative have the potential to variously affect the visitor experience at Hampton National Historic Site. Therefore, visitor use and experience will be addressed as an impact topic in this environmental assessment.

Socioeconomic Environment

Several resource areas/impact topics are included under the broad category of Socioeconomic Environment.  Most of these impact topics have been dismissed from further analysis.  However, two socioeconomic environment impact topics are included for detailed analysis in this EA:  

Human Health and Safety:  Health and Safety was considered in accordance with NPS 2001 Management Policies 8.2.5.1 – Visitor Safety, and 8.2.5.2 – Emergency Preparedness and Emergency Operations, which states the saving of human life will take precedence over all other management actions as the NPS strives to protect human life and provide for injury-free visits under the constraints of the 1916 Organic Act.  

The existing infrastructure of the Hampton Mansion does not comply with NFPA standards for fire suppression, and could pose threats to human health and safety.  In addition, the excessive heat and humidity currently experienced by park visitors and staff in the summer months has the potential to continue to impact human health.  
Park Operations:  Park operations were considered in accordance with NPS Management Policy 2001, 9.0, Park Facilities, and the operational needs of the park.  Park operations include day-to-day operation and business and long-term management of resources.  Both the No Action alternative and the Preferred Alternative have the potential to affect park operations.  Therefore, Park Operations is addressed as an impact topic in this document.

Impact Topics Dismissed From Further Analysis

NEPA regulations emphasize the importance of adjusting the scope of each EA to the particulars of the project and its setting, and focusing on the specific potential impacts of that project. There is no need, according to the regulations, to include information on resources that would not be affected by the project.  As a result, different EAs will discuss somewhat different lists of resources. Several resources that are frequently discussed in other NPS NEPA documents are not discussed in this one because the resource is not present at Hampton NHS.  These include:

Natural Resources

Soils:  During construction, there is the potential for increased soil erosion at the project site.  Construction activities, such as excavation, could disturb soils, and construction equipment and vehicles have the potential to cause soil compaction.  The proposed project includes a series of mitigation measures designed specifically to address such potential impacts.  Regardless of the construction area size, the NPS would require the construction contractor to implement standard best management practices (BMPs) for construction to reduce sediment and erosion potential.  Because the project area exceeds 5,000 square feet or 100 cubic yards of earth disturbance, the NPS would develop a stormwater management plan and soil erosion and sediment control plan to control overland flow and reduce the potential for sedimentation from ground disturbance.   The erosion and sediment control plan, to be prepared by the contractor, would meet the 1994 Maryland Standards and Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control and adhere to the Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines issued by the Maryland Department of Environment (MDE; MDE, 1990).  Stormwater management plans must meet the 2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (MDE, 2000) and the Stormwater Management Guidelines issued by the MDE (MDE, 2001).  Construction equipment would be staged along existing gravel driveways to minimize impact potential and adverse effects on identified cultural resources (i.e., archeology and cultural landscape elements) and to limit soil compaction.  The proposed geoexchange system would require the excavation of 21 deep wells in an area located east of the Mansion.  Each well would be 350 feet deep.  Connective piping would require ground disturbance of less than 3 feet width. Construction would not be conducted when soils are saturated, such as during or immediately following rain events.  There would be no net increase in impervious surfaces as a result of this project.  Such excavation would disturb soil horizon series.  However, impacts to soils would be minor, adverse, and long term. Therefore, this topic has been dismissed from further analysis.  

Geology:  The subsurface under the location of the proposed geothermal heat loop (the gravel parking area just east of the Mansion) consists of 31 feet of orange-brown clay overlying medium to hard, white limestone bedrock (Barlow, 2003).  Under the Preferred Alternative, 21 separate 350-foot wells would be drilled into the earth to install the geothermal heat loops.  There would be some localized impact to the geology and subsurface during drilling; however, the operation would be done by a certified well driller and a well construction permit would be obtained.  

A thermal conductivity test and several heat transfer models were performed to determine long-term effects from the geothermal heat loops on ground temperatures.  The result of these tests indicated that the local ground temperature may raise one-tenth of a degree during the use of the geothermal system; however, during the 4 months the system would not be in service (the winter months), the ground temperature would recover (Barlow, 2003; Gregg, 2004b).  Therefore, there would be only negligible, long-term, adverse impacts to geology from the Preferred Alternative.

Water Resources and Water Quality:  There are no streams, ponds, or lakes located on the proposed project site.  Regardless of the construction area size, the NPS would require the construction contractor to implement standard best management practices (BMPs) for construction to reduce sediment and erosion potential and control stormwater.  Because the project area exceeds 5,000 square feet or 100 cubic yards of earth disturbance, the NPS would develop a stormwater management plan and soil erosion and sediment control plan to control overland flow and reduce the potential for sedimentation from ground disturbance.   The erosion and sediment control plan would meet the 1994 Maryland Standards and Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control and adhere to the Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines issued by the MDE (MDE; MDE, 1990).  Stormwater management plans must meet the 2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (MDE, 2000) and the Stormwater Management Guidelines issued by the MDE (MDE, 2001).  With these mitigations in place, impacts to water resources and water quality would be negligible, short-term, and localized.  Therefore, this topic has been dismissed from further analysis.

No impacts on groundwater quality are anticipated from the Preferred Alternative.  The closed nature of the geothermal system proposed for use under this alternative would prevent groundwater from interacting with the system’s contents.  In addition, MDE and State of Maryland regulations require that the construction contractor (well driller) obtain a well construction permit from the Maryland Department of Health prior to the onset of drilling.  This permit will specify conditions to protect groundwater during installation of the system, as well as during its operation (GHPC, No date).

The project area is within the Maryland Coastal Zone Management Area, which includes all of Baltimore County (MDNR, 2002).  The NPS and construction contractor would have to comply with the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 by obtaining a Federal Consistency Determination from the MDE, Wetlands and Waterway Program.  Obtaining a Federal Consistency Determination would also require review and approval of an erosion and sediment control plan and stormwater management plan for the proposal (Ghigiarelli, 2004).  

Floodplains:  Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, requires all Federal agencies to take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains, and to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare.  The proposed project location is neither within a 100-year flood hazard area nor a 500-year flood hazard area (FEMA, 1981).  Therefore, this topic was dismissed from further analysis.

Wetlands:  Wetlands are considered “waters of the United States” and are, therefore, subject to regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  In addition, Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, directs the NPS to avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with modifying or occupying wetlands, and requires Federal agencies to follow avoidance, mitigation, and preservation procedures regarding wetlands with public input before proposing new construction projects.  No wetlands have been identified within the project area during surveys conducted during the GMP process, and no wetlands would be affected by project implementation.  Therefore, this topic was eliminated from further analysis in this EA.  
Air Quality:  Section 118 of the 1963 Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the park to meet all Federal, State, and local air pollution standards.  Section 176(c) of the 1963 CAA requires all Federal activities and projects to conform to state air quality implementation plans to attain and maintain national ambient air quality standards.  Federal air quality standards address the changes in ambient, or open-air, quality.  NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS, 2000a) addresses the need to analyze potential impacts to air quality during park planning. 

The No Action alternative would not result in any impacts on air quality in the region.  Should the Preferred Alternative be selected, local air quality would be temporarily affected by dust and vehicle emissions during the 9-month construction period.  Hauling material and operating equipment during the construction period would result in increased vehicle exhaust and emissions.  Hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxide and sulfur dioxide emissions would be rapidly dissipated through air circulation, since air stagnation is rare at the project site.  To reduce construction equipment emissions, the park would require that construction workers apply appropriate mitigating measures limiting idling of construction vehicles.  Fugitive dust plumes from construction equipment moving over dirt or from soil disturbance and excavation would intermittently increase airborne particulates in the area near the project site, but loading rates are not expected to be considerable.  To partially mitigate these effects, such activity could be coupled with water sprinkling to reduce dust.  

Overall, there would be a slight, short-term degradation of local air quality due to dust generated from construction activities and emissions from construction equipment.  These effects would last only as long as construction occurs and, would be negligible and localized.  The Preferred Alternative would not have any impact on ambient air quality over the long-term, since no increases in vehicles or emissions-producing sources would result from this alternative.  Therefore, air quality was dismissed as an impact topic in this document.  Air quality inside the Hampton Mansion is analyzed in detail in this EA under Human Health and Safety.

Prime Farmland:  Prime farmland is one important kind of farmland defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the importance of which lies in its ability to help meet the short- and long-term food and fiber needs of the nation.  Prime farmland can be cultivated land, pasture land, forestland, or other land, but cannot be urban or built-up land (any contiguous unit of land 10 acres or more in size that is used for such purposes as housing, industrial, and commercial sites, institutions, buildings, landfills, sewage treatment plans, etc.) or water areas. Based on mapped soil types, identified soils on the site are not designated prime or unique farmland by the Natural Resource Conservation Service (USDA, 1976).  In addition, a majority of the proposed project would take place within the envelope of an existing building; therefore, this topic was dismissed from further consideration in this EA. 
Vegetation and Wildlife:  Construction activities would have short-term, negligible to minor, localized, adverse impacts on vegetation and wildlife.  The majority of construction external to the Mansion would occur in previously disturbed areas, such as the parking lot, along the “heart-shaped” entry drive, and along the gravel driveway to the northeast of the Mansion.  No habitat loss would occur in these areas, as limited, if any, vegetation removal would occur.  A small amount ( no more than 12,460 square feet) of ornamental turf grass along with potentially a few shrubs and trees, may require removal in the vicinity of the new 6-inch water line to the west of the Mansion, and around the areas proposed for the well locations.  The removal of this very small amount of vegetation would result in a negligible loss in the amount of habitat in the project area.  There are many acres of suitable habitat available surrounding the project site that would remain unaffected by construction activities.  

Loss of wildlife would be proportional to the amount of habitat lost. Wildlife habitat at the project site consists primarily of landscaped areas and is poor quality habitat. Any wildlife present in the area has unquestionably been long habituated to human activity, noise, and traffic. Wildlife would probably avoid the construction zone to a certain extent during construction. Overall, populations of affected species might be slightly and temporarily lowered during construction, but no permanent negative effects on wildlife would be anticipated. A long-term, negligible, beneficial effect would occur for wildlife where habitat is restored through revegetation.  

The Preferred Alternative would result in a short-term, negligible, adverse effect to wildlife during construction. Therefore, this impact topic was dismissed from further analysis in this EA.  

Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species, requires Federal agencies to prevent new invasive introductions; detect, monitor, and rapidly respond to/control current infestations in a cost-effective and environmentally sound manner; and educate the public about invasive impacts and control methods.  This executive order also prohibits Federal agencies from authorizing, funding, or carrying out actions that they believe are likely to cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasive species.  Implementation of the Preferred Alternative is not anticipated to result in any new introductions of invasive species into the park.  The NPS would require the construction contractor to power wash all construction vehicles and equipment any time they remove a piece of equipment offsite then bring it back to the park to remove seed and plant material in an effort to avoid the introduction of any invasive exotic vegetation.  

Threatened, Endangered, Candidate Species, and Species of Concern:  Based on a site survey of the park, no federally listed or proposed threatened or endangered species are known to occur in the project areas (Coughlan, 2004a).  The NPS conducted informal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act as part of the ongoing General Management Planning process.  According to a response letter from the USFWS dated March 12, 2003 (see Figure C-1 in Appendix C), except for a few transient individuals, there are no federally proposed, or listed endangered or threatened species known to exist within the project impact area, and no Biological Assessment or further Section 7 Consultation with the USFWS is required.  In addition, the NPS consulted with the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) regarding the presence of State-listed species in the project area.  According to a response letter from MDNR dated April 8, 2003 (see Figure C-2), the Wildlife and Heritage Service has no records of Federal or State rare, threatened, or endangered plants or animals within the project area.  Therefore, this topic was dismissed from further consideration in this EA.

Cultural Resources

Cultural resources include archeological resources, cultural landscapes, historic structures, ethnographic resources, and museum collections.  Of these, the following cultural resource impact topics were dismissed from further analysis in this EA.

Cultural Landscapes:  Cultural landscapes are broadly defined by the National Park Service as, “a reflection of human adaptation and use of natural resources and is often expressed in the way land is organized and divided, patterns of settlement, land use, systems of circulation, and the types of structures that are built.  The character of a cultural landscape is defined both by physical materials such as roads, buildings, walls, and vegetation, and by use reflecting cultural values and traditions” (NPS Director’s Order 28: 87).  Under the No Action alternative, the likelihood that the cultural landscape at Hampton NHS would be affected would be minimal.  Effects on the cultural landscape would occur only in the event of a catastrophic fire at the Hampton Mansion, which would continue to lack a fire suppression system under this alternative.  A catastrophic fire could irreparably damage or destroy parts or all of the Mansion, and the responding emergency and fire crews and equipment could also cause damage to contributing features of the landscape outside the Mansion.  However, the probability of a catastrophic fire event occurring, and attempts at suppressing the fire failing, would be very low.

Under the Preferred Alternative, only short-term, minor, localized, adverse effects on the cultural landscape would occur, and would be associated with construction activities.  As discussed under visual resources below, the presence of workers, equipment, and materials in the project area and ground disturbance associated with construction would degrade the visual quality of the cultural landscape during the 9-month construction period.  A small amount (no more than 12,460 square feet) of ornamental turf grass along with potentially a few shrubs and trees, may require removal in the vicinity of the new 6-inch water line to the west of the Mansion, and around the areas proposed for the well locations (to the southeast of the Mansion).  The removal of this very small amount of vegetation would result in a negligible impact to the cultural landscape in the project area.  There are many acres of the cultural landscape surrounding the project site that would remain unaffected by construction activities. 

All pipelines associated with the project would be buried underground to shield them from view over the long-term, and all well locations and equipment staging areas would be selected to avoid identified contributing landscape elements.  The geothermal heat pump would be stored in the garage along with associated equipment, which would also shield this system from view.  Upon completion of construction, all trenches dug during construction would be backfilled with the original soil, and all disturbed areas would be seeded with a native seed mixture and allowed to revegetate.  The work yard to the southeast of the Mansion would be regraveled after construction, and would continue to be used as interpretive space over the long-term.  Proposed project actions would not appreciably affect topography, vegetation, spatial organization, or land use patterns associated with the cultural landscape.  The long-term integrity of the landscape would remain largely unaffected.  Therefore, this impact topic was dismissed from further analysis in this EA.

Ethnographic Resources:  According to NPS Director’s Order-28, Cultural Resource Management Guideline, an ethnographic resource is any “site, structure, object, landscape, or natural resource feature assigned traditional legendary, religious, subsistence, or other significance in the cultural system of a group traditionally associated with it” (NPS, 1998a).  No recorded Native American sites are located within the project area.  In addition, no recognized tribes are located within the State of Maryland.  Ethnographic resources associated with former resident communities such as enslaved African Americans, indentured servants and/or the Ridgley family would not be impacted.  In fact, opportunities for interpretation of these resources would likely benefit from the proposed alternative.  Therefore, ethnographic resources were dismissed from further consideration.  
Indian Trust Resources:  Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any anticipated impacts to Indian trust resources from a proposed project or action by U.S. Department of Interior agencies be explicitly addressed in environmental documents.  The Federal Indian trust responsibility is a legally enforceable fiduciary obligation on the part of the United States to protect tribal lands, assets, resources, and treaty rights, and it represents a duty to carry out the mandates of Federal law with respect to American Indian and Alaska Native tribes.

There are no Indian trust resources in Hampton NHS.  The lands comprising Hampton NHS are not held in trust by the Secretary of the Interior for the benefit of Indians due to their status as Indians.  Therefore, Indian Trust Resources were dismissed as an impact topic in this EA.

Socioeconomic Environment
Several resource areas/impact topics are included under the broad category of Socioeconomic Environment.  Those socioeconomic environment impact topics that have been dismissed from further analysis in this EA are described below.  

Socioeconomics:  Construction activities associated with the proposed installation of fire suppression and environmental control systems under the Preferred Alternative could have short-term, negligible, beneficial impacts on the local economy due to short-term increases in employment opportunities and revenues for local businesses and government.  Construction-related benefits to the local economy through wages, overhead expenses, material costs, and profits would last only the duration of construction, and would be minimal.  

Visitation to the park and to the local area would only increase negligibly, if at all, as a result of the Preferred Alternative, and would result in negligible beneficial impacts on the local economy over the long-term through visitor spending.  In addition, the Preferred Alternative would not result in any new permanent jobs at the park.  Therefore, this resource topic was eliminated from further consideration in this EA.

Visual Resources:  The visual characteristics of the site and potential effects of the project are related to visitor experience. Visual Resources was considered, in part, in accordance with NPS 2001 Management Policies 9.1.3 – Construction, which states that visual intrusions will be kept to a minimum.

Short-term, minor, adverse effects on visual quality would result from construction activities under the Preferred Alternative due to the presence of workers, equipment, and materials in the project area and ground disturbance associated with construction.  During exterior construction, the “heart shaped” entry drive and the gravel driveway located to the northeast of the Mansion would be used as equipment staging areas, and ground disturbance would occur in the areas immediately adjacent to the east and west of the Mansion.  The primary viewers in the area would be passersby on the park entrance drive and other park roadways in the vicinity of the construction site, as well as some visitors to the park grounds.  

The 180-foot long pipe (the loop piping) that connects the Mansion to the environmental control system components in the garage would be installed along the existing gravel drive in front of the Mansion, 3 to 5 feet below the ground surface.  No new vegetation removal would be necessary for the installation of this pipe, since it would be under the existing road.  
Upon completion of construction, all trenches dug during construction would be backfilled with the original soil, and all disturbed areas would be seeded with a native seed mixture and allowed to revegetate.  Revegetation of these areas would alleviate much of the adverse visual quality impacts associated with the disturbance of these areas over the long-term, but the area could remain impacted until the revegetated areas have matured to pre-disturbance conditions.  The yard to the southeast of the Mansion would be resurfaced following construction, and would continue to be interpretive space for servant activity over the long-term.  

No appreciable long-term impacts on visual quality outside the Mansion are anticipated to result from the proposed project.  The geothermal heat pump would be stored in the garage along with associated equipment, which would shield the system from visitor view.  

Overall, only minor, short-term, adverse effects on visual quality may result from the project.  Therefore, visual resources were dismissed from further analysis in this EA.  Visual quality impacts as they relate to historic structures (interior visual quality impacts in the Mansion) are discussed in detail in this EA under Historic Structures.

Transportation and Traffic:  The transport of equipment and workers during the construction period under the Preferred Alternative would increase traffic volumes and congestion along Hampton Lane and the park entrance drive over the short-term, potentially resulting in some increased traffic delays, a slight increase in the risk of vehicular accidents, and potential damage to affected roads.  However, these impacts would be short-term, adverse, and negligible to minor in intensity.  In addition, since construction would take place immediately adjacent to the Mansion and the Mansion would be closed to visitors during construction, these impacts would be very localized, and are not anticipated to cause many conflicts with other park users.  All required signage per the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 2000 (USDOT, 2001) would be installed and maintained around the construction area for the protection of motorists.  

While the parking lot adjacent to the Mansion would be closed for construction, this would only have a negligible to minor impact on the park’s parking capacity.  Since the Mansion would also be closed for construction, visitor parking would not be necessary for this portion of the park.  Parking areas to the southwest of the Mansion would remain open to the public during construction, and should provide sufficient space for visitors.  Therefore, transportation was dismissed as an impact topic in this EA.

