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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

The National Park Service (NPS) is considering a project to stabilize a slope within Rock Creek 

Park.  The project area is the site of a former 19th century Quaker and African American 

cemetery.  It is estimated that over 7,000 graves exist within the cemetery (Belcher 2009).  The 

site was rediscovered in 1959 when a construction project broke ground in the area.  Several 

hundred graves were relocated, but the development project was abandoned and the land was 

sold to the District of Columbia (“the District”).  Portions of the cemetery land are now owned 

by the District, the NPS, and the National Zoo.   

The site has undergone severe erosion caused by stormwater runoff.  The erosion has caused a 

substantial loss of the understory at the slope. In addition, off-trail excursions and the creation of 

social trails have further exacerbated damage to the slope.  The potential for human remains to 

become exposed is a concern.  The NPS has fielded complaints from stakeholders about 

protecting those individuals interred in this area.   

This environmental assessment (EA) analyzes the impacts that would result from the 

implementation of the proposed action alternative as well as impacts of the no action alternative. 

Under the proposed action alternative, the park would address the erosion occurring on the slope.  

Portions of the slope would be covered in topsoil in order to encapsulate the below ground 

resources within this section of the park.  In order to prevent future soil erosion, the NPS would 

plant native ground cover vegetation to stabilize the soils.  Asphalt would be removed from the 

armored gully located near the top of the slope and replaced with rip-rap.  A temporary fence 

would be installed for a period of 18 months to two years to restrict the formation of social trails 

through the project area.  In an effort to manage stormwater at the top of the slope, the NPS 

would use either rip-rap protection, coconut logs (type of log used as a method of stabilization), 

or addition of soil to divert stormwater back to the road and away from sensitive below ground 

resources.  Downed logs would also be anchored to the slop to hold topsoil in place after it is 

applied.  

Impacts of the proposed alternatives were assessed in accordance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the NPS’s Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning, 
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Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-making, which requires that impacts to park 

resources be analyzed in terms of their context, duration, and intensity.  Several impact topics 

have been dismissed from further analysis because the proposed action alternative would result 

in negligible to no effects to those resources.  No major effects are anticipated as a result of this 

project.  

Note to Reviewers and Respondents:  

If you wish to comment on the EA, you may mail comments directly or submit them electronically. 

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying 

information in your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment – including your 

personal identifying information – may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us 

in your comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot 

guarantee that we will be able to do so.  

Mailed comments can be sent to: 

Superintendent, Rock Creek Park 
Stabilization and Maintenance of Slope – Environmental Assessment/Assessment of Effect 
Rock Creek Park 
3545 Williamsburg Lane, NW 
Washington, DC 20008 

Comments can also be submitted on-line on PEPC by following the appropriate links at: 

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/ROCR  
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PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

INTRODUCTION 

The National Park Service (NPS) is considering a project to stabilize a slope within Rock Creek 

Park.  This “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter describes why the NPS is taking action at 

this time to evaluate alternatives and management actions for the stabilization and maintenance 

of the slope. An Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the proposed action and alternatives 

and their impacts on the environment. The project area is the site of a former 19th century Quaker 

and African American cemetery. The site has undergone severe erosion caused by stormwater 

runoff, which has caused a substantial loss of the understory at the slope.  In addition, off-trail 

excursions and the creation of social trails have further exacerbated damage to the slope.  This 

EA presents one action alternative for stabilizing and maintaining the slope and one alternative 

for maintaining the current conditions of the slope (the no action alternative). Upon conclusion 

of this EA and decision-making process, one of the two alternatives will be chosen and guide 

future actions for maintenance of the project area. 

This EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

of 1969, regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality 940 CFR 1508.9, and the NPS’s 

Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-

making. 

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

The purpose of taking action is to address erosion problems that are occurring on a slope within 

Rock Creek Park in order to protect both above ground and below ground park resources.  The 

action is needed because stormwater runoff and the use of social trails is eroding the slope and is 

damaging the soils and vegetation and is threatening to expose below ground resources located 

within the project area. 

PROJECT SITE LOCATION 

As an administrative unit of the national park system, Rock Creek Park is composed of 99 areas, 

known as reservations or units, located in the District of Columbia (“the District”).  The largest 

of the 99 reservations, Reservation 339, was established by Congress on September 27, 1890, 
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and consists of 1,754 acres that include Rock Creek and the surrounding valley from the 

Maryland state line south to the National Zoo.  Beyond Reservation 339, Rock Creek Park 

administers areas such as the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway (Reservation 360), Glover-

Archbold Park (Reservation 351 and 450), Fort Reno (Reservation 470 and 515), Fort Totten 

(Reservation 544), and Meridian Hill Park (Reservation 327).  

The 2.5 acre project area is located within Reservation 360, Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway.  

BACKGROUND 

The project area is the site of a former 19th century Quaker and African American cemetery.  It is 

estimated that over 7,000 graves exist within the cemetery (Belcher 2009).  The site was 

discovered in 1959 when an apartment construction project broke ground in the area.  Several 

hundred graves were relocated, but the development project was abandoned and the land was 

sold to the District.  Portions of the cemetery land are now owned by the District, the NPS, and 

the National Zoo.   

Recently, the site has undergone severe erosion caused by stormwater runoff.  The erosion has 

caused a substantial loss of the understory at the slope and approximately 20 percent of the slope 

is actively eroding and 60 percent of the slope is currently adversely affected by the stormwater 

runoff and would require stabilization (Yeaman 2009).  In addition, off-trail excursions and the 

creation of social trails have further exacerbated damage to the slope.  The potential for human 

remains to become exposed is a concern.  The NPS has fielded complaints from stakeholders 

about protecting those individuals interred in this area.     

SCOPING PROCESS AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

NEPA regulations require an “early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be 

addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action.” To determine 

the scope of issues to be analyzed in depth in this EA, meetings were conducted with park staff 

and other parties associated with preparing this document.  Park staff met separately with the 

District’s State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), representatives of the Kalorama Citizens 

Association, Howard University, and Washington Parks and People in April 2009 to discuss the 

proposed project within the area.   
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RELATED LAWS, POLICIES, PLANS, AND ACTIONS 

The following laws, policies, and plans by the NPS, the state, or other agencies with neighboring 

land or relevant management authority are described in this section to show the constraints under 

which this EA must operate and the goals and policies that it must meet.  

NPS GUIDING LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES 

NPS ORGANIC ACT OF 1916 
In the NPS Organic Act of 1916 (Organic Act), Congress directed the U.S. Department of the 

Interior and the NPS to manage units of the national park system “to conserve the scenery and 

the natural and historic objects and wildlife therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same 

in such a manner and by such a means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 

generations” (16 USC 1). Congress reiterated this mandate in the Redwood National Park 

Expansion Act of 1978 by stating that NPS must conduct its actions in a manner that will ensure 

no “derogation of the values and purposes for which these various areas have been established, 

except as may have been or shall be directly and specifically provided by Congress” (16 USC 

1a-1). 

The Organic Act and its amendments afford the NPS latitude when making resource decisions 

about visitor recreation and resource preservation. The NPS Management Policies 2006 also 

recognize that resource conservation takes precedence over visitor recreation. The policy dictates 

“when there is a conflict between conserving resources and values and providing for enjoyment 

of them, conservation is to be predominant” (NPS 2006 sec. 1.4.3). 

Because conservation remains predominant, the NPS seeks to avoid or to minimize adverse 

impacts on park resources and values. Yet, the NPS has discretion to allow negative impacts 

when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of the park, as long as the impact does not 

constitute an impairment (NPS 2006 sec. 1.4.3).  

While some actions and activities cause impacts, the NPS cannot allow an adverse impact that 

constitutes resource impairment (NPS 2006 sec. 1.4.3).  The Organic Act prohibits actions that 

permanently impair park resources unless a law directly and specifically allows for the action 

(16 U.S.C. 1a-1). An action constitutes an impairment when its impacts “harm the integrity of 

park resources or values, including the opportunities that otherwise would be present for the 
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enjoyment of those resources or values” (NPS 2006 sec. 1.4.5).  To determine impairment, the 

NPS must evaluate “the particular resources and values that would be affected; the severity, 

duration, and timing of the impact; the direct and indirect effects of the impact; and the 

cumulative effects of the impact in question and other impacts” (NPS 2006 sec. 1.4.5).  This EA, 

therefore, analyzes the effects of the management alternatives on park resources and values and 

determines if these effects would cause impairment. 

NATIONAL PARKS OMNIBUS MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1998 (NPOMA) 

NPOMA (16 U.S.C. 5901 et seq.) and NEPA are fundamental to NPS park management 

decisions.  Both acts provide direction for articulating and connecting the ultimate resource 

management decision to the analysis of impacts, using appropriate technical and scientific 

information.  Both also recognize that such data may not be readily available and provide options 

for resource impact analysis should this be the case.  

NPOMA directs the NPS to obtain scientific and technical information for analysis.  The NPS 

handbook for Director’s Order 12 states that if “such information cannot be obtained due to 

excessive cost or technical impossibility, the proposed alternative for decision will be modified 

to eliminate the action causing the unknown or uncertain impact or other alternatives will be 

selected.” 

REDWOOD NATIONAL PARK ACT OF 1978, AS AMENDED 

All national park system units are to be managed and protected as parks, whether established as a 

recreation area, historic site, or any other designation.  This act states that the NPS must conduct 

its actions in a manner that will ensure no “derogation of the values and purposes for which these 

various areas have been established, except as may have been or shall be directly and specifically 

provided by Congress.” 

CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS, REVISED JULY 2000 

Title 36, Chapter 1 provides the regulations “for the proper use, management, government, and 

protection of persons, property, and natural and cultural resources within areas under the 

jurisdiction of the National Park Service.”  
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OTHER APPLICABLE FEDERAL LAWS, EXECUTIVE ORDERS, REGULATIONS, 
AND POLICIES 
The NPS is also required to comply with the following laws, executive orders, regulations, and 

policies in developing this EA. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT, 1969, AS AMENDED 

The National Environmental Policy Act is implemented through regulations of the Council on 

Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1500-1508).  The NPS has in turn adopted procedures to 

comply with the act and the CEQ regulations, as found in Director’s Order 12, Conservation 

Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-Making (2001), and its accompanying 

handbook. 

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966, AS AMENDED 

Section 106 of this act requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their undertakings on 

properties listed or potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP).  All actions affecting the park’s cultural resources must comply with this legislation. 

