
 



 

 

   
March 4, 2005 

Dear Friends of Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania Battlefields Memorial National Military Park: 

Enclosed is the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the County of Spotsylvania – Department of 
Public Utilities’ Brock Road Water Main Improvements Project. This document has been prepared by 
the National Park Service (NPS), in cooperation with the County of Spotsylvania – Department of 
Public Utilities (County). The County is proposing to construct a 16-inch water main to connect the 
existing water mains located at the intersections of Brock Road (Route 613) / Judiciary Drive and 
Route 627 / Brock Road (Route 613). By connecting these two existing dead-end water mains, a 
looped system would be formed to create a connected and more efficient County-wide water system.  
In addition, this looped water system would connect an existing 16-inch water main at the Ni Water 
Treatment Plant on Route 627 to the 8-inch water line on Route 613 eliminating the single feeds to 
the Lake Acres area on Route 627 and the Spotsylvania County Courthouse area.  The proposed 
action will complete the Ni River Water Treatment Plant – Courthouse Loop, as described in the 
“Spotsylvania County Revisions to Water/Sewer Master Plan for Courthouse Area,” dated April of 
1999. 

In addition to creating a more efficient County-wide water system, this proposed water main will 
provide a solution for the NPS to improve the existing degraded water quality at the Fredericksburg 
and Spotsylvania National Military Park (FSNMP), Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter.  
Completion of this project will greatly benefit the NPS by not only providing a solution to existing 
water quality issues at the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter but will also provide a fire 
protection connection for the park. 

Six alternatives were considered as part of this proposed system improvements project and are briefly 
described below: 

1. The No Action Alternative would leave the system in the current configuration and 
continue the present management action, operations, and conditions of the existing 
utility infrastructure.   

2. The Brock Road Alternative includes the construction of a 16-inch water main 
(buried within the ditch line of the Virginia Department of Transportation [VDOT] 
right-of-way [ROW] of Brock Road [Route 613]) connecting to existing water mains 
located at the intersections of Brock Road (Route 613) / Judiciary Drive and Route 
627 / Brock Road (Route 613).  The total project length consists of approximately 
11,340 feet of new pipe, of which approximately 5,000 feet will be located on 
FSNMP property.   

3. New water supply reservoir located near the Po River:  Two locations were 
considered as part of this alternative, the Po Reservoir Upstream of Route 648 and 
the Po Reservoir Upstream of Route 208.  This alternative, regardless of the location 



 

 

chosen, includes the construction of an approximately 5 million gallon per day (mgd) 

or larger reservoir and associated dam structure. 

4. New Well at the Spotsylvania County Courthouse:  Includes the construction of a 

new groundwater well to serve as a public water source for Spotsylvania County.   

5. The Brock Road Centerline Alternative includes the construction of a 16-inch water 

main (buried along the centerline of existing Brock Road [Route 631]) connecting to 

the existing water mains located at the intersections of Brock Road (Route 613) / 

Judiciary Drive and the intersection of Route 627 / Brock Road (Route 613).  The 

total project length consists of approximately 11,340 feet of new pipe, of which 

approximately 1,400 feet will be located on FSNMP property.     

6. The Brock Road Park By-pass Alternative includes the construction of a 16-inch 

water main buried within the ditch line of the VDOT ROW for Route 608 before 

turning north through easements to Hancock Road.  From Hancock Road the 

alternative would then proceed onto Brock Road (Route 613) connecting to the 

existing water main located at the intersection of Route 627 and Brock Road (Route 

613). The total project length consists of approximately 26,800 feet of which no 

portion is located on FSNMP property. 

We are providing this EA for public review and comment. The public comment period closes 60 

calendar days after the date at the top of this letter. If you wish to comment on the EA, you may mail 

comments to the name and address below. Our practice is to make comments, including names and 

home addresses of respondents, available for public review during regular business hours. Individual 

respondents may request that we withhold their name and/or home address from the record, which we 

will honor to the extent allowable by law. If you wish us to withhold your name and/or address, 

you must state this prominently at the beginning of your comment. We will make all submissions 

from organizations, businesses, and individuals identifying themselves as representatives / officials of 

organizations / businesses available for public inspection in their entirety. 

Please address your comments to: 

Superintendent 

Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania National Military Park 

120 Chatham Lane 

Fredericksburg, VA 22405-2508 

 

Comments submitted via electronic mail may be addressed to gregg_kneipp@nps.gov. 

Sincerely, 

/S/ Russell P. Smith 

 

Russell P. Smith 

Superintendent 
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March 4, 2005 
 
Proposed Action: 

The County of Spotsylvania – Department of Public Utilities (County) in cooperation with the 
National Park Service (NPS) is proposing to construct a 16-inch water main in Spotsylvania County, 
Virginia connecting the existing water mains located at the intersections of Brock Road (Route 613) / 
Judiciary Drive and Route 627 / Brock Road (Route 613) to create a connected and more efficient 
County-wide water system.  In addition, this looped water system would connect an existing 16-inch 
water main at the Ni Water Treatment Plant on Route 627 to the 8-inch water line on Route 613, 
eliminating the single feeds to the Lake Acres area on Route 627 and the Spotsylvania County 
Courthouse area.   

This proposed water main would provide a solution for the NPS to improve the existing degraded 
water quality at the Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania National Military Park (FSNMP), Spotsylvania 
Battlefield Exhibit Shelter.  Completion of this project will greatly benefit the NPS by not only 
providing a solution to the existing water quality issues at the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter 
but will also provide a fire protection connection for the park. 

For Further Information Contact: 

Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania National Military Park 
120 Chatham Lane 
Fredericksburg, VA 22405-2508 

Note to Reviewers and Respondents: 

If you wish to comment on the Environmental Assessment (EA), you may mail comments to the 
name and address below. Please note that names and addresses of people who comment become part 
of the public record. If you wish for us to withhold your name and/or address, you must state this 
prominently at the beginning of your comment. We will make all submissions from organizations, 
businesses, and individuals identifying themselves as representatives / officials of organizations / 
businesses available for public inspection in their entirety. 

Superintendent 
Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania National Military Park 
120 Chatham Lane 
Fredericksburg, VA 22405-2508 
 

Comments submitted via electronic mail may be addressed to gregg_kneipp@nps.gov.
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1  
Introduction:  Purpose & Need 

1.1 Purpose and Need 
The County of Spotsylvania – Department of Public Utilities (County) in cooperation with the 
National Park Service (NPS) is proposing to construct a 16-inch water main in Spotsylvania County, 
Virginia that connects the existing water mains located at the intersections of Brock Road (Route 613) 
/ Judiciary Drive and Route 627 / Brock Road (Route 613) in order to create a connected and more 
efficient County-wide water system as outlined in the “Spotsylvania County Revisions to 
Water/Sewer Master Plan for Courthouse Area,” dated April of 1999. 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the impacts of an action alternative and no action on 
the natural, cultural, and human environment. This EA has been prepared in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended; regulations of the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR 1508.9); and NPS Director’s Order 12 (DO-12): 
Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-making. Compliance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 as amended (36 CFR 800) is 
being completed concurrently with this EA. 

There are three main purposes for a looped water distribution system:  
1. to improve hydraulic reliability, 
2. to improve fire flow hydraulics, and 
3. to improve water quality within a system. 

Hydraulic reliability in the existing branched system is low.  For example, if a water main break 
occurs between the water supply and the end user (i.e. residents), the system hydraulics is disrupted 
leaving all end users on the branch without water until proper repairs are completed.  The longer the 
branch, the less reliable that system is because there are more potential main break locations that may 
result in a water outage.  In a looped system, water can flow from either direction at any point in the 
loop and thus continue to supply water to the end users because the hydraulic pressure of the system 
causes the water to flow from the other direction of the loop.  Currently, the existing water main at 
Brock Road and Route 627 is the end of a long branch, and the existing main at Brock Road and 
Judiciary Drive is the end of another long branch.  In order to provide distribution system reliability 
concurrent with the level of development in the Lake Acres area and the Spotsylvania County 
Courthouse area, the ends of these two branches need to be connected.  Connecting the two existing 
branched dead-end water mains located at the intersections of Brock Road (Route 613) / Route 627 
and Brock Road (Route 613) / Judiciary Drive will create a connected and more efficient County-
wide water system to improve hydraulic reliability. 

Secondly, a looped system provides for improved fire flow hydraulics.  In emergencies, such as a fire, 
the demand for water may rise beyond the capacity of the distribution piping.  The County has 
determined that the Spotsylvania County Courthouse area and the Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania 
National Military Park (FSNMP) need improved fire flow hydraulics in order to provide for increased 
public safety and protection.   In the existing branched system, the fire flow demand is drawn through 
the single branch feeding the area, which is limited to the capacity of the distribution piping to convey 
it to the location of the emergency event.  In a looped system, the fire flow demand can be drawn 
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from two directions providing for better fire flow hydraulics and increased reliability of the 
distribution system during emergency events and provide for increased public safety within the 
Spotsylvania County Courthouse area.  Currently, the FSNMP has limited fire protection capabilities 
(i.e. tanker trucks only) since there is currently not a direct connection to the County’s water 
distribution system.  

Thirdly, a looped system provides for improved water quality.  In general, water quality in a 
distribution system degrades over time.  In a branched system, the resident at the end of the branch is 
the only outlet for the water in that branch.  When the demand is low, the residence time for the water 
may be longer than desired, resulting in “stale water.”  The larger the branches of a system, the more 
difficult it is to provide water quality at a consistent level.  In a looped distribution system, the water 
circulates more freely, greatly reducing the likelihood of long residence times.  The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has proposed draft regulations (Stage 2 Disinfectants and 
Disinfection Byproducts Rule) that will greatly increase the minimally accepted water quality 
throughout a distribution system.  When these federal rules are finalized, the ends of the two branches 
previously described will need to be looped to help prevent violation of safe drinking water quality 
requirements and provide a means of reliable, quality water service to the Spotsylvania Battlefield 
Exhibit Shelter and surrounding communities.  

In addition, this proposed water main would also provide a solution for the NPS to improve the 
existing degraded well water quality at the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter.  Completion of 
this project will greatly benefit the NPS by not only providing a solution for the existing degraded 
well water quality at the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter but will also provide a fire 
protection connection for the park and provide the most benefit to the NPS, visitors, and the local 
community while protecting the natural and cultural resources within the county. 