Noise:  In accordance with NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS, 2000a) and DO–47, Sound Preservation and Noise Management (NPS, 2000d), an important part of the NPS mission is preservation of natural soundscapes associated with National Park units.  The frequencies, magnitudes, and duration of human-caused sound considered acceptable varies among NPS units, as well as throughout each park unit, being generally greater in developed areas and less in undeveloped areas.

While the No Action alternative would not affect noise levels in the area, noise levels and natural soundscapes would be affected by the Preferred Alternative.  Under the Preferred Alternative, most construction work would occur during the daylight hours, only extending into the evening hours if extraordinary work issues arise.  Noise generated from the use of equipment during construction would temporarily disturb wildlife adjacent to the construction sites, and could cause the short-term displacement of some species.  Construction noise could also affect any nearby visitors on park grounds.  However, it is unlikely that any visitors would be in the immediate vicinity of the construction site during construction activities, and noise levels reaching visitors would not be substantial.  Overall, construction effects on noise would be short-term, localized, adverse, and minor in intensity.  

The transport of equipment and other materials to and from the project site would require the use of large trucks, which would generate noise, and would not be restricted to the area adjacent to construction.  However, this noise source would be transient, would only affect a given area for a few seconds, and would use existing roads to access the project site, which already experience similar vehicular noise impacts.  

Long-term noise impacts from the Preferred Alternative would be associated with the HVAC system only.  Interior noise levels from operation of the HVAC system would be reduced by the installation of fan attenuators.  This would keep noise levels within the Mansion to acceptable 

levels.  Long-term impacts on noise levels within the Mansion would be negligible, adverse, and localized to the areas in the immediate vicinity of the fans.  

Exterior noise levels would also be altered over the long-term from the Preferred Alternative.  The chiller system to be housed in the garage would generate noise over the long-term, which would be heard in the immediate vicinity of the garage.  The garage structure (a rehabilitated, contributing structure) does not have significant interior features or finishes that could be impacted by the chiller installation.  However, the garage walls would reduce this noise to an acceptable level.  Long-term impacts on noise levels outside the Mansion would be negligible, adverse, and localized to the areas in the immediate vicinity of the garage.  Therefore, noise/soundscapes was dismissed as an impact topic in this EA.

Land Use and Zoning: None of the alternatives would change the land uses within the project area from their existing uses.  The project area would continue to be managed by the NPS under current management prescriptions and policies.  All private land adjacent to the project area would continue to be zoned as residential.  Therefore, this topic was eliminated from further analysis in this EA.  

Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential:  Although the Preferred Alternative would upgrade the electrical systems to and within the Mansion and increase energy demand from the fire suppression and environmental control systems, it would not exceed the Baltimore Gas and Electric’s existing capacity (Tebera, 2004).  In addition, the NPS has made efforts to minimize energy consumption by the new systems through careful design and planning.  The proposed environmental control system would use a geothermal heat loop, which uses a fraction of the energy needed to run traditional air-cooling systems.  The Preferred alternative would result in long-term, negligible, adverse impacts on energy and conservation.

Environmental Justice:  Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations, requires Federal agencies to identify and address any disproportionate adverse human health or environmental effects of its projects on minority or low-income populations.  According to this Executive Order, each Federal agency must conduct its programs, policies, and activities that substantially affect human health or the environment, in a manner that ensures that such programs, policies, and activities do not have the effect of excluding persons or populations from participation in, denying persons or populations the benefits of, or subjecting persons or populations to discrimination under, such programs, policies, and activities because of their race, color, national origin, or income level.   

Since the population surrounding the site has less than 14 percent minorities (as compared with 36 percent in the State of Maryland overall) and less than 7 percent of people below the poverty level (compared to 8.5 percent in the State of Maryland as a whole) (USCB, 2000), the project area is not located within or adjacent to an area containing a disproportionate population of low-income or minority persons.  Neither the No Action alternative nor the Preferred Alternative would have a disproportionate, adverse impact on minority or low-income populations.  In addition, the educational and interpretive programs and experiences available at Hampton NHS would continue to be available to all persons, regardless of race, income, or age.  Therefore, this topic was eliminated from further analysis in this EA.  

Preferred Alternative and Other Alternatives

INTRODUCTION

This section describes two management alternatives for installing a fire suppression system and environmental controls within the Hampton Mansion.  These management alternatives were developed by the IDT to meet the purpose and need for the project.

The Preferred Alternative presents the NPS proposed action and defines the rationale for the action in terms of resource protection and management, visitor and operational use, costs, and other applicable factors.

The No Action alternative describes the action of continuing the present management operation and condition. It does not imply or direct discontinuing the present action or removing existing uses, developments, or facilities.  The No Action alternative provides a basis for comparing the management direction and environmental consequences of the preferred alternative.  Should the no action alternative be selected, the NPS would respond to future needs and conditions associated with the Hampton NHS without major actions or changes in the present course.  

The NPS has adopted the concept of sustainable design as a guiding principle of facility planning and development. The objectives of sustainability are to design park facilities to minimize adverse effects on natural and cultural values, to reflect their environmental setting, and to maintain and encourage biodiversity; to construct and retrofit facilities using energy-efficient materials and building techniques; to operate and maintain facilities to promote their sustainability; and to illustrate and promote conservation principles and practices through the sustainable design and ecologically sensitive use. Essentially, sustainability is living within the environment with the least impact on the environment. The preferred alternative subscribes to and supports the practice of sustainable planning, design, and use of the Hampton NHS.

ALTERNATIVE A: NO ACTION

Under Alternative A (No Action alternative), an environmental control system would not be installed within Hampton Mansion, and the existing fire suppression system capabilities within the building would not be enhanced.  Existing environmental conditions within the Mansion would continue, and park staff members would continue to be the first response to a fire event through use of hand-held fire extinguishers.  In addition, the windows and doors of the Mansion would not be resealed to improve the integrity of the building envelope under this alternative, and would be kept closed in order to protect internal air quality from air pollution from Interstate 695 located to the south of the park.  Despite the constraints associated with inadequate systems, under the No Action alternative, the park would continue to strive to protect resources to the extent possible under existing policy requirements and guidelines.  In addition, visitors would continue to have access to the site and to tour the mansion under current park operational policies.

ALTERNATIVE B:  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The NPS proposes to install fire suppression and environmental control systems at Hampton Mansion in order to stabilize temperature and humidity within the Mansion to reduce the present accelerated rate of deterioration of museum objects and of the historic structure itself, improve visitor and staff health and safety, and reduce the risk of damage or loss of life or property (historic structures and museum collections) in the event of a fire.  

Fire Suppression System

The proposed project would install a fire suppression system in the Hampton Mansion based on a Title I Fire Suppression Report prepared by Shooshanian Engineering, Inc. (Shooshanian, 2000) and a Value Analysis conducted by the IDT (NPS, 2003a).  This system would consist of a combination dry and wet pipe fire suppression system with both concealed and exposed quick response sprinklers.  A Very Early Smoke Detection (VESDA) air sampling fire detection system, along with addressable smoke detectors, would be installed to alert the suppression system and park staff of a fire.  

A wet pipe system is proposed for the first and second floors and the basement, and a dry pipe system for the third floor and in the attic. The wet pipe system is preferred because it would be physically impossible to drain the system and preserve the historic fabric on the lower floors.  On the upper floors, historic fabric is not a major issue and the pipes must be drained due to a lack of insulation (pipes could freeze during winter months). Impacts associated with installation of either a wet or dry system are comparable. Pipe and sprinkler heads would be installed by “trenching” the walls and ceilings to embed the pipes (3/4/ to 1 ½” in diameter) to conceal them in public areas.   Some piping would be exposed in the hyphens, third floor area, basement, and attic because no other method of installation is available.  Concealed heads would be used for the sprinklers on the first and second floors, including both hyphens of the Mansion, to reduce visual impacts.  Recessed or exposed sprinkler heads would be used in all other areas.  Approximately 100 sprinkler heads would be installed throughout the Mansion  (Gregg, 2004a; Haythorn, 2004).  

The VESDA system would be installed on the first and second floors, and would continuously sample the air for the invisible by-products of materials as they degrade during the precombustion stages of an incipient fire.  The system can be set at several sensitivity levels: a first alert, which would allow park staff to investigate the problem, up to immediate water release.  Park staff would first be alerted by alarm of elevated temperature before water would be released to the sprinklers by the gas-powered (nitrogen) pump system.  The Mansion would be divided into several zones so the alarm system can alert park staff and fire response to the location of the fire.  A control panel would be installed near the main entry.

The suppression system would begin in the basement within the mechanical room.  A new 80-foot-long, 6-inch fire protection water line would be installed 10-feet from the Mansion foundation to replace the current 2-inch line.  This new line would run from an existing water main and enter the northwest corner of the Mansion.  The water line would connect with a valve assembly in the basement adjacent to the mechanical room.  Within the mechanical room, water storage containers, nitrogen storage containers, and a gas-powered skid system (see Figure 6) would provide a stand-alone system capable of providing 30 minutes of mist protection, even in the event of a water main break (Shooshanian, 2000; GWWO, 2004).   

Environmental Control System

The proposed project would also install environmental controls in the Mansion based on a Title IV Climate Control System Assessment (Landmark, 2001) and a Value Analysis (ALPHA, 2002).  The controls consist of a closed-loop geothermal heat pump system for cooling.  The water-cooled chiller would be located in the garage, a historic structure located 180 feet east of the Mansion (see Figure 7).  Alterations to the Garage structure  required to accommodate the installation of the system would include the removal of the wood floor, pouring a concrete slab to house equipment and cutting the east wall of the structure for ventilation.  The proposed system would provide air handling units, humidifiers, filters, ductwork, piping, insulation, controls, and electrical distribution for visitor facilities, museum storage areas, all exhibit spaces, period rooms, and the gift shop.  

Sensor-activated air handlers located throughout the Mansion would draw excess heat from the room, transfer it to a “heat transfer fluid” or refrigerant contained in a continuous loop of piping, and sent it out of the Mansion to the garage in a 180-foot pipe installed under the existing gravel drive.  Refrigerant fluid would be contained in pipes running through the basement and along the north face of the Mansion underground.  Only cooled air would be delivered through the ducts to be located within the walls of the Mansion.  Once in the garage, the fluid enters the water-cooled chiller and is then pumped through a series of horizontal underground pipes that connect to one of 21 vertical wells located approximately 20 feet apart.  Each vertical well is 350-feet deep, and contains a continuous length of pipe with a U-bend at the bottom.  As the hot fluid is pumped down into the earth, it is cooled.   It returns to the surface as cooled liquid and is pumped back to the Mansion where it cools the air.  The cooled air is passed through the Mansion via ductwork and fans located in the air handlers.  The fans would have attenuators installed to decrease any noise.  

Since a geothermal HVAC system or geoexchange cooling system (see Figure 8) works by moving heat rather than burning chemicals to either raise or lower air temperature, it is widely considered a cost-saving form of cooling technology.  In the winter the system would use the existing boiler and the new pump to warm the Mansion.

Portions of the Mansion containing museum collections or other identified cultural resources would have variable volume air handling units that allow park staff to control both temperature and humidity in these zones.  The system would consist of six air handling units tailored to fit the specific needs of identified zones within the Mansion (office areas, period rooms, kitchen hyphen, gift shop hyphen, 2nd and 3rd level period rooms, as well as the provision of tempered outdoor air to period rooms).
Courtesy of GHPC, No date
Figure 8.  Schematic Diagram of a Typical Ground Loop Geothermal Cooling System

An exterior site plan showing the proposed locations of the geoexhange system and ground wells, as well as the location of the new six-inch water main, in relation to the historic Hampton Mansion is provided as Figure 9.  


Courtesy:  GWWO, 2004

Figure 9.  Site Plan of Proposed Action:  Location of Proposed Geoexchange System, Ground Wells, and New Six-Inch Water Main 

Other Actions

The project would also replace ceiling radiant panels installed in 1980 and would correct poor ventilation that contributes to rapid relative humidity fluctuations (10 to 90 percent) during the year.  In addition, the park would rehabilitate the original windows and doors in the Mansion to improve the air leaks at heads meeting stiles and sills.  The park would install metal flashing at head and jambs, place hard silicone bead at large voids, and rework thresholds.

Under a separate project the park plans to upgrade their security system and install an intrusion detection system and motion sensors.  This proposed security system will be installed at the same time as the fire detection and alarm system.  Control panels for the system would be installed at the main entrance and in the basement.

Part of the project would be the modification of the existing electrical system both serving the park and within the Mansion itself to accommodate the new environmental control and fire suppression systems.  The existing electrical system within the Mansion has 400-ampere service, which is more than adequate for existing operations at the facility.  This system would be upgraded to a 600 ampere, 3-phase service to support the new fire suppression and environmental control systems (Shooshanian, 2000; Landmark, 2001).  The new electrical system may require a new primary line (if, after testing, the primary line is insufficient to handle new energy requirements), which would run underground 930 feet from Hampton Lane, along the existing entry drive, to the location of the existing transformer, located near the upper parking lot.  Baltimore Gas and Electric would replace the existing transformer under a separate contract.  New secondary feeder lines would be installed underground 225 feet to the Mansion.  A feeder line would also run from the Mansion to the Garage to provide electricity to the water-cooler chiller and pumps.  Inside the Mansion, all electrical panels would be replaced with single-phase 120/208 panels.  

Project Installation 

Prior to and during construction (estimated to last nine months), park staff would pack and transport all museum collections and furnishings exhibited in the Mansion to a climate-controlled secured storage facility in accordance with NPS approved policies.  Park staff would ensure that all systems are complete, operating, and tested to ensure that the collections are protected when they are returned to the Mansion.

In addition, the proposed installation would meet mandatory requirements on the NPS Checklist (S.D. 80-1), the park’s Collections Management Plan (1995), the park’s Collections Storage Plan (1993), and the park’s Emergency Plan (1999).  The installation of the system would require considerable intrusion into the historic fabric of the Hampton Mansion. All preparatory preservation to open plaster located within the Mansion’s interior prior to the contractor’s installation would be conducted to NPS standards under NPS supervision.  The NPS would also carry out repair of any construction intrusions, painting, and replastering, as needed, following installation of the proposed systems. 

Installation of the proposed fire suppression system would include the placement of water and nitrogen gas tanks in the Mansion’s basement, the installation of a dry pipe network within the historic interior of the Mansion, and the placement of sprinkler heads, smoke detectors, and VESDA system within the Mansion.  Installation of the dry piping would require some channeling into the ceiling plaster and moving some floorboards to access crawl space.  Small, one-inch holes would have to be drilled to install the sprinkler heads.  All work done by outside technicians would be subject to the supervisory review of the Park’s curatorial staff.  Additionally, all intrusion into the building walls would be limited to plaster to avoid decorative woodwork. 

The new 80-foot-long, 6-inch fire protection water line would likely require a trench approximately 3-feet wide and 3-feet deep.  Ground disturbance would be stabilized and reseeded after construction.

To install the environmental control system, air handlers and ductwork would be installed in existing closets to minimize intrusion into the building fabric.  The only visible intrusion would be grills on the floors and ceilings.  All thermostats would be wireless to avoid intrusion into the walls to install wires.  The 180-foot-long pipe (part of the closed loop piping) that connects the Mansion to the garage would be installed along the existing gravel drive, 3 to 5 feet below the ground surface.  The electric line that runs from the Mansion to the garage would be installed in this trench, as well.  The geothermal heat pump and water-cooled chiller would be installed in the garage, with no change to the building’s exterior.  

Wells for the proposed cooling system would be located in the existing gravel parking lot to the southeast of the Mansion and the grassy area to the south of the lot.   Each well would be 350-feet deep and connect to a horizontal grid of pipes located approximately 3 feet below the surface (see Figure 9).  All ground disturbances from drilling and installation of the horizontal piping would be stabilized and reseeded with native vegetation after construction.

Staging Area

The staging area for the proposed action would be located on the north lawn of the Mansion and along the “heart-shaped” entry drive, as well as along the gravel driveway located to the northeast of the Mansion.  After consulting archeological surveys of the site (see Figure 10 under Affected Environment, Archeological Resources, below), these locations were determined to have the least potential for adverse impacts to archeological resources, as the driveway has been in existence since the 19th century.  Use of the staging area during the construction phase of the proposed project will not compromise or alter character-defining features of the cultural landscape.   

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)).”
In sum, the environmentally preferred alternative is the alternative that not only results in the least damage to the biological and physical environment, but also that best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources.

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, five 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 two check marks); 2) the alternative contributes somewhat to meeting that goal (denoted by a check mark); 3) the alternative does not contribute to meeting that goal (denoted by a circle); 4) the alternative somewhat interferes with that goal achievement (denoted by an “X”); and 5) the alternative substantially interferes with that goal achievement (denoted by “XX”).  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 in regard to NEPA goal #4.  
A summary of this process for each alternative is presented in Table 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. 

	Table 1.  Selection of the Environmentally-Preferred Alternative

	National Environmental Policy Act Goals
	Alternative A

(No Action)
	Alternative B

(Preferred Alternative)

	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.
	X
	((

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

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

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

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

	Legend:    Contributes substantially to meeting the goal = ((
Contributes somewhat to meeting the goal = (
Does not contribute to meeting the goal = (
Interferes somewhat with that goal achievement = X

Interferes substantially with that goal achievement = XX


Alternative A

The No Action Alternative is not the environmentally preferred alternative because it does not:

· Fulfill the responsibility of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations because it does not ensure the protection of the historic Hampton Mansion, and the museum collections and resources it contains, from environmental (temperature and humidity) and fire damage, although no biological resource damage or increase in energy consumption would occur (interferes somewhat with meeting goal #1);

· Assure for all generations safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings because the Hampton Mansion would be allowed to continue as an unsafe and unhealthy environment for park visitors and staff.  Ongoing deterioration of primary cultural resources within the Mansion may eventually become apparent to visitors (interferes somewhat with meeting goals #2 and #3); 

· Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk of health or safety, or other undesirable or unintended consequences, since the Hampton Mansion would continue to lack climate control and fire suppression systems, keeping visitors, park staff, and primary cultural resources at risk from fire and environmental threats.  The historic Mansion and its collections would continue to degrade, possibly suffering irreparable damage that prevents their use for future interpretation (interferes substantially with meeting goal #4); 

· Enhance the quality of renewable resources or approach the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources since important, depletable cultural resources would continue to suffer deterioration, although no impacts on natural resources would occur (interferes somewhat with meeting goal #6).

Alternative B

The Preferred Alternative is the environmentally preferred alternative because it:

· Actively works towards preserving and protecting valuable park museum collections and historic structures and ensuring their long-term preservation for future generations through continued educational and interpretive use, with minor environmental degradation and a small increase in energy use (contributes somewhat to meeting goal #1, contributes substantially to meeting goal #4);

· Assures for all generations safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings because environmental conditions within the Hampton Mansion would be improved, deteriorating conditions would no longer be evident to visitors, and visitors, staff, and Mansion resources would be protected in the event of a fire, with minimal degradation to natural resources (contributes substantially to meeting goal #2, contributes somewhat to meeting goal #3); 

· Actively works towards preserving and protecting the historic Mansion and the museum collections and resources it contains by alleviating unsuitable environmental conditions and risks associated with temperature, humidity, and fire (contributes substantially to meeting goals # 2 and #4); and

· Works to achieve a balance between population and resource use and approach the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources by using sustainable design practices and energy-conserving systems and by reducing staff time necessary for treating and preserving cultural resources, with minor environmental (renewable resource) degradation (contributes somewhat to meeting goals # 5 and #6).