HISTORIC SITES ACT OF 1935 

This act declares as national policy the preservation for public use of historic sites, buildings, 

objects, and properties of national significance.  It authorizes the Secretary of the Interior and the 

NPS to restore, reconstruct, rehabilitate, preserve, and maintain historic or prehistoric sites, 

buildings, objects, and properties of national historical or archaeological significance. 

DIRECTOR’S ORDER 77, 1991 

The purpose of this document is to provide guidance to park managers for all planned and 

ongoing natural resource management activities.  Managers must follow all federal laws, 

regulations, and policies.  This document provides the guidance for park management to design, 

implement, and evaluate a comprehensive natural resource management program. 

FEDERAL NOXIOUS WEED ACT, 1975 

The Federal Noxious Weed Act (7 USC 2801-2814, January 3, 1975, as amended 1988 and 

1994) provides for the control and management of nonindigenous weeds that injure or have the 

potential to injure the interests of agriculture and commerce, wildlife resources, or the public 

health. 
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EXECUTIVE ORDER 13112 – INVASIVE SPECIES 

This executive order requires the NPS to prevent the introduction of invasive species and provide 

for their control and to minimize the economic, ecological, and human health impacts that 

invasive species cause. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11593 – PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT OF THE CULTURAL 
ENVIRONMENT 
This executive order directs the NPS to support the preservation of cultural properties and to 

identify and nominate to the National Register cultural properties within the park and to 

“exercise caution . . . to assure that any NPS-owned property that might qualify for nomination is 

not inadvertently transferred, sold, demolished, or substantially altered.” 

ROCK CREEK PARK SPECIFIC GUIDANCE AND POLICY 

National park system units are established by Congress to fulfill specified purposes. A park’s 

purpose is the fundamental building block for its decisions to conserve resources while providing 

for the “enjoyment of future generations.”  Rock Creek Park, as an administrative unit of the 

national park system, is composed of 99 separate areas, known as reservations, located in the 

northern part of Washington, D.C. (NPS 2002a).  The park legislation and planning documents 

vary for each unit of the Park.  

PURPOSE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ROCK CREEK AND POTOMAC PARKWAY (RESERVATION 

360) 

Establishment — The Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway was established by the Public 

Buildings Act of March 4, 1913, Section 22.  

Purpose — Based on the enabling legislation, the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway exists to 
(NPS 2002a): 

• Connect Rock Creek Park and the National Zoological Park (National Zoo) to Potomac 

Park with a scenic road. 

• Prevent pollution and obstruction of Rock Creek. 

Significance — The following significance statements recognize the important features of the 
parkway. 

• The Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway provides a scenic gateway to the city’s 

monumental core. 
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• Rock Creek Park is a historic designed landscape incorporating early 20th century 

picturesque and rustic features designed to enhance the visitors’ experience of the 

naturalistic park scenery. 

ROCK CREEK PARK PLANNING DOCUMENTS  
The purpose and need must be, to a large degree, consistent with the Park’s planning documents. 

These documents include the 2005 Rock Creek Park and the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway 

Final General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement, the 1996 Resources 

Management Plan, and various cultural and natural resource management documents. 

Rock Creek Park and the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway Final General Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (2005) 
The 2005 Rock Creek Park and the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway Final General 

Management Plan (GMP) is the basic guidance document for the management of these units for 

the next 10 to 15 years.  The purpose of the GMP is to specify resource conditions and visitor 

experiences to be achieved in the park and parkway, and to provide the foundation for decision-

making and preparation of more specific resource plans regarding the management of the park 

and parkway.  The 2005 GMP is the first comprehensive plan prepared for Rock Creek Park. The 

central issue for management planning in Rock Creek Park is how to meet the often conflicting 

purposes of protecting the scenic, natural, and cultural resources of the park, while concurrently 

providing for appropriate public use of these resources.  

The GMP outlines the following desired conditions for Rock Creek Park and the Rock Creek and 

Potomac Parkway that would be applicable to this EA: 

• Natural Resource Management Requirements 

o Natural soil resources and processes function in as natural a condition as possible, 

except where special management considerations are allowable under policy. 

o Native plant and animal species function in as natural a condition as possible, 

except where special management considerations are allowable under policy. 

o Invasive species are reduced in numbers and area, or are eliminated from natural 

areas of the park. 
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• Cultural Resource Management Requirements 

o Archeological sites are protected in an undisturbed condition unless it is 

determined through formal processes that disturbance or natural deterioration is 

unavoidable. In those cases where disturbance or deterioration is unavoidable, the 

site may be professionally documented and salvaged. 

o Qualities of historic properties, such as historic structures and cultural landscapes, 

which contribute to their listing or eligibility, are protected in accordance with the 

Secretary of the Interior’s standards unless it is determined through formal 

processes that disturbance or natural deterioration is unavoidable. 

Alternatives considered for the stabilization of the slope were developed within the framework of 

the 2005 Rock Creek Park and the Rock Creek Park and Potomac Parkway Final GMP.  This 

document defines a number of management prescription zones and outlines what activities may 

occur in each zone.  

Resources Management Plan Rock Creek Park (1996) 

The Resources Management Plan for Rock Creek Park provides specific management objectives 

for Rock Creek Park based on the park’s Statement for Management.  Resource related 

management objectives that pertain to this project, as determined by the Resources Management 

Plan, include that the park: 

• Work cooperatively with other federal agencies, agencies in Maryland and the District of 

Columbia, private organizations, and members of the public in developing programs to 

reduce flooding and pollution in the Rock Creek watershed, to prevent or repair damage 

to park resources caused by human activities. 

• Improve the quality of the visitor’s experience by better protecting the natural resources. 

• Preserve and perpetuate the park’s plant and wildlife resources in as natural a condition 

as possible, and to reduce the adverse effects of human activities and exotic species on 

the natural environment. 

• Identify, protect, and perpetuate the park’s historic resources, including its mills, Civil 

War fortifications, and archeological sites. 
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• Monitor and evaluate current recreational uses of the park lands and redirect these 

activities in order to reduce adverse impacts. 

• Foster understanding and appreciation of the park’s natural and cultural values through 

interpretive and educational programs focusing on Rock Creek’s biological, geological, 

historic, and prehistoric resources. 

• Establish contact and cooperation with citizens’ associations, governmental agencies, and 

other groups or individuals that surround and have direct effects on or interests in the 

welfare of the park. 

Historic Resource Study: Rock Creek Park, District of Columbia (1990) 

The Historic Resource Study for Rock Creek Park, published in 1990, surveyed, identified, and 

evaluated Rock Creek Park’s above-ground historic cultural resources in order to provide the 

documentation necessary to document the registration of eligible sites and structures in the 

NRHP centering around the park’s centennial celebration.  The properties identified in this study 

as possessing architectural or historic significance that would contribute to the adjacent Rock 

Creek Park Historic District would be considered during the development of the EA. 

Archeological Inventory and Evaluation Study, Rock Creek Park (2004-2008) 

The four-year archeological inventory and evaluation study of Rock Creek Park was completed 

in 2008 (Bedell et al. 2008).  During this study, more than 1,100 acres of the park were surveyed 

for archeological sites and 51 new sites were identified. Of these, 11 were archeological 

components associated with known historic sites, such as Fort Totten and the Peirce Mill, and 40 

were new discoveries.  The sites include Native American camps and quarries, dumps and a 

barracks area associated with Civil War forts, colonial farms, nineteenth-century tenant 

dwellings, and remains of the Battle of Fort Stevens in July, 1864. 

ISSUES AND IMPACT TOPICS 

Issues describe problems or concerns associated with current impacts from environmental 

conditions or current operations, as well as problems that may arise from the implementation of 

any of the alternatives.  Park staff identified potential issues associated with this EA during 

internal scoping meetings, the public identified potential issues during private meetings with 

Park staff, and state and federal agencies identified potential issues through correspondence.  
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Potential issues included exposed below ground resources, continued soil erosion, and damage to 

vegetation as a result of social paths.  

IMPACT TOPICS INCLUDED IN THIS DOCUMENT  

Soils  

The addition of topsoil would be required to properly encapsulate the existing below ground 

resources on the site.  Currently, severe erosion is occurring due to poor stormwater management 

off NPS lands.  Activities associated with the stabilization and maintenance of the slope would 

add a layer of topsoil to affected portions of the slope.  With the implementation of stormwater 

management devices such as rip-rap and down logs anchored into place, erosion would be 

reduced.  The proposed action would be expected to have beneficial impacts on soils with the 

addition of native vegetation to stabilize the soils in the project area.    

Vegetation 

Actions directly related to the stabilization and maintenance of the slope under the proposed 

action would require the revegetation of portions of the slope.  To protect this new growth, a 

temporary fence would be put into place to prevent the formulation of new social trails through 

the project area.  The project would include the beneficial impact of increased native vegetation 

in the area and the reduction of the use social trails which contributes to the damage of existing 

vegetation.  

Archeology 

The project site contains below ground resources that are being adversely affected by severe 

erosion occurring at the site.  Under the proposed action, portions of the slope where below 

ground resources are located would be covered in topsoil and planted with native vegetation.  

Coconut logs, rip-rap protection, and downed logs would be used to manage future stormwater 

runoff and prevent further erosion along the slope.  Archeological resources would be expected 

to experience beneficial impacts from being encapsulated and protected from future soil erosion 

caused by stormwater runoff. 

Cultural Landscapes 

The project site is located with the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway Historic District and is 

visible from the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway.   
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IMPACT TOPICS CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS  
The following impact topics were eliminated from further analysis and consideration following 

discussions with the park staff. 

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitats including Sensitive Species and Avian Species  

The stabilization of the slope is not expected to permanently disturb wildlife or reduce habitat.  

The proposed action does not include removal of trees or a reduction of habitat.  Individual 

animals may be temporarily displaced from the 2.5 acre parcel during construction; however the 

impact to wildlife and wildlife habitat would be negligible.  

Air Quality 

The 1963 Clean Air Act, as amended (42 USC 7401 et seq.), requires federal land managers to 

protect park air quality.  Rock Creek Park is located in an area classified by the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency as nonattainment for particulate matter of lesser than or equal 

to 2.5 microns and moderate nonattainment for ozone.  The 1963 Clean Air Act provides that the 

federal land manager must have an affirmative responsibility to protect the park’s air quality 

related values (including visibility, plants, animals, soils, water quality, cultural and historic 

resources and objects, and visitor health) from adverse air pollution impacts.  