1.2 Project Background 

1.2.1 History and Significance of the Park 

Four major Civil War battles occurred in Spotsylvania County, Virginia and it was the Battle of 
Spotsylvania Courthouse (May 8-21, 1864) that marked the beginning of the fall of the Confederacy.  
On May 7, 1864, the Union Fifth Corps and the Confederate First Corps independently led the 
marches of their respective armies toward Spotsylvania Courthouse.  Because of its strategic 
importance at the intersection of Route 613 and Route 208 which controlled the shortest route to 
Richmond, Spotsylvania Courthouse was the scene of one of the bloodiest engagements of the war.   
This two-week battle was a series of combats along the Spotsylvania front, including 20 hours of the 
most intense hand-to-hand combat of the war during which the Union army ultimately seized the 
Confederate position.  This battle may have initiated a turning point in the war and allowed for 
eventual Union victory (FSNMP 2003).  

1.2.2 Project Study Area Description 

Spotsylvania County, Virginia is approximately halfway between Washington, D.C., and Richmond, 
Virginia, and covers an area of 263,040 acres, or about 411 square miles.  It is bordered by Stafford 
and Culpeper Counties on the north, along the Rappahannock and Rapidan Rivers; Caroline County 
on the east; Hanover and Louisa Counties on the south, along the North Anna River; and Orange 
County on the west.  The project study area (Figure 1) is comprised primarily of the FSNMP on the 
northeastern portions of the project area surrounded by privately held low-density single-family 
housing and farmland bordering the FSNMP boundary.  Preservation of archaeological resources 
beneath the existing Brock Road roadbed is a critical issue for the NPS due to the historic significance 



Brock Road Water Main Improvements Environmental Assessment 

 
Introduction: Purpose & Need  - 3 - 
 

of Brock Road within the County.  Natural resources such as the Po River and associated wetland 
systems are located within the southwestern portion of the project area. 

1.2.3 Relationship to Other Plans 

1.2.3.1 Spotsylvania County Water/Sewer Master Plan 
The Spotsylvania County Water/Sewer Master Plan completed in 1994 (1994 Master Plan) was 
intended to serve as a guide for planning, developing, and constructing water and sewer 
improvements and expansions.  Since the development of the 1994 Master Plan, significant changes 
in planning have occurred at the Spotsylvania Courthouse area of the County.  In 1997, Spotsylvania 
County adopted the Spotsylvania Courthouse Area Plan which defined the characteristics, natural 
resources, cultural resources, community facilities, economic development, transportation, housing, 
and land use goals and requirements for the Spotsylvania Courthouse area.   

In 1999, revisions were made to the 1994 Master Plan in anticipation of future growth in the 
Spotsylvania Courthouse area.  As part of those revisions, water distribution improvements were 
proposed to eliminate single-feed subdivisions within the Courthouse water distribution system, 
including the Ni Water Treatment Plant-Courthouse Loop.  The Ni Water Treatment Plant -
Courthouse Loop would connect an existing 16-inch water main at the Ni Water Treatment Plant on 
Route 627 to the 8-inch water line on Route 613, eliminating the single feeds to the Lake Acres area 
on Route 627 and the Courthouse area.  By completing the Ni Water Treatment Plant-Courthouse 
Loop, the Courthouse area would receive increased system reliability and fire flow reliability. 

1.2.3.2 General Management Plan 
The current FSNMP General Management Plan (GMP) was approved on August 28, 1986 (NPS 
1986), to direct management, use, and development of the park for the ensuing ten to fifteen years. It 
identifies the park’s mission as, “…to protect the historic resources associated with the four Civil War 
battles fought here, to convey the significance of these events in the continuum of history, to provide 
a setting for contemplation, and to inspire in the community and nation a commitment to preserve 
these places for future generations.”  Improvements to both the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit 
Shelter and fire protection for the park would be consistent with the park’s mission to promote and 
convey the significance of the events that occurred at the FSNMP to the general public. 

1.2.3.3 Resource Management Plan 
The Resource Management Plan (FSNMP 1999) outlines the park’s needs in both cultural and natural 
resource research and management. Identified needs related to the proposed action include providing 
a solution for the existing degraded well water quality at the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter 
and providing a fire protection connection for the park. 

1.3 Planning Issues 
Issues and concerns affecting this proposed action were identified from NPS planning efforts and 
input from environmental groups and state and federal agencies. Although many issues were 
recognized, the NPS has identified the following as the most important. 

1.3.1 Reliability 

The proposed water main would create a connected and more efficient County-wide water system 
allowing water to flow from either direction at any point in the loop and thus supply a consistent 
source of water to the end users due to the hydraulic pressure improvements of the system.   
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1.3.2 Water Quality 

This proposed water main will reduce the likelihood of long water residence times in accordance with 
the proposed EPA Stage 2 Disinfectants and Disinfection Byproducts Rule.  In addition, a solution for 
the NPS to improve the existing degraded well water quality at the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit 
Shelter would be achieved.   

1.3.3 Public Safety 

Fire protection connections are an important safety concern for both the County and the NPS.  The 
County has determined that the Spotsylvania County Courthouse area needs improved fire flow 
hydraulics in order to provide for increased public safety.  In addition, there are currently no sources 
of fire protection connections to serve the FSNMP.  The proposed loop system would provide a 
means of both increasing public safety for County residents and providing necessary fire protection 
for the park. 

1.3.4 Preservation and Protection of Resources 

Any proposed alignment must remain in the ditch line adjacent to the existing roadways to the 
greatest extent practicable to allow for the avoidance/minimization of cultural resources within the 
project area.  Preservation of archaeological resources beneath the existing Brock Road roadbed is a 
critical issue for the NPS due to the historic significance of Brock Road within the county.  The 
proposed action must be consistent with park’s mission to promote and convey the significance of the 
events that occurred at the FSNMP to the general public. 

1.4 Impact Topics 
Specific impact topics were developed to focus the discussion and to allow comparison of the 
environmental consequences of each proposed alternative. The impact topics were identified based on 
federal laws, regulations, and Executive Orders; NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000); NPS 
knowledge of resources; and site reconnaissance. The impact topics include: Public Safety, 
Socioeconomics, Natural and Physical Resources and Cultural Resources. A brief rationale for the 
selection of each impact topic is given below with more detailed discussions presented in “Chapter 3: 
Affected Environment.” 

1.4.1 Public Safety 

There are currently no sources of fire protection connections to serve the FSNMP and the County has 
determined that the Spotsylvania County Courthouse area needs improved fire flow hydraulics.  The 
proposed loop system would provide a means of both increasing public safety by providing adequate 
fire flow hydraulics for County residents and providing necessary fire protection for the park. 
Therefore, fire protection to improve public safety is considered as an impact topic. 

1.4.2 Socioeconomic Environment 

The proposed action would neither change local and regional land use nor appreciably impact local 
businesses or other agencies. Implementing the proposed action could provide a negligible beneficial 
impact to the economies of nearby Fredericksburg, as well as Spotsylvania County (e.g. minimal 
increases in employment opportunities for the construction workforce and revenues for local 
businesses and government generated from construction activities and workers). Any increase, 
however, would be temporary and negligible, lasting only as long as construction. However, since 
there is potential for induced development around the park as a result of enhancing the quality and 
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reliability of the water supply due to the installation of the water line through land which is currently 
privately owned farmland, the socioeconomic environment is considered as an impact topic. 

1.4.3 Natural and Physical Resources 

NEPA policy calls for an examination of the impacts on all components of the affected ecosystems. 
The NPS ensures that the environmental costs and benefits of the proposed action are fully evaluated 
before taking actions that may impact the natural, physical, and cultural resources of parks. 

1.4.3.1 Surface Water Quality 
The NPS Management Policies 2001 require protection of water quality consistent with the Clean 
Water Act.  Although, no streams will be impacted within park-owned land, the project study area 
contains surface waters associated with the Po River.  Because the proposed action involves ground-
disturbing activities, water quality is considered as an impact topic. 

1.4.3.2 Wetlands 
Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) and NPS 77-1: Wetland Protection requires an 
examination of impacts to wetlands within the project study area. There are jurisdictional wetlands 
located within the project study area; therefore, wetlands are considered as an impact topic. 

1.4.3.3 Floodplains 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) and NPS 77-2: Floodplain Management requires 
examination of impacts to floodplains within the project study area. The project study area is located 
within an area that is subject to normal flooding from 100-year flood events; therefore, floodplains 
are considered as an impact topic. 

1.4.4 Cultural Resources 

The NHPA, NEPA, NPS Organic Act (16 USC 1-4), NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000), 
NPS DO-12, and NPS DO-28: Cultural Resources Management Guideline require the consideration 
of impacts on cultural resources either listed in, or eligible to be listed in, the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). Cultural resources affected by the proposed action include archaeological 
resources and therefore cultural resources will be considered as an impact topic. 

1.4.4.1 Archaeological Resources 
Although the park lacks an archaeological overview and assessment, preliminary surveys have 
identified at least 85 archaeological sites within the park. The project area has not been surveyed for 
archaeological resources. Archaeological resources are therefore considered as an impact topic. 

1.5 Impact Topics Considered but Dismissed from Detailed 
Analysis 

The following impact topics and environmental considerations were identified but eliminated from 
further analysis because they do not apply to the proposed alternatives within the project area.  This 
means that these resources do not exist within the project area or that the resources exist but none of 
the alternatives would have any impact on them 
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1.5.1 Natural and Physical Resources 

1.5.1.1 Chesapeake Bay Considerations 
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas (CBPAs) are those areas that may contribute to the pollution of 
the Chesapeake Bay watershed. Such areas are divided into three categories: Resource Protection 
Areas, Resource Management Areas, and Intensely Developed Areas. Construction within these areas 
is limited and regulated to ensure that non-point source pollution is remediated and the proposed 
action does not lead to an increase in pollution. The project study area is within a CBPA, more 
specifically within the Resource Protection Areas and the Resource Management Areas of the Po 
River.  No violation of water quality standards are expected to result from the temporary increases in 
non-point source pollution produced during construction.  The proposed action will not cause 
permanent increases in non-point source pollution; therefore, this is dismissed as an impact topic.   