In short, the Preferred Alternative would provide protection of visitor and employee health, safety, and welfare, improve visitor experience, and work to protect cultural resources from further deterioration.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Several measures would be implemented to minimize or avoid adverse impacts on environmental and cultural resources as a result of implementation of the Preferred Alternative.  Table 2 lists these other measures according to the resource area affected.  The NPS would implement these measures as part of the Preferred Alternative.

	Table 2.  Mitigation Measures By Resource Area

	Resource Area
	Mitigation Measures

	Natural Resources
	· Regardless of the construction area size, the NPS would require the construction contractor to implement standard best management practices (BMPs) for construction to reduce sediment and erosion potential.  If the project area exceeds 5,000 square feet or 100 cubic yards of earth disturbance, the NPS would develop a stormwater management plan and soil erosion and sediment control plan to control overland flow and reduce the potential for sedimentation from ground disturbance.   The erosion and sediment control plan would meet the 1994 Maryland Standards and Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control and adhere to the Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines issued by MDE (MDE, 1990).  Stormwater management plans would meet the 2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (MDE, 2000) and the Stormwater Management Guidelines issued by the MDE (MDE, 2001).  

· Construction equipment would be staged along existing gravel driveways to minimize impact potential and adverse effects on soils and to limit soil compaction.  

· Construction would not be conducted when soils are saturated, such as during or immediately following rain events. 

· The park would require that construction workers apply appropriate mitigating measures limiting idling of construction vehicles to reduce construction equipment emissions.

· To reduce fugitive dust levels during soil-disturbing activities, these activities would be coupled with water sprinkling.  

· The NPS would require the construction contractor to power wash all construction vehicles and equipment prior to their initial arrival at the park to remove seed and plant material in an effort to avoid the introduction of any invasive exotic vegetation.

	Archeological Resources
	· The NPS would require that all new or upgraded utility lines run, to the extent possible, within the previously disturbed trench areas associated with existing lines and alongside or under roadways.  

· All ground disturbances within locations of significant archeological resources (which include the majority of the project area) would be mitigated through controlled archeological excavation.  Additional testing/data collection excavations would be conducted in these areas prior to any ground disturbance, and all disturbances to archeological resources mitigated, if necessary.  Archeological monitoring would be performed in these areas during all ground-disturbing construction.  

· Excavation along the north face of the Mansion would be done by hand to lessen disturbance of previously unidentified archeological resources, should they exist.

· Should any significant resources be identified prior to or during construction, all work would stop until the SHPO and the NPS have evaluated the resources for their potential inclusion on the NRHP.  If eligible, appropriate measures would be undertaken to preserve them.  

· Construction in areas outside locations of significant, previously-documented archeological resources would be preceded by shovel testing and/or archeological monitoring to ensure no irreparable adverse impacts to significant, newly-discovered archeological resources in these areas occur.  

· Equipment would be staged along the heart-shaped entry drive to the north of the Mansion, as well as along the gravel driveway located to the northeast of the Mansion to reduce potential impacts on archeological resources.

	Historic Structures
	· Park staff would perform preparatory preservation work, such as opening plaster within the Mansion interior, rehabilitation of original windows and doors for a better fit, repair of construction intrusions, painting and replastering following construction, and the mitigation of toxic materials contained in the walls, finishes, and moldings of the Mansion (i.e., lead paint, asbestos, etc.).  

· Park staff would oversee every stage of the installation to ensure most of the original plaster remains intact, the contractors do not disrupt irreplaceable wallpaper and paint, and the Mansion is restored to its preconstruction condition.  

· The NPS would require the contractors to impose a “stop of work” two hours before they are scheduled to leave to ensure all welding work cools properly and does not spark a fire.  

· There will be no “ down time” with regard to fire and security protection for the Mansion.  Temporary fire detection and suppression systems would be in place during construction and would be the responsibility of the contractor.  

· The contractor would provide access (gate and driveway) to fire equipment as part of the temporary fencing system around the staging area.

· The drilling contractor would maintain a maximum distance from historic structures surrounding the drilling site to ensure the façades of these structures are not damaged.  

· All work would be carried out in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties

	Museum Collections
	· Prior to construction, park curatorial staff and fine arts specialists would pack museum collections and transport them to a climate-controlled secured storage facility, in accordance with the DO-24, NPS Museum Collections Management, and the park’s Collection Storage Plan.

· Immovable objects, such as fixtures, would be protected as a part of the initial preparatory preservation work to be performed by park staff.  

· Collections would be returned and reinstalled in the Mansion only after construction documents indicate that all systems are complete, operating, and have been tested and balanced. 

· All museum collections handling will be performed by qualified, trained personnel, using proper equipment and tools, and collections will be protected at all stages of transport from potential environmental threats including water damage, rapid fluctuations in temperature and/or humidity, theft, excessive vibration, or other as noted by NPS museum standards.

	Human Health and Safety
	· The NPS would close the Mansion to the public for the duration of the installation of the proposed systems.

· Park staff, as part of preparatory preservation work, would mitigate lead and asbestos within the historic walls, paints, and fixtures of the Mansion prior to the onset of construction.

· The NPS would require the construction contractor to follow NPS construction contract standards during construction, including implementation of an accident prevention program, installation of warning signs at the construction site and along nearby roads, and installation and maintenance of construction fences around the construction sites.
· In addition, the NPS has a set of construction contract safety standards, which contractors for NPS projects must follow during construction to ensure the protection of workers and the public.  These standards include, but are not limited to: training and instruction for handling and use of hazardous materials, designation of a hardhat area, and implementation of an accident prevention program.  The construction contractor would be required to post construction warning signs at the construction site and along nearby roads to notify employees and the public of the construction site and dangers at the site.  All road signage would follow the guidelines provided in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (USDOT, 2001).  The construction contactor would also install and maintain construction fences around the construction sites to prevent non-contractors and the public from entering the construction areas (NPS, 1997b).  The fence would include gates to accommodate a fire lane (Gregg, 2004a).  NPS staff and construction contactors would use appropriate measures to minimize exposure to asbestos and lead-based paint during the preparatory preservation phase of the project, prior to the onset of construction.  


GENERAL CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE AND COSTS

The current budget for the project is $1,306,000.  Construction associated with the installation of the proposed fire suppression system and environmental controls is anticipated to last approximately 9 months to begin in January 2005.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED

CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA require that Federal agencies explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives to the Preferred Alternative, and to briefly discuss the rationale for eliminating any alternatives that were not considered in detail.  This section describes alternatives to the Preferred Alternative that were considered and eliminated from further study, and the rationale for their elimination.

Indoor System Alternatives (Environmental Controls)

Constant Volume Heat Pumps

This alternative offered an energy-efficient solution with zone control flexibility.  However, it would rely on larger air diffusers and more intrusive ductwork, and would offer less control of humidity than is needed to protect the Mansion and its collections (NPS, 2002c).  It also has higher sound (noise) levels than other available options due to cycling compressor heat pumps (ALPHA, 2002).  Therefore, this alternative was dismissed from further consideration in this EA.

Constant Volume High Pressure System

This alternative offered less duct intrusion (reduced visual impact) with smaller outlets in each room, as well as more flexibility in the overall layout of the system.  However, it offered less zone control, had the highest initial cost, as well as the highest life-cycle cost of any of the options (NPS, 2002c).  In addition, once installed, this system had the most noise and drafts from its outlets (ALPHA, 2002).  Therefore, this alternative was dismissed from further consideration in this EA.

Outdoor System Alternatives (Environmental Controls)

Air-cooled Chiller Sited East of Mansion (in Octagonal Building or Garage) 

Under this alternative, an air-cooled chiller would be sited east of the Mansion in either the Octagonal Building or the garage.  Chilled water circulating pumps would be installed in the same structure.  This alternative offered controllability, self-contained heat rejection (as one piece of equipment), and could be remotely sited away from the Mansion.  However, visual impacts of equipment associated with this alternative could be considerable.  It also would require a 4-pipe system to provide simultaneous heating and cooling (NPS, 2002c).  Therefore, this alternative was dismissed from further consideration in this EA.

Water-cooled Chiller with Air-cooled Condenser (Split System)

Under this alternative, a water-cooled chiller and associated cooling tower would be installed in an adjacent structure (either the Octagonal Building or garage) to the east of the Mansion.  The unit would contain circulating pumps and all other system accessories within the same structure.  It would have a remote location and greater controllability.  However, the equipment associated with this alternative would have to be shielded from view (i.e., would have significant visual impact) and it would make more noise than other options.  This alternative would also require louvers in its structure for airflow (NPS, 2002c).  Therefore, this alternative was dismissed from further consideration in this EA.

Fire Suppression Alternatives (Fire Suppression)

Upgrade Detection System

Under this alternative, an upgraded detection system would replace the existing one.  Air sampling monitors and smoke detectors would be placed throughout the Mansion.  Sensors to detect heat and/or smoke could be adjusted to the needs of each interior space.  Such a system is readily available from several vendors and would have minimum damage/ impact to the Mansion’s historic fabric.  Such a system would not, however, include a fire suppression system and would continue to rely on current fire suppression strategies in the event of a fire in the Mansion.  In addition, the maintenance needs, especially for cleaning can be considerable.  Heat, smoke or air sampling systems all had high initial and maintenance costs.  Therefore this alternative was dismissed from further consideration in this EA.
Suppression System Options

Fire suppression system options discussed during the VA included sprinkler systems (pre-action and deluge), a mist system, and a foam system.

The foam system was seen as potentially damaging to the historic fabric, the furniture and the finishes contained within the Mansion and was dismissed early in the discussion.  Therefore this alternative has been dismissed from further consideration in this EA.

The pre-action system was seen to have the advantage of not storing water in pipes that could leak and impact the Mansion’s historic fabric.  There was the added advantage of protection from freezing during the coldest months of the year.  In all, this alternative was considered a “more fail safe” option.  However, this alternative had a higher cost, would have to be combined with a detection system and would be contingent on other operations, adding to its overall maintenance.

Therefore this alternative was dismissed from further consideration in this EA.
The deluge system was also dismissed early in discussions as delivering too much water at too fast a rate.  The potential for damages to resources located within the Mansion was considered too great for this alternative to be viable.  Therefore this alternative was dismissed from further consideration in this EA. 

The advantages of a mist system included a higher degree of control, especially in the amount and duration of water sprayed during a fire event, as well as using less water overall.  Disadvantages included higher maintenance, a higher installation cost, a greater visual impact of spray heads, a greater space requirement for associated equipment, fewer available vendors to service the system and the potential for obsolescence.  Therefore this alternative was dismissed from further consideration in this EA.  

COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

Table 3 compares and contrasts the alternatives considered in detail in this EA, including the degree to which each alternative accomplishes the purpose or fulfills the need for the project.

	Table 3.  Comparative Summary of Alternatives and Extent To Which Each Alternative Meets the Project Objectives

	Alternative A (No Action)
	Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)

	The Hampton Mansion would not have fire suppression or environmental control systems installed.  Repeated treatments of museum collections and the historic Mansion would continue to be necessary to protect and preserve these resources from irreparable damage.  Staff and visitors, as well as the historic Mansion and the collections it contains, would continue to be exposed to fluctuations and extremes in temperature and relative humidity, and would continue to be at risk in the event of a fire.   
	Fire suppression and environmental control systems would be installed in Hampton Mansion.  This would require upgrading of the existing water line entering the Mansion, as well as upgrades to the building’s electrical system.  In addition, doors and windows would be repaired, reinforced, or replaced so as to ensure the integrity of the building envelope while meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Structures.  

	Meets Project Objectives?
No.  Under the No Action alternative, park visitors and staff, museum collections, and the historic building would continue to experience temperature and relative humidity extremes and fluctuations within the Mansion.  Deterioration of cultural resources located within the Mansion would require ongoing restoration, as would the Mansion itself.  Valuable museum collections would continue to be stored and displayed in unsuitable conditions under this alternative, which would not ensure their protection over the long-term.  In addition, staff, visitors, museum collections, and the historic Mansion would continue to be at risk in the event of a fire in the Mansion.   
	Meets Project Objectives?

Yes.  Under the Preferred Alternative, the health and safety of park visitors and staff, as well as visitor use and experience, would be improved by the installation of fire suppression and environmental control systems.  The historic Mansion and museum collections would also be protected by the installation of these systems.  The environmental control system would stabilize temperatures and humidity levels within the Mansion throughout the year, greatly reducing current rates of deterioration of the collections.  Park visitors and staff would enjoy a more temperate interior environment within the Mansion, particularly during the hottest months of the year, and reported visitor sickness would be greatly reduced.


IMPACT COMPARISON MATRIX

Table 4 compares the potential environmental impacts resulting from the No Action Alternative and Preferred Alternative (Alternatives A and B, respectively).  Potential impacts are grouped according to environmental resource area or component.  

	Table 4.  Impacts Comparison Table

	Impact Topic
	Alternative A 

No Action
	Alternative B

Preferred Alternative

	Cultural Resources
	· No direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on archeological resources

· Long-term, minor to moderate, localized adverse impacts on historic structures and museum collections due to continued risk of damage from mold, mildew, and high temperatures and from a catastrophic fire within the Mansion

· Alternative would contribute a measurable adverse increment to overall long-term, minor, localized and park-wide, beneficial cumulative impacts on historic structures and museum collections
	· Short-term, minor, adverse, localized impacts on archeological resources during construction activities

· If mitigation measures are followed, alternative would not result in long-term impacts on archeological resources

· Alternative would not appreciably contribute to localized, minor, adverse cumulative effects to archeological resources over the short-term, or minor to moderate, localized and park-wide, beneficial cumulative effects over the long-term

· Short-term, minor, localized, adverse impacts on historic structures from the construction and installation phases of the project
· Long-term, minor to moderate, localized, beneficial impacts to historic structures, due to protection of the Mansion from a catastrophic fire and ongoing mold and mildew damage
· Alternative would contribute a measurable increment to short-term, minor, localized, and adverse and long-term, moderate, localized and park-wide, and beneficial cumulative impacts on historic structures

· Short-term, localized, negligible to minor, adverse impacts on museums collections during construction

· Long-term, moderate, localized, beneficial impacts on museum collections

· Alternative would contribute a measurable beneficial increment to overall long-term, moderate, localized, beneficial, cumulative impacts on museum collections

	Visitor Use and Experience
	· Long-term, moderate, adverse impacts on visitor use and experience would continue due to continued visitor physical discomfort within the Mansion and potential damage to the Mansion and its resources

· The No Action alternative would contribute a measurable adverse increment to overall long-term, minor, and beneficial cumulative impacts on visitor use and experience, particularly within the Hampton Mansion 
	· Short-term, moderate, localized and park-wide, adverse impacts on visitor use and experience would likely occur during construction activities

· Long-term, moderate, beneficial impacts on visitor use and experience due to improved environmental conditions within the Mansion and reduced deterioration of the collections and contributing elements of the historic building.  

· Direct beneficial impacts would be localized to the Mansion itself, but these impacts would likely extend park-wide  

· The Preferred Alternative would contribute a measurable amount to moderate, adverse, localized and park-wide cumulative effects over the short-term, and moderate, park-wide, beneficial, cumulative effects over the long-term 

	Human Health and Safety
	· Long-term, moderate, localized, adverse impact on employee and visitor health and safety due to continued exposure to temperature and humidity extremes within the Mansion, the lack of an adequate fire detection and suppression system, and from continued exposure to mold, mildew, and other allergens within the Mansion 
· The No Action alternative would contribute a measurable amount to long-term, minor, localized, adverse cumulative effects inside the Hampton Mansion, but would not contribute appreciably to long-term, minor to moderate, beneficial cumulative effects in other areas of the park 
	· Short-term, localized, negligible to minor, adverse impacts on human health and safety from construction activities

· Long-term, localized, moderate, beneficial impacts on human health and safety from eliminating current risks to visitors and staff within the Mansion  

· The Preferred Alternative would contribute a measurable amount to long-term, moderate, localized, beneficial cumulative effects inside the Hampton Mansion, but would not contribute appreciably to long-term, minor to moderate, beneficial cumulative effects in other areas of the park 
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Affected Environment 

Detailed information on resources in Hampton NHS may be found in the General Management Plan and the Draft Cultural Landscape Report.  A summary of the resources associated with this project follows.  
CULTURAL RESOURCES

Archeological Resources

Two previously designated archeological sites exist at Hampton NHS:  the Farm House area (18BA317) and the Mansion area (18BA95).  The proposed project area is located within the Mansion area archeological site (18BA95).  

In the fall of 1999, an archeological monitoring and data recovery project was conducted by the NPS as part of a water line replacement project at the park.  Two areas proposed for construction during that project are located in the area of potential effect for this current project:  the Mansion’s north lawn and the area between the west wing on the Mansion and northeast of the Orangery.  Trenching activities across the north lawn occurred within an older water line trench, and had minimal effects on archeological resources in the area.  However, several artifacts were observed, but not collected, during monitoring in this area.  Two historic features were identified in a small area between the Mansion’s west wing and the Orangery, between one and three feet below grade (Long and Kehs, 2001).  

A comprehensive archeological survey (Long and Kehs, 2001) was conducted at Hampton NHS between March and September 2000.  The goal of the survey was to identify and inventory the archeological resources within the park’s boundaries and to make management recommendations for the protection of those resources.  As part of this survey, archeological site 18BA95 was subdivided into 10 survey zones (Long and Kehs, 2001).  The proposed project area is located within survey Zones 95-C and 95-D.  Specifically, the area proposed for well drilling (the east parking area) is primarily located within Zone 95-D, with the connecting HVAC line running from the edge of Zone 95-D into Zone 95-C.  All other areas proposed for construction, including the location of the upgraded water line, are located within Zone 95-C.  

A total of 2,054 artifacts were recovered from 47 shovel test pits (STPs) excavated in Zone 95-C.  The majority of these artifacts derived from materials (e.g., coal/slag, gneiss schist stone) used in the construction of the terraces and pathways surrounding the Mansion, with ceramics comprising a smaller amount of identified artifacts.  The 2 historic features identified in the 1999 survey were identified in Zone 95-C.  These features include:  1) several stratified deposits of driveway fill approximately 2.5 feet underneath the heart-shaped drive (5 distinct fill horizons overlying 2 natural subsoil horizons), consisting mainly of sand, gravel, and pebbles; and 2) a section of brick drain line approximately 50 to 60 feet west of the west wing, between 1 and 2 feet below grade.  No evidence was found off the east hyphen that might indicate the presence of a pre-Mansion post-in-ground structure, as previously speculated.  The lack of prehistoric artifacts within Zone 95-C also indicates that prehistoric activity there was limited (Long and Kehs, 2001).

Zone 95-D includes the land lying between the eastern gravel parking lot and the Cemetery Road, and is bordered on the south by the cutting garden.  The central portion of the zone includes a number of wood-framed outbuildings, which have survived since the late 18th and early 19th centuries.  A total of 3,655 artifacts were recovered from 25 STPs excavated in Zone 95-D.  Of these STPs, 96 percent contained cultural material.  The majority of the artifacts identified in the area proposed for well drilling derived from materials (e.g., coal/slag).  Architectural materials (e.g., nails, brick, glass, mortar) were concentrated near extant outbuildings in Zone 95-D.  One cultural feature was identified in Zone 95-D, located a few feet east of the gravel parking lot.  This feature was found beneath 5 driveway fill horizons, approximately 0.85 feet beneath the ground surface, and consists of a relatively dense concentration of oyster shells and handmade brick fragments.  It may represent an earlier drive surface or a discrete pathway leading to the smokehouse (Long and Kehs, 2001).  