Should the proposed action be selected, local air quality would be temporarily affected by dust 

and vehicle emissions.  Hauling the limited materials, including soil and the temporary fencing, 

and operating equipment would result in increased vehicle exhaust and emissions during the 

construction period.  Hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxide, and sulfur dioxide emissions would be 

rapidly dissipated by air drainage since air stagnation is uncommon at the project site.  Fugitive 

dust plumes from construction equipment would occasionally increase airborne particulates in 

the area near the project site; however, these loading rates would be of short duration and of 

negligible consequence.  

Should the no action alternative be selected, there would be no additional impacts to air quality 

as this alternative represents the park’s current condition. With the action alternative, temporary 

increases in air pollution would occur during construction, primarily from operation of 

construction equipment.  



PURPOSE AND NEED 

12  ROCK CREEK PARK  

Overall, there would be a slight and temporary degradation of local air quality due to dust 

generated from stabilization activities and emissions from construction equipment. The park 

would employ mitigations such as implementing dust control measures and limiting idling times 

to minimize impacts to air quality.  The overall impacts to air quality would be localized and 

negligible, lasting only as long as construction activities occurred. After construction, there 

would be no increase in the amount of vehicles currently traveling to and from the site.  

Visitor Use and Experience 

The proposed action would not impact visitor use and experience.  All trails contained within the 

project area are informal, social trails and are not maintained by the NPS.   Park rules state that 

visitors must stay on designated park trails.  Construction noise during stabilization would cause 

short-term disturbance to visitors in and near the project area (see Soundscapes, below).    

Socioeconomic Resources 

The proposed action would not appreciably affect either local and regional land use or local 

businesses or other agencies.  Implementation of the proposed action could provide minimal 

beneficial impacts to the economy of the District (i.e., minimal increases in employment 

opportunities for the stabilization workforce and revenues for local businesses and government 

generated from stabilization activities and workers).  Any increase, however, would be 

temporary and negligible, lasting only as long as construction.  

Park Operations and Management  

The project site requires little current maintenance by the NPS.  The minimal stabilization 

activities could potentially divert funds and staff needed to manage and maintain the other 

recreational facilities throughout the park.  After stabilization activities are complete, funding 

needed to manage and maintain these facilities would return.  Additional maintenance may be 

required while the protective fencing is in place.  However, due to the small nature of this 

project, these impacts would be negligible and temporary.    

Soundscapes 

In accordance with the NPS 2006 Management Policies (NPS 2006) and DO–47, Sound 

Preservation and Noise Management, an important part of the NPS mission is preservation of 

natural soundscapes associated with National Park units.  Natural soundscapes exist in the 
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absence of human-caused sound.  Natural ambient soundscapes are the aggregate of all the 

natural sounds that occur in park units, together with the physical capacity for transmitting 

natural sounds.  Natural sounds occur within and beyond the range of sounds that humans can 

perceive, and can be transmitted through air, water, or solid materials.  The frequencies, 

magnitudes, and 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.  

The project area is located adjacent to the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway as well as a 

moderately traveled road in the District.  Additional noise emissions could be experienced when 

construction vehicles bring in additional topsoil and while the temporary fencing is put into 

place.  This impact would be temporary and during day-time hours.  Due to the existing ambient 

noise level, the potential impact from noise would be negligible.   

Water Resources (Water Quality, Wetlands, and Floodplains)  

Water Quality 

The 1972 Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977, is a 

national policy to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the 

nation’s waters, enhance the quality of water resources, and to prevent, control, and abate water 

pollution.  The NPS 2006 Management Policies provides direction for the preservation, use, and 

quality of water originating, flowing through, or adjacent to park boundaries.  The NPS seeks to 

restore, maintain, and enhance the water quality within the parks consistent with the 1972 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, and other applicable federal, state, and local 

laws and regulations. 

There are no surface waters within the project area.  

Floodplains  

Executive Orders 11988 (Floodplain Management) requires an examination of impacts to 

floodplains and the potential risk involved in placing facilities within floodplains.  The NPS 

2006 Management Policies, Section 4.6.4, Floodplains; the 1993 NPS Floodplain Management 

Guidelines; DO-77-2; and the 1983 General Management Plan provide guidelines on 
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developments proposed in floodplains. There are no streams or stream segments within the 

project area and, due to the steepness of the area, it is not prone to flooding.   

Wetlands 

Wetlands include areas inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater for a sufficient length 

of time during the growing season to develop and support characteristic soils and vegetation. The 

NPS classifies wetlands based on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) Classification of 

Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States, also known as the Cowardin 

classification system (Cowardin et al. 1979).  Based on this classification system, a wetland must 

have one or more of the following attributes: 

• The habitat at least periodically supports predominately hydrophytic vegetation (wetland 

vegetation); 

• The substrate is predominately undrained hydric soil; or 

• The substrate is non-soil and saturated with water, or covered by shallow water at some 

time during the growing season. 

There are no wetlands within the project area. 

Threatened, Endangered, or Special Status Species 

The Endangered Species Act (1973), as amended, requires an examination of impacts on all 

federally listed threatened or endangered species. NPS policy also requires examination of the 

impacts on federal candidate species, as well as state-listed threatened, endangered candidate, 

rare, declining, and sensitive species. Rock Creek Park is home to one federally listed 

endangered species, the Hay’s Spring amphipod (Stygobromus hayi). This species is found in 

inland aquatic habitats associated with small springs and seeps. This species does not exist in 

Reservation 360, the area of the proposed action, nor is there any appropriate habitat. No other 

federally listed species have been documented within the park or project area.   

During the July 24, 2009 site visit, no special status or state-listed species known to occur within 

the park were observed.  It was noted that the existing habitat within the project area had been 

degraded by erosion and was made up mostly of invasive vegetation.  
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In August 2009, the NPS sent letters to both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the District’s 

Department of Environment regarding whether any state or federally listed species occur within 

the project area that could be affected by the proposed stabilization and maintenance of the slope. 

To date, the NPS has received no response. The NPS is confident that no federal or state listed 

species would be affected by either the no action or proposed action alternative. Should either 

agency have concerns regarding the potential for the proposed alternatives to impact any 

federally or state listed species, the NPS would work closely with these agencies to address these 

concerns, and, if necessary develop mitigations to avoid or minimize impacts to the greatest 

extent possible. Because no federal or stated listed species have been documented or observed 

and the habitat within the project area is degraded, impacts to these species would be unlikely. 

As a result, this impact topic was dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

Prime Farmland 

Prime farmland, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), is the land best 

suited to food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops. It may be cultivated land, pasture, 

woodland, or other land, but it is not urban and built-up land or water areas.  Prime farmland is 

protected under the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 to minimize the extent to which 

federal programs contribute to the unnecessary or irreversible conversion of farmland to 

nonagricultural uses.  There are no prime or unique farmlands within Rock Creek Park units. 

Environmental Justice 

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

Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, requires all federal agencies to incorporate 

environmental justice into their missions by identifying and addressing the disproportionately 

high and/or adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs and policies on 

minorities and low-income populations and communities.  According to the Environmental 

Protection Agency, environmental justice is the:  

“…fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people, regardless of race, color, 

national origin, or income, with respect to the development, implementation, and 

enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies. Fair treatment means that 

no group of people, including a racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group, should bear a 

disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from 
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industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, local, 

and tribal programs and policies.” 

The goal of ‘fair treatment’ is not to shift risks among populations, but to identify potentially 

disproportionately high and adverse effects and identify alternatives that may mitigate these 

impacts. 

Both minority and low-income populations are present in the vicinity of Rock Creek Park; 

however, environmental justice is dismissed as an impact topic for the following reasons:  

• Implementation of the proposed alternatives would not result in any identifiable adverse 

human health effects. Therefore, there would be no direct or indirect adverse effects on 

any minority or low-income population.  

• The impacts associated with implementation of the proposed alternatives would not 

disproportionately affect any minority or low-income population or community. 

• Implementation of the proposed alternatives would not result in any identified effects that 

would be specific to any minority or low-income community. 

• Any impacts to the socioeconomic environment would not appreciably alter the physical 

and social structure of the nearby communities. 

Geohazards 

Geologic constraints that might affect a project include avalanche zones, slide areas, and 

earthquake zones. No known geohazards are present within Rock Creek Park units that could be 

impacted by the implementation of this EA.  

Geology and Topography 

There are no known geologic formations in the area.  The proposed action would not require 

excavation or grading of the slope in a way that would disrupt any geological or topographical 

resources. The use of downed logs, rip-rap, and coconut logs would be used to manage 

stormwater runoff within the project area and would not impact the general topography of the 

project area.   
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Unique Ecosystems, Biosphere Reserves, World Heritage Sites 

There are no known biosphere reserves, World Heritage sites, or unique ecosystems listed in any 

Rock Creek Park unit or specifically at the project site. 

Cultural Resources (Historic Structures and Districts, Ethnographic Resources, Museum 

Collections)   

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA; 16 USC 470 et seq.), NEPA, NPS 1916 Organic 

Act, the NPS 2006 Management Policies (NPS 2006), Director’s Order 12 (Conservation 

Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis and Decision-making), the Archeological Resources 

Protection Act (ARPA) and Director’s Order 28 (Cultural Resources Management) require the 

consideration of impacts on any cultural resources that might be affected, and NHPA, in 

particular, on cultural resources either listed in, or eligible to be listed in, the NRHP.  As defined 

by NPS, cultural resources include archeological resources; cultural landscapes; historic 

structures and districts; ethnographic resources; and museum objects. 

For this study, efforts to identify cultural resources included a review of information provided by 

the park, supplemented by interviews with park staff, and other published and unpublished 

sources, including the listings of the NRHP.   

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) considered for this study includes the entire section of the 

hillside where the proposed stabilization and maintenance activities would occur as well as 

immediately adjacent areas that are visible from this hillside.     

Historic Structures and Districts – The Rock Creek Park Historic District (Bushong 1990) is 

listed in the NRHP as a designed historic landscape.  The creation a large public park centered on 

the picturesque valley of Rock Creek occurred in the late nineteenth century in conjunction with 

the nationwide City Beautiful Movement.  After the completion of surveys and feasibility 

studies, Congress approved the creation of Rock Creek Park in March of 1889 and formed the 

Rock Creek Park Commission for the sole purpose of setting the boundaries and purchasing land 

for the park (Mackintosh 1985).  The parkway was built in 1921 to 1936 to provide a link 

between the Mall and Rock Creek Park.  The contributing structures in the historic district 

include the roadway and eleven bridges, most of them crossing the Rock Creek Valley. The 

Rock Creek Park Historic District is defined as encompassing all of Reservation 339, which is a 
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1,754.62-acre parcel centered on the valley of Rock Creek.  The historic district is characterized 

as a picturesque forested valley with sloping hills and meadows and gorge-like scenery.  Because 

the Rock Creek Park Historic District is historically significant primarily because of its qualities 

as a designed landscape, impacts to historic districts and structures are evaluated under the 

category of cultural landscapes, rather than a separate impact topic.  