1.5.1.2 Soils and Topography 
The project study area is located near the transition between the Coastal Plain and Piedmont 
physiographic regions.  The geography of the area generally consists of gently rolling hills within the 
Piedmont Plateau comprised of a variety of soil types with varying characteristics. The proposed 
action involves only temporary ground-disturbing activities during construction.  There will be no 
conversion of soil to impermeable surface and disturbed areas will be returned to preexisting ground 
contours, proper erosion and sediment controls will be implemented, and areas will be stabilized with 
an appropriate seed mix. Therefore, soil and topography issues are dismissed as an impact topic.   

1.5.1.3 Vegetation 
NPS policy is to protect the components and processes of naturally occurring vegetative communities, 
including the natural abundance, diversity, and ecological integrity of plants (NPS 2000).  The 
majority of the project study area is comprised of privately owned farmlands, containing various 
“natural” grasses and harvestable crops. The remaining portion existing ROW and ditch lines consist 
of maintained grasses that are considered rural in characteristic and classified as a “natural” 
community type and other weedy species.  The vegetation associated with a maintained ROW 
comprising a mix of Bermuda (Cynodon dactylon) and fescue (Festuca spp.) grasses with wild onion 
(Allium canadense), white clover (Trifolium repens), and other weedy species.  

Temporary construction impacts to existing vegetative crops may occur within the farmland areas due 
to the installation of the water main. Tree clearing efforts and cover type conversion impacts are not 
anticipated; therefore, vegetation would not be impacted.  The proposed action will not alter existing 
vegetative communities; therefore, vegetation is dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.1.4 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 
A comprehensive inventory of wildlife species occupying the park does not exist. Basic assumptions 
of wildlife populations can be made for particular habitats based on species needs and preferences. 
The park’s Resource Management Plan (FSNMP 1999) cites the presence of those mammals and 
birds common in urban environments. 

White-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), flying squirrels (Glaucomys sabrinus), gray squirrels 
(Sciurus carolinensis), raccoons (Procyon lotor), opossums (Didelphis marsupialis), eastern 
cottontails (Sylvilagus floridanus), red foxes (Vulpes vulpes), meadow voles (Microtus 
pennsylvanicus), and a number of small mammals (shrews and rats) are terrestrial species that 
potentially occupy the mowed fields and pine/hardwood upland forests. 

Several species of reptiles and salamanders are likely occupants of the hardwood swamps, marshes, 
and ditches in the park, in addition to a variety of water-dependent snakes and turtles. Red spotted 
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newts (Notophthalmus viridescens), northern cricket frog (Acris crepitans), northern leopard frog 
(Rana pipiens), green frog (Rana clamitans), snapping turtle (Chelydra serpentine), and eastern 
painted turtle (Chrysemys picta) are likely occupants of upland deciduous and pine forests, grassy 
meadows, and brush piles. 

The park also contains important habitat for regional and migratory avifauna. The wetlands, open 
fields, and forested oak/pine complexes provide the diversity necessary to host a variety of passerines, 
buteos, accipiters, waterfowl, wading birds, and woodpeckers. As part of the Atlantic flyway, the park 
is useful for wintering and breeding migratory species such as waterfowl and neotropical birds that 
use the habitats at different times of the year. In addition, year-round residents such as crows, jays, 
wading birds, cardinals, and owls utilize habitats. 

No anticipated impacts to the existing wildlife and wildlife habitat are likely to occur since all 
construction would be within farmland or along the existing ROW, in previously disturbed, upland areas.  
No loss of wildlife habitat would occur.  Impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat are closely tied to 
changes in vegetation cover. There will be no change in vegetative communities; therefore, wildlife 
and wildlife habitat will not change and is dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.1.5 Geology 
According to current NPS data on the region’s geology, the proposed action would not impact 
geologic resources in the project area or elsewhere in the park.  Therefore, geology was considered 
but dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.1.6 Air Quality 
The 1963 Clean Air Act, as amended (42 USC 7401 et seq.), specifically Section 118 of the Clean Air 
Act, and NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000) requires parks to meet all federal, state, and 
local air pollution standards as well as address the need to analyze potential impacts to air quality 
during park planning.  Construction activities could result in temporarily increased vehicle exhaust 
and emissions. Overall, there could be a short-term, negligible degradation of local air quality; 
however, such impacts would be temporary, lasting only as long as construction. Therefore, air 
quality was considered but dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.1.7 Threatened, Endangered and Special Status Species 
The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) (VDGIF 2003), through the project 
scoping process, identified the likelihood of the occurrence of threatened, endangered, or special 
status species to inhabit the project area (see correspondence letter in Appendix A). These species 
include: 

 Dwarf wedgemussel (Alasmidonta heterodon) – federal threatened, state endangered 
 Cerulean warbler (Dendroica cerulean) – federal species of concern 
 Roanoke slabshell (Elliptio roanokensis) – federal and state species of concern 
 Small whorled pogonia (Isotria meleoloides) – federal threatened, state endangered 

In addition, through the project scoping process, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) noted that 
they expect no impacts to federally-listed or proposed species or designated critical habitat (FWS 
2003). None of the special status species were observed within the project study area, and no suitable 
habitat for species known in the area exists at any of the locations impacted by the project. The 
impact to special status species would be negligible; therefore, threatened, endangered, and special 
status species were dismissed as an impact topic. 
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1.5.1.8 Hazardous Materials 
A review of database sources for identifying permitted, or otherwise regulated and non-regulated 
hazardous materials and waste sites concluded that no hazardous materials, including asbestos 
containing material, lead-based paint, and petroleum storage tanks, were identified within the project 
area. Therefore, Hazardous Materials were considered but dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.1.9 Soundscapes and Noise 
In accordance with NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000) and NPS DO-47: Sound 
Preservation and Noise Management (NPS 2000), an important part of the NPS mission is the 
preservation of natural soundscapes associated with national park units. Natural soundscapes exist in 
the absence of human caused sound. The natural ambient soundscape is the aggregate of all the 
natural sounds that occur in park units together with the physical capacity for transmitting natural 
sounds. Based on the scope of the project and the surrounding residential development, there would 
be no basic change to soundscapes or noise. Therefore, soundscapes and noise were considered but 
dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.1.10 Lightscapes 
In accordance with NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000), the NPS strives to preserve natural 
ambient lightscapes, which are natural resources and values that exist in the absence of human caused 
light. The proposed action would not contribute to the existing sources of light pollution; therefore, 
lightscapes were considered but dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.2 Environmental Justice 

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 
agency missions by identifying and addressing the disproportionately high and/or adverse human 
health or environmental impacts of agency programs and policies on minorities and low-income 
populations and communities. Because the proposed action will be either in the existing VDOT ROW 
or on existing farmland, it would not have health or environmental impacts on minorities or low-
income populations or communities as defined in the EPA’s Draft Environmental Justice Guidance 
(July 1996).   Therefore, environmental justice was considered but dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.3 Visual Resources 

The evaluation of scenic resources, both the visual character and the quality of a viewshed, were 
considered. A viewshed comprises the limits of the visual environment associated with the proposed 
action. The proposed action will not impact the scenic quality of the park or the surrounding area 
since no above ground structures will be permitted within the NPS property; therefore, scenic 
resources were considered but dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.4 Cultural Resources 

1.5.4.1 Indian Trust Resources 
Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any anticipated impacts to Indian trust resources from a proposed 
project or action by Department of the Interior agencies be explicitly addressed in environmental 
documents. The federal Indian trust responsibility is a legally enforceable fiduciary obligation on the part 
of the United States to protect tribal lands, assets, resources, and treaty rights, and it represents a duty to 
carry out the mandates of federal law with respect to American Indian and Alaskan Native tribes. 
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There are no Indian trust resources in FSNMP. The lands comprising the park are not held in trust by 
the Secretary of the Interior for the benefit of Indians due to their status as Indians. Therefore, Indian 
trust resources were considered but dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.4.2 Historic Structures 
All of the park’s structures were recently surveyed during an update of its List of Classified 
Structures. This work evaluated 222 structures, nearly all of which are now listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and most of which are in fair condition and have good 
documentation. None of these structures are within the project area. Therefore, Historic Structures 
were considered but dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.4.3 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” (DO-28). There are no known ethnographic 
resources within the project area, and the proposed action would not preclude any traditionally 
associated group from using the site; therefore, Ethnographic Resources were considered but 
dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.4.4 Museum Objects 
The NPS defines a museum object as “a material thing possessing functional, aesthetic, cultural, 
symbolic, and/or scientific value, usually movable by nature or design. Museum objects include 
prehistoric and historic objects, artifacts, works of art, archival material, and natural history 
specimens that are part of a museum collection” (DO-28). This EA does not address preservation and 
protection standards and requirements for museum objects nor would the proposed action involve 
museum objects; therefore, museum objects were considered but dismissed as an impact topic. 

1.5.4.5 Cultural Landscapes 
As described by the NPS Cultural Resource Management Guidelines (DO-28), a cultural landscape is 
“a reflection of human adaptation and use of natural resources and is often expressed in the way land 
is organized and divided, patterns of settlement, land use, systems of circulation, and the types of 
structures that are built. The character of a cultural landscape is defined both by physical materials, 
such as roads, buildings, walls, and vegetation, and by use reflecting cultural values and traditions.”  
The park has neither a completed (Level II) cultural landscapes inventory nor a cultural landscape 
report for any areas within the park. However, the proposed action involves the burial of a waterline 
beneath the grade and ultimately will not be visible. Since above ground structures, such as hydrants, 
will not be required, cultural landscapes were considered but dismissed as an impact topic.  
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2 
Alternatives 

2.1 Introduction 
Alternatives for this proposed action were developed to improve hydraulic reliability, improve fire 
flow hydraulics within the FSNMP and throughout the surrounding Spotsylvania County Courthouse 
area, and improve water quality within the system.    

Evaluation of the existing water distribution system in Spotsylvania County (County of Spotsylvania, 
Spotsylvania County Water/Sewer Master Plan, Revisions 2002) and at FSNMP has revealed several 
system deficiencies such as: 

 Hydraulic reliability in the existing branched system is low since water supply is limited to 
end users if a water main break occurs.   Currently, the existing water main at Brock Road 
(Route 613) and Route 627 is the end of a large branch, and the existing main at Brock Road 
(Route 613) and Judiciary Drive is the end of another large branch.   