Source:  Long and Kehs, 2001


Figure 10.  Hampton Mansion and Significant Archeological Resources

As part of the above survey, areas containing archeological research potential were documented.  As shown in Figure 10, the area immediately adjacent to the Mansion, including along the ‘heart-shaped’ entry drive and around various dependencies located to the east of the Mansion, was designated a location of significant archeological resources in the survey (Long and Kehs, 2001).

In the fall of 2003, a small archeological test excavation was made in the middle of the gravel parking lot to the southeast of the Mansion in preparation of the drilling of a geothermal test well.  The purpose of the excavation was to ensure that the drilling of the test well would not impact significant archeological resources.  The results of the archeological test excavation indicated that the immediate area of the test well would have no impact on significant resources.  However, it was noted that, at the base of the excavation, disturbance evidently occurred in the mid- to late-nineteenth century, and the area is not entirely lacking in archeological value (Pousson, 2003, 2004a). In the spring of 2004, an additional test excavation was made within the 1910 Garage structure.

Pre-construction data recovery involved three excavations: one adjacent to the Mansion where new utility lines will be routed; one south of an existing parking lot located east of the Mansion, in the area of the proposed geothermal well field; and one in the existing Garage located to the east of the Mansion, where the proposed HVAC equipment would be located.  The excavation adjacent to the Mansion exposed a trench feature adjacent to the building’s foundation, which given the stratigraphic context and the findings of a previous investigation, is unlikely to have been an original builders’ trench; it also revealed a 4-inch diameter vertical void left from modern coring/ boring, and a possible landscaping disturbance, but no other features.  The number of artifacts was lower than anticipated, but consistent with previously identified historical patterns of debris disposal at the site.  The findings generally indicate that installation of new utility lines here will not have a substantial impact on significant resources.  No features were evident in the excavation in the area of the proposed geothermal well field south of the parking lot, and that excavation also yielded a lower-than-anticipated number of artifacts, from relatively shallow stratigraphic contexts lacking in complexity.  In short, the proposed geothermal wells and the lines connecting them will here have no more than minor impacts to significant resources (Pousson, 2004b).

To conclude, the findings of the data recovery excavations provide support for the assessment previously recommended for the project, that although there could be minor impacts to significant resources, for the purpose of compliance with Section 106 there will be “no adverse effect”.  Furthermore, with the data recovery excavations we have very likely reached the point at which additional controlled excavations would be redundant.  With archeological monitoring of construction, there will be additional documentation of the characteristics of the resources, and the basis for insuring that impacts remain minor 

(Pousson, 2004b).
Historic Structures

Hampton NHS is listed as an historic district on the NRHP, and includes 62 acres of land, and 43 buildings and  structures.  The main historic building on the site is the Hampton Mansion, also known as “Hampton Hall.”  It is listed on the NRHP as an outstanding example of Georgian architecture.  It was the first Historic Site in the NPS so designated for its architectural significance (NRHP, 2004).  

The Mansion was built between 1783 and 1790 by master carpenter Jehu Howell for Captain Charles Ridgeley.  It is a 5-part house of scored stucco over stone with a cupola, an attic, and a cellar.  The main house is 3 stories, with 2-story wings and 1-story east and west hyphens.  The overall length of the Mansion is 177 feet.  At the time of its construction, it was one of the largest residences in the American Colonies (NPS, 2001c).  

To the west of the Mansion is the orangery, a one-story brick and frame structure with a rubble stone foundation.  It was constructed between 1975 and 1976 on the original foundations of the orangery that burned in 1926.  The orangery was used by the Ridgely family to grow citrus fruits and today is used as a meeting facility and public program area.
To the east of the Mansion are several domestic support structures, including the pump house, garage, smokehouse, and wood shed (see Figure 11).  The pump house is a one-story, shake shingled and fish-scaled shingled building with a hipped roof.  It was built in the 1890s to house pumping equipment to pump water to a tank for gravity fed water.  The structure is now used for storage.  The garage was built in the first decade of the 20th century, constructed to accommodate an automobile.  The white clapboard building is covered with a gable roof and has sliding garage doors on the western end.  The smokehouse is a one-story service structure with white clapboard siding with a stone foundation and hipped roof.  The wood shed (paint house) is a one-story hipped roof building with white clapboard siding and a wood shingled roof.  The building has a single arched opening in the center of the west facade containing a pair of hinged slat doors as the only entry (NPS, 2002b).  All of the support structures are in “good” condition (Hastings, 2004).

Figure 11.  Historic Structures at Hampton NHS

Museum Collections

According to the 2000 Collections Management Report, Hampton NHS houses 61,045 objects in it museum collection, ranging from period furniture and fine art to everyday objects and archeological artifacts.  Some 5,000 objects are housed in the Hampton Mansion, most original to Hampton and internationally significant.   These objects are documented by extensive archival materials and a large historic photograph collection totaling 96,772 documents.  The archives and historic photograph collection complement the large Ridgely/Hampton holdings at the Maryland Historical Society Library and the Maryland Hall of Records (NPS, 2000c; 2003b).  

Currently, the park devotes a significant portion of its resources to maintaining its collections.  The high temperature and humidity levels within the Mansion cause many of the museum collections to deteriorate quickly, especially furniture.  Storage conditions within the Mansion currently do not meet NPS museum standards (climate, fire suppression, etc.) as outlined in the NPS Museum Handbook and DO-24, NPS Museum Collections Management.  Conservation treatments and interventions are continuous within the park and often include regluing furniture, restoring paintings and artwork, and restoring painted furniture were the paint has separated from the wood.  All preservation and rehabilitation is done in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties: Standards for Rehabilitation, DO-24:  NPS Museum Collections Management, NPS Museum Handbook, the park’s Collection Management Plan, the park’s Collection Storage Plan, and the American Institute for Conservation standards (Hastings, 2004).
VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE

NPS Management Policies 2001 states that the enjoyment of park resources and values by the people of the United States is part of the fundamental purpose of all parks and that the NPS is commited to providing appropriate, high-quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks (NPS, 2000a).  Part of the purpose of Hampton NHS is to offer opportunities for recreation, education, inspiration, and enjoyment.  Consequently, one of the park’s management goals is to ensure that visitors safely enjoy and are satisfied with availability, accessibility, diversity, and quality of park facilities, services, and appropriate recreational opportunities.

Hamption NHS is open from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. daily (except holidays).  Tours of the historic Hampton Mansion are offered daily, on the hour.  The gardens and grounds are open to visitors to explore at their own pace.  Guided tours of the grounds, gardens, slave quarters, farm house, and orangery building are also available, but most visitors tour the grounds on their own with the site brochure as guide.  

Many visitors who come to Hampton NHS are interested in the Mansion and the Mansion’s museum collection.  In addition, many visitors visit the gift shop located within the Mansion.  The Mansion is currently not air-conditioned, and temperatures and relative humidity levels within the building often become extreme during summer months.  During summer, the average temperature within the building is 85 degrees Fahrenheit, with extremes to approximately 95 degrees.  Summertime relative humidity levels are also high, with the average being 65 percent and the extreme being approximately 90 percent (NPS, 2002c).  As a result of these hot and humid conditions, there have been accounts of visitors getting sick and feeling faint or fainting while on tour in the Mansion (ALPHA, 2002).  

SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

Human Health and Safety

One of the core values of the NPS, as stated in NPS Management Policies 2001 and NPS Reference Manual #50B and DO-50B, Occupational Safety and Health Program, is the safety and health of its employees, contractors, volunteers, and the visiting public.  It is the policy of the NPS to provide a safe and healthful place of employment, to protect Federal and private property from accidental damage or loss, and to meet or exceed all applicable statutory, regulatory, and policy requirements relating to safety, health, and the environment. In terms of fire protection, the NPS is required to follow all NFPA standards, as well as NPS policies, including Life Safety Code® (NFPA 101®), National Fire Alarm Code (NFPA 72®), NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS, 2000a), NPS DO-58, Structural Fire Management, and NPS Reference Manual #50B and DO-50B, Occupational Safety and Health Program.

Currently, first response to a fire at the Hampton Mansion would include portable fire extinguishers and an alarm system.  Second response is provided by the local on-call fire department, which does not have resident protection after hours and averages a 12 to 20 minute response time (Shooshanian, 2000).  The Mansion currently lacks an adequate fire suppression system, but has some exit signage, emergency lighting in the basement and isolated areas.

Park visitors and staff are seriously affected by high heat (85 degrees and higher) and humidity in the summer months and a general lack of ventilation in the Mansion.  Freestanding fans are placed in the Mansion temporarily to provide circulation during the hottest months of the year.  In addition, mold, mildew, allergens, and highway exhaust (from I-695) are a risk to both staff and visitors.  Each summer, many visitors suffer from nausea, fainting, or heat prostration when inside the mansion.  Others become very uncomfortable while in the Mansion, and ask to leave before the tour is over.  Groups do not schedule tours in the Mansion during the hot months (ALPHA, 2002).  

Building Compliance

According to a Structural Fire Field Summary conducted in May 2003, the Mansion has several deficiencies that do not presently meet NFPA 101® codes for life safety or the NFPA 72® National Fire Alarm Code.  Fire lanes do not meet size specifications and are not properly marked.  Corridors and doorways in the basement do not meet minimum required dimensions for means of egress and exit signing is not code compliant.  Several locked doors on the first floor slow egress and violate NFPA 101 ®, and the display areas lack exit signage.  Occupant loads are not posted.  Extinguishers are not properly mounted at appropriate heights or made visible through signs.  Additionally, the spacing of smoke and heat detectors is not compliant with NFPA 72® (EBL, 2003).   
Park Operations:  

Hampton Mansion and its immediate surroundings serve as the center of park administration and visitor service operations.  The park entrance drive leads to a paved visitor and staff parking lot near the Orangery, a building used regularly for public programs, meetings, partner functions, and training, as well as site of all the park’s accessible rest rooms.  The parking lot includes a loading zone for all park deliveries and four handicap accessible parking spaces with a small paved ramp.

The major public contact area for visitor service operations is the west hyphen of the mansion.  An adjoining room contains the interpretive sales area operated by park partner Historic Hampton, Inc., with inventory storage and offices located immediately above on the second floor.  Interpretation based here covers the mansion, the grounds, the cemetery, and the farm complex located across Hampton Lane.  Farm complex buildings are open for tours on summer afternoons, and on weekend afternoons from September to November.

Staff offices are located in the mansion basement, but are in the process of being relocated to the former metal maintenance building due to health concerns about radon in the basement of the mansion.  Historic Hampton, Inc. offices are currently located in a mobile trailer parked in the east terrace service area. Other support functions including the wood shop and curatorial storage are housed in historic structures.  Most maintenance equipment and staff are based at Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine.

Environmental Consequences

This section describes the environmental consequences associated with the alternatives.  It is organized by impact topics, which distill the issues and concerns into distinct topics for discussion analysis.  These topics focus on the presentation of environmental consequences, and allow a standardized comparison between alternatives based on the most relevant topics.  NEPA requires consideration of context, intensity, and duration of impacts, direct or indirect impacts, cumulative impacts, and measures to mitigate these impacts.  NPS policy also requires that “impairment” of resources be evaluated in all environmental documents.  Complete Resource-Specific Impact Definitions are included in this document as Appendix-A.
METHODOLOGY

Overall, the NPS based these impact analyses and conclusions on the review of existing literature and Hampton NHS studies, information provided by experts at Hampton NHS and other agencies, professional judgments and park staff insights, the Maryland Historical Trust (SHPO), and public input.

General Definitions
Potential impacts are described in terms of type (beneficial or adverse), context, duration, intensity, and impairment.  The following general definitions were used to evaluate the context, intensity, and duration of impacts associated with project alternatives.  Impairment is discussed below.  The specific criteria used to rate the intensity and duration of potential impacts for each resource topic is presented in Appendix A.
Context
Context is the setting within which an impact is analyzed, such as local, park-wide, or regional levels.  CEQ requires that impact analysis include discussions of context.  Localized impacts are those that affect the resource area only on the project site or its immediate surroundings, and would not extend into the region.

Impact Intensity

Impact intensity is the degree to which a given resource would be affected by the proposed action.  Impacts can be both beneficial and/or adverse.  Impact intensities are qualified as negligible, minor, moderate, or major.  Resource-specific criteria used to rate the intensity of the impacts of the proposed project are presented in Appendix A.

Duration

The duration of impact is analyzed independently for each resource because impact duration is dependent on the resource being analyzed. Depending on the resource, impacts may last as long as the duration of construction, or a single year or growing season, or longer.   For purposes of analysis, impact duration is measured as short-term and long-term.  Resource-specific criteria used to rate the duration of project impacts are presented in Appendix A.
Direct versus Indirect Impacts

The following definitions of direct and indirect impacts are considered:


Direct – an effect that is caused by an action and occurs at the same time and place.

Indirect – an effect that is caused by an action but is later in time or farther removed in distance, but still reasonably foreseeable.

Cumulative Effects

CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1508.7) require the assessment of cumulative impacts in the decision-making process for Federal projects.  A cumulative impact is an impact on the natural or human environment that results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of which agency (Federal or non-Federal), organization, or person undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over a period of time.

Cumulative impacts are considered for all alternatives and are presented at the end of each impact topic discussion analysis.  To determine potential cumulative impacts, nearby projects at the park and in Baltimore County, Maryland, were identified.  The area included adjacent properties that have been zoned for low- and medium-density residential and have been developed as suburban homes, especially during the 1950s.  There are no plans to change the land use practices in the vicinity of Hampton NHS.  Potential projects identified as cumulative actions included any planning or development activity that was currently being implemented or that would be implemented in the reasonably foreseeable future.

These cumulative actions are evaluated in the cumulative impact analysis in conjunction with the impacts of each alternative to determine if they would have any additive effects on cultural resources, visitor use, or the socioeconomic environment.  Because some of these cumulative actions are in the early planning stages, the evaluation of cumulative effects was based on a general description of the project.  Known past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects and actions in the vicinity of the project site are described below.  
Projects That Make Up the Cumulative Impact Scenario

Past Actions

Preservation Planning Activities:  Preservation planning has been occurring at Hampton NHS since 1948.  Initially, the focus was on the rehabilitation of the Mansion and its formal gardens, both to stabilize primary cultural resources and to enhance visitor experience through interpretation.  Treatments focused on the Mansion have included partial Historic Structures Reports (HSR) for the cupola, the floors within the Mansion, and for the existing heating system.  These HSRs not only provide inventories of the historic structure, but also prioritize projects designed to protect and preserve these resources.  Furnishing plans have been completed for the master bedroom, dining room, and music room.  

Improved Visitor Parking:  In 1949, proposals for a visitor parking lot were made as part of the NPS’ initial construction program to encourage visitation and to accommodate increased visitation to the park.  The parking lots were eventually constructed to the west of the Mansion between 1955 and 1956.

Rehabilitation Treatments:  Several rehabilitation treatments have occurred within the Mansion, and have included: roof replacement (1999), a re-stucco of the exterior (1986), replacement of the electrical system, replacement of the furnace, paint analysis in the interior of the Mansion, replacement of the gutter system, and the refacing of selected interior spaces.  Several of the surviving outbuildings or dependencies located in the immediate vicinity of the Mansion have also been stabilized and adapted to park use.  

Museum Collections:  Collections Management Plans, Collections Storage Plan, Conditions Survey for Paintings (2002), Textiles (2001), and Furniture (2003), and an Archives Finding Aid have recently been completed.

Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions

General Management Plan:  In the fall of 1998, an updated GMP for the park was initiated to replace an outdated 1983 document.  This GMP will provide the park with a long-term management concept and guide the development and interpretation of the park for the next 10 to 15 years.  All action alternatives being investigated in the GMP planning process include maintaining historic structures and the cultural landscape in good condition, rehabilitating the farmhouse for classroom and exhibit space, properly protecting collections and archives and allowing some level of research access to them, and continuing the rehabilitation of the Mansion’s interiors to differing periods.  
Cultural Landscape Report:  Also currently occurring at Hampton NHS is the completion of a Cultural Landscape Report (CLR) (90 percent complete as of 2002).  This report will include a Cultural Landscape Inventory (CLI), a park-wide landscape treatment plan, and existing conditions studies.  It will also coincide with an Archeological Overview and Assessment, curatorial collections studies, a topographic and boundary survey, and stabilization and preservation work proceeding at the Hampton Farm.  In addition, NRHP documentation for the cultural landscape is being completed based on information contained in several of the ongoing studies (NPS, 2002b).

Staff Office Relocation:  The NPS currently plans to relocate park staff offices from the Mansion basement to a remodeled maintenance building in the southern portion of the park as part of a separate project.  Offices to be moved include those for the Park Manager, Secretary, Curator, Ranger, and Museum Technician, as well as spaces for interns and volunteers.  While there would be staff work space within the Mansion, no official office space would remain in the building for these functions.  The maintenance building is small; however, it would accommodate the needs of park staff. This move would not impact park operations.  The park staff would remain in the maintenance building until plans for a new office building are complete (Coughlan, 2004b).  

Additional Cultural Resource Protection:  Specific components of the Hampton Mansion have been targeted for survey and treatment.  These areas include additional display rooms (furnishing plans) and the stucco exterior.  
Impairment of Park Resources or Values 

In addition to determining the environmental consequences of the preferred and other alternatives, the NPS Management Policies 2001 and DO-12, require analysis of potential effects to determine if actions would impair Hampton NHS resources. 

The fundamental purpose of the National Park System, established by the Organic Act and reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act, as amended, begins with a mandate to conserve park resources and values. NPS managers must always seek ways to avoid or minimize, to the greatest degree practicable, adverse impacts on park resources and values.  However, the laws do give NPS management discretion to allow impacts to park resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of a park, as long as the impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and values.  Although Congress has given NPS management discretion to allow certain impacts within parks, that discretion is limited by statutory requirement that the NPS must leave park resources and values unimpaired, unless a particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise. The prohibited impairment is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values, including opportunities that otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of those resources or values. An impact to any park resource or value may constitute an impairment.  However, an impact would more likely constitute an impairment to the extent it affects a resource or value whose conservation is:

· necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the park;

· key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park; or
· identified as a goal in the Hampton NHS General Management Planning process (1999-present) or other relevant NPS planning documents.

Impairment may result from National Park Service activities in managing the park, visitor activities, or activities undertaken by concessionaires, contractors, and others operating in the park. In this Environmental Consequences chapter, a determination on impairment is made in the conclusion statement in each alternative. The National Park Service does not analyze Recreational Values/Visitor Experience (unless impacts are resource based), Socioeconomic Values, or Park Operations for impairment.

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

In this EA, impacts to cultural resources are described in terms of type, context, duration, and intensity, as described above, which is consistent with the regulations of the CEQ that implement NEPA.  These impact analyses are intended, however, to comply with the requirements of both NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  In accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s (ACHP) regulations implementing Section 106 of the NHPA (36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic Properties), impacts to cultural resources were identified and evaluated by (1) determining the area of potential effects; (2) identifying cultural resources present in the area of potential effects that were either listed in or eligible to be listed in the NRHP; (3) applying the criteria of adverse effect to affected cultural resources either listed in or eligible to be listed in the NRHP; and (4) considering ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects.