Ethnographic Resources - Ethnographic resources are defined by the NPS as any “site, structure, 

object, landscape, or natural resource feature assigned traditional legendary, religious, 

subsistence, or other significance in the cultural system of a group traditionally associated with 

it” (Director’s Order  28, Cultural Resource Management).  In this analysis, the NPS’ term 

“ethnographic resource” is equivalent to the term “Traditional Cultural Property” (TCP) which is 

more widely used in the cultural resource management industry. Guidance for the identification 

of ethnographic resources is found National Register Bulletin 38, Guidelines for Evaluating and 

Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties (Parker and King 1998).  The key considerations 

in identifying TCPs are their association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community 

that are (i) rooted in the community’s history and (ii) are important in maintaining the continuing 

cultural identity of the community (Parker and King 1998:1).  There is no doubt that the Colored 

Union Benevolent Cemetery and Quaker Burial Ground is of great importance to the local 

African-American community, so it would qualify as an ethnographic resource as defined by 

NPS.  However, the physical remains of this cemetery are preserved only in archeological 

context, so for purposes of this EA, ethnographic resources are not considered as a separate 

impact topic.  Instead, the ethnographic importance of the cemetery is considered as a 

contributing feature of the site’s archeological significance.  

Museum Collections – Implementation of any alternative would have no effects upon museum 

collections (historic artifacts, natural specimens, and archival and manuscript material); 

therefore, museum collections was dismissed as an impact topic.  

Traffic and Transportation 

Under the proposed action, during stabilization of the slope, impacts on local traffic may occur 

from the introduction of construction vehicles hauling materials to and from the site.  Based on 

the mitigations measures taken to minimize impact (i.e., conducting all construction activities 
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during daylight hours) impacts from construction vehicles would not be expected to be greater 

than negligible. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

NEPA requires federal agencies to explore a range of reasonable alternatives aimed at addressing 

the purpose and needs of the issue.  The alternatives under consideration must include the “no 

action” alternative as prescribed by 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1502.14. Project 

alternatives may originate from the proponent agency, local government officials, or members of 

the public, at public meetings or during the early stages of project development.  Alternatives 

may also be developed in response to comments from coordinating or cooperating agencies.  The 

alternatives analyzed in this document, in accordance with NEPA, are the result of internal 

scoping and public scoping.  Public scoping included park staff meeting separately with 

representatives of the Kalorama Citizens Association, Howard University, and Washington Parks 

and People in April 2009 to discuss the proposed project within the area.  These alternatives, 

described in this section, meet the management objectives of the park while also meeting the 

overall purpose of and need for proposed action.  Alternatives that were considered but were not 

technically or economically feasible, did not meet the purpose and need of the project, created 

unnecessary or excessive adverse impacts to cultural or natural resources, and/or conflicted with 

the overall management of the park or its resources were dismissed from further analysis and are 

also described in this section . 

The NPS explored and objectively evaluated two alternatives in this EA, including: 

• alternative A – No action.  

• alternative B – Stabilization and Maintenance of the Slope 

ALTERNATIVE A: NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the no action alternative, the slope at Rock Creek Park would remain unstable.  

Stormwater would continue to erode away soils along the slope and visitor’s use of unmaintained 

social trails would continue to trample vegetation.  Below ground resources would continue to be 

vulnerable.  The park currently does not actively maintain this parcel of land.  After strong rain 

events, park personnel bring topsoil to the site on an “as needed” basis to repair the slope in 

order to ensure that below ground resources are protected.  Stormwater runoff would continue to 

be managed through the use of the existing asphalt apron (a paved erosion gully) in the upper 

half of the slope. 
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The no action alternative provides a basis for comparing the management direction and 

environmental consequences of the action alternatives.  Should the no action alternative be 

selected for implementation, the NPS would continue to cover exposed cultural resources on an 

as-needed basis following storm events.   

ALTERNATIVE B: STABILIZATION AND MAINTENANCE OF SLOPE 

Under alternative B, the park would address the erosion occurring on the 2.5 acre slope.  Portions 

of the slope would be covered in topsoil in order to encapsulate the below ground resources 

within this section of the park.  Downed logs would be anchored along the contours of the slope 

to hold topsoil in place after it is applied.  In order to prevent future soil erosion, NPS would 

plant native groundcover vegetation to stabilize the soils.  Native groundcover would also be 

planted on flat park land located at the top of the slope.  A temporary fence would be installed 

for a period of 18 months to two years to restrict the formation of social trails through the project 

area.  In an effort to manage stormwater at the top of the slope, NPS would use either rip-rap 

protection or coconut logs (type of log used as a method of stabilization) to divert stormwater 

back to the road and away from sensitive below ground resources.  Asphalt would be removed 

from within the 20 square foot erosion gully located on the upper slope and would be replaced 

with rip-rap.  Additional rip-rap would be placed at two drainage locations at and near the top of 

the slope as well as in existing drainage erosion gullies on the slope to address stormwater that 

cannot be diverted back to the road.   

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED 

The NPS considered the following alternatives, but deemed them to be unreasonable.  The 

options below were not carried forward in this EA.  The justification for eliminating these 

options from further analysis was based on the fact that each required extensive disturbance of 

the ground, which was considered an unacceptable impact to below ground resources. 

Options Eliminated: 

• Aggressive rip-rap protection (a loose assemblage of broken stones, rubble, shot rock or 

rock armour erected in water or on soft ground as a foundation) 

• Plateauing of slope (addition of soil to change the topography of the slope to create an 

even plane) 
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• Berms (narrow ledges or shelves along the top of the slope) 

• Tiering of slope (addition of soil to change the topography of the slop to create a series of 

rows placed one above another) 

ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

In addition to identifying the preferred alternative, the NPS has also identified the 

“environmentally preferred alternative” as defined by the U.S. Council on Environmental 

Quality.  Simply put, “this means the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological 

and physical environment; it also means the alternative which best protects, preserves and 

enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources” (NPS 2004a, 2004b).  There is no requirement 

that the environmentally preferred alternative and the preferred alternative be the same.  After 

completing the environmental assessment, the NPS identified alternative B as the 

environmentally preferred alternative in this EA because it best meets the definition established 

by the U.S. Council on Environmental Quality.  It protects and preserves cultural resources by 

addressing the existing adverse impact on archeological resources. It also provides increased 

stormwater management on the site, thereby reducing soil erosion and minimizing the damage to 

the biological and physical resources of the site.   

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THE ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The NPS places a strong emphasis on avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating potentially adverse 

environmental impacts.  To help ensure the protection of natural and cultural resources and the 

quality of the visitor experience, the NPS would ensure that the following protective measures 

are implemented as part of the action alternative.  The NPS would implement an appropriate 

level of monitoring throughout the construction process to help ensure that protective measures 

are being properly executed and are achieving their intended results. 

Additionally, although the EA addresses the entire project, the park would be required to review 

the document at the commencement of stabilization to ensure that all project information is up-

to-date and in compliance with the necessary regulations. 

SOIL RESOURCES  

• Place rip-rap in erosion gullies to prevent scouring and erosion. 
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• Revegetate all disturbed soil. 

• Ensure use of erosion containment controls such as silt fencing and sediment traps to 

contain sediment on site during construction. 

VEGETATION  

• No tree removal. 

• Avoid collision of equipment with trees and other vegetation.  

• Assure that any topsoil imported to the site is certified free of exotic plants and seeds. 

• Require the construction personnel to powerwash all construction vehicles and equipment 

prior to initial arrival at the park to remove seed and plant material.  

• Re-vegetate disturbed areas (including staging areas) as soon as possible with a native 

seed mix to help prevent the spread of exotic invasive plant species. 

• Enact monitoring protocol to ensure no new or additional exotic invasive plant species 

are spread into the project area. 

• Ensure that all protection measures are clearly stated in construction specifications and 

that workers be instructed to avoid conducting activities beyond the construction zone. 

ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

• Require archeological monitoring at all times during construction.  

• Archeologist responsible for monitoring would meet the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation and the NPS 

Director’s Orders #28A (2004). 

• If below ground resources are encountered during construction, all activities will stop and 

the Park Superintendent, Park Cultural Resource Specialist, and the Regional 

Archeologist will be notified and determine the appropriate course of action.   

• Ensure documentation of archeological resources discovered during construction. 
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CULTURAL LANDSCAPES 

• There would be negligible impacts to cultural landscapes; therefore, no mitigation is 

recommended. 
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TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Impact Topic Alternative A: No Action Alternative 
Alternative B: Stabilization and 

Maintenance of the Slope 

Soils  

Implementation of the no action alternative 

would result in long-term, moderate, adverse 

impacts to soils on the slope. There would be 

no adverse or beneficial cumulative impacts 

related to soils. There would be no impairment 

of soils under the no action alternative. 

Implementation of alternative B would result in 

beneficial impacts to soils. There would be no 

adverse or beneficial cumulative impacts to 

soils associated with this alternative. There 

would be no impairment of soils under 

alternative B. 

Vegetation 

Implementation of the no action alternative 

would result in long-term minor adverse 

impacts to vegetation.  No adverse or beneficial 

cumulative impacts to vegetation would occur. 

There would be no impairment of vegetation 

associated with the no action alternative. 

Implementation of alternative B would result in 

beneficial impacts to vegetation. There would 

be short-term, negligible, adverse impacts to 

vegetation during construction. No adverse or 

beneficial cumulative impacts to vegetation 

would occur. There would be no impairment of 

vegetation associated with alternative B. 

Archeological 

Resources 

Implementation of the no action alternative 

would result in long-term moderate adverse 

impacts to archeological resources within the 

project area. No adverse or beneficial 

cumulative impacts to archeological resources 

would occur. There would be no impairment of 

archeological resources associated with the no 

action alternative. Under Section 106, there 

would be an adverse effect. 

Implementation of alternative B would result in 

beneficial impacts to archeological resources. 

There would be no adverse or beneficial 

cumulative impacts to archeological resources 

associated with this alternative. There would be 

no impairment of archeological resources 

under alternative B.  Under Section 106, there 

would be no adverse effect. 

Cultural 

Landscapes 

Implementation of the no action alternative 

would result in long-term negligible impacts to 

cultural landscapes within the project area. No 

adverse or beneficial cumulative impacts to 

cultural landscapes would occur. There would 

be no impairment of cultural landscapes 

associated with the no action alternative. Under 

Section 106, there would be no adverse effect. 