 In emergencies, such as a fire, the demand for water may rise beyond the capacity of the 
distribution piping.  In the existing branched system, the fire flow demand is drawn through 
the single branch feeding the area, which is limited to the capacity of the distribution piping 
to convey it to the location of the emergency event.   

 In the existing branched system, when the water demand is low, the residence time of the 
water in the system may be longer than desired making it difficult to provide water quality at 
a consistent level.   

 The County has determined that the Spotsylvania County Courthouse area needs improved 
fire flow hydraulics in order to provide for increased public safety.  In addition, there are 
currently no sources of fire protection connections to serve the FSNMP.   

 The Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter at FSNMP currently does not have an available 
water source due to degraded water quality issues at their existing well.   

The following sections describe the six alternatives that were evaluated as to whether they met the 
three main purposes for the proposed action.  The six alternatives (Figure 2) are: 

1. No Action Alternative 
2. Brock Road Alternative (NPS Preferred Alternative) 
3. New water supply reservoir located near the Po River 
4. New well at the Spotsylvania County Courthouse 
5. Brock Road Centerline Alternative 
6. Brock Road Park By-pass Alternative 

2.2 No Action Alternative 
It is important to note, that since 1981, no new utilities have been added to this project study area 
resulting in the several system deficiencies identified within the County-wide water system.  The No 
Action Alternative would continue the present management action, operations, and conditions of the 
existing utility infrastructure.  No new infrastructure would be constructed as part of this alternative; 
therefore, no new connections or upgrades would be provided.  The No Action Alternative would 
leave the system in the current branched configuration without a connection between the existing 
water mains located at Route 208 and Route 627.  The No Action Alternative provides no means for 
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improved hydraulic reliability, improved fire flow hydraulics, and water quality improvements within 
the current system. The No Action Alternative provides a basis for comparing the environmental 
consequences of the NPS Preferred Alternative.  Should the No Action Alternative be selected, the 
existing branched water distribution system will continue to not meet the needs of the NPS to provide 
improved water quality at the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter and a fire protection connection 
for the park.  The NPS would be required to install a new well water system in order to provide 
adequate supplies to the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter.  Overall, the existing degraded 
conditions of the current system would continue.   

In addition to the No Action Alternative, this EA analyzes one action alternative (Brock Road 
Alternative) for connecting the existing branched water mains. 

2.3 Alternatives Carried Forward 

2.3.1 Brock Road Alternative 

The Brock Road Alternative (Figure 2) includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried 
within the northern ditch line of the VDOT ROW of Brock Road (Figure 3) connecting to existing 
water mains located at the intersections of Brock Road (Route 613) / Judiciary Drive and Route 627 / 
Brock Road (Route 613).  The total project length consists of approximately 11,340 feet of new pipe, 
of which approximately 5,000 feet will be located on FSNMP property.  All construction would 
include related structures and facilities to be located beneath the grade within the VDOT ROW in the 
existing ditch line of the road a few feet off the pavement edge.  The existing grade would not be 
impacted and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions.  Once construction is 
completed, the proposed action ultimately will not be visible. No above ground structures, such as 
hydrants, will be permitted within the boundaries of the park. The Brock Road Alternative not only 
provides a solution for the identified system deficiencies for the hydraulic reliability, fire flow 
hydraulics, and water quality issues currently within the water distribution system but also meets all 
of the goals identified for the purpose and need of the project. 

The NPS has adopted the concept of sustainable design as a guiding principle of planning and 
development. The objectives of sustainability are to design projects to minimize adverse impacts on 
natural and cultural resources, to protect the environmental setting, to maintain and encourage 
biodiversity; to construct and retrofit facilities using energy-efficient materials and building 
techniques; to operate and maintain facilities to promote their sustainability; and to illustrate and 
promote conservation principles and practices through the sustainable design and ecologically 
sensitive use. Essentially, sustainability is living within the environment with the least impact on the 
environment. The NPS Preferred Alternative subscribes to and supports the practices of sustainable 
planning, design, and use of FSNMP. 

Minimal mitigation efforts would be required for the Brock Road Alternative since all construction 
activities, related structures, and facilities are to be located beneath the grade within the VDOT ROW 
in the existing ditch line of the road.  The existing ditch line is located just a few feet off the 
pavement edge, which minimizes potential disturbance to cultural and natural resources in the area. 

All disturbed areas would be seeded with either native warm-season or native cool-season grasses, 
where appropriate. The County, in conjunction with the NPS, would develop an erosion and 
sedimentation plan in accordance with specific concerns of the individual site in compliance with 
Virginia regulations to be implemented by the contractor.  No disturbance is permitted outside of the 
existing ditch line adjacent to Brock Road.  Contractors must place a layer of sand on the existing 
roadbed during construction activities to contain spoils then return the spoils back to the ditch.  In 
addition, no staging areas are permitted on NPS property; all appropriate measures must be adhered to 
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for coordination of the project with VDOT, and all appropriate maintenance of traffic issues must be 
considered as part of the project. 

2.4 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed 
The following alternatives were considered during the NPS Project Planning Process, but were 
dismissed based on their inability to meet the purpose and need of the project, and fulfill NPS 
guidelines, goals and/or objectives to improve operational water system efficiency: 

• New water supply reservoir located near the Po River 
• New well at the Spotsylvania County Courthouse 
• Brock Road Centerline Alternative 
• Brock Road By-pass Alternative 

 

2.4.1 New Water Supply Reservoir located near the Po River  

Two location alternatives were considered for the construction of a new water supply reservoir 
located near the Po River in Spotsylvania County: 

1. Po Reservoir Upstream of Route 648 – The dam for this location alternative would be 
located on the Po River approximately one mile upstream of Andrews Bridge (Route 
648) and would include a 5 million gallon per day (mgd) or larger reservoir.   

2. Po Reservoir Upstream of Route 208 – This location alternative would include a dam 
and reservoir with a 7.7 mgd safe yield located approximately 2,400 feet upstream of 
Shells Bridge (Route 208).     

Po Reservoir Upstream of Route 648 – The Po River watershed has not yet been impounded and the 
construction of a 5-mgd reservoir would result in permanent flooding of approximately 14.4 acres of 
the FSNMP and impact approximately 312 acres of wetlands. 

Po Reservoir Upstream of Route 208 – The dam as part of this alternative would be approximately 25 
feet wide, 1,100 feet long, and 55 feet high with one 300 foot spillway.  Impacts include a reduction 
in the mean annual flow downstream of the proposed dam, flooding of 172 acres of wetlands, 
flooding of riverine habitat supporting the population of dwarf wedge mussel (a federally listed 
endangered species), flooding of a historic archaeological site, impact to nine residential dwellings, a 
new Route 648 bridge and causeway would be required, and encroachment of the 100-year floodplain 
onto 3.2 acres of FSNMP.   

In addition to the environmental impacts associated with each of these alternatives, these two location 
alternatives were rejected based on their inability to meet the purpose and need of the project of 
providing solutions for the identified system deficiencies related to hydraulic reliability, fire flow 
hydraulics, and water quality issues currently within the water distribution system and their inability 
to provide a solution for the NPS to improve the existing degraded well water quality at the 
Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter.   
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Figure 3.  Proposed typical section for the Brock Road Alternative 16-inch water main. 

2.4.2 New Well at the Spotsylvania County Courthouse 

Water is supplied to approximately one-third of Spotsylvania County residents through small private 
wells.  Most of these wells are located within the Piedmont Physiographic Province.  Piedmont 
aquifers are generally low yielding, and highly variable in thickness and hydrologic characteristics.  
Because of this, the Spotsylvania County Board of Supervisors dedicated groundwater for residential 
use only, and denies withdrawals for commercial and industrial purposes indicating that groundwater 
is not a viable public water source for Spotsylvania County.  Based on this decision, the installation 
of a new well at the Spotsylvania County Courthouse is not a viable alternative. 

2.4.3 Brock Road Centerline Alternative 

The Brock Road Centerline Alternative includes construction of a 16-inch water main buried along 
the centerline of the existing Brock Road connecting to the existing water mains located at the 
intersections of Brock Road (Route 613) / Judiciary Drive and Route 627 / Brock Road (Route 613).  
The total project length consists of approximately 11,340 feet of new pipe, of which approximately 
1,400 feet will be located on FSNMP property.     

This alternative will follow along the existing centerline of the existing Brock Road.  Preservation of 
archaeological resources beneath the existing Brock Road roadbed is a critical issue for the NPS due 
to the historic significance of Brock Road within the County.  Although this alternative would 
provide a solution for the identified system deficiencies currently within the water distribution 
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system, the alignment for this alternative would cause an adverse impact to the historic roadbed under 
Brock Road thereby not meeting all of the goals identified in the Purpose and Need.  The 
archaeological resources beneath the existing Brock Road roadbed can be preserved by not allowing 
construction activities to occur beneath the existing roadbed.  Therefore, this alternative was 
dismissed from further consideration.   

2.4.4 Brock Road Park By-pass Alternative  

The Brock Road Park By-pass Alternative includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried 
within the ditch line of the ROW for Route 608 before turning north through easements to Hancock 
Road (Figure 2).  From Hancock Road the alternative would then proceed onto Brock Road 
connecting to the existing the water main located at the intersection of Route 627 and Brock Road. 
The total project length consists of approximately 26,800 feet.   Like the Brock Road Alternative, this 
alternative would form a looped system that improves the system’s efficiency and provides a solution 
for the identified deficiencies currently within the system.  However, this alternative does not provide 
the desired service connections to the FSNMP to provide a means of reliable, quality water service 
and fire protection connection to the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter.   

The Brock Road Park By-pass Alternative would have impacts to natural resources such as wetlands, 
streams, and farmlands.  Temporary impacts to floodplains would likely occur since the proposed 
construction would involve two separate crossings of the Po River within the 100-year floodplain.  In 
addition, permanent cover-type conversion impacts to palustrine-forested wetlands would occur to two 
wetland areas identified within the alignment of the proposed construction.  The majority of the 
construction would be on existing, privately owned farmlands; however, this alternative would 
involve two crossings of the Po River.  The crossing of multiple easements through privately held 
land bordering NPS property would also be required.  No portion of this alternative is located within 
FSNMP property.  Due to the increase in natural resources impacts, this alternative may also require 
additional mitigation dollars to construct. Therefore, this alternative was dismissed from further 
consideration.   
 