Under the ACHP’s regulations, a determination of either adverse effect or no adverse effect must also be made for affected, NRHP-eligible cultural resources. An adverse effect occurs whenever an impact alters, directly or indirectly, any characteristic of a cultural resource that qualifies it for inclusion in the NRHP, e.g., diminishes the integrity of the resource’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Adverse effects also include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the preferred alternative that would occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects). A determination of no adverse effect means there is an effect, but the effect would not diminish in any way the characteristics of the cultural resource that qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP.

CEQ regulations and the NPS’ Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis and Decision-making (DO-12) also call for a discussion of the appropriateness of mitigation, as well as an analysis of how effective the mitigation would be in reducing the intensity of a potential impact, e.g., reducing the intensity of an impact from major to moderate or minor. Any resultant reduction in intensity of impact due to mitigation, however, is an estimate of the effectiveness of mitigation under NEPA only.  It does not suggest that the level of effect as defined by Section 106 is similarly reduced. Although adverse effects under Section 106 may be mitigated, the effect remains adverse.
A Section 106 summary is included in the Preferred Alternative impact analysis sections for archeological resources and historic structures.  The Section 106 summary is intended to meet the requirements of Section 106 and is an assessment of the effect of the undertaking (implementation of the alternative) on cultural resources, based upon the criterion of effect and criteria of adverse effect found in the ACHP’s regulations.

ALTERNATIVE A: NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Cultural Resources

Archeological Resources

Certain important research questions about human history can only be answered by the actual physical material of cultural resources.  Archeological resources have the potential to answer, in whole or in part, such research questions.  An archeological site(s) can be eligible to be listed in the NRHP if the site(s) has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  An archeological site(s) can be nominated to the NRHP in one of three historic contexts or levels of significance:  local, state, or national (see National Register Bulletin #15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation). For purposes of analyzing impacts to archeological resources, thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are based upon the potential of the site(s) to yield information important in prehistory or history, as well as the probable historic context of the affected site(s).

Under the No Action alternative, there would be no impacts on archeological resources, since no ground-disturbing activities would occur.  Any archeological resources in the area would remain undisturbed.

Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and future projects in the vicinity of the project area that may have impacted or could impact archeological resources include:  construction of visitor parking areas, the entry drive, pedestrian paths, and service roads at the park; construction of a new building to house park staff who will be relocated from out of the basement of the Mansion; any other ground-disturbing activity occurring or projected to occur in the area, and the completion of the CLR, as well as a proposed Archeological Overview and Assessment. Prior to any ground-disturbing activity at Hampton NHS, the affected area is investigated for potential impacts to archeological resources, and adverse impacts to any such resource are avoided or mitigated.  Therefore, impacts on archeological resources from these past, present, and future actions have included or could include long-term, localized, minor impacts on previously unidentified resources disturbed during construction activities and long-term, beneficial, and minor to moderate impacts to archeological resources identified, stabilized, documented, and possibly displayed within the park.  When complete, implementation of the CLR would likely have long-term, minor to moderate, beneficial impacts on archeological resources in the project area, as identified resources would be preserved as part of ongoing park-wide efforts.  When taken together, the cumulative impacts on archeological resources from these other projects would be localized, minor, and adverse, and minor to moderate, localized and park-wide, and beneficial over the long-term.  Since the No Action alternative would not result in any impacts on archeological resources, this alternative would not contribute to cumulative impacts on archeological resources.
Conclusion

The No Action alternative would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on archeological resources.  Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is 1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, 2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or 3) identified as a goal in the park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of park resources or values related to archeological resources.

Historic Structures

In order for a structure or building to be listed in the NRHP, it must be associated with an important historic context, i.e., it must possess significance, the meaning or value ascribed to the structure or building, and have integrity of those features necessary to convey its significance, i.e., location, design, setting, workmanship, materials, feeling, and association (see National Register Bulletin #15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation).

The No Action alternative would not result in direct impacts to historic structures.  The park would continue to rehabilitate the structures, as needed, in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.  However, without adequate fire suppression systems in place, the Mansion would remain at risk of damage by catastrophic fire.  In addition, without improved environmental controls, the Mansion would continue to experience uncontrolled fluctuations in humidity and temperature levels, possibly leading to mold and mildew growth within the walls and surfaces, which could damage the integrity of the building.  Therefore, the No Action alternative could indirectly contribute to long-term, minor to moderate, localized, adverse impacts to the Hampton Mansion building and/or associated structures.  

Cumulative Impacts

Hampton NHS has undertaken, and plans to continue to undertake many projects aimed at enhancing its historic structures.  Past, present, and future projects in the vicinity of the project area that have impacted or would impact historic structures include preservation planning activities and rehabilitation treatments within the Mansion, and the development and completion of the revised GMP and Cultural Landscape Report for the park.  Impacts to historic structures from these past, present, and future actions have included or would include long-term, moderate, localized and park-wide, beneficial impacts from preservation and restoration of historic structures of Hampton NHS.  Implementation of the No Action alternative would not improve the fire suppression system or environmental controls within the Mansion; rather, it would result in continued indirect, long-term, minor to moderate, adverse impacts on historic structures.  Therefore, the cumulative effects on historic structures from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in conjunction with the No Action alternative, would be long-term, minor, localized and park-wide, and beneficial.  The No Action alternative would contribute a measurable adverse increment to overall cumulative impacts on historic structures, particularly within the Hampton Mansion.  

Conclusion

Long-term, minor to moderate, localized, adverse impacts on historic structures would continue under the No Action alternative due to continued risk of damage from humidity or from a catastrophic fire within the Mansion.  The cumulative effects on historic structures from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in conjunction with the No Action alternative, would be long-term, minor, localized and park-wide, and beneficial.  Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is 1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, 2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or 3) identified as a goal in the park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of park resources or values related to historic structures.

Museum Collections

Museum collections (prehistoric and historic objects, artifacts, works of art, archival documents, and natural history specimens) are generally ineligible for listing in the NRHP.  As such, Section 106 determinations of effect are not provided for museum collections.  However, museum collections may be threatened by fire, theft, vandalism, natural disasters, and careless acts.  The preservation of collections is an ongoing process of preventative conservation, supplemented by conservation treatment, when necessary.  The primary goal is preservation of artifacts in as stable condition as possible to prevent damage and minimize deterioration.

Under the No Action alternative, there could be long-term, moderate, localized, adverse impacts to museum collections from the continued accelerated environmental damage caused by high temperature and humidity levels within the Mansion, which does not comply with NPS museum standards for collections storage.  Conservation treatments and interventions would continue to occur to preserve Hampton’s collections; however, no preventive system to minimize deterioration, such as environmental controls, would be installed.  In addition, the lack of a fire suppression system would place the collections at continued risk of fire damage.

Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and future projects that have impacted or would impact museum collections include preservation planning activities and rehabilitation treatments within the Mansion; the development of collection management plans; Collection Management Surveys; Condition Surveys plans for paintings (2002), textiles (2001), and furniture (2003); and development and completion of the revised GMP for the park.  Impacts to museum collections from these past, present, and future actions have included or would include long-term, moderate, localized, beneficial impacts from preservation, restoration, and protection of museum collections at Hampton NHS.  Implementation of the No Action alternative would not improve the fire suppression system or environmental controls within the Mansion; rather, it would result in continued long-term, minor to moderate, localized, adverse impacts on museum collections.  Therefore, the cumulative effects on museum collections from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in conjunction with the No Action alternative, would be long-term, minor, localized, and beneficial.  The No Action alternative would contribute a measurable adverse increment to overall cumulative impacts on museum collections, particularly within the Hampton Mansion.  

Conclusion

Under the No Action alternative, there would be long-term, minor to moderate, localized, adverse impacts on museum collections from the continued environmental damage caused by high temperature and humidity levels within the Mansion and the lack of fire suppression and environmental controls.  The cumulative effects on museum collections from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in conjunction with the No Action alternative, would be long-term, minor, localized, and beneficial.  Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is 1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, 2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or 3) identified as a goal in the park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of park resources or values related to museum collections.

Visitor Use and Experience

NPS Management Policies 2001 state that the enjoyment of park resources and values by the people of the United States is part of the fundamental purpose of all parks and that the NPS is committed to providing appropriate, high-quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks (NPS, 2000a). 

Part of the purpose of Hampton NHS is to offer opportunities for recreation, education, inspiration, and enjoyment.  Consequently, one of the park’s management goals is to ensure that visitors safely enjoy and are satisfied with the availability, accessibility, diversity, and quality of park facilities, services, and appropriate recreational opportunities. 

Public scoping input and observation of visitation patterns, combined with assessment of what is available to visitors under current management were used to estimate the effects of the actions in the various alternatives in this EA.  The impact on the ability of the visitor to experience a full range of park resources was analyzed by examining resources and objectives presented in the park significance statement.  The potential for change in visitor use and experience proposed by the alternatives was evaluated by identifying projected increases or decreases in interpretational or educational experiences and other visitor uses, and determining whether or how these projected changes would affect the desired visitor experience and to what degree and for how long.

Under the No Action alternative, neither an environmental control nor a fire suppression system would be installed in the Hampton Mansion.  Visitors would continue to experience physical discomfort, and possibly even sickness or fainting, from high levels of heat and humidity during the summer while visiting the Mansion.  In addition, adverse impacts on the historic building and museum collections under this alternative, as discussed above, could adversely affect visitor use and experience over the long-term.  These resources would continue to experience deterioration and/or damage as a result of uncontrolled heat and humidity levels in the Mansion.  Unabated, such deterioration may become apparent to park visitors.  In addition, continued environmental stress on these resources would likely lead to some areas of the Mansion and collection being closed off and unavailable for interpretation due to necessary treatments to protect the resources.  Since many visitors come to the park to tour the Mansion and its collection, this could have an adverse impact on their overall experience at the park.  Impacts on visitor use and experience from continued physical discomfort within the Mansion and potential damage to the Mansion and its resources under the No Action alternative would be long-term, adverse, and moderate in intensity.

Cumulative Impacts

Hampton NHS has undertaken, and plans to continue to undertake many projects aimed at enhancing visitor use and experience at the park.  Past, present, and future projects in the vicinity of the project area that have impacted or would impact visitor use and experience include preservation planning activities and rehabilitation treatments within the Mansion, the construction of additional parking lots to accommodate increased visitation, the completion of museum collections management plans, and the development and completion of the revised GMP and Cultural Landscape Report for the park.  Impacts on visitor use and experience from these past, present, and future actions have included or would include short-term, minor, localized, adverse impacts associated with construction or rehabilitation activities; long-term, minor to moderate, localized, beneficial impacts on visitor safety from structural improvements and safety projects to be implemented as part of the GMP; and long-term, moderate, localized, beneficial impacts from preservation, restoration, and enhanced interpretation of historic structures and the cultural landscape of Hampton NHS.  

When taken together, the cumulative impacts on visitor use and experience from the above-listed projects would be long-term, localized and park-wide, beneficial, and moderate in intensity.  Implementation of the No Action alternative would not enhance visitor use and experience; rather, it would result in continued, long-term, moderate, adverse impacts on visitor use and experience.  Since many visitors come to Hampton NHS to visit the Mansion and its collections, continued, and worsening, adverse impacts on the resources as a result of the No Action alternative could impact a visitor’s park-wide experience.  However, since several past, present, and future projects are aimed at enhancing visitor experience outside the Mansion (in other areas of the park), the overall cumulative impact on visitor use and experience, in conjunction with the No Action alternative, would be beneficial, although reduced to minor.  Therefore, the cumulative effects on visitor use and experience from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in conjunction with the No Action alternative, would be long-term, minor, and beneficial.   The No Action alternative would contribute a measurable adverse increment to overall cumulative impacts on visitor use and experience, particularly within the Hampton Mansion.  

Conclusion

Long-term, moderate, adverse impacts on visitor use and experience would continue under the No Action alternative due to continued visitor physical discomfort within the Mansion and potential damage to the Mansion and its resources.  The cumulative effects on visitor use and experience from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in conjunction with the No Action alternative, would be long-term, minor, and beneficial.  The No Action alternative would contribute a measurable adverse increment to overall cumulative impacts on visitor use and experience, particularly within the Hampton Mansion.  

Socioeconomic Environment

Human Health and Safety

As stated in NPS Management Policies 2001, Section 8.2.5, Visitor Safety and Emergency Response, the saving of human life takes precedence over all other NPS management actions as the NPS strives to protect human life and provide for injury-free visits.  While recognizing that there are limitations on its capability to eliminate all hazards, the NPS and its concessionaires, contractors, and cooperators will seek to provide a safe and healthful environment for visitors and employees.  The NPS will strive to identify recognizable threats to the safety and health of persons and to the protection of property by applying nationally accepted codes, standards, engineering principles, and the guidance contained in Director’s Orders #50, #58, and #83 and their associated reference manuals (NPS, 2000a).  

To provide for the protection and safety of park visitors, the NPS will make reasonable efforts to search for lost persons, and to rescue sick, injured, or stranded persons.  This responsibility may be fulfilled by NPS staff or by qualified SAR organizations that are capable of responding to life-threatening emergencies.  The NPS will also make reasonable efforts to provide appropriate EMS for persons who become ill or injured.  An EMS program will be maintained to provide transportation of the sick and injured and emergency pre-hospital care.  The NPS will make a reasonable effort to provide a level of EMS commensurate with park needs, and in response to an emergency medical needs assessment (NPS, 2000a). 

Under Alternative A, the fire suppression and cooling system infrastructure in the Mansion would not be upgraded, and would continue to be inadequate for fire suppression. This infrastructure would continue to be in violation of the Life Safety Code® (NFPA 101®), NPS Management Policies2001, DO-58, Structural Fire Management, and NPS Reference Manual #50B and DO-50B, Occupational Safety and Health Program, which requires fire suppression systems in buildings for the protection of employees and property (structures and equipment). Violation of these codes and policies would represent a long-term, localized, moderate, adverse impact on employee and visitor health and safety. 

NPS staff would continue to be the first responder to a fire emergency, and would continue to make visitor and employee egress the first priority. The services of local fire department or rescue personnel would be called upon for assistance as required.  However, these efforts could be hampered by anticipated response time delays and limited after-hours availability    Therefore, continued lack of an adequate fire detection and suppression system within the Hampton Mansion would have a long-term, moderate, localized, adverse impact on human health and safety.
Park staff offices would move from the Mansion basement to a remodeled maintenance building in the southern portion of the park as part of a separate project, regardless of which alternative is selected.  This would minimize park staff’s exposure to extreme heat and humidity from lack of a cooling system; however, curators, park rangers, and other staff working in the Mansion, as well as visitors, would still be exposed to these extremes.  In addition, mold, mildew, allergens, and highway exhaust would continue to be a risk to people inside the Mansion under Alternative A.  These continued threats would constitute a long-term, localized, moderate, adverse impact on employee and visitor health and safety.
Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and future projects in the vicinity of the project area that have impacted or would impact human health and safety include: certain rehabilitation treatments conducted within the Mansion, such as replacement of the roof, which was damaged and posed a threat to visitor and employee safety; staff office relocation out of the basement of the Mansion; and implementation of an updated GMP, which will, in part, include measures and projects to be implemented for improving visitor safety.  Impacts on human health and safety from these past, present, and future actions have included or would include long-term, minor, localized, beneficial impacts from rehabilitation treatments; long-term, minor to moderate, localized, beneficial impacts from relocating staff out of unhealthy conditions in the Mansion’s basement; and long-term, minor to moderate, park-wide, beneficial impacts from implementation of projects to enhance safety under the GMP.  When taken together, the cumulative impacts on human health and safety from these other projects would be long-term, localized and park-wide, beneficial, and moderate in intensity.  The cumulative effects on human health and safety from other past, present, and future projects, in conjunction with the No Action alternative, would be long-term, minor, localized, and adverse inside the Hampton Mansion, and long-term, minor to moderate, and beneficial in other areas of the park.  The No Action alternative would contribute a measurable amount to cumulative impacts within the Hampton Mansion, but would not contribute appreciably to cumulative impacts in other areas of the park.

Conclusion

The No Action alternative would result in long-term, moderate, localized, adverse impacts on employee and visitor health and safety due to continued exposure to temperature and humidity extremes within the Mansion, the lack of an adequate fire detection and suppression system, and from continued exposure to mold, mildew, and other allergens within the Mansion.  The cumulative effects on human health and safety from other past, present, and future projects, in conjunction with the No Action alternative, would be long-term, minor, localized, and adverse inside the Hampton Mansion, and long-term, minor to moderate, and beneficial in other areas of the park.  

Park Operations

Park operations, for the purpose of this analysis, refers to the quality and effectiveness of the infrastructure, and the ability to maintain the infrastructure, used in the operation of the park in order to adequately protect and preserve vital resources and provide for an effective visitor experience. This includes an analysis of the condition and usefulness of the facilities and developed features used to support the operations of the park. 

Under the No Action alternative, neither an environmental control nor a fire suppression system would be installed in the Hampton Mansion.  Park Staff would continue to act as first responders in the event of a fire in the Mansion.  Park Staff would continue to experience physical discomfort, and possibly even sickness or fainting, from high levels of heat and humidity during the summer within the Mansion.  In addition, adverse impacts on the historic building and museum collections under this alternative, as discussed above, could adversely affect park operations over the long-term.  These resources would continue to experience deterioration and/or damage as a result of uncontrolled heat and humidity levels in the Mansion.  Unabated, such deterioration may continue to require maintenance and commitment of park resources.  In addition, continued environmental stress on these resources would likely lead to some areas of the Mansion and collection being closed off and unavailable for interpretation due to necessary treatments to protect the resources.  Impacts on park operations from continued physical discomfort within the Mansion and potential damage to the Mansion and its resources under the No Action alternative would be long-term, adverse, and moderate in intensity.

Cumulative Impacts

Hampton NHS has undertaken, and plans to continue to undertake many projects aimed at interpreting park resources to the public within the park.  Past, present, and future projects in the vicinity of the project area that have impacted or would impact park operations include preservation planning activities and rehabilitation treatments within the Mansion, the construction of additional parking lots to accommodate increased visitation, the completion of museum collections management plans, and the development and completion of the revised GMP and Cultural Landscape Report for the park.  Impacts on park operations from these past, present, and future actions have included or would include short-term, minor, localized, adverse impacts associated with construction or rehabilitation activities; long-term, minor to moderate, localized, beneficial impacts on park operations from structural improvements and safety projects to be implemented as part of the GMP; and long-term, moderate, localized, beneficial impacts from preservation, restoration, and enhanced interpretation of historic structures and the cultural landscape of Hampton NHS.  

When taken together, the cumulative impacts on park operations from the above-listed projects would be long-term, localized and park-wide, beneficial, and moderate in intensity.  Implementation of the No Action alternative would not enhance park operations; rather, it would result in continued, long-term, moderate, adverse impacts on park operations.  Since many visitors come to Hampton NHS to visit the Mansion and its collections, continued, and worsening, adverse impacts on the resources as a result of the No Action alternative could impact a visitor’s park-wide experience.  However, since several past, present, and future projects are aimed at enhancing visitor experience outside the Mansion (in other areas of the park), the overall cumulative impact on visitor use and experience, in conjunction with the No Action alternative, would be beneficial, although reduced to minor.  Therefore, the cumulative effects on visitor use and experience from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in conjunction with the No Action alternative, would be long-term, minor, and beneficial.   The No Action alternative would contribute a measurable adverse increment to overall cumulative impacts on park operations, particularly within the Hampton Mansion.