Implementation of alternative B would result in 

negligible impacts to cultural landscapes. There 

would be no adverse or beneficial cumulative 

impacts to cultural landscapes associated with 

this alternative. There would be no impairment 

of cultural landscapes under alternative B.  

Under Section 106, there would be no adverse 

effect. 

 



 

STABILIZATION AND MAINTENANCE OF SLOPE  27 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This chapter of the environmental assessment describes existing environmental conditions in the 

area potentially affected by the alternatives.  This section describes soils; vegetation, 

archeological resources, and cultural landscapes.  The affected environment for these impact 

topics are discussed for Washington, D.C. in general, Rock Creek Park, and the project area.  

Potential impacts are discussed in the “Environmental Consequences” section following the 

same order. 

SOILS  

Soils were qualitatively assessed using professional judgment based on investigations of soil 

characteristics and current conditions of the sites within the project area.  Information was 

gathered from on-site reconnaissance and information obtained from the District’s data sources.  

Throughout the majority of the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway, soils are part of the Manor-

Glenelg association.  These deep soils are found on uplands that have broad ridge tops and are 

suitable for intensive and extensive recreation.  Because of the slope of these soils, the potential 

for landscaping, vegetable gardens, and urban uses is fair.  This association, found almost 

exclusively in Rock Creek Park, makes up 4 percent of the total land area of the District.  Within 

Rock Creek Park and the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway, the Iuka-Lindside-Codorus 

association is also found in areas with floodplains and any limitations of these soils are related to 

frequent flooding of these soils.   

Two soil types are found in the project area; Manor loam, 15 to 40 percent slopes (MdB), and 

Urdothents, loamy (U4).  Both are well-drained upland soils, comprising 1.2 percent and 0.5 

percent of the soil found in the District of Columbia, respectively (NRCS 1975).  With Manor 

loam, permeability in the soil is moderate; runoff is rapid; and the hazard of erosion is severe.  

For Urdothents, permeability is variable, runoff is medium to rapid, and internal drainage is 

variable.  

The project area is located on a slope descending west.  Drainage from the top of the slope has 

created erosional channels.  Asphalt has been used to armor a portion of the major erosional 

channel on the upper half of the slope.  However, erosion continues downslope of the armored 

area. 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

28  ROCK CREEK PARK 

VEGETATION 

Throughout the District, 13 vegetation types have been identified that can be characterized in to 

the following types (Pffaffko 2006): 

• Hardwood Forests – Includes chestnut oak forests, mixed oak-beech forests, loblolly pine 

– mixed oak forests, and Virginia pine-oak forests.  Throughout the District, these areas 

are in fair condition and the area where they are found is decreasing.  

• Grasslands/Managed Meadows – These areas are mainly grasses and are composed of 

vegetation that does not mature into successional growth or shrubland. Scattered shrubs 

and trees can be supported in these areas. Throughout the District, these areas are in fair 

condition and the area where they are found is decreasing.  

• Early Successional/Shrub-Scrub/Edge – These areas include habitats that have not 

matured into forest because of periodic natural or human disturbances. They are 

characterized by natural or semi natural woody vegetation. Throughout the District, these 

areas are in fair condition and the area where they are found is decreasing.  

• Urban Landscapes - Urban landscapes include both built and natural areas that are 

managed for human use. Usually these areas are mowed, trimmed, experience a great 

deal of foot traffic, and are exposed to wind because they are cleared.  Throughout the 

District, these areas are in good condition and are increasing.        

In general, vegetation types found throughout the District are the same as those found in Rock 

Creek Park; however; Rock Creek Park is unique as it provides the largest unbroken forested 

habitat in the area, providing habitat for much of the city’s wildlife and acting as an important 

contributor to the region’s biodiversity.  Approximately 80 percent (1,662 acres) of the park land 

area is covered with mature second growth forest that is approximately 100 years old.  Activities 

prior to the park’s establishment in 1890, such as timber cutting, farming, and Civil War 

clearing, removed virtually all of the original forest.  Woodlands currently in the park are 

primarily a mixture of deciduous species typical of the eastern deciduous forest in the later stages 

of succession (NPS 2005). 

In addition to those plants native to Rock Creek Park, the park also contains a number of non-

native species.  Most non-native plant species are spread into the park unintentionally from local 
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households or gardens and can have detrimental effects on vegetation by out competing native 

plants for light or water and eventually altering the vegetation communities in the park. 

Inventories of park vegetation have found 238 non-native plant species within the park, 42 of 

which were classified as invasive non-native species that, unless controlled, are likely to spread 

and adversely affect native plant populations.   

Vegetation specific to the project area was surveyed during a site visit on July 24, 2009.  The 

project area consists predominantly of hardwood forest.  The tree layer consists of American 

beech (Fagus grandifolia), red elm (Ulmus rubra), black cherry (Prunus serotina), tulip poplar 

(Liriodendron tulipifera), red maple (Acer rubrum), white oak (Quercus alba), northern red oak 

(Q. rubra), and white mulberry (Morus alba).  The shrub layer consists of spicebush (Lindera 

benzoin), multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), box elder (Acer negundo), pawpaw (Asiminia 

trilobia), blackberry (Rubus sp.), red raspberry (Rubus americanus), bush honeysuckle (Lonicera 

maackii), poison ivy (Rhus radicans), English ivy (Hedera helix), Virginia creeper 

(Parthenocissus quinquefolia), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), greenbriar (Smilax 

glauca), wintercreeper (Euonymus sp.) and redbud (Cercis canadensis).  Seedlings and saplings 

consist of hickory (Carya sp.), red maple, black cherry, sugar maple (Acer saccahrum), black 

locust (Robinia pseudoacacia), white ash (Fraxinus americana), American beech, redbud, and 

empress tree (Paulonwnia tomentosa).  Herbs consist of garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata), , 

stiltgrass (Microstegium vimineum), stinging nettle (Urtica dioca), yellow wood sorrel (Oxalis 

stricta), jack in the pulpit (Arisaema triphyllum), Japanese knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum), 

and lady’s thumb (Polygonum persicaria).    

Numerous non-native plant species were observed during investigations in the study area 

including: amur honeysuckle (Lonicera maackii), English ivy, garlic mustard, Japanese 

honeysuckle, multiflora rose, Japanese knotweed, wintercreeper, white mulberry, and empress 

tree.    

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

For the purpose of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

(NHPA), as amended, cultural resources include prehistoric and historic archeological sites, 

buildings, structures, objects, districts, cultural landscapes, or museum objects that are eligible 

for or listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The consideration of these 
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resources by the National Park Service meets pertinent requirements of the NHPA, the NEPA, 

and related legislation and implementing regulations.  

For this study, efforts to identify cultural resources included a review of information provided by 

the park, supplemented by other published and unpublished sources.   

ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Only one archeological resource is present in the project area, the Colored Union Benevolent 

Association Cemetery and Quaker Burial Ground, 51NW116. This site is largely on the 

District’s property. The part of the original cemetery property that now belongs to the NPS 

consists of a steep slope leading down to a ravine.  The cemetery site has been impacted by 

grading and filling and a previous attempt to disinter burials from the property. 

HISTORY OF THE CEMETERY 

The cemetery is located within a colonial land grant known as Pretty Prospects (Lackey 1981 

provides a very thorough history of the cemetery, from which this account is adapted). In 1803, 

42.5 acres of that property was sold to Jonathan Shoemaker, a miller from Northumberland 

County, Pennsylvania. Shoemaker was a Quaker and in 1807 he donated a small area measuring 

just under ¼ acre to the Washington Meeting of the Society of Friends for use as a cemetery. In 

1809, he sold the remainder of the property. 

In 1852, the City Council of Washington City passed an ordinance prohibiting the expansion of 

cemeteries or the establishment of new cemeteries within the limits of the city, which at that time 

was bounded by the street now known as Florida Avenue. Cemeteries therefore began shifting 

their operations into the area north of Florida Avenue, known as Washington County. One of 

those that did so was the Free Young Men’s Burial Ground. This entity, chartered by Congress in 

1865, purchased land at Pretty Prospects from the descendants of President John Quincy Adams 

in 1870. The new cemetery began operations sometime in the 1872 to 1875 period. It was known 

variously as the Mount Pleasant Plains Cemetery, the Free Young Men’s Burial Ground, and the 

Young Men’s Baptist Cemetery.  

The cemetery began to have legal problems about 1890 when the District’s Health Officer 

refused to issue any additional burial permits. The condition of the cemetery began to decline, 

and some families moved their relatives from the cemetery to avoid desecration of the graves. By 
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1915, the cemetery was described in court documents as “no more than a wreck” (Lackey 1981). 

The trustees of the cemetery were ordered to wind up the affairs of the Colored Union 

Benevolent Association. In 1929, they sold the portion of their property bordering Rock Creek 

Park to the National Park and Planning Commission and began looking for a buyer for the main 

part of the cemetery. 

In 1940, a letter was sent to the District’s Health Officer describing the disinterment of graves 

from the cemetery. Part of this letter reads: 

A total of 390 openings were made of minimum depth of 6 feet, and 129 graves were 

found to contain part of human remains, which were removed and placed in boxes 

preparatory to reinterment. . . . 

Eleven headstones were found (see list attached). The remains were placed in boxes and 

where a headstone and remains were found in the same grave, the name on the headstone 

was marked on the box, and they will be taken together to Woodlawn Cemetery where a 

mass burial will be held on or about April 1st, 1940.  

On June 10, 1940 a deed was recorded transferring the cemetery property to Broadmoor, a 

company incorporated in Maryland. However, whatever plans the developers associated with 

Broadmoor had in mind for the cemetery property, they were never carried out. Neighbors 

remembered that part of the property had been graded around that time, they thought in 

preparation for constructing an apartment building, but the property sat vacant throughout the 

1940s and 1950s. In 1961, the property was acquired by developers Joseph and Maurice Shapiro. 

The Shapiros also acquired the Quaker burying ground and they combined the two parcels into 

one. For some reason, possibly because they realized that many human remains were still 

present, they abandoned their development plans and sold the property to the District of 

Columbia in 1978. 

PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 

The first archeological exploration of the cemetery was made by American University in 1981 

(Lackey 1981). This was a generalized archeological survey not focused on finding evidence of 

burials. The most important finding of the survey was that across much of the park the 
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nineteenth-century ground surface was buried by up to 3 feet of fill, while in other areas the 

topsoil had been graded away. 