2.4.5 Environmentally Preferred Alternative 

The Environmentally Preferred Alternative is defined by the Council on Environmental Quality as 
“the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in the National 
Environmental Policy Act [Section 101 (b)].” Section 101 (b) states that the Environmentally 
Preferred Alternative should: 

1. “Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for 
succeeding generations. 

2. Ensure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally 
pleasing surroundings. 

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

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

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

6. Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable 
recycling of depletable resources.” 
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Generally, these criteria mean the Environmentally Preferred Alternative is the alternative that causes 
the least damage to the biological and physical environment and that best protects, preserves, and 
enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources.  In this case, the NPS Preferred Alternative, or the 
Brock Road Alternative, is also considered the Environmentally Preferred Alternative. Although the 
No Action Alternative and all of the alternatives considered but dismissed might meet some of these 
criteria, they in no way provide the full level of system improvements that the Brock Road 
Alternative can while minimizing environmental impacts to the surrounding community. 

Any NPS project strives to fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as a trustee of the 
environment for succeeding generations (Criterion 1). The No Action Alternative would accomplish 
this by maintaining the status quo at the park. The Brock Road Alternative, however, would enhance 
the park’s ability to improve and preserve this historical region for future generations by providing a 
reliable source of safe water to the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter.       

Water quality and public safety are considerations at any NPS site. Current utilities at the park are 
becoming unsafe and outdated.  Water service quality at the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter 
is unreliable and inefficient and there are currently no fire protection connections available.  
Improving these health and safety aspects of the park would allow the Brock Road Alternative to 
fulfill Criterion 2 where the No Action Alternative would not. 

In order for the park to attain the widest uses of the environment without undesirable consequences 
(Criterion 3), it must balance its care for the environment with its care for the health and safety of the 
park and its visitors.  The degradation of the water service quality at the Spotsylvania Battlefield 
Exhibit Shelter and the need for fire protection connections is becoming increasingly apparent. Not 
only is this a threat to the health and safety of the visitors, but it is also a threat to the environment 
since a reliable source of fire protection is currently not available for the park.  The quality of the 
water from the existing well located at the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter is continually 
degrading and it is anticipated that the exhibit shelter would need to be closed down should the well 
be required to be discontinued for use.  The Brock Road Alternative would take steps to provide long-
term fire safety management for the park environment and provide a long-term reliable and safe 
source of water for the exhibit shelter and its visitors (Criterion 5).   

Under the No Action Alternative, the park would continue to maintain the park according to current 
management standards, allowing the park to comply with Criterion 5. The Brock Road Alternative, 
however, would work to improve the park’s ability to fulfill this objective. By improving the water 
service quality and providing fire protection connections, the park would improve the health and 
safety of the park and the surrounding environment and provide visitors with a better atmosphere to 
enjoy the historical aspects of our national heritage. 

Finally, neither of the alternatives will enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the 
maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources to comply with Criterion 6.  

Table 1 provides a summary of the environmental consequences related to each alternative. 
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Table 1.  Summary of Environmental Consequences 

Resource No Action Alternative Brock Road Alternative 

Public Safety 

There are currently no sources of fire 
protection connections to serve the 
FSNMP and the Spotsylvania County 
Courthouse area will continue to need 
improved fire flow hydraulics. The 
overall impact to the community under 
this alternative would be major and 
would contribute to adverse cumulative 
impacts to the existing safety of the 
communities within the County and the 
FSNMP since the current system does 
not provide adequate fire protection. 
Because there would be major adverse 
impacts, public safety impacts associated 
with this alternative would be an adverse 
impact.       

The overall impact to the community under this 
alternative would be beneficial and would 
positively contribute to the existing safety of the 
communities within the County and the FSNMP 
since the new system would provide adequate 
fire protection. 

Socioeconomics 

The overall impact to the community 
under this alternative would be major 
and would contribute to adverse 
cumulative impacts to the existing 
communities within the County since the 
current system does not provide 
adequate hydraulic reliability or 
improved water quality. Because there 
would be major adverse impacts, 
socioeconomic impacts associated with 
this alternative would be an adverse 
impact.      

The overall impact to the community under this 
alternative would be beneficial and would 
positively contribute to the communities within 
the County and the FSNMP since adequate 
hydraulic reliability and improved water quality 
would be obtained. 

Surface Water 
Quality 

There would be no impairment or 
cumulative impacts to any surface 
waters or impair existing surface water 
quality conditions. 

One intermittent stream is located within the 
proposed action area; however, only temporary 
surface water quality impacts would be incurred.  
The overall impact to water quality of the 
surrounding watersheds would be negligible.  
Localized, short-term impacts to water quality 
could result due to the construction activities; 
however, the proposed action would contribute 
measurably to improve the regional increase in 
water system reliability and distribution.  There 
would be no impairment of NPS resources or 
values related to water quality. 

Wetlands 
There would be no impairment or 
cumulative impacts of NPS resources or 
values related to wetlands. 

There are no wetlands located within the proposed 
action area; therefore, no wetlands would be 
impacted.  All construction would be situated along 
the existing ROW, in previously disturbed, upland 
areas.   

Floodplains There would be no impairment or 
cumulative impact to floodplains. 

There would be no impact to floodplains since 
the proposed action area in not within the 100-
year floodplain.   
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Table 1.  Summary of Environmental Consequences 

Resource No Action Alternative Brock Road Alternative 

Archaeological 
Resources 

There would be no impairment or 
cumulative impacts of NPS resources or 
values related to archaeological 
resources. 

The proposed action area was surveyed for 
archaeological resources.  Compliance with 
Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966 as amended 
(36 CFR 800) has been completed concurrently 
as part of this document for this effort. 
 
It was recommended and concurred on by the 
Virginia Department of Historic Resources, that 
there was a low probability that the construction 
of the water main at this location would impact 
intact cultural strata or features, so long as 
construction activities were limited exclusively 
to the area within 10 feet of the northern edge of 
Brock Road.    
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3 
Affected Environment and Environmental 

Consequences  

3.1 Introduction 
The park currently includes approximately 8,000 acres divided into eight individual units spread out over a 
110-square mile area. The area surrounding the park is privately owned and local zoning regulations currently 
allow for predominantly single-family residential use. The region is under the immediate jurisdiction of 
Spotsylvania County, Virginia; Stafford County, Virginia; and the city of Fredericksburg, Virginia.   

This chapter describes the existing environmental conditions (affected environment) in the project study area 
and the environmental consequences associated with the alternatives. This chapter is organized by resource, and 
the existing conditions are described for each resource. Detailed information on resources in FSNMP may be 
found in the Spotsylvania County Water/Sewer Master Plan (1994 Master Plan), the GMP (NPS 1986), 
Resource Management Plan (FSNMP 1999), and other studies done within the park.  In addition, the 
environmental consequences or impact for each resource is also discussed. NEPA requires consideration of context, 
duration, and intensity of adverse and beneficial impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative) and measures to mitigate for 
impacts. NPS policy also requires that impairment of resources be evaluated in all environmental documents; 
therefore, this discussion is also included for each impact topic. 

3.2 Methodology for Assessing Impacts 

As required by NEPA, potential impacts are described in terms of type (beneficial or adverse), context (site-specific, 
local, or regional), duration (short-term or long-term), and level of intensity (negligible, minor, moderate, or major). 
Overall, these impact analyses and conclusions were based on the review of existing literature and FSNMP studies, 
information provided by experts within the park and other agencies, professional judgments and park staff insights, 
consultations with the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and public input. 

3.2.1 Type 

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 moves the resource away from a desired condition or detracts from its appearance or 
condition. 

Direct:  An impact that is caused by an action and occurs at the same time and place. 

Indirect:  An impact that is caused by an action but occurs later in time or is farther removed in distance, but 
still reasonably foreseeable. 
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3.2.2 Context 

Context is the setting within which an impact is analyzed. 

Site-specific:  The impact would affect the project site. 

Local:  The impact would affect the park. 

Regional:  The impact would affect localities, cities, or towns surrounding the park. 

3.2.3 Duration 

For all resources and values, the duration of impacts in this document is defined as follows: 

Short-term:  Impacts that occur only during construction or last less than one year. 

Long-term:  Impacts that last longer than one year. 

3.2.4 Level of Intensity 

Because level of intensity definitions (negligible, minor, moderate, or major) varies by impact topic, they are 
provided separately for each impact topic. 

3.2.5 Impairment 

In addition to determining the environmental consequences of the preferred alternative and other alternatives, 
NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000) and Directors Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental 
Impact Analysis and Decision-Making, require analysis of potential impacts to determine whether or not 
actions would impair park resources. 

A fundamental purpose of the NPS, as provided for in its Organic Act (1916) and reaffirmed by the General 
Authorities Act (1970) as amended in 1978, and recognizing a national park system, begins with a mandate to 
conserve park resources and values. However, the laws do give the NPS the management discretion to allow 
impacts to park resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of the park, as 
long as the impact does not constitute impairment of the impacted resources and values. Although Congress 
has given the NPS the management discretion to allow certain impacts within parks, that discretion is limited 
by the statutory requirement that the NPS must leave park resources and values unimpaired, unless a particular 
law directly and specifically provides otherwise. The prohibited impairment is an impact that, in the 
professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values 
including opportunities that otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of those resources and values. An 
impact would be more likely to constitute impairment to the extent it impacts 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 not only from NPS activities in managing the park, but also visitor activities or 
activities undertaken by concessionaires, contractors, and others operating in the park. An impairment 
determination is provided for each impact topic, where appropriate, within the conclusion section of each 
alternative. 
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3.2.6 Cumulative Impacts 

Impacts can be direct, indirect, or cumulative. As previously noted, direct impacts are caused by an action and occur 
at the same time and place as the action, while indirect impacts are caused by the action and occur later or farther 
away but are still reasonably foreseeable. The CEQ regulations, which implement NEPA, require assessment of 
cumulative impacts in the decision-making process for federal projects.  Cumulative impacts are defined as impacts 
which result when the impact of the proposed action is added to the impacts of other present and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other 
actions (40 CFR 1508.7). 