Conclusion

Long-term, moderate, adverse impacts on park operations would continue under the No Action alternative due to continued park staff and volunteer physical discomfort within the Mansion and potential damage to the Mansion and its resources.  The cumulative effects on operations from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in conjunction with the No Action alternative, would be long-term, minor, and beneficial.  The No Action alternative would contribute a measurable adverse increment to overall cumulative impacts on park operations, particularly within the Hampton Mansion.  

ALTERNATIVE B: PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Cultural Resources 

Archeological Resources

Certain important research questions about human history can only be answered by the actual physical material of cultural resources.  Archeological resources have the potential to answer, in whole or in part, such research questions.  An archeological site(s) can be eligible to be listed in the NRHP if the site(s) has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  An archeological site(s) can be nominated to the NRHP in one of three historic contexts or levels of significance:  local, state, or national (see National Register Bulletin #15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation). For purposes of analyzing impacts to archeological resources, thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are based upon the potential of the site(s) to yield information important in prehistory or history, as well as the probable historic context of the affected site(s).

Under the Preferred Alternative, archeological resources could be affected by construction activities occurring on the exterior of the Mansion.  Several areas are proposed for excavation and/or drilling under this alternative.  Nearly all of the areas proposed for ground disturbance are located within the area identified as a location of significant archeological resources during the 2001 comprehensive archeological survey at Hampton NHS (Long and Kehs, 2001;Pousson, 2004).  Excavation and drilling activities have the potential to disturb or destroy currently unidentified archeological resources located in the vicinity of the Mansion.

Excavation would occur on both the east and west sides of the Mansion for several new utility lines or utility line upgrades that would be necessary for operation of the new fire suppression and environmental control systems.  The potential for adverse effects to significant, previously undisturbed archeological resources would be less likely in the parking lot (area proposed for well drilling) and along nearby paved drives than would be the case elsewhere (Pousson, 2003; Pousson, 2004).  

To the east of the Mansion, a new 80-foot-long, 6-inch water line would be installed 10-feet from the Mansion foundation to replace an existing 2-inch line that serves the building.  This new line would run from an existing water main and enter the northwest corner of the Mansion, and would likely require the excavation of a trench approximately 3-feet wide and 3-feet deep. Since this new line would follow the trench previously disturbed for the existing line, it is unlikely that excavation here would result in new impacts to archeological resources along the line.  

Likewise, should a new primary electrical line be needed for operation of the new fire suppression and environmental control systems, this new line would run underground 930 feet from Hampton Lane, along the existing entry drive, to the location of the existing transformer, located near the upper parking lot.  New secondary feeder lines would be installed underground, along the entrance drive, 225 feet to the Mansion.  In addition, a 180-foot-long pipeline (part of the closed loop piping) would connect the Mansion to the garage (which would house exterior HVAC equipment).  This line would be installed along the existing gravel drive, 3 to 5 feet below the ground surface.  A new electrical feeder line to provide electricity to the water-cooler chiller and pumps would also run within this same trench to minimize the amount of ground disturbance necessary.  Since these new lines would run within previously disturbed areas for the existing lines, and since the majority of these lines would run alongside existing roadways, in the previously disturbed right-of-way, or under the road surface, the potential for archeological resources to be impacted in these areas would be low (Pousson, 2004a).  

Pre-construction data recovery involved three excavations: one adjacent to the mansion where new utility lines will be routed; one south of an existing parking lot east of the mansion, in the area of the planned geothermal well field; and one in the ca. 1910 Garage east of the mansion, where HVAC equipment will be located.  The excavation adjacent to the mansion exposed a trench feature adjacent to the building’s foundation, which, given the stratigraphic context and the findings of a previous investigation, is unlikely to have been an original builders’ trench; it also revealed a 4-in.-diameter vertical void left from modern coring/boring, and a possible landscaping disturbance, but no other features.  The number of artifacts recovered was lower than anticipated, but consistent with previously identified historical patterns of debris disposal at the site.  The findings generally indicate that installation of new utility lines here will not have a substantial impact on significant resources.  No features were evident in the excavation in the area of the geothermal well field south of the parking lot, and that excavation also yielded a lower-than-anticipated number of artifacts, from relatively shallow stratigraphic contexts lacking in complexity.  This may, to some extent, constitute negative evident concerning historical patterns of debris disposal, but it also indicates that, as previously suggested, the geothermal wells and the lines connecting them will have no more than minor impacts on significant resources (Pousson 2004b).  
Archeological monitoring would be performed in these areas during all ground-disturbing construction.  In addition, excavation along the north face of the Mansion would be done by hand to lessen disturbance of previously unidentified archeological resources, should they exist.  Should any significant resources be identified prior to or during construction, all work would stop until the SHPO and the NPS have evaluated the resources for potential inclusion on the NRHP.  If eligible, appropriate measures would be undertaken to preserve them.  Construction in areas outside locations of identified significant archeological resources would be preceded by shovel testing and/or archeological monitoring to ensure no irreparable adverse impacts occur to archeological resources in these areas.   

The area proposed for equipment staging under the Preferred Alternative is located along the heart-shaped entry drive to the north of the Mansion, as well as along the gravel driveway located to the northeast of the Mansion.  These locations were selected because they would have the least potential for adverse impacts to archeological resources, as the driveway has been in existence since the 19th century.  Therefore, no impacts on archeological resources are anticipated from vehicle and equipment staging.  

In conclusion, findings of the data recovery excavations provide support for the assessment previously recommended for the project, that although there will be minor impacts on significant resources, for the purpose of compliance with Sect. 106 there will be “no adverse effect.”  Furthermore, with the data recovery excavations we have very likely reached the point at which additional controlled excavation would be redundant.  With archeological monitoring of construction, there will be additional documentation of the characteristics of the resources, and the basis for insuring that impacts remain minor (Pousson, 2004b).  No further excavations are planned for the site at this time.

Overall, the Preferred Alternative may have minor, adverse, localized impacts on archeological resources during construction activities.  However, if the mitigation measures described above were followed, this alternative would not result in long-term impacts on archeological resources.

Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and future projects in the vicinity of the project area that may have impacted or could impact archeological resources include:  construction of visitor parking areas, the entry drive, pedestrian paths, and service roads at the park; construction of a new building to house park staff who will be relocated from the basement of the Mansion; any other ground-disturbing activity occurring or projected to occur in the area; and the completion of the CLR, which will contain an Archeological Overview and Assessment.  Prior to any ground-disturbing activity at Hampton NHS, the affected area would be investigated for potential impacts to archeological resources, and adverse impacts to any such resource would be avoided or mitigated.  Therefore, impacts on archeological resources from these past, present, and future actions have included or would include short-term, localized, minor adverse impacts on previously unidentified resources disturbed during construction activities and long-term, beneficial, and minor to moderate impacts to archeological resources identified, stabilized, documented, and possibly displayed within the park.  When complete, implementation of the CLR would likely have long-term, minor to moderate, beneficial impacts on archeological resources in the project area, as identified resources would be preserved as part of ongoing park-wide efforts.  When taken together, the cumulative impacts on archeological resources from these other projects would be localized, minor, and adverse over the short-term and minor to moderate, localized and park-wide, and beneficial over the long-term.  The cumulative effects on archeological resources from other past, present, and future projects, in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative, would be localized, minor, and adverse over the short-term and minor to moderate, localized and park-wide, and beneficial over the long-term.  The Preferred Alternative is not anticipated to appreciably contribute to cumulative impacts on archeological resources.  

Section 106 Summary

As part of the Preferred Alternative, the NPS would implement mitigation measures before and during construction to minimize the potential for impacts on archeological resources.  This would include additional testing/investigation prior to construction and requiring archeological monitoring during all ground disturbing activities.  After applying the ACHP’s criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR 800), the NPS proposes that implementing the Preferred Alternative would result in a determination of no adverse effect on archeological resources.   As part of the Section 106 consultation process, the NPS has submitted this Environmental Assessment/ Assessment of Effect to the Maryland SHPO for their concurrence.  A Memorandum of Agreement has also been submitted for the overall project that addresses the treatment of archeological resources, historic structures and the collections. 

Conclusion

Overall, the Preferred Alternative may have minor, adverse, localized impacts on archeological resources during construction activities.  However, if mitigation measures were followed, this alternative would not result in long-term impacts on archeological resources.  The cumulative effects on archeological resources from other past, present, and future projects, in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative, would be localized, minor, and adverse over the short-term and minor to moderate, localized and park-wide, and beneficial over the long-term.  Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is 1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, 2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or 3) identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of park resources or values related to archeological resources.
Historic Structures

In order for a structure or building to be listed in the NRHP, it must be associated with an important historic context, i.e., it must possess significance, the meaning or value ascribed to the structure or building, and have integrity of those features necessary to convey its significance, i.e., location, design, setting, workmanship, materials, feeling, and association (see National Register Bulletin #15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation).

During installation of the proposed fire suppression and environmental control systems, there is the potential for short-term, moderate, adverse impacts to the Hampton Mansion from removal of plaster, cuts into the building walls, floors, and ceilings, and from the use of welding/electrical equipment inside the Mansion.  Park staff would perform preparatory preservation work, such as opening plaster within the Mansion interior, rehabilitation of original windows and doors for a better fit, repair of construction intrusions, painting and replastering following construction, and the mitigation of toxic materials contained in the walls, finishes, and moldings of the Mansion (i.e., lead paint, asbestos, etc.).  Park staff would also oversee every stage of the installation to ensure most of the original plaster remains intact, the contractors do not disrupt irreplaceable wallpaper and paint, and the Mansion is restored to its preconstruction condition.  

There is also a potential for minor to moderate, adverse impacts to the Hampton Mansion from welding and electrical upgrades.  The contractors would impose a “stop of work” two hours before they are scheduled to leave to ensure all welding work cools properly and does not spark a fire.  Temporary fire detection and suppression systems would be in place during construction and would be the responsibility of the contractor.  The contractor would provide access (gate and driveway) to fire equipment as part of the temporary fencing system around the staging area.

The installation of the geothermal heat loop, water-cooled chiller, and pump has the potential to impact the domestic support structures to the east of the Mansion.  Installing the chiller and pump within the garage would impact the inside of the structure only.  However, it would not permanently degrade the integrity of the structure.  Drilling and installing the geothermal loops would come within a few feet of the garage and within 10 to 20 feet of the wood shed and smokehouse.  The drilling contractor would maintain a maximum distance from these structures to ensure the façades are not damaged.  The vibrations from drilling are not likely to cause any structural damage.  Therefore, installation of the geothermal heat loop would result in a short-term, minor, localized adverse impact to historic structures.

The long-term benefit from the installation of the fire suppression system and environmental controls would be localized and minor to moderate in intensity.  The fire suppression system would improve the chance of extinguishing a fire before it becomes out of control and damages the entire structure.  In addition, the environmental controls would nearly eliminate the mold and mildew growth within the walls of the Mansion.  A Memorandum of Agreement between the Hampton NHS and the Maryland Historical Trust (SHPO) currently under negotiation outlines a series of specific measures, which if followed, would mitigate adverse impacts to historic buildings and structures.  

Cumulative Impacts

Hampton NHS has undertaken, and plans to continue to undertake many projects aimed at enhancing its historic structures.  Past, present, and future projects in the vicinity of the project area that have impacted or would impact historic structures include preservation planning activities and rehabilitation treatments within the Mansion and the development and completion of the revised GMP and Cultural Landscape Report for the park.  Impacts to historic structures from these past, present, and future actions have included or would include long-term, moderate, localized and park-wide, beneficial impacts from preservation and restoration of historic structures of Hampton NHS.  Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would improve the fire suppression and environmental control systems within the Mansion, resulting in an overall long-term, minor to moderate, beneficial impact on historic structures, although short-term impacts would be minor, localized, and adverse.  Therefore, the cumulative effects on historic structures from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative, would be short-term, minor, localized, and adverse and long-term, moderate, localized and park-wide, and beneficial.  The Preferred Alternative would contribute a measurable beneficial increment to overall cumulative impacts on historic structures, particularly within the Hampton Mansion.  

Section 106 Summary

Under the Preferred Alternative, construction and installation activities for fire suppression and environmental control systems would require some intrusion into (and loss of) the mansion’s historic fabric.  However, disturbance would be kept to the minimal level necessary to implement these undertakings, and all work would be carried out in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and other applicable standards and guidelines to ensure the long-term protection and preservation of the historic structure.  Therefore, after applying the ACHP’s criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR 800.5), the NPS proposes that implementing the Preferred Alternative would result in a determination of no adverse effect on historic structures. 

Conclusion

Under the Preferred Alternative, impacts to historic structures would likely be long-term, minor to moderate, localized, and beneficial, as the Mansion would protected from a catastrophic fire event, as well as ongoing mold and mildew damage (especially to the interior).  Short-term, minor, localized, adverse impacts would be associated with the construction and installation phase of the project.  The cumulative effects on historic structures from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative, would be short-term, minor, localized, and adverse and long-term, moderate, localized and park-wide, and beneficial.   Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is 1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, 2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or 3) identified as a goal in the park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of park resources or values related to historic buildings and structures.  A Memorandum of Agreement between the Hampton NHS and the Maryland Historical Trust (SHPO) currently under negotiation outlines a series of specific measures, which if followed, would mitigate adverse impacts to historic buildings and structures.  

Museum Collections

Museum collections (prehistoric and historic objects, artifacts, works of art, archival documents, and natural history specimens) are generally ineligible for listing in the NRHP.  As such, Section 106 determinations of effect are not provided for museum collections.  However, museum collections may be threatened by fire, theft, vandalism, natural disasters, and careless acts.  The preservation of collections is an ongoing process of preventative conservation, supplemented by conservation treatment, when necessary.  The primary goal is preservation of artifacts in as stable condition as possible to prevent damage and minimize deterioration.

During installation of the proposed fire suppression and environmental control systems, short-term, localized, negligible to minor, adverse impacts on museums collections may occur.  Prior to construction, park staff would pack up museum collections within the Mansion and transport them to a climate-controlled secured storage facility, in accordance with the DO-24, NPS Museum Collections Management, and the park’s Collection Storage Plan.  However, some items may become damaged while being transported and stored.  Immovable objects, such as fixtures, would be protected as a part of the initial preparatory preservation work to be performed by park staff.  The NPS would take every precaution to ensure the protection of collections during removal, transit and storage.  Collections would be returned and reinstalled at the completion of the project, but only after the NPS confirms that all systems are complete, operating, and have been tested and balanced to ensure that the collections are protected when they are returned to the Mansion.

Over the long-term, the fire suppression and environmental control systems would result in moderate, localized, beneficial impacts on the preservation and protection of the park’s museum collections by meeting NPS museum standards.  The environmental controls would significantly decrease the rate at which furniture and other heat- and humidity-sensitive collections deteriorate, minimizing the amount of park resources needed to maintain the collections, and improving the long-term preservation of the collections.  

In addition, the fire suppression system would improve the chance of extinguishing a fire before it becomes out of control and damages museum collections.  The fire suppression system has been designed to cause the lease damage to the collections.  The system would utilize a dry-pipe, which decreases the likelihood of pipe burst, decreasing the chance of damage.  The system is also equipped with several sensitivity levels, giving park staff the opportunity to investigate the problem before the sprinklers engage, further decreasing the chance of damage from the system.  A Memorandum of Agreement between the Hampton NHS and the Maryland Historical Trust (SHPO) currently under negotiation outlines a series of specific measures, which if followed, would mitigate adverse impacts to museum collections.  

Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and future projects that have impacted or would impact museum collections include preservation planning activities and rehabilitation treatments within the Mansion; development of collection management plans; collection management surveys; collection storage plans for paintings (2002), textiles (2001), and furniture (2003); and development and completion of the revised GMP for the park.  Impacts to museum collections from these past, present, and future actions have included or would include long-term, moderate, localized, beneficial impacts from preservation, restoration, and protection of museum collections at Hampton NHS.  Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would improve the fire suppression system and environmental controls within the Mansion, meeting NPS museum standards and resulting in moderate, long-term, beneficial impacts on the preservation and protection of museum collections.  Therefore, the cumulative effects on museum collections from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative, would be long-term, moderate, localized, and beneficial.  The Preferred Alternative would contribute a measurable beneficial increment to overall cumulative impacts on museum collections, particularly within the Hampton Mansion.  

Conclusion

While the NPS would take every precaution to ensure the protection of collections during transit and storage, under the Preferred Alternative, short-term, localized, negligible to minor, adverse impacts on museums collections may occur during the construction phase.  Over the long-term, this alternative would have moderate, localized, beneficial impacts on museum collections.  The cumulative effects on museum collections from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative, would be long-term, moderate, localized, and beneficial.  Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is 1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, 2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or 3) identified as a goal in the park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of park resources or values related to museum collections.  A Memorandum of Agreement between the Hampton NHS and the Maryland Historical Trust (SHPO) currently under negotiation outlines a series of specific measures, which if followed, would mitigate adverse impacts to museum collections.  

Visitor Use and Experience

NPS Management Policies 2001 state that the enjoyment of park resources and values by the people of the United States is part of the fundamental purpose of all parks and that the NPS is committed to providing appropriate, high-quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks (NPS, 2000a). 

Part of the purpose of Hampton NHS is to offer opportunities for recreation, education, inspiration, and enjoyment.  Consequently, one of the park’s management goals is to ensure that visitors safely enjoy and are satisfied with the availability, accessibility, diversity, and quality of park facilities, services, and appropriate recreational opportunities. 

Public scoping input and observation of visitation patterns, combined with assessment of what is available to visitors under current management were used to estimate the effects of the actions in the various alternatives in this EA.  The impact on the ability of the visitor to experience a full range of park resources was analyzed by examining resources and objectives presented in the park significance statement.  The potential for change in visitor use and experience proposed by the alternatives was evaluated by identifying projected increases or decreases in interpretational or educational experiences and other visitor uses, and determining whether or how these projected changes would affect the desired visitor experience and to what degree and for how long.

Short-term, moderate, localized and park-wide, adverse impacts on visitor use and experience would likely occur during construction activities under the Preferred Alternative.  Hampton Mansion would be closed to visitors, and all tours of the Mansion cancelled, for the duration of construction (nine months).  While the park grounds would remain open to visitors, and tours of the grounds would still be available, visitation to Hampton NHS would likely substantially decrease for the duration of construction, since many visitors come to the park to see the Mansion and its collections.  The parking lot to the southeast of the Mansion would also be closed as a result of construction.  However, this should not impact visitor parking capacity in the park since other parking areas would remain open and visitation would be lower.  Upon completion of construction activities, the closed parking lot would be graded, graveled, and reopened for park use.

Construction activities would also likely affect visitor use and experience from visual quality impacts and noise during excavation and drilling.  Visual quality would be impacted by the presence of workers, equipment, and materials in the project area and ground disturbance associated with construction.  However, these impacts would be short-term and localized to the vicinity of the project site, and would only affect passersby on nearby park roadways and some dispersed recreationists on park grounds.  Overall, adverse impacts on visitor use and experience from visual quality impacts and noise during construction would be short-term, minor, and localized.
Over the long-term, moderate, beneficial impacts on visitor use and experience would occur under the Preferred Alternative.  Installation of the proposed environmental control system would regulate and reduce the current high temperatures and humidity levels experienced inside the Mansion during the summer, thereby improving visitor experience within the Mansion.  Park visitors and staff would enjoy a more temperate interior environment within the Mansion, and visitor sickness would be greatly reduced.   Visitors would be more likely to stay for longer durations in the Mansion, take tours, observe collections, and visit the gift shop.  In addition, sealing the doors and windows of the Mansion would improve interior air quality, which would improve visitor experience by reducing exposure to allergens.  Although direct beneficial impacts would be localized to the Mansion itself, these impacts would likely extend park-wide, since visitor experience would be improved overall.