In 2005, a ground-penetrating radar (GPR) survey was carried out on a portion of land belonging 

to the District (Emory and Weinberg 2005). This study covered an area measuring 200 by 75 feet 

in the northeast corner of the parcel, adjacent to land owned by the National Zoo. During the 

GPR survey, three anomalies were detected that appeared to be grave shafts. To investigate these 

anomalies, a backhoe was then used to open three trenches. These trenches were excavated down 

to subsoil, which was encountered at depths that varied from 0.5 to 2.2 feet. Five of the features 

uncovered were interpreted as grave shafts. No excavation into the shafts was undertaken. 

In 2005, District workers trying to stabilize a retaining wall on the District’s property uncovered 

artifacts that were spotted by neighborhood activists. Concerned that the excavation might 

disturb burials, the activists persuaded the city to halt the project until an investigation could be 

made (Ryan 2006). The District Council eventually awarded a $200,000 grant to Howard 

University lecturer Mark Mack to carry out a study of the cemetery. Documentary research 

carried out by volunteers associated with this project suggests that as many as 7,000 people 

might have been buried at the cemetery. This number is based on a sample of death certificates 

for the period 1874 to 1890 examined by the volunteers. They found that about 1 in 10 of the 

certificates they examined indicated burial in the Mount Pleasant Plains Cemetery, and there 

were 74,000 burials in the District in that period (Belcher 2009). The archeological work done to 

date has included a surface survey of the park and GPR studies.  A GPR survey of the park was 

carried out in the summer of 2009, but the results are not yet available. 

CULTURAL LANDSCAPES 

The project area is visible from the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway, which is a listed Historic 

District (Barsoum 2005). The Parkway extends from the Lincoln Memorial Circle to the National 

Zoological Park, a distance of 3.1 miles. Construction was authorized in 1913 to provide a 

connection between the Mall the National Zoological and Rock Creek Parks. Construction was 

drawn out, however, beginning in 1921 and not completed until 1936. Originally the Parkway 

connected to the Zoo via a ford that was not usable at high water. A permanent connection to the 

Zoo and Beach Drive, the Zoo Tunnel, was completed in 1966. The Rock Creek and Potomac 

Parkway Historic District includes the roadway, the bridges across Rock Creek in this area, and 
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surrounding landscaping. The width of the district varies from less than 50 feet at the southern 

end to more than 500 feet at the northern boundary. 

The roadway itself is visible from the project site.  The project site is also in the vicinity of the 

Duke Ellington Memorial Bridge, which is one of the contributing elements to the Rock Creek 

and Potomac Parkway National Register Historic District.  The Duke Ellington Memorial Bridge 

was constructed in 1933 to 1935 to carry Calvert Street across Rock Creek. The bridge is 

constructed of concrete and faced with limestone. Four reliefs by Leon Hermant representing 

modes of transportation decorate the pillars at either end of the bridge. The bridge was renamed 

in honor of Duke Ellington in 1974. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Potential impacts of the various alternatives are discussed in this chapter in the same order as the 

Affected Environment.  

GENERAL METHODOLOGY FOR ESTABLISHING IMPACT THRESHOLDS AND 
MEASURING EFFECTS 
The Environmental Consequences section addresses the potential impacts to each of the resource 

areas (i.e., impact topics) discussed under the Affected Environment section for each of the 

alternatives.  The action alternative is compared to the no action alternative, which represents the 

current condition, to determine resource impacts. In the absence of quantitative data, best 

professional judgment was used.  In general, impacts were determined through consultation and 

collaboration with a multidisciplinary team of NPS, local, state, and federal agencies, and 

professional staff.  Regulatory agency consultation with the USFWS, and other existing data 

sources such as the State Historic Preservation Officer, technical studies, and park planning 

documents were also used to assess the potential impact of each alternative.  

Potential impacts of all alternatives are described in terms of type (beneficial or adverse); 

context; duration (short- or long-term); and (for adverse impacts) intensity (negligible, minor, 

moderate, major). Definitions of these descriptors include: 

Beneficial: A positive change in the condition or appearance of the resource or a change 

that moves the resource toward a desired condition.  

Adverse: A change that declines, degrades, and/or moves the resource away from a 

desired condition or detracts from its appearance or condition.  

Context: Context is the affected environment within which an impact would occur, such 

as local, park-wide, regional, global, affected interests, society as whole, or any 

combination of these. Context is variable and depends on the circumstances involved 

with each impact topic. As such, the impact analysis determines the context, not visa-

versa. 

Duration: The duration of the effect is described as short-term or long-term. Duration is 

variable with each impact topic; therefore, definitions related to each impact topic are 

provided in the specific impact analysis narrative.  
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Intensity: Because definitions of impact intensity (negligible, minor, moderate, and 

major) vary by impact topic, intensity definitions are provided separately for each impact 

topic analyzed. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

NEPA regulations require an assessment of cumulative impacts in the decision-making process 

for federal projects.  Cumulative impacts are defined as “the impact on the environment which 

results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 

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

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

individually minor but collectively moderate or major actions that take place over a period of 

time. 

There are no other projects planned or known in the study area or within the immediate vicinity 

of the proposed action, including any actions on properties owned or managed by the NPS, the 

District, and National Zoo.  Therefore, no projects were identified that would be considered as 

contributing to the cumulative impacts on the resources analyzed in this EA.  The project 

involves construction activities only on the 2.5 acre parcel and would not impact the surrounding 

land.   

IMPAIRMENT ANALYSIS 

The NPS Management Policies 2006 requires an analysis of potential effects to determine 

whether or not actions would impact park resources, but also to determine whether those actions 

would impair park resources.  The fundamental purpose of the national park system, as 

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 to minimize to the greatest degree practicable, adversely impacting park 

resources and values.  

These laws give the NPS the 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 the NPS the management discretion to allow certain impacts within a park system unit, that 
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discretion is limited by the statutory requirement that the agency must leave park resources and 

values unimpaired, unless a particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise.  

The impairment that is prohibited by the Organic Act and the General Authorities Act is an 

impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, would harm the 

integrity of park resources or values, including the opportunities that otherwise would be present 

for the enjoyment of those resources or values.  Whether an impact meets this definition depends 

on the particular resources and values that would be affected; the severity, duration, and timing 

of the impact; the direct and indirect effects of the impact; and the cumulative effects of the 

impact in question and other impacts.  An impact to any park resource or value may constitute an 

impairment, but an impact would be more likely to constitute an impairment to the extent that it 

has a major or severe adverse effect upon 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 park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS 

planning documents. 

Impairment may result from NPS activities in managing the park, visitor activities, or activities 

undertaken by concessioners, contractors, and others operating in the park.  

An impairment determination is included in the conclusion statement for all impact topics related 

to all Rock Creek Park natural and cultural resources and values.  

STUDY AREA 

The geographic study area for all impact topics is the area within the 2.5 acre boundary of the 

slope and any area required for construction staging.  It is expected that construction activities 

would not occur outside this boundary.  
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SOILS 

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 

For soils, potential impacts were assessed based on limitations associated with the soils and the 

extent of disturbance to topography and soils.  Impact analysis and the conclusions for possible 

impacts to the resources were based on on-site inspection of known and potential resources 

within the study area, review of existing literature, soil maps, and information provided by the 

NPS and other agencies. 

IMPACT THRESHOLDS 

The following thresholds were used to determine the magnitude of adverse impacts on soil 

resources: 

Negligible: The action would result in a change to soils, but the change would be so small 

that it would not be of any measurable or perceptible consequence. 

Minor: The action would result in impacts to soils, but the change would be small and 

localized and of little consequence. Mitigation would be needed to offset 

adverse impacts and would be relatively simple to implement and would 

likely be successful. 

Moderate: The action could result in a change to soils; the change would be measurable 

and of consequence. Mitigation measures would be necessary to offset 

adverse impacts and would likely be successful. 

Major:  The action would result in a noticeable change to soils; the change would be 

measurable and result in a severely adverse impact. Mitigation measures 

necessary to offset adverse impacts would be needed, extensive, and their 

success would not be guaranteed. 

Duration: Short-term impact to soils would last less than one year; long-term impacts to 

soils would last longer than one year. 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE A – NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Analysis.  Under the no action alternative, stormwater issues would continue to cause erosion on 

the slope.  There would be no temporary fencing, rip-rap, or placement of topsoil, beyond the 
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current NPS maintenance practices.  The use of unmaintained social trails would continue to 

compact soil.  Compacted soils can reduce water infiltration rates, allowing for greater 

stormwater runoff.  Under this alternative, because of the continued erosion and the fact that the 

entire 2.5 acre site would continue to be susceptible to erosion, adverse impacts to soils would be 

long-term and moderate.   

Cumulative Impacts.  No impacts are projected under the no action alternative, as there are no 

related projects that would have any direct or indirect cumulative impacts to soil.  

Conclusion.  Implementation of the no action alternative would result in moderate, adverse, 

long-term direct, impacts to soils in the study area due to the continued erosion of soils as a 

result of poor stormwater management uphill from the site.  There would be no adverse or 

beneficial cumulative impacts related to soil.  Based on this impact analysis, the no action 

alternative is not likely to result in any impacts that would constitute impairment of soils. 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B – SLOPE STABILIZATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Analysis.  Under alternative B, the park would address the erosion occurring on the slope.  

Portions of the slope would be covered in topsoil in order to encapsulate the below ground 

resources within this section of the park.  A temporary fence would be installed for a period of 

18 months to two years to restrict the formation of social trails through the project area, resulting 

in very localized negligible soils disturbance.  Construction equipment may be used in bringing 

in topsoil, but would remain on the plateau at the top of the slope.  Since the project site is larger 

than one acre, the use of erosion containment controls such as silt fencing and sediment traps to 

contain sediment on site would be required (USEPA 2005).  Downed logs would be anchored to 

the slope in areas where topsoil is applied to hold the topsoil in place.  Rip-rap protection and 

coconut logs would be used to divert stormwater runoff away from sensitive resources.  All 

exposed soil would be replanted with native groundcover vegetation to stabilize the soils.  As a 

result, there would be beneficial impacts to soils under alternative B. 

Cumulative Impacts.  No impacts are projected under alternative B, as there are no related 

projects that would have any direct or indirect cumulative impacts to soil. 

Conclusion.  Implementation of alternative B would result in beneficial impacts to soils from the 

increased stability resulting from the topsoil and replanting of the slope.  There would be no 
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cumulative impacts to soils.  Based on this impact analysis, alternative B is not likely to result in 

any impacts that would constitute impairment of soils. 

VEGETATION 

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 

Available information on vegetation and vegetative communities occurring at the project site was 

compiled and reviewed.  Vegetation species observed during field studies were also documented.  