To determine the potential cumulative impacts, existing and future projects at FSNMP and in the surrounding 
area were identified. These included lands administered by the NPS; the Commonwealth of Virginia; and 
Spotsylvania County, Virginia and determined by meetings and phone calls with county and town 
governments and state land managers. Potential projects identified as cumulative actions included any 
planning or development activity that was currently being implemented or that would be implemented in the 
reasonably foreseeable future. 

These cumulative actions are evaluated in the cumulative impact analysis in conjunction with the impacts of a 
particular natural resource, cultural resource, or the socioeconomic environment. Because some of these 
cumulative actions are in the early planning stages, the evaluation of cumulative impacts was based on a 
general description of the project. Cumulative impacts are considered for all alternatives and are presented at 
the end of each impact topic discussion. The following projects were identified: 

3.2.6.1 Spotsylvania County Planning Projects 
Spotsylvania County is a developing community. The County’s planning department has a number of different 
projects that are in different phases of development. These projects would have the potential to impact soils, 
vegetation, wildlife, and archaeological resources. They include: 

 Ashley Farm – On March 25, 2003, rezoning for the Mullins Farm development was denied. The 
planned development would include 225 single-family units and 665,000 square feet of office and 
commercial space. The landowner might still develop the area under the current zoning regulations.  It 
is located in close proximity to the Chancellorsville Inn site. 

 Whitehall rezoning – The proposed rezoning would allow for 497 single-family units as well as some 
associated commercial development. It is located just north of Jackson Trail near its convergence with 
Brock Road and Herndon Road. 

 Similar developments are planned in other areas of the county.  One such adopted project is the 
Courthouse Area Plan.    The Courthouse Area is divided into three planning districts, the Historic 
Village Planning Area, the Village Transition Planning Area, and the Rural Planning Area, within the 
Spotsylvania Courthouse region (Spotsylvania Courthouse Area Plan, 1997).    
 
Historic Village Planning Area 
The Historic Village Planning Area (Spotsylvania Courthouse Area Plan, 1997) consists of the core of 
the Courthouse Area. It is currently characterized by a mixture of uses, including residential, 
commercial, office and institutional. The development pattern is compact and focuses on the 
crossroads formed by the intersection of Routes 208 and 613. The existing Spotsylvania Courthouse 
Historic District, which is on the National Register of Historic Places, includes many of the historic 
buildings found in the Courthouse Area. 
 
Village Transition Planning Area 
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The Village Transition Planning Area (Spotsylvania Courthouse Area Plan, 1997) presently contains 
several conventional, single-family subdivisions as well as large acreage of forest and fields. The 
district will accommodate most of the residential growth anticipated to occur in the Courthouse Area. 
 
Rural Planning Area 
The Rural Planning Area (Spotsylvania Courthouse Area Plan, 1997) is currently rural, with a mixture 
of forests, wetlands, working farms and fields. Detached houses in a variety of styles abut the main 
roads in places, giving the area a more settled appearance than its low density would suggest. Beyond 
the roads are many large, sparsely developed parcels. Some large-lot subdivisions do exist and 
typically have long, dead-end roads and back-up to undeveloped land. All development is served by 
private wells and septic systems. The main economic development activities are agriculture and timber 
production. 
 

3.2.6.2 Route 208 Courthouse Road (Spotsylvania Courthouse Bypass) 
VDOT is planning a project to improve a corridor for Courthouse Road through Spotsylvania County. The 
project would also relieve traffic congestion at the Spotsylvania Courthouse. It would begin just west of the Ta 
River, near Post Oak, and continue one mile west of the Ni River, at the intersection of Route 208 and Wild 
Turkey Road. The project would have the potential to impact soils, vegetation, visitor use, and transportation. 

3.2.6.3 Reconstruction and Improvement of Various Roadways at FSNMP 
The Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is in the 
planning process for several road improvement projects within FSNMP (EFLHD 2002). These projects would 
be carried out in the Spotsylvania Courthouse unit. These projects would have the potential to impact soils, 
vegetation, and transportation.  There are no anticipated roadway improvements to Brock Road in the vicinity 
of FSNMP. 

3.2.6.4 Spotsylvania (PRA-FSNMP Project Numbers 100(1) AND 300(1) 
Hancock Road – The road has recently been supplemented with 6 inches of aggregate and graded to allow two 
9-foot travel lanes. 

McCoull House Road – The road has recently been supplemented with 6 inches of aggregate course and 
grades to accommodate two 8-foot travel lanes. 

3.3 Public Safety 

3.3.1.1 Impacts of No Action 
There are currently no sources of fire protection connections to serve the FSNMP and the Spotsylvania County 
Courthouse area will continue to need improved fire flow hydraulics. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
In the existing branched system, the fire flow demand is drawn through the single branch feeding the area, 
which is limited to the capacity of the distribution piping to convey it to the location of the emergency event.  
The No Action Alternative would have an adverse impact to public safety since (like this alternative) present 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions are not anticipated to provide additional public safety (i.e. fire 
protection) for the Spotsylvania County Courthouse area or FSNMP.  The overall impact to the community 
under this alternative would be major and would contribute to adverse impacts to the existing safety of the 
communities within the County and the FSNMP since the current system does not provide adequate fire 
protection. Because there would be major adverse impacts, public safety impacts associated with this 
alternative would be an adverse impact.       
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3.3.1.2 Impacts of Proposed Brock Road Alternative 
This alternative would provide for a looped system able to improve fire flow hydraulics thereby providing 
sources of fire protection connections to serve the FSNMP and the Spotsylvania County Courthouse area. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
The new looped system would provide for improved fire flow hydraulics.  This alternative would allow the fire 
flow demand to be drawn from two directions providing for better fire flow hydraulics and increased reliability 
of the distribution system during emergency events and provide for increased public safety within the 
Spotsylvania County Courthouse area.  This alternative will also provide the FSNMP direct connection to the 
County’s water distribution system allowing for enhanced fire protection capabilities at the park.  The overall 
impact to the community under this alternative would be beneficial and would positively contribute to the 
existing safety of the communities within the County and the FSNMP since the new system would provide 
adequate fire protection. 

3.4 Socioeconomic Environment 

3.4.1.1 Impacts of No Action 
No new utilities have been added to this project study area since 1981 resulting in the several system 
deficiencies identified within the County-wide water system.  The No Action Alternative would leave the 
system in the current branched configuration without a connection between the existing water mains located at 
Route 208 and Route 627.  This alternative currently provides low hydraulic reliability for communities during 
times of potential main breaks, low fire flow hydraulics resulting in inadequate fire flow protection, and long 
residence times leading to low water quality conditions within the current system to support the communities 
in the County connected to this system. In addition, this alternative does not provide a solution for the NPS to 
improve the existing degraded well water quality at the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter.  Potential 
development is inhibited under this alternative since development would be constrained due to existing 
conditions.            

Cumulative Impacts 
Hydraulic reliability in the existing branched system is low.  The longer the branch, the less reliable that 
system is because there are more potential main break locations that may result in a water outage.  In general, 
water quality in a distribution system degrades over time.  In a branched system, the resident at the end of the 
branch is the only outlet for the water in that branch.  When the demand is low, the residence time for the 
water may be longer than desired, resulting in “stale water.”  The larger the branches of a system, the more 
difficult it is to provide water quality at a consistent level.   

The EPA has proposed draft regulations (Stage 2 Disinfectants and Disinfection Byproducts Rule) that will 
greatly increase the minimally accepted water quality throughout a distribution system.  When these federal 
rules are finalized, the ends of the two branches previously described will need to be looped to help prevent 
violation of safe drinking water quality requirements and provide communities on this system with safe 
drinking water. 

This alternative would not provide a solution for the NPS to improve the existing degraded well water quality 
at the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter.  The NPS would be required to install a new well water system 
in order to provide adequate water supplies to the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter.   

The overall impact to the community under the No Action Alternative would be major and would contribute to 
adverse cumulative impacts to the existing communities within the County and the FSNMP since reliable and 
safe drinking water will not be available. Because there would be major adverse impacts, socioeconomic 
impacts associated with this alternative would be an adverse impact.       
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Potential development is not likely to occur under this alternative since development would be constrained due 
to unreliable water quality.            

3.4.1.2 Impacts of Proposed Brock Road Alternative 
This alternative would create a new looped system improving on the existing branched configuration which 
provides no connection between the existing water mains located at Route 208 and Route 627.  This alternative 
currently would provide for improved hydraulic reliability for communities during times of potential main 
breaks since water could be directed from multiple directions, improved fire flow hydraulics to provide for 
adequate fire flow protection, and improve residence times allowing for higher water quality conditions within 
the current system to support the communities in the County connected to this system. In addition, this 
alternative would provide a solution for the NPS to improve the existing degraded well water quality at the 
Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter.   

Cumulative Impacts 
In the new looped system under this alternative, water can flow from either direction at any point in the loop 
and thus continue to supply water to the end users because the hydraulic pressure of the system causes the 
water to flow from the other direction of the loop.  Currently, the existing water main at Brock Road and Route 
627 is the end of a long branch, and the existing main at Brock Road and Judiciary Drive is the end of another 
long branch.  In order to provide distribution system reliability concurrent with the level of development in the 
Lake Acres area and the Spotsylvania County Courthouse area, the ends of these two branches need to be 
connected.  This alternative will provide that needed connection. 

In addition, in a looped distribution system, the water circulates more freely, greatly reducing the likelihood of 
long residence times.  Therefore, the new looped system would provide for improved water quality the existing 
communities within the County and the FSNMP.  The EPA has proposed draft regulations (Stage 2 
Disinfectants and Disinfection Byproducts Rule) that will greatly increase the minimally accepted water 
quality throughout a distribution system.  When these federal rules are finalized, the ends of the two branches 
will be looped to help prevent violation of safe drinking water quality requirements.   

This proposed water main would also provide a solution for the NPS to improve the existing degraded well 
water quality at the Spotsylvania Battlefield Exhibit Shelter.  Completion of this project will greatly benefit the 
NPS by providing a solution for the existing degraded well water quality at the Spotsylvania Battlefield 
Exhibit Shelter.  The overall impact to the community under this alternative would be beneficial and would 
positively contribute to the communities within the County and the FSNMP. 