The historic Mansion and museum collections would also be protected by the installation of these systems, as described above.  The environmental control system would greatly reduce current rates of deterioration of the collections and contributing elements of the historic building, aiding to preserve them for future use and visitor interpretation.  The Preferred Alternative would also allow park staff to devote more time and resources to interpreting identified resources within the park and less to compensating for deterioration and damage by temperature and humidity.  

As discussed above under Issues and Impact Topics, Noise, long-term noise impacts from the HVAC system would be minor.  Interior noise levels from operation of the HVAC system would be reduced by the installation of fan attenuators, which would keep noise levels within the Mansion to acceptable levels.  Exterior noise levels would also be altered over the long-term under the Preferred Alternative from the chiller system located in the garage.  This noise would be heard in the immediate vicinity of the garage only, and would largely be attenuated by the walls of the garage.  Impacts on visitor use and experience from interior and exterior noise would be negligible.  

Cumulative Impacts

Hampton NHS has undertaken, and plans to continue to undertake many projects aimed at enhancing visitor use and experience at the park.  Past, present, and future projects in the vicinity of the project area that have impacted or would impact visitor use and experience include preservation planning activities and rehabilitation treatments within the Mansion, the construction of additional parking lots to accommodate increased visitation, the completion of museum collections management plans, and the development and completion of the revised GMP and Cultural Landscape Report for the park.  Impacts on visitor use and experience from these past, present, and future actions have included or would include short-term, minor, localized, adverse impacts associated with construction or rehabilitation activities; long-term, minor to moderate, localized, beneficial impacts on visitor safety from structural improvements and safety projects to be implemented as part of the GMP; and long-term, moderate, localized, beneficial impacts from preservation, restoration, and enhanced interpretation of historic structures and the cultural landscape of Hampton NHS.  When taken together, the cumulative impacts on visitor use and experience from these other projects would be long-term, localized and park-wide, beneficial, and moderate in intensity.  The cumulative effects on visitor use and experience from other past, present, and future projects, in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative, would be moderate, adverse, and localized and park-wide over the short-term, and moderate, park-wide, and beneficial over the long-term.  The Preferred Alternative would contribute a measurable amount to these cumulative impacts.

Conclusion

Short-term, moderate, localized and park-wide, adverse impacts on visitor use and experience would likely occur during construction activities under the Preferred Alternative.  Over the long-term, moderate, beneficial impacts on visitor use and experience would occur due to improved environmental conditions within the Mansion and reduced deterioration of the collections and contributing elements of the historic building.  Although direct beneficial impacts would be localized to the Mansion itself, these impacts would likely extend park-wide, since visitor experience would be improved overall.  The cumulative effects on visitor use and experience from other past, present, and future projects, in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative, would be moderate, adverse, and localized and park-wide over the short-term, and moderate, park-wide, beneficial over the long-term.

Socioeconomic Environment

Human Health and Safety

As stated in NPS Management Policies 2001, Section 8.2.5, Visitor Safety and Emergency Response, the saving of human life takes precedence over all other NPS management actions as the NPS strives to protect human life and provide for injury-free visits.  While recognizing that there are limitations on its capability to eliminate all hazards, the NPS and its concessionaires, contractors, and cooperators will seek to provide a safe and healthful environment for visitors and employees.  The NPS will strive to identify recognizable threats to the safety and health of persons and to the protection of property by applying nationally accepted codes, standards, engineering principles, and the guidance contained in Director’s Orders #50, #58, and #83 and their associated reference manuals (NPS, 2000a).  

To provide for the protection and safety of park visitors, the NPS will make reasonable efforts to search for lost persons, and to rescue sick, injured, or stranded persons.  This responsibility may be fulfilled by NPS staff or by qualified SAR organizations that are capable of responding to life-threatening emergencies.  The NPS will also make reasonable efforts to provide appropriate EMS for persons who become ill or injured.  An EMS program will be maintained to provide transportation of the sick and injured and emergency pre-hospital care.  The NPS will make a reasonable effort to provide a level of EMS commensurate with park needs, and in response to an emergency medical needs assessment (NPS, 2000a). 

During construction activities, Hampton Mansion and the parking lot to the southeast of the Mansion would be closed to visitors.  Closure of the Mansion would greatly reduce the potential for the public to be exposed to dangers at the construction site.  With all of these safety measures in place as described in the Mitigation section above, any adverse impacts to worker or public safety from construction would be short-term, localized, and negligible to minor in intensity.  

Overall, long-term, localized, moderate, beneficial impacts on human health and safety would result from installation of a fire detection and suppression system under Alternative B.  The fire suppression system proposed would comply with the requirements of the Life Safety Code® (NFPA 101®), NPS Management Policies 2001, DO-58, Structural Fire Management, and NPS Reference Manual #50B and DO-50B, Occupational Safety and Health Program, for the protection of employees and property (structures and equipment).  This alternative would work towards removing existing safety hazards identified in the Structural Fire Field Summary providing a safe and healthful place for visitors and park staff, and removing the potential for loss of life and property in the event of a fire.  The installation of a new six-inch water line to the Mansion would ensure sufficient water flow and transmission to the fire suppression system.  These improvements would greatly reduce, if not eliminate, the potential for loss of life and property and the need for rescues during fire events by enabling the infrastructure to adequately contain and/or suppress a fire and greatly reducing the potential for a fire to become out of control.

The installation of an environmental control system within the Mansion would regulate and reduce the current high temperatures and humidity levels experienced inside the Mansion during the summer, thereby improving visitor and staff health and safety.  In addition, sealing the doors and windows would improve interior air quality, which would help to reduce health risks from mold, mildew, and pollution from the adjacent interstate highway.  Overall, installation of an environmental control system in Hampton Mansion would result in long-term, localized, moderate, beneficial impacts on employee and visitor health and safety.

Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and future projects in the vicinity of the project area that have impacted or would impact human health and safety include: certain rehabilitation treatments conducted within the Mansion, such as replacement of the roof, which was damaged and posed a threat to visitor and employee safety; staff office relocation out of the basement of the Mansion; and implementation of an updated GMP, which will, in part, include measures and projects to be implemented for improving visitor safety.  Impacts on human health and safety from these past, present, and future actions have included or would include long-term, minor, localized, beneficial impacts from rehabilitation treatments; long-term, minor to moderate, localized, beneficial impacts from relocating staff out of unhealthy conditions in the Mansion’s basement; and long-term, minor to moderate, park-wide, beneficial impacts from implementation of projects to enhance safety under the GMP.  When taken together, the cumulative impacts on human health and safety from these other projects would be long-term, localized and park-wide, beneficial, and moderate in intensity.  The cumulative effects on human health and safety from other past, present, and future projects, in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative, would be long-term, moderate, localized, and beneficial inside the Hampton Mansion, and long-term, minor to moderate, and beneficial in other areas of the park.  The Preferred Alternative would contribute a measurable amount to cumulative impacts within the Hampton Mansion, but would not contribute appreciably to cumulative impacts in other areas of the park.
Conclusion

While there would be the potential for adverse impacts on human health and safety during construction activities under the Preferred Alternative, these impacts would be short-term, localized, and negligible to minor in intensity.  Long-term impacts on human health and safety would be localized, moderate, and beneficial, and would result from eliminating current risks to visitors and staff within the Mansion.  The cumulative effects on human health and safety from other past, present, and future projects, in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative, would be long-term, moderate, localized, and beneficial inside the Hampton Mansion, and long-term, minor to moderate, and beneficial in other areas of the park

Park Operations

Park operations, for the purpose of this analysis, refers to the quality and effectiveness of the infrastructure, and the ability to maintain the infrastructure, used in the operation of the park in order to adequately protect and preserve vital resources and provide for an effective visitor experience. This includes an analysis of the condition and usefulness of the facilities and developed features used to support the operations of the park. 

Park staff knowledgeable of these issues were members of the planning team that evaluated the impacts of each alternative. Impact analysis is based on the current description of park operations presented in the Affected Environment section of this document.
Short-term, moderate, localized and park-wide, adverse impacts on park operations would likely occur during construction activities under the Preferred Alternative.  Regular park operations such as routine maintenance of the grounds, structures and facilities located immediately adjacent to the Mansion would need to accommodate construction schedules and activities for the duration of the construction phase of the project.
The NPS currently plans to relocate park staff offices from the mansion basement to the remodeled maintenance building in the southern portion of the park as part of a separate project.  While there would be staff work space within the mansion, no office space would remain in the building.  The park staff would remain in the converted maintenance building until plans for a new office building are complete under a separate project.  During this project, however, the offices will be temporarily relocated to office trailers while the existing maintenance building is converted to accommodate storage of collections normally exhibited or stored in the mansion.  The Historic Hampton, Inc. office trailer would be relocated from the project area on the east terrace to the vicinity of the maintenance building.  Other historic structures, including the Orangery will also be used for collections storage during the proposed project, requiring relocation or temporary elimination of some meetings, training sessions, and public programs.  This will result in short-term, localized, moderate adverse impacts on park operations.

Hampton Mansion would be closed to visitors, and all tours of the Mansion cancelled, for the duration of construction (nine months). Daily tours of the mansion would be suspended until construction is complete. The shop/ bookstore (currently located within the Mansion) would also be closed for the duration of construction. The remainder of the park would remain open and tours would still be provided to the grounds, slave quarters, farmhouse, and formal gardens.  Visitor services would be based at the farm house, requiring new directional signs on Hampton Lane, a temporary parking lot behind the mule barn, and an accessible restroom trailer placed near the chicken coop/ garage.

While the park grounds would remain open to visitors, and tours of the grounds would still be available, visitation to Hampton NHS would likely substantially decrease for the duration of construction, since many visitors come to the park to see the Mansion and its collections.  The parking lot to the southeast of the Mansion would also be closed as a result of construction.  However, this should not impact visitor parking capacity in the park since other parking areas would remain open and visitation would be lower.  The driveway to the north of the Mansion would be kept open for use as a fire lane during construction.  Upon completion of construction activities, the closed parking lot would be graded, graveled, and reopened for park use.
Construction activities (including the presence of workers, equipment, and materials in the project area and ground disturbance) may in turn impact interpretive programs at the park, especially those focused on the grounds, designed landscapes and outdoor workspaces immediately adjacent to the Mansion.  However, these impacts would be short-term and localized to the vicinity of the project site.

Over the long-term, moderate, beneficial impacts on Park Operations would occur under the Preferred Alternative.  Installation of the proposed environmental control system would regulate and reduce the current high temperatures and humidity levels experienced inside the Mansion during the summer, allowing park staff to control temperature and humidity levels throughout the Mansion.  Park staff and volunteers would enjoy a more temperate interior environment within the Mansion, and temperature related sickness would be greatly reduced.   In addition, sealing the doors and windows of the Mansion would improve interior air quality.  

The historic Mansion and museum collections would also be protected by the installation of these systems, as described above.  The environmental control system would greatly reduce current rates of deterioration of the collections and contributing elements of the historic building, aiding to preserve them for future use and visitor interpretation.  The Preferred Alternative would also allow park staff to devote more time and resources to interpreting identified resources within the park and less to compensating for deterioration and damage by temperature and humidity.  

The installation of the proposed fire suppression system would also mean that park staff would no longer play the role of first responder in the event of a fire.  

Cumulative Impacts

Hampton NHS has undertaken, and plans to continue to undertake many projects aimed at enhancing park operations at the park.  Past, present, and future projects in the vicinity of the project area that have impacted or would impact visitor use and experience include preservation planning activities and rehabilitation treatments within the Mansion, the construction of additional parking lots to accommodate increased visitation, the completion of museum collections management plans, and the development and completion of the revised GMP and Cultural Landscape Report for the park.  Impacts on park operations from these past, present, and future actions have included or would include short-term, minor, localized, adverse impacts associated with construction or rehabilitation activities; long-term, minor to moderate, localized, beneficial impacts on visitor safety from structural improvements and safety projects to be implemented as part of the GMP; and long-term, moderate, localized, beneficial impacts from preservation, restoration, and enhanced interpretation of historic structures and the cultural landscape of Hampton NHS.  When taken together, the cumulative impacts on park operations from these other projects would be long-term, localized and park-wide, beneficial, and moderate in intensity.  The cumulative effects on park operations from other past, present, and future projects, in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative, would be moderate, adverse, and localized and park-wide over the short-term, and moderate, park-wide, and beneficial over the long-term.  The Preferred Alternative would contribute a measurable amount to these cumulative impacts.

Conclusion

Throughout the construction phase of the proposed project, the park would continue to provide safe, alternative interpretive experiences to park visitors. Short-term, moderate, localized and park-wide, adverse impacts on park operations would likely occur during construction activities under the Preferred Alternative.  Over the long-term, moderate, beneficial impacts on park operations would occur due to improved environmental conditions within the Mansion and reduced deterioration of the collections and contributing elements of the historic building.  Although direct beneficial impacts would be localized to the Mansion itself, these impacts would likely extend park-wide, since park operations would be improved overall.  The cumulative effects on park operations from other past, present, and future projects, in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative, would be moderate, adverse, and localized and park-wide over the short-term, and moderate, park-wide, beneficial over the long-term.
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Consultation and Coordination

To ensure that the park and its programs are coordinated with the programs and objectives of State, Federal, and local governments and private organizations, it is the park’s objective to work with these agencies and organizations during the planning process.  Consultation and coordination have occurred with numerous agencies during the preparation of this EA.  Table 5 lists the agencies, organizations, and persons contacted for information, which assisted in identifying issues, developing alternatives, and analyzing impacts of the alternatives.  

	Table 5.  Persons and Agencies Contacted

	Person Contacted
	Agency/Organization

	Mary Ratnaswamy, Program Supervisor, Threatened and Endangered Species
	United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Chesapeake Bay Field Office

	Lori Byrne, Environmental Review Specialist
	Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife and Heritage Service

	John Gregg, Engineer
	Grieves, Worrall, Wright & O’Hatnick, Inc./Architects

	David Wright, Architect
	Grieves, Worrall, Wright & O’Hatnick, Inc./Architects

	Jeff P. McBride, Fire Engineer
	EBL Engineers, LLC

	Scott Haythorn, Mechanical Engineer
	Henry Adams – Mechanical Engineering

	Jeanne Tebera, Electrical Engineer
	Henry Adams – Mechanical Engineering


PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Scoping is the effort to involve agencies and the general public in determining the scope of issues to be addressed in the environmental document.  Among other tasks, scoping determines important issues and eliminates issues not important; allocates assignments among the interdisciplinary team members and/or other participating agencies; identifies related projects and associated documents; identifies other permits, surveys, consultations, etc. required by other agencies; and creates a schedule that allows adequate time to prepare and distribute the environmental document for public review and comment before a final decision is made.  Scoping includes any interested agency, or any agency with jurisdiction by law or expertise (including the SHPO) to obtain early input.

Therefore, public involvement during the NEPA process includes public scoping, public review of the EA, and NPS responses to any substantive comments submitted by the public.  In accordance with CEQ’s regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1506.6), the NPS has involved the interested and affected public during the preparation of this EA.  

The park issued two press releases that provided information to the public about the project and the fact that an EA would be prepared.  Public comments were not solicited.  The park also made several informational presentations to community groups between January and May 2004.  Public comments were not solicited, but were accepted during these presentations.

The NPS also underwent consultations with several State and Federal agencies regarding the project.  For a more detailed discussion of the scoping process, including agency consultation letters, and a copy of the Memorandum of Agreement between the Maryland Historical Trust (SHPO) and the NPS, refer to Appendix C.  

A copy of this EA was sent to all persons who requested a copy, as well as to other pertinent agencies and individuals potentially affected by the Proposed Action.  This EA will be available for public review for a minimum of 30 days.  During this public review period, written comments on the EA are invited from the public and interested agencies.  All comments received on the EA will be reviewed by multiple parties, and appropriate responses will be prepared if necessary.  
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APPENDIX A

RESOURCE-SPECIFIC IMPACT DEFINITIONS
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	Archeological Resources

Certain important research questions about human history can only be answered by the actual physical material of cultural resources.  Archeological resources have the potential to answer, in whole or in part, such research questions.  An archeological site(s) can be eligible to be listed in the NRHP if the site(s) has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  An archeological site(s) can be nominated to the NRHP in one of three historic contexts or levels of significance:  local, state, or national (see National Register Bulletin #15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation). For purposes of analyzing impacts to archeological resources, thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are based upon the potential of the site(s) to yield information important in prehistory or history, as well as the probable historic context of the affected site(s).
The thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact on archeological resources are defined as follows:



	Impact Intensity
	Impact Description

	Negligible
	Impact is at the lowest levels of detection - barely measurable with no perceptible consequences, either adverse or beneficial, to archeological resources.  For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

	Minor
	Adverse impact – disturbance of a site(s) results in little, if any, loss of significance or integrity and the NRHP eligibility of the site(s) is unaffected.  For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Beneficial impact – maintenance and preservation of a site(s). For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

	Moderate
	Adverse impact – disturbance of a site(s) does not diminish the significance or integrity of the site(s) to the extent that its NRHP eligibility is jeopardized. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse effect.

Beneficial impact – stabilization of a site(s). For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

	Major
	Adverse impact – disturbance of a site(s) diminishes the significance and integrity of the site(s) to the extent that it is no longer eligible to be listed in the NRHP. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse effect.

Beneficial impact – active intervention to preserve a site(s).  For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

	Duration:      

Short-term – Effects last less than one year.

Long-term – Effects last longer than one year or are permanent.


	Historic Structures

In order for a structure or building to be listed in the NRHP, it must be associated with an important historic context, i.e., it must possess significance, the meaning or value ascribed to the structure or building, and have integrity of those features necessary to convey its significance, i.e., location, design, setting, workmanship, materials, feeling, and association (see National Register Bulletin #15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation).

The thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact on historic structures are defined as follows:


	Impact Intensity
	Impact Description

	Negligible
	Impact is at the lowest levels of detection with neither adverse nor beneficial consequences.  The determination of effect for Section 106 would be no adverse effect.

	Minor
	Adverse impact – alteration of a feature(s) would not diminish the overall integrity of the resource.  The determination of effect for Section 106 would be no adverse effect. 

Beneficial impact – stabilization/ preservation of features in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The determination of effect for Section 106 would be no adverse effect.

	Moderate
	Adverse impact – alteration of a feature(s) would diminish the overall integrity of the resource.  The determination of effect for Section 106 would be adverse effect.  An MOA is executed among the NPS and applicable state or tribal historic preservation officer and, if necessary, the ACHP in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b).  Measures identified in the MOA to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts reduce the intensity of impact under NEPA from major to moderate.   

Beneficial impact – rehabilitation of a structure in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The determination of effect for Section 106 would be no adverse effect.

	Major
	Adverse impact – alteration of a feature(s) 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 upon and the NPS and applicable state or tribal historic preservation officer and/or ACHP are unable to negotiate and execute a memorandum of agreement in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b).

Beneficial impact – restoration of a structure in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The determination of effect for Section 106 would be no adverse effect.   