Predictions about short- and long-term project impacts on vegetation were based on general 

characteristics and proposed encroachment into vegetated areas associated with the stabilization 

and maintenance of the slope and professional judgment.  

IMPACT THRESHOLDS  

The following thresholds were used to determine the magnitude of adverse effects on vegetation: 

Negligible:  Individual native plants may occasionally be affected, but measurable or 

perceptible changes in plant community size, integrity, or continuity would 

not occur.  

Minor:  Effects on native plants would be measurable or perceptible, but would affect 

a small area.  The viability of the plant community would not be affected and 

the community, if left alone, would recover.  

Moderate:  A change would occur over a relatively large area in the native plant 

community that would be readily measurable in terms of abundance, 

distribution, quantity, or quality.  Mitigation measures would probably be 

necessary to offset adverse effects and would likely be successful.  

Major:  Effects on native plant communities would be readily apparent, and would 

substantially change vegetation community types over a large area in and out 

of the park.  Extensive mitigation would be needed to offset adverse effects, 

and its success would not be assured. 

Duration: Short-term impacts would occur during all or part of alternative 

implementation; long-term impacts would extend beyond implementation of 

the alternative. 
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IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE A – NO ACTION 

Analysis.  Alternative A would result in continued erosion at the slope drainageways that could 

result in the loss of vegetation over time.  The vegetation within the project area would continue 

to experience adverse impacts from damaged cause by use of the existing social trails.  There 

would be no change to existing trees located within the site.  Long-term, adverse impacts to 

vegetation would be expected under alternative A, but would be considered minor since they do 

not occur over a large area and the viability of the plant community would not be affected.   

Cumulative Impacts.  No impacts are projected under the no action alternative, as there are no 

related projects that would have any direct or indirect cumulative impacts on vegetation. 

Conclusion.  Continued erosion and social paths along the slope could cause the loss of 

vegetation over time and result in long-term minor adverse impacts.  There would be no 

cumulative impacts to vegetation.  Based on this impact analysis, the no action alternative is not 

likely to result in any impacts that would constitute impairment of vegetation. 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B – SLOPE STABILIZATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Analysis.  Under alternative B, portions of the project area would be covered in topsoil and 

revegetated.  No trees would be removed as a result of alternative B.  Areas covered in topsoil 

would be replanted with native vegetation appropriate for the area, as identified by the park 

vegetation management plan.  Although the removal and management of exotic invasive species 

is currently being implemented at many locations in the park, several exotic species still occur 

within the project.  Native species would not be avoided during the placement of soil, which may 

result in short-term, adverse impacts to vegetation on the slope, however, the site is 

predominately invasive species at the herbaceous layer, therefore the impact would be negligible.  

Replanting disturbed areas with native vegetation and implementation and maintenance of 

erosion and sediment control practices would reduce potential for the spread of exotic invasive 

species in the project area.  To prevent exotics from being replanted, construction personnel 

should powerwash all construction vehicles and equipment prior to initial arrival at the project 

site to remove seed and plant material. The planting of native species would result in beneficial 

impacts for vegetation due to the reduction of invasive species.   
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Cumulative Impacts.  No impacts are projected under alternative B, as there are no related 

projects that would have any direct or indirect cumulative impacts on vegetation. 

Conclusion. Removal of invasive species within portions of the project area and the planting of 

native species would result in beneficial impacts.  There would be short-term, negligible, adverse 

impacts to vegetation during construction.  There would be no cumulative impacts to vegetation. 

Based on this impact analysis, alternative B is not likely to result in any impacts that would 

constitute impairment of vegetation. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

GUIDING REGULATIONS AND POLICIES 

Federal actions that have the potential to affect cultural resources are subject to a variety of laws 

and regulations.  The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, is the principal 

legislative authority for managing cultural resources associated with NPS projects.  Generally, 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires all federal agencies to 

consider the effects of their actions on cultural resources listed and/or determined eligible for 

listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Such resources are termed “historic 

properties.”  Agreement on mitigation of adverse effects to historic properties is reached through 

consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO); Tribal Historic Preservation 

Officer (THPO), if applicable; and, as required, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

(Advisory Council).  In addition, the NHPA requires that federal agencies take actions to 

minimize harm to historic properties that would be adversely affected by a federal undertaking.  

Among other things, Section 110 of the NHPA also charges federal agencies with the 

responsibility for establishing preservation programs for the identification, evaluation, and 

nomination of historic properties to the NRHP.  

Other important laws and regulations designed to protect cultural resources are: 

• Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), 1990  

• American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA), 1978 

• National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 1969 

• Archeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA), 1979 



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

STABILIZATION AND MAINTENANCE OF SLOPE  43 

• Executive Order 11593 Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, 1971 

In addition, the NPS is charged with the protection and management of cultural resources in its 

custody.  This is furthered through the implementation of Director’s Order #28: Cultural 

Resources Management Guidelines (NPS 1998), NPS Management Policies (NPS 2001b), and 

the 2008 Servicewide Programmatic Agreement with the Advisory Council and the National 

Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers.  These documents charge NPS managers 

with avoiding, or minimizing to the greatest degree practicable, adverse impacts on park 

resources and values.  Although the NPS has the discretion to allow certain impacts in parks, that 

discretion is limited by the statutory requirement that park resources and values remain 

unimpaired, unless a specific law directly provides otherwise. 

GENERAL METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 

The NPS categorizes cultural resources by the following categories: archeological resources, 

cultural landscapes, historic districts and structures, museum objects, and ethnographic 

resources.  As noted in “Issues and Impact Topics” of the “Purpose and Need” chapter, only 

impacts to archeological resources and cultural landscapes are of potential concern for this 

project.  Because of the interdisciplinary character of cultural resources, ethnographic and 

archeological resources are considered as a single impact topic as are cultural landscapes and 

historic districts and structures.  There would be no impacts to museum objects. 

The analyses of effects on cultural resources that are presented in this section respond to the 

requirements of both NEPA and Section 106 of the NHPA.  In accordance with the Advisory 

Council’s regulations implementing Section 106 (36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic 

Properties), impacts on cultural resources were identified and evaluated by (1) determining the 

Area of Potential Effects (APE); (2) identifying cultural resources present in the APE that are 

either listed in or eligible to be listed in the NRHP (i.e., historic properties); (3) applying the 

criteria of adverse effect to affected historic properties; and (4) considering ways to avoid, 

minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. 

Under the implementing regulations for Section 106, a determination of either adverse effect or 

no adverse effect must also be made for affected historic properties.  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 (for example, diminishing the integrity of the resource’s 
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location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association). Adverse effects also 

include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the proposal that would occur later in time, be 

farther removed in distance, or be cumulative (36 CFR 800.5).  A determination of no adverse 

effect means there is either no effect or that the effect would not diminish, in any way, the 

characteristics of the cultural resource that qualify it for inclusion in the National Register. 

CEQ regulations and the NPS Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis and 

Decision-making (Director’s Order 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.  Cultural resources are non-renewable 

resources and adverse effects generally consume, diminish, or destroy the original historic 

materials or form, resulting in a loss in the integrity of the resource that can never be recovered.  

Therefore, although actions determined to have an adverse effect under Section 106 may be 

mitigated, the effect remains adverse. 

The NPS guidance for evaluating impacts (Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision Making) (NPS 2001a) requires that impact 

assessment be scientific, accurate, and quantified to the extent possible.  For cultural resources, it 

is seldom possible to measure impacts in quantifiable terms; therefore impact thresholds must 

rely heavily on the professional judgment of resource experts. 

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) considered for this study includes the entire section of the 

hillside where the proposed stabilization and maintenance activities would occur as well as 

immediately adjacent areas that are visible from this hillside.     

ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 

As archeological resources exist essentially in subsurface contexts, potential impacts to 

archeological resources are assessed according to the extent to which the proposed alternatives 

would involve ground-disturbing activities such as excavation or grading.  Analysis of possible 
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impacts to archeological resources was based on a review of previous archeological studies, 

consideration of the proposed design concepts, and other information provided by the NPS. 

IMPACT THRESHOLDS  

Impacts to archeological resources occur when the proposed alternative results in whole or 

partial destruction of the resource, which is termed a loss of integrity in the context of Section 

106. Impact thresholds for archeological resources consider both the extent to which the 

proposed alternative results in a loss of integrity and the degree to which these losses can be 

compensated by mitigating activities, such as preservation or archeological data recovery.  The 

process begins with assessment of a resource according to its eligibility for the NRHP, as only 

sites considered significant enough for listing in the NRHP are protected by federal regulations.  

Under federal guidelines, resources are eligible for the NRHP if they possess integrity and they 

meet one or more of the criteria of eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP.  Most archeological 

resources found eligible for the NRHP significant under criterion D because they have the 

potential to provide important information about the history or prehistory.  However, in some 

circumstances, archeological resources might be found significant because (i) they are associated 

with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history (NRHP 

criterion A), or (ii) because they are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past 

(NRHP criterion B), or (iii) because they the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 

method of construction (NRHP criterion C).  Criterion A can encompass ongoing “events,” such 

as “the ongoing participation of an ethnic or social group in area’s history, reflected in a 

neighborhood’s streetscapes, or patterns of social activity.”  The Colored Union Benevolent 

Association cemetery served as the burial place for thousands of African Americans, and some 

African Americans from Washington and beyond visit the site.  Many local African Americans 

have expressed interest in preserving this memorial to their ancestors and the site may soon be 

part of the Washington, the District’s African American Heritage Trail. 

For purposes of analyzing impacts to archeological resources, thresholds of change for the 

intensity of an adverse impact are based on the foreseeable loss of integrity.  All of these 

discussions consider only the direct impacts of construction, because operation of the facilities 

should have no ground disturbance activities and no additional effect on archeological resources 
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under any of the alternatives under consideration.  All impacts are considered long-term (e.g., 

lasting longer than the period of construction).  

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: Disturbance of a site(s) results in little, if any, loss of integrity.  For purposes 

of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect. 

Moderate: Disturbance of a site(s) results in loss of integrity to the extent that there is a 

partial loss of the character-defining features and information potential that 

form the basis of the site’s NRHP eligibility.  Mitigation is accomplished by a 

combination of archeological data recovery and in place preservation.  The 

determination of effect for Section 106 would be adverse effect.  

Major: Disturbance of a site(s) results in loss of integrity to the extent that it is no 

longer eligible for the NRHP.  Its character-defining features and information 

potential are lost to the extent that archeological data recovery is the primary 

form of mitigation.  The determination of effect for Section 106 would be 

adverse effect.  