The County of Spotsylvania would like to maintain rural areas in parts of the county.  However, the County is 
facing developmental pressures.  Potential development is likely to encroach on FSNMP from the south and 
north along the existing Brock Road based on the current water line configuration and termini (Figure 4).  The 
extent of the potential development on the immediate northern and southern boundaries of FSNMP would be 
constrained to the limited parcel sizes available within the Brock Road corridor thereby limiting growth and 
development of this area.            

3.5 Natural and Physical Resources 
Natural resources examined in detail include surface water quality, wetlands, floodplains, and 
archaeological resources. Resources dismissed from further consideration were discussed in Chapter 1 of 
this document. The condition of each resource is described for the Brock Road Alternative.  

3.5.1 Surface Water Quality 

The project study area lies within the watersheds of the Po River and Ni River, both tributaries to the 
Rappahannock River, the Chesapeake Bay, and the Atlantic Ocean.  Several intermittent and perennial 
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streams, including the Po River and Ni River, are located in the vicinity of the project study area.  The project 
study area is gently sloped with surface runoff buffered by herbaceous vegetated drainages. 

No violation of water quality standards are expected to result from the negligible increases in pollutant 
loadings produced during construction of the alternatives presented.  Pollutant loads would not be expected to 
increase since the County, in conjunction with the NPS, will implement and maintain strict erosion and 
sedimentation controls in accordance with the current Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, 
and the Division of Soil and Water Conservation’s Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Manual.  The 
existing grade would not be impacted and all disturbed land would be returned to pre-construction conditions.   

3.5.1.1 Methodology 
All available information on water quality potentially impacted in FSNMP was compiled from secondary 
literature sources and limited field reconnaissance.  Where possible, map locations of sensitive surface waters 
were compared with locations of the proposed construction and the surrounding area.  Predictions about short- 
and long-term site impacts were based on previous projects with similar water quality conditions and recent 
studies. The thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows: 

Negligible: Water quality would not be affected or the impacts to water quality would be below or at the 
lower levels of detection. Any impacts to water quality would be slight. 

Minor:  The impacts to water quality would be detectable, and impacts to water quality would be 
small. Mitigation may be needed to offset adverse impacts and would be relatively simple to 
implement and likely be successful. 

Moderate: The impacts to water quality would be readily apparent and result in a change to the water 
quality over a relatively wide area. Mitigation measures would be necessary to offset adverse 
impacts and likely be successful. 

Major: The impacts to water quality would be readily apparent and would substantially change the 
character of the water quality over a large area in and out of the park.  Mitigation measures to 
offset adverse impacts would be needed, extensive, and their success could not be guaranteed. 

3.5.1.2 Impacts of No Action 
Impacts to the current water quality of the intermittent or perennial streams, associated with the watersheds of 
the Po River and Ni River, identified for this alternative would be negligible and there would be no adverse 
short- or long-term impacts to the overall water quality within the associated watersheds. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on water quality within the park 
include negligible to minor impacts from the Spotsylvania County development projects, the Spotsylvania 
Courthouse Bypass project, and the FHWA road improvements.  These construction activities are anticipated 
to have only short-term localized impacts to water quality since all proper sediment and erosion controls 
measures would be strictly adhered to.  The No Action Alternative would not contribute to cumulative impacts 
in the area. 

Conclusion 
The overall impact to water quality under the No Action Alternative would be negligible.  The No Action 
Alternative would not contribute to cumulative impacts of water quality.  Because there would be no major 
adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes 
identified in the park’s establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to 
opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or 
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other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of park resources or values related to 
water quality. 

3.5.1.3 Impacts of Proposed Brock Road Alternative 

According to USGS Topographic Quadrangle mapping (Spotsylvania and Brokenburg) and field 
reconnaissance, this alternative will cross an intermittent drainage tributary of the Po River. However, it is not 
anticipated that water quality would be impacted since all construction activities would be within the ROW 
and the existing ditch line.  

This alternative includes traversing one intermittent stream.  Construction will follow, at a minimum, Best 
Management Practice (BMP) standards as outlined by the Virginia Sediment and Erosion Control Handbook to 
keep water quality impacts site-specific and as negligible as possible.  In addition, water quality would not be 
impacted since all construction activities would be within the ROW and the existing ditch line.  The existing 
grade would not be impacted and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions.   

Cumulative Impacts 
Present and future water system improvements, would have a beneficial cumulative impact on the park and the 
surrounding area.  Overall the cumulative impacts to water quality of the surrounding watersheds of the Po 
River and Ni River from these projects would be negligible to minor since all construction activities would be 
within the ROW and the existing ditch line.  However, the overall increase in water system reliability and 
distribution associated with this alternative would provide long-term and beneficial improvements to the 
overall system water quality in the region. 

Conclusion 
The overall impact to water quality of the surrounding watersheds from this alternative would be negligible to 
minor.  Localized, short-term impacts to water quality could result due to the construction activities associated 
with crossing the intermittent stream. In addition, this alternative would contribute measurably to improve the 
regional increase in water system reliability and distribution. Because there would be no major adverse 
impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the 
park’s establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for 
enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS 
planning documents, there would be no impairment of park resources or values related to water quality. 

3.5.2 Wetlands 

Wetland determinations within the project study area were made utilizing National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) 
mapping from the FWS and in accordance with Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) and NPS 77-
1: Wetland Protection, and field reconnaissance. 

3.5.2.1 Methodology 
All available information on wetlands potentially impacted in FSNMP was compiled from secondary literature 
sources and limited field reconnaissance. Where possible, map locations of wetlands were identified and 
avoided. Predictions about short- and long-term site impacts were based on recent studies and previous 
projects. The thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows: 

Negligible: No wetlands would be affected or small portions of individual wetlands could be affected as a 
result of the alternative. The impacts would be on a small scale, and no alterations to 
community structure and/or hydrology would be affected. 

Minor:  The alternative would affect some wetlands and would also cause minimal alterations to 
community structure and/or hydrology.  Mitigation to offset adverse impacts could be required 
and would be effective. 
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Moderate: The alternative would affect some wetlands and would cause measurable alterations to 
community structure and/or hydrology. Mitigation to offset adverse impacts could be 
extensive but would likely be successful.  

Major:  The alternative would have a considerable impact on wetlands and would cause significant 
alterations to community structure and/or hydrology.  Mitigation measures to offset the 
adverse impacts would be required and extensive, and success of the mitigation measures 
would not be guaranteed. 

3.5.2.2 Impacts of No Action 
The No Action Alternative would not impact existing wetlands identified within the area.   

Cumulative Impacts 
Similar to the ongoing changes in vegetative community composition, impacts to wetlands are occurring 
throughout the region primarily from urbanization, industrialization, and road construction. The present and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions identified as part of this study could collectively have a minor to 
moderate adverse impact on the existing wetland communities in the area.  The contribution of impacts to the 
existing wetland communities in the region as a result of this alternative would not contribute to the total 
cumulative impacts. 

Conclusion 
The overall impact to existing wetland communities under the No Action Alternative would be negligible and 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts on wetlands within the County due to construction activities 
associated with present and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Because there would be no major adverse 
impacts, there would be no impairment of park resources or values related to wetlands.  

3.5.2.3 Impacts of Proposed Brock Road Alternative 

Construction of the Brock Road Alternative would be located on uplands (as defined and regulated by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual, Technical Publication Y-87-1).  There are 
several small isolated pockets of palustrine-forested wetlands with a vegetative composition consisting 
primarily of mixed hardwood species located adjacent to the Brock Road Alternative; however, no wetlands 
are located within the proposed action area of the alternative.  All proposed construction activities would occur 
within the existing ROW consisting of previously disturbed uplands.   

Cumulative Impacts 
The present and reasonably foreseeable future actions identified, as part of this study could collectively have a 
minor to moderate adverse impacts on the existing wetland communities in the area.  The contribution of 
impacts to the existing wetland communities in the region as a result of this alternative would not contribute to 
the total cumulative impacts. 

Conclusion 
The overall impact to wetland communities within the surrounding watersheds from this alternative would be 
negligible.  Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value, there would be no 
impairment of park resources or values related to wetlands. 

3.5.3 Floodplains 

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) and NPS 77-2: Floodplain Management requires 
examination of impacts to floodplains and potential risk involved in placing facilities within floodplains.  
Evaluation of Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) revealed that the Brock Road Alternative was not located in 
any part of the 100-year floodplain. 
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3.5.3.1 Methodology 
All available information on floodplains potentially impacted in FSNMP was compiled from secondary 
literature sources and limited field reconnaissance.  Where possible, map locations of surface waters were 
compared with locations of the proposed construction and the surrounding area.  Predictions about short- and 
long-term site impacts were based on previous projects with similar conditions and recent studies. The 
thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows: 

Negligible: Floodplains would not be affected or the impacts to floodplains would be below or at the 
lower levels of detection. Any impacts to floodplains would be slight. 

Minor: The impacts to floodplains would be detectable. Mitigation may be needed to offset adverse 
impacts and would be relatively simple to implement and likely be successful. 

Moderate: The impacts to floodplains would be readily apparent and result in changes to the floodplain 
over a relatively wide area. Mitigation measures would be necessary to offset adverse impacts 
and would likely be successful. 

Major: The impacts to floodplains would be readily apparent and would substantially change the 
character of the floodplain over a large area in and out of the park.  Mitigation measures to 
offset adverse impacts would be needed, extensive, and success of the mitigation measures 
could not be guaranteed. 

3.5.3.2 Impacts of No Action 
Impacts to floodplains associated with the watersheds of the Po River and Ni River, identified within the 
project area would be negligible and there would be no adverse short- or long-term impacts to the overall 
function of the floodplains within the associated watersheds. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, that would have an impact on floodplains within the park 
include minor to moderate impacts from the Spotsylvania County development projects, the Spotsylvania 
Courthouse Bypass project, and the FHWA road improvements.  These construction activities could 
potentially have long-term impacts to the overall function of the floodplains within the associated watersheds; 
however, projects are require to meet all appropriate regulatory requirements so as to mitigate for any potential 
floodplain impacts.  The No Action Alternative would not contribute to cumulative impacts in the area. 