	Museum Collections

Museum collections (prehistoric and historic objects, artifacts, works of art, archival documents, and natural history specimens) are generally ineligible for listing in the NRHP.  As such, Section 106 determinations of effect are not provided for museum collections.  However, museum collections may be threatened by fire, theft, vandalism, natural disasters, and careless acts.  The preservation of collections is an ongoing process of preventative conservation, supplemented by conservation treatment, when necessary.  The primary goal is preservation of artifacts in as stable condition as possible to prevent damage and minimize deterioration.

For the purpose of analyzing potential impacts, the thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact on museum collections are defined as follows:


	Impact Intensity
	Impact Description

	Negligible
	Impact is at the lowest levels of detection — barely measurable with no perceptible consequences, either adverse or beneficial, to museum collections.

	Minor
	Adverse impact –would affect the integrity of few items in the museum collection, but would not degrade the usefulness of the collection for future research and interpretation.

Beneficial impact – impact (s) would stabilize the current condition of the collection or its constituent components to minimize degradation.

	Moderate
	Adverse impact – would affect the integrity of many items in the museum collection and diminish the usefulness of the collection for future research and interpretation.

Beneficial impact – would improve the condition of the collection or protect its constituent parts from the threat of degradation.

	Major
	Adverse impact –would affect the integrity of most items in the museum collection and destroy the usefulness of the collection for future research and interpretation.

Beneficial impact – would secure the condition of the collection as a whole or its constituent components from the threat of further degradation.


	Visitor Use and Experience

NPS Management Policies 2001 state that the enjoyment of park resources and values by the people of the United States is part of the fundamental purpose of all parks and that the NPS is committed to providing appropriate, high-quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks (NPS, 2000a). 

Part of the purpose of Hampton NHS is to offer opportunities for recreation, education, inspiration, and enjoyment.  Consequently, one of the park’s management goals is to ensure that visitors safely enjoy and are satisfied with the availability, accessibility, diversity, and quality of park facilities, services, and appropriate recreational opportunities. 

Public scoping input and observation of visitation patterns, combined with assessment of what is available to visitors under current management were used to estimate the effects of the actions in the various alternatives in this EA.  The impact on the ability of the visitor to experience a full range of park resources was analyzed by examining resources and objectives presented in the park significance statement.  The potential for change in visitor use and experience proposed by the alternatives was evaluated by identifying projected increases or decreases in interpretational or educational experiences and other visitor uses, and determining whether or how these projected changes would affect the desired visitor experience and to what degree and for how long.

The thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact on visitor use and experience are defined as follows:



	Impact intensity
	Impact Description

	Negligible
	Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be below or at the level of detection. The visitor would not likely be aware of the effects associated with the alternative.

	Minor
	Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be detectable, although the changes would be slight. The visitor would be aware of the effects associated with the alternative, but the effects would be slight.

	Moderate
	Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be readily apparent. The visitor would be aware of the effects associated with the alternative and would likely be able to express an opinion about the changes.

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

	Duration:      

Short-term – Occurs only during the treatment action.

Long-term – Occurs after the treatment action.


	Human Health and Safety

As stated in NPS Management Policies 2001, Section 8.2.5, Visitor Safety and Emergency Response, the saving of human life takes precedence over all other NPS management actions as the NPS strives to protect human life and provide for injury-free visits.  While recognizing that there are limitations on its capability to eliminate all hazards, the NPS and its concessionaires, contractors, and cooperators will seek to provide a safe and healthful environment for visitors and employees.  The NPS will strive to identify recognizable threats to the safety and health of persons and to the protection of property by applying nationally accepted codes, standards, engineering principles, and the guidance contained in Director’s Orders #50, #58, and #83 and their associated reference manuals (NPS, 2000a).  

To provide for the protection and safety of park visitors, the NPS will make reasonable efforts to search for lost persons, and to rescue sick, injured, or stranded persons.  This responsibility may be fulfilled by NPS staff or by qualified SAR organizations that are capable of responding to life-threatening emergencies.  The NPS will also make reasonable efforts to provide appropriate EMS for persons who become ill or injured.  An EMS program will be maintained to provide transportation of the sick and injured and emergency pre-hospital care.  The NPS will make a reasonable effort to provide a level of EMS commensurate with park needs, and in response to an emergency medical needs assessment (NPS, 2000a). 

The thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact on human health and safety are defined as follows:


	Impact Intensity
	Impact Description

	Negligible
	Human health and safety would not be affected, or the effects would be at the lowest levels of detection and would not have an appreciable effect on the human health or safety.

	Minor
	The effect would be detectable but would not have an appreciable effect on human health and safety.  If mitigation were needed, it would be relatively simple and would likely be successful.

	Moderate
	The effects would be readily apparent and result in substantial, noticeable effects to human health and safety on a local scale.  Mitigation measures would probably be necessary and would likely be successful.

	Major
	The effects would be readily apparent and result in substantial, noticeable effects to human health and safety on a regional scale.  Extensive mitigation measures would be needed, and success would not be guaranteed.

	Duration:      

Short-term – Effects last one year or less.

Long-term – Effects last longer than one year.


Append

	Park Operations

Park operations, for the purpose of this analysis, refers to the quality and effectiveness of the infrastructure, and the ability to maintain the infrastructure, used in the operation of the park in order to adequately protect and preserve vital resources and provide for an effective visitor experience. This includes an analysis of the condition and usefulness of the facilities and developed features used to support the operations of the park. 

Park staff knowledgeable of these issues were members of the planning team that evaluated the impacts of each alternative. Impact analysis is based on the current description of park operations presented in the Affected Environment section of this document.



	Impact intensity
	Impact Description

	Negligible
	Park operations would not be affected, or the effects would be at low levels of detection and would not have an appreciable effect on park operations.

	Minor
	The effect would be detectable and would be of a magnitude that would not have an appreciable effect on park operations. If mitigation was needed to offset adverse effects, it would be simple and likely successful.

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

	Duration:      

Short-term – Effects lasting for the duration of the treatment action.

Long-term – Effects lasting longer than the duration of the treatment action.


APPENDIX B

ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS
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	Relevant Laws and Regulations
	Summary

	National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  

(42 USC 4321-4370)
	Requires Federal agencies to evaluate the environmental impacts of their actions and to integrate such evaluations into their decision-making processes.

	Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations 

(40 CFR 1500-1508)
	These regulations implement NEPA and establish two different levels of environmental analysis:  the environmental assessment (EA) and the environmental impact statement (EIS).  An EA determines whether significant impacts may result from a proposed action.  If significant impacts are identified, an EIS is required to provide the public with a detailed analysis of alternative actions, their impacts, and mitigation measures, if necessary.

	Clean Water Act (CWA)

(33 USC 1251 et seq.)
	Section 401, the state water quality certification process, gives states the authority to grant, deny, or condition the issuance of Federal permits that may result in a discharge to the waters of the United States based on compliance with water quality standards.  

Section 404 regulates the discharge of pollutants, including dredged or fill material, into navigable waters of the U.S. through a permit system jointly administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  Nonpoint sources requirements control pesticide runoff, forestry operations, and parking lots/motor pools.  Point sources require individual or group permits and must be monitored at the point at which they enter public waters, storm sewers, or natural waterways.

Section 303(d) requires states to identify waters not in compliance with water quality standards, develop a list of impaired waters, and develop Total Maximum Daily Loads for those impaired waters.

Section 305(b) requires states to report on the quality of navigable waters in their state.

Section 311 (j) requires facilities to prepare a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan, containing minimum prevention facilities, restraints against drainage, an oil spill contingency plan, etc.

	Clean Air Act (CAA)

(42 USC 7401 et seq.)
	Among its varied provisions, the CAA establishes standards for air quality in regard to the pollutants generated by internal combustion engines.  These standards, known as the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), define the concentrations of these pollutants that are allowable in air to which the general public is exposed (“ambient air”).

	Endangered Species Act (ESA)

(16 USC 1531-1544)
	Prohibits the harming of any species listed by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as being either Threatened or Endangered.  Harming such species includes not only directly injuring or killing them, but also disrupting the habitat on which they depend.

	Migratory Bird Treaty Act

(16 USC 703 et seq.)
	Restricts the taking, possession, transportation, sale, purchase, importation, and exportation of migratory birds through permits issued by the USFWS.

	National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP)
	Places standards on all hazardous air pollutants and governs such areas as organic liquids, asbestos, polyurethane foam, and wastewater.  NESHAP is implemented under USEPA jurisdiction.

	Noise Control Act of 1972, as amended by the Quiet Communities Act of 1978 

(42 USC 4901 et seq.)
	Requires compliance with State and local noise laws and ordinances.

	Archeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA)  

16 USC 470a et seq.)
	Ensures the protection and preservation of archeological resources on Federal lands.

	National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)  

(16 USC 470 et seq.)
	Provides the framework for Federal review and protection of cultural resources, and ensures that they are considered during Federal project planning and execution.  The implementing regulations for the Section 106 process (36 CFR Part 800) have been developed by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP).  The Secretary of the Interior maintains a National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and sets forth significance criteria for inclusion in the register.  Cultural resources included in the NRHP, or determined eligible for inclusion, are considered “historic properties” for the purposes of consideration by Federal undertakings.

	Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)

(25 USC 3001 et seq.)
	Protects Native American human remains, burials, and associated burial goods.

	Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)

(42 USC 300 et seq.)
	Provides for the safety of drinking water throughout the U.S. by establishing and enforcing national drinking water quality standards.  Protects public health by establishing safe limits (maximum containment limits) for contaminants based upon the quality of water at the tap, and prevents contamination of surface and ground sources of drinking water.  The USEPA is responsible for establishing the national standards; the States are responsible for enforcement of the standards

	Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)  

(42 USC 6901 et seq.)
	Regulates all aspects of the handling of hazardous waste through RCRA permits issued by the USEPA.

	Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)

(42 USC 9601 et seq.)
	Provided broad Federal authority to respond directly to releases of hazardous materials that may endanger public health or the environment.  Established prohibitions and requirements pertaining to closed and abandoned hazardous waste sites, provided for liability of persons responsible for releases of hazardous waste at these sites, and established a trust fund to provide for cleanup when a responsible party cannot be identified. 

	National Park Service Organic Act of 1916  

(16 USC et seq.)
	Established the NPS to manage national parks for the purposes of conserving the scenery, natural resources, historic objects, and wildlife within the parks, and providing for the enjoyment these resources in such manner that will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.

	Federal Land Policy and Management Act  

(43 USC et seq.)
	Declares that all public lands will be retained in Federal ownership unless it is determined that a use other than public will better serve the interests of the nation.  Requires that all public land be managed in a manner that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, and environmental aspects of the land.  Requires that all public lands and their resources be inventoried periodically and systematically.

	Americans with Disabilities Act

(42 U.S.C. 12101, et seq.)
	Requires that businesses provide reasonable accommodations to protect the rights of individuals with disabilities in all aspects of employment.  Forbids public services from denying services to people with disabilities participation in programs or activities which are available to people without disabilities.  All new construction and modifications must be accessible to individuals with disabilities. For existing facilities, barriers to services must be removed if readily achievable. 

	Executive Order (E.O.) 11514:  Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality
	Provides leadership for protecting and enhancing the quality of the Nation’s environment to sustain and enrich human life.

	E.O. 11593:  Protection & Enhancement of the Cultural Environment
	Provides leadership for protecting, enhancing, and maintaining the quality of the Nation’s historic and cultural environment.

	E.O. 12372:  Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs
	Directs Federal agencies to consult with and solicit comments from state and local government officials whose jurisdictions would be affected by Federal actions.

	E.O. 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations
	Requires Federal actions to achieve Environmental Justice by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations.

	E.O. 13007:  Protection and Accommodation of Access To "Indian Sacred Sites"
	Directs Federal agencies to consider Indian sacred sites in planning agency activities.

	E.O. 13045:  Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks
	Requires Federal actions and policies to identify and address disproportionately adverse risks to the health and safety of children.

	E.O. 11990:  Protection of Wetlands
	An overall wetlands policy for all agencies managing Federal lands, sponsoring Federal projects, or providing Federal funds to State or local projects.  It requires Federal agencies to follow avoidance/mitigation/ preservation procedures with public input before proposing new construction projects.

	E.O. 11988:  Floodplain Management
	Requires all Federal agencies to take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains, and to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare.  Because many wetlands are located in floodplains, E.O. 11988 has the secondary effect of protecting wetlands.

	E.O. 12856:  Federal Compliance With Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution Prevention Requirements
	Requires that the head of each federal agency be responsible for ensuring that all necessary actions are taken for the prevention of pollution with respect to the agency’s activities and facilities, and for ensuring that the agency complies with pollution prevention, emergency planning, and community right-to-know provisions.

	E.O. 13112:  Invasive Species
	Requires Federal agencies to prevent new invasive introductions; detect, monitor, and rapidly respond to/control current infestations in a cost-effective and environmentally sound manner; and educate the public about invasive impacts and control methods.  Prohibits Federal agencies from authorizing, funding, or carrying out actions that they believe are likely to cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasive species.  


APPENDIX C

SCOPING AND AGENCY CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

SCOPING PROCESS

The purpose of the scoping process, as outlined in the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1501.7), is to determine the scope of issues to be addressed in the EA/EIS and to identify significant issues relating to the Proposed Action.  The lead agency is required to invite input from Federal, State, and local agencies, affected Indian tribes, project proponents, and other interested parties (Section 1501.7 (a)(1)).  Scoping is required for all EAs prepared by the NPS.  To satisfy scoping requirements for this project, presentations were made to a series of local community groups by park staff  Table C-1 lists all persons and agencies/ organizations to whom presentations were made, with park staff and date listed .  A general The scoping letter is presented as Figure C-1.  This notice is presented as Figure C-2.  

	Table C-1.  Persons Who Received the Scoping Letter

	Organization
	Presenter/ Date(s)

	Maryland Historical Trust (SHPO)
	Hastings/ Coughlan/ September 18, 2002, 

                                 October 30, 2003, December 2003

	Preservation Maryland
	Hastings/ Couglan/ October, 2003

	Historic Towson, Inc.
	Laura Joss/ January 2004

	Towson Rotary Club (Community Service Club)
	Laura Joss/ March 31, 2004

	Historic Hampton, Inc (Membership)

Historic Hampton, Inc. (Board and Committee Heads
	Laurie Coughlan/ October 20, 2003

Laura Joss/ March 8, 2004



	Hampton Improvement Association (Neighborhood Association)
	 Laurie Coughlan/ March 1, 2004


The NPS also underwent consultations with several State and Federal agencies regarding the project.  These consultation letters are presented in Figures C-2 through C-4.

Figure C-1.   NPS News Release 

PRESS RELEASE

June 3, 2004
For Immediate Release


Contact:  Lynne Dakin Hastings:   410-823-1309, ext. 229


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE TO INSTALL ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROLS AND FIRE SUPPRESSION IN HAMPTON MANSION

The National Park Service is preparing designs to install electronic
systems that will control humidity while moderating temperatures and air
quality inside Hampton Mansion.  At the same time, a pre-action dry-pipe
fire suppression system is being developed for the building.  By installing
these systems at the same time, the impact to the building and its
furnishings will be lessened, and there will be less disruption to public
programs.  Hampton Mansion will be closed during the construction phase,
estimated for some time next year, but the rest of the site will remain
open with special programs ongoing.

The environmental systems will utilize geothermal wells for cooling, using
the same principles historically seen in eighteenth-century technology at
the estate’s dairy:  Water, cooled in the earth, is circulated to provide
necessary cooling and then recycled back to the earth where it again cools.
Hampton’s eighteenth century icehouse also used “deep well” technology,
which preserved chunks of ice cut in the winter from nearby ponds and
streams for summer use.  Thus, ice was available during the extreme heat of
a Baltimore summer for food preservation and the making of ice cream.

An Environmental Assessment, including archeological impact, will be
released for public review this summer, and will be posted on Hampton’s
website (www.nps.gov/hamp).  A public announcement will be made when the
document becomes available for comment.  Please call Hampton National
Historic Site for further information at (410)823-1309x229.



Contact:  Lynne Dakin Hastings

         410-823-1309, ext. 229

Figure C-2.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Consultation Letter

[image: image2.png]MALTTLOTUS WEY 4000 Pl DaMP VA [

Sna A 1 UDLd0 021

gnys 26 7084 14114 2165976747 NPS 5P PAGE 82

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeilke Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrang Drive

Anngpolis, MD 21401

Maroh 12, 2003

Natlonal Park Setvice
philacelphia Support Office
200 Chestmat Street
Philadelphia, P4 19106-2678

Astn: M. Patrdcia Tolavera, AICP *
Planner, Park Planning and Special Studies Program

RE:  Hampion Natlonal Historical Purk, General Menagemers Plan, Towson,
Balimore Cotnty, MD

Trear Ma, Tolavers

This responds to your letter, received Februaty 21, 2003, requesting information on the presence
of species which are fedesally fisted or proposed for listing as endangered or threatened within the
vicirity of the above reference project area. We have reviewed the rformation you enclosed and
are providing conments in sccordsnce with Bection 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 Btat.
884, as amanded; 18 US.C. 1531 &f seq.).

Exoept for copasional transient individuals, no federally proposed or listed endangered ox
threatenad species are koown to exist within the project impect area, Therefbre, no Biological
Assessment of finther Section 7 Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is required.
Should project plaus change, or if edditional information on the distribution of Bsted or proposed
species bacomas availabde, this determination may be reconsidered.

Fhis response relates oty to faderally protected threatened or endangered species under our
jurisdietion. For information on the presence of other rare species, you should contact Lord Byme
of the Maryland Wildiifz and Hertage Divisiou at (410) 160-8573,

An additional concesn of the Service 1s wetlands protention. Federal and state pariners of the
Chesapeake Bay Program have adopted an interim goal of no overall net loss of the Basin's
remaining wetlands, aud the long tenn goal of Increasing the quality and quartity of the Basiy’s
wetlands tesource base, Because of this policy and the functions and values wetlands parform,
the Service repomends avoiding wetland impacts. All wetlands within the project area should be
identified, and if construction in wetlends is proposed, the 1.8, Amey Cocpy of Engineers,
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Teltimore District, ghould be contacted for permit requisements, They can be reached at (410)
962-3670.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relative to fish and wildlife issues, and
thank you for yous inferests in shos resources. If you have any questions of need Garther
asgistance, please contast Maricdla Constantino at 410-573-4542,

Sincerely,

ey v
7

‘\*ﬂ" 1‘5 i ;f"“\fﬁ;‘iiiﬂtlmw /
Mary §, Ratagywanmy, Phis,
Program Supervisor, Threatened and Endangered Spevies




Figure C-3.  Maryland Department of Natural Resources Consultation Letter
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Figure 2.  Master Bedroom





Figure 3.  Music Room





Figure 4.  Location of the Proposed Project





This portion will be located in the garage





National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Sec 101 Goal Statements





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


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


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


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;


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


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





(NEPA, 42 USC 4321-4347)





Figure 7.  Rehabilitated Garage (NPS, 2002c)





Figure 1.  North Face of the Hampton Mansion





Figure 6.  Fire Suppression System.  The white tank is un-pressurized reserve water. The center tank is a high-pressure nitrogen pump.  To the right are pressurized water tanks (NPS, 2003b).





National Register of Historic Places





In order for a structure or a building to be listed in the NRHP, it must be associated with an important historic context, i.e., possess significance – the meaning or value ascribed to the structure or building and have integrity of those features necessary to convey its significance, i.e., location, design, setting, workmanship, materials, feeling, and association.





























Chapter Title
1-1
Month/Year
PAGE  

_1160481128.doc
[image: image1.png]