Duration:  All impacts to archeological resources are considered long-term. 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE A – NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Analysis.  Under the no action alternative, there would be long-term adverse impacts to 

archeological resources as a result of continuing erosion.  Without stabilization, erosion of the 

slope would continue.  The resource has already been impacted by erosion to a moderate level, 

so there is currently an adverse effect on the resource.  Continuing erosion that is anticipated 

under the no action alternative would result in additional adverse effects at a moderate level of 

intensity. 

Cumulative Impacts.  No impacts are projected under the no action alternative, as there are no 

related projects that would have any direct or indirect cumulative impacts on archeological 

resources. 
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Conclusion.  Implementation of the no action alternative could result in direct minor to 

moderate, long-term adverse effects to archeological resources in the study area.  Cumulative 

effects of the no action alternative on archeological resources would not occur.  Based on this 

impact analysis, the no action alternative is not likely to result in any impacts that could 

constitute impairment of archeological resources. 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B – STABILIZATION AND MAINTENANCE OF SLOPE (NPS 
PREFERRED) 
Analysis.  Under alternative B, the park would address the erosion occurring on the slope.  

Portions of the slope would be covered in topsoil in order to encapsulate the below ground 

resources within this section of the park.  In order to prevent future soil erosion, NPS would 

plant native ground cover vegetation to stabilize the soils.  A temporary fence would be installed 

for a period of 18 months to two years to restrict the formation of social trails through the project 

area. Possible adverse effects to archeological resources could result from ground disturbing 

activities associated with filling and planting on the slope.  These would be mitigated by a 

program of archeological monitoring of construction.  Considering the impacts of the 

construction work and the benefits of preventing future erosion, the overall impact to 

archeological resources would be beneficial impacts (no adverse effect under Section 106).   

Cumulative Impacts.  No impacts are projected under alternative B, as there are no related 

projects that would have any direct or indirect cumulative impacts on archeological resources. 

Conclusion.  Activities associated with the implementation of alternative B that would require 

subsurface excavation or ground disturbing activities could have negligible impacts (no adverse 

effect under Section 106) to archeological resources.  Any potential impacts would be mitigated 

through archeological documentation that would be completed during monitoring of 

construction.  There would also be a direct, long-term impact to archeological resources that 

would result from the stabilization of the slope, so the overall impact of alternative B would be 

beneficial in character.  Based on this impact analysis, alternative B is not likely to result in any 

impacts that would constitute impairment of archeological resources. 
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CULTURAL LANDSCAPES 

IMPACT THRESHOLDS 

In order for a cultural landscape to be listed on the NRHP, it must possess significance (the 

meaning or value ascribed to the landscape) and have integrity of those features necessary to 

convey its significance.  Character-defining features of a cultural landscape may include spatial 

organization and land patterns; topography; vegetation; circulation patterns; water features; and 

structures/buildings, site furnishings, and objects (see The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 

for the Treatment of Historic Properties and the Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural 

Landscapes 1996).  For purposes of analyzing potential impacts to cultural landscapes, the 

thresholds of change for the intensity of an adverse impact are defined as follows: 

Negligible: The impact is at the lowest level of detection with neither adverse nor 

beneficial consequences.  For purposes of Section 106, the determination of 

effect would be no adverse effect. 

Minor: Alteration of a pattern(s) or feature(s) of the cultural landscape listed on or 

eligible for the NRHP would not diminish the integrity of a character-defining 

feature(s) or the overall integrity of the landscape.  For purposes of Section 

106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect. 

Moderate:  The impact would alter a character-defining feature(s) of the cultural 

landscape and diminish the integrity of that feature(s) of the landscape.  For 

purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse effect. 

Major: The impact would alter a character-defining feature(s) of the cultural 

landscape and severely diminish the integrity of that feature(s) and the overall 

integrity of the historic property.  For purposes of Section 106, the 

determination of effect would be adverse effect. 

Duration: Short-term impacts would last for the duration of construction activities 

associated with the proposed alternative; long-term impacts would last beyond 

the construction activities. 
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IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE A – NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE  

Analysis.  Under the no action alternative, the slope will remain as it is, and erosion will 

continue.  Since this eroded hillside is not readily visible from the Rock Creek and Potomac 

Parkway or the Duke Ellington Bridge, this would have a negligible impact on the cultural 

landscape. 

Cumulative Impacts.  No impacts are projected under the no action alternative, as there are no 

related projects that would have any direct or indirect cumulative impacts on the cultural 

landscape. 

Conclusion.  Impacts to the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway’s cultural landscape resulting 

from the no action alternative would be negligible, and there would be no cumulative impacts.  

Based on this impact analysis, the no action alternative would not result in any impacts that 

would constitute impairment of the cultural landscape (no adverse effect under Section 106). 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B – STABILIZATION AND MAINTENANCE OF SLOPE (NPS 
PREFERRED) 
Analysis.  Stabilization and maintenance of the slope would have a negligible impact on the 

cultural landscape of the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway.  Although the study area is visible 

from the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway, the eroded portions of the slope and areas of 

construction are not readily visible from the road, and the plantings would be in character with 

the existing vegetation. 

Cumulative Impacts.  No impacts are projected under alternative B, as there are no related 

projects that would have any direct or indirect cumulative impacts on the cultural landscape. 

Conclusion.  Impacts to the cultural landscape of the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway would 

be negligible, and there would be no cumulative impacts.  Based on this impact analysis, 

Alternative B would not result in any impacts that would constitute impairment of the cultural 

landscape (no adverse effect under Section 106). 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

Coordination with state and federal agencies was conducted during the NEPA process to identify 

issues and/or concerns related to natural and cultural resources within Rock Creek Park. 

All consultations with the State Historic Preservation Officer, as mandated in Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, are occurring as part of the development of this EA.  

The project area is within the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway, which is a listed Historic 

District. NPS began consultation with the District’s State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 

in August 2009.  A response was received on September 30, 2009 that discussed the cultural 

resources in the area, including concern about the treatment of the below ground resources on the 

site.  The SHPO stated they looked forward to reviewing the completed EA to assist the NPS in 

assessing any effects that may result from implementation of the proposed action.  This EA 

includes an Assessment of Effect under Section 106 of the NHPA in the “Environmental 

Consequences” section under “Cultural Resources” and a copy of this EA will be sent to the 

SHPO to complete Section 106 compliance.   

In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, in August 2009 a letter was 

sent by NPS to solicit comments from the USFWS confirming there are no threatened or 

endangered (T&E) species within the project area.  No response has been received.  In August 

2009, a letter was also sent to the District’s Department of Environment to solicit comments and 

to receive concurrence that there are no species of greatest conservation need on the site.  No 

response has been received.     

To determine the scope of issues to be analyzed in depth in this EA, meetings were conducted 

with park staff and other parties associated with preparing this document. Park staff met 

separately with the District’s SHPO, representatives of the Kalorama Citizens Association, 

Howard University, and Washington Parks and People in April 2009 to discuss the proposed 

project within the area.   

The letters sent to the District’s SHPO, USFWS, and the District’s Department of Environment 

are available in Appendix A.   
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APPENDIX A: CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

LETTERS 
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IJnited States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARKSER\TICE

National Capital Region
Rock Creek Park

3545 Williamsburg Lane, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20008,1207

AUG z8 2009

Mr. Bryan King
Assooíate Director, Fisheries and Wildlife
District Department of Environment
51 N Street, NE 6b Floor
Washington, D.C.20002 r

DearMr. King:

The National Park Service is an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Stabilization and
Maintenance of Slope The purpose of this letter is to obtain your
Department's commenis on and to requesfyour concurrence that there are no species of

A location map is enclosed that indicates the area of the proposedgreatest conservation need on the site.
projeqt

As we continue to pursue these plans, we have initiated an Environmental Assessment/ Assessment of
Effect (EA/AoE) to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. Currently, we are proposing to have the
EA/AoE available for public and regulatory review later this year. We welcome any initial comments
you may have regarding the projeot. Our intent is to address your agency's concems and incorporate any
recommendations into the planning process at the earliest possible time.

The National Park Service would appreciate any initial input you may have on the existence of species of
greatest conservation need in the area of the Proposed Action. The NPS does not anticipate any impacts
to any Federal protected species as a result ofthe Proposed Action. If you need any additional
information or should you have any questions regarding this project, please feel free to contact me on
202-895-6000.

Adrienne A. Coleman
Superintendent, Rock' Creek Park

Bnclosure

bcc:
Bcc:
ROCR-SMoffett
NPS-NCR-SPotter
rocr.files.H3015

I I

H301s(NCA-ROCR)

The slope at Rock Creek Park



IN REPLYREFERTO:

United States Department of the Interior
NAIIONAL PART(SERVICB

National Capital Region
Rock Creek Park

3545 Williamsburg Lane, N.W.

l{ashington, D.C. 20008-I207

ãnd Wildlife Coordination Act. as

r federallv-listed threater8d or'

H301s (NCA-ROCR)

AUG zB 2009

Leopoldo Miranda, Supervisor
U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
1,77 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, Maryland 21 401

Dear Mr. Miranda: i

The National Park Service is preparing an Environmental Assessment for the Stabilization and
Maintenance of Slope The purpose of this letter is to
obtain your comments on this project puisuánt to
amended, and to request your concuffence that there are no federally-listed threatenëd or

'endangered species on the site. A location map is enclosed that indicates the area of the
'proposed project.

The slope at R.ock C¡çþf;ark'
embankmenl

tolal arca of the project is approximately 2.5

This letter selves as notification that we have begun the National Environmental Policy Act
compliance process and are proposing to have an Environmental Assessment available for public
and regulatory review later this year. This letter also serves as a record that the National Park
Service is initiating informal consultation with your agency pursuant to the requirements of the
L973 Endangered Species Act, as amended, and National Park Service Management Policies
2006. As part of the scoping for this project, we request any information regarding listed or
proposed threatened or endangered species or critical habitats that might occur in the project
vicinity, and any special management considerations for such species. The project area is
depicted on the enclosed Silver Spring, Maryland U.S. Geological Survey Quadrangle. We have
also reviewed file information from your agency's web site. We welcome any initial comments
you may have regarding the project. Our intent is to address your agency's concerns and
incorporate any recommendations into the planning process at the earliest possible tirne.



If you need additional information or should you have any questions regarding this project,
please feel free to contact me on 202-895-6000.

Adrienne A. Coleman
Superintendent, Rock Creek Park

Enclosure

Bcc:
ROCR-SMoffett
rocr.files.H3015