Conclusion 
The overall impact to floodplains under the No Action Alternative would be negligible.  The No Action 
Alternative would not contribute to cumulative impacts to the overall function of the floodplains within the 
associated watersheds.  Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose 
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, (2) key 
to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified as 
a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no 
impairment of park resources or values related to floodplains.  

3.5.3.3 Impacts of Proposed Brock Road Alternative 

A review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s FIRM maps confirmed that this alternative is not 
located within the 100-year floodplain.  Construction activities for this alternative would not be located within 
areas that are subject to normal flooding from a 100-year flood.  Therefore, construction activities would not 
have any direct or indirect impacts on the floodplain functions or values.  
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Cumulative Impacts 
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, including the Spotsylvania County development projects, 
the Spotsylvania Courthouse Bypass project, and the FHWA road improvements, could potentially present a 
low-level risk to increase average flood heights within the associated watersheds.   However, this alternative 
would not contribute to cumulative floodplain impacts in the area. 

Conclusion 
The overall impact to floodplains within the surrounding watersheds from this alternative would be negligible 
and there would be no impairment of park resources or values related to floodplains. 

3.6 Cultural Resources 
The background research was conducted by obtaining information on previously recorded archaeological sites 
and on information to develop a historic context and then updating the previously recorded information from 
VDHR, the County, and the NPS.  The presence of properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places, and any properties, which have been determined eligible for the National Register or the 
Virginia Landmarks Register within the project study area, were also evaluated.  In addition, the character of a 
cultural landscape, defined both by physical materials, such as roads, buildings, walls, and vegetation, and by 
use reflecting cultural values and traditions, was also evaluated. 

The CEQ regulations, which implement the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4321 et 
seq.), require assessment of impacts to cultural as well as natural resources. In this EA, impacts to cultural 
resources are described in terms of type, context, duration, and intensity, as described above. These impact 
analyses do not include discussion of the proposed action’s compliance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). CEQ regulations and the NPS’s Conservation Planning, Environmental 
Impact Analysis, and Decision-making (DO-12) also call for a discussion of the appropriateness of mitigation, 
as well as an analysis of how effective the mitigation would be in reducing the intensity of a potential impact, 
e.g. reducing the intensity of an impact from major to moderate or minor. Any resultant reduction in intensity 
of impact due to mitigation, however, is an estimate of the effectiveness of mitigation under NEPA only.  
Compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA 0f 1966 as amended (36 CFR 800) is being completed 
concurrently as part of this document for this proposed action.   

3.6.1 Archaeological Resources 

On April 15, 2004, Phase I archaeological testing in support this Environmental Assessment (JRIA, 2004) was 
completed.  Approximately 5,370 feet of the Brock Road Alternative is located within the congressionally 
authorized boundaries of the Spotsylvania Court House Battlefield component of the Fredericksburg and 
Spotsylvania National Military Park; however, the westernmost portion of the water main corridor within park 
boundaries passes through a privately owned inholding that is technically not NPS property.   As such, the 
testing associated with this project focused on the approximately 5,000 linear feet along Brock Road that is 
currently held by the NPS.  With a width of approximately 10 feet, the tested portion of the corridor 
encompassed roughly 1.15 acres.  A plan summarizing this proposed testing strategy was submitted to and 
approved by the NPS and VDHR.   

addition to the shovel testing efforts, a pedestrian survey of the two segments of water main corridor beyond 
NPS property (JRIA, 2004) were conducted to ensure that no potentially significant historic landscape 
features, such as remnant Civil War earthworks, were impacted by construction-related activities.  This survey 
indicated that the physical conditions within these areas were comparable to those observed within the NPS 
boundaries and no visible indications of potential historic resources were noted.  As a result, it was 
recommended that there was a low probability that the construction of the water main at this location would 
impact intact cultural strata or features, so long as construction activities were limited exclusively to the area 
within 10 feet of the northern edge of Brock Road.    
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Both fieldwork and reporting components of this project were conducted at a level that met or exceeded the 
Secretary of the Interior's standards (Department of the Interior 1983, 48 FR 44720-44723), as well as Virginia 
Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) guidelines for Phase I archaeological surveys (VDHR 1992a, 
1992b).   

Compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966 as amended (36 CFR 800) is being completed 
concurrently as part of this document for this proposed action. 

3.6.1.1 Methodology 
An archaeological site(s) can be eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places (National 
Register) if the site(s) has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. An 
archaeological site(s) can be nominated to the National Register in one of three historic contexts or levels of 
significance: local, state, or national (see NPS 1990). For purposes of analyzing impacts to archaeological 
resources, thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are based upon the potential of the site(s) to yield 
information important in prehistory or history, as well as the probable historic context of the affected site(s): 

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

Minor:  Adverse Impact – Disturbance of a site(s) results in little, if any, loss of significance or 
integrity. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect. 

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

Moderate:  Adverse Impact – Disturbance of a site(s) results in loss of significance or integrity.  A 
memorandum of agreement is executed among the National Park Service and applicable state 
or tribal historic preservation officer and, if necessary, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b). 

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

Major:  Adverse Impact – Disturbance of a site(s) results in loss of significance or integrity.  The 
National Park Service and applicable state or tribal historic preservation officer are unable to 
negotiate and execute a memorandum of agreement in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b). 

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

3.6.1.2 Impacts of No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in management action. There would be no project-
related ground disturbance that would result in impacts to archaeological resources.  

Cumulative Impacts 
Past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions have contributed adverse impacts to archaeological 
resources at FSNMP. Many of these projects include actions occurring before establishment of the park and/or 
as a result of inadvertent impacts prior to the legal requirements for archaeological survey, site protection, and 
mitigation. Present and on-going projects in the area, including various Spotsylvania County planning projects, 
the Spotsylvania Courthouse Bypass project, and the FHWA road improvements, have the potential to 
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adversely impact archaeological resources. Ground disturbance related to the No Action Alternative would not 
occur; therefore, would not contribute to adverse cumulative impacts. 

Conclusion 
The overall impact to archaeological resources under the No Action Alternative would be negligible, and 
would not contribute to adverse cumulative impacts to archaeological resources. Because there would be no 
major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes 
identified in the park’s establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to 
opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or 
other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of park resources or values related to 
archaeological resources.  

3.6.1.3 Impacts of Proposed Brock Road Alternative 

The background research concluded that no known archaeological resources were identified within the limits 
of this alternative with the exception of the existing Brock Road historic roadbed.  This alternative would not 
cause an adverse effect to the historic roadbed under Brock Road since all construction activities would occur 
within the existing ditch line of the VDOT ROW and avoid the resources contained within the historic 
roadbed. 

The archaeological testing conducted along the Brock Road Alternative within NPS property associated with 
the Spotsylvania Court House Battlefield (JRIA, 2004) demonstrated that soil stratigraphy along the ditchline 
north of Brock Road was heavily disturbed and that there was no potential for intact cultural strata or features.  
Shovel tests situated 10 feet north of the road also demonstrated a significant degree of disturbance from road 
construction, ditch maintenance, etc., and the few historic artifacts retrieved were from disturbed contexts.   
Assuming that soil conditions were reasonably similar along the north side of Brock Road beyond NPS 
boundaries, it was recommended and concurred on by the Virginia department of Historic Resources, that 
there was a low probability that the construction of the water main at this location would impact intact cultural 
strata or features, so long as construction activities were limited exclusively to the area within 10 feet of the 
northern edge of Brock Road.    

Cumulative Impacts 
Past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions have contributed adverse impacts to archaeological 
resources at FSNMP; however, ground disturbance related to this alternative would be minimal; therefore, 
would not contribute to perceptible consequences, either adverse or beneficial. 

Conclusion 
The archaeological testing and pedestrian survey conducted along the Brock Road Alternative within NPS 
property (JRIA, 2004) demonstrated that soil stratigraphy along the ditchline north of Brock Road was heavily 
disturbed and that there was no potential for intact cultural strata or features and it was recommended and 
concurred on by the Virginia Department of Historic Resources, that there was a low probability that the 
construction of the water main at this location would impact intact cultural strata or features, so long as 
construction activities were limited exclusively to the area within 10 feet of the northern edge of Brock Road.    

The overall impact to archaeological resources under this alternative would be negligible, and would not 
contribute to adverse cumulative impacts to archaeological resources. This alternative would not cause an 
adverse effect to the historic roadbed under Brock Road since all construction activities would occur within the 
existing ditch line of the VDOT ROW and avoid the resources contained within the historic roadbed. 
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4  
Consultation &Coordination 

4.1 Introduction 
NEPA requires federal agencies preparing environmental documents to consult with stakeholders, 
including the general public and regulatory agencies early in the planning process. This process, 
known as scoping, helps to determine important issues; allocate assignments among the 
interdisciplinary team members and/or other participating agencies; identify related projects and 
associated documents; identify other permits, surveys, consultations, etc. required by other agencies; 
and create a schedule that allows adequate time to prepare and distribute the environmental document 
for public review and comment before a final decision is made. This chapter documents the scoping 
process for this project, and includes the official list of recipients for the document. 

4.2 Brief History of Planning and Public Involvement 
On April 4, 2002 the EA kickoff meeting was held at FSNMP with representatives from FSNMP, the 
County, and Michael Baker Jr., Inc. Topics discussed at this meeting included: purpose and need for 
the project; proposed actions and alternatives; existing sources of information; documentation issues; 
and planning issues. Representatives from Michael Baker Jr., Inc also toured the project area to 
identify potential impacts associated with proposed actions.   

Prior to this meeting, the County also carried out extensive discussions with the NPS with regard to 
the project.  

In August 2003, a second EA meeting was held at FSNMP with representatives from FSNMP, the 
County, and Michael Baker Jr., Inc.   The project had been delayed since the April 4, 2002 meeting 
due to funding issues.  Topics discussed at this meeting included: purpose and need for the project; 
proposed actions and alternatives; existing sources of information; documentation issues; and 
planning issues.  

On October 31, 2003, a planning meeting was held with the Virginia Department of Historic 
Resources to initiate coordination and the Section 106 Concurrence process on the Spotsylvania 
County – Brock Road Water Line Environmental Assessment project.   

4.3 Interagency Coordination 
Agencies contacted requesting their comments and available information for the proposed project 
during the planning process included: 

 US Army Corps of Engineers (COE),  
 US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), 
 USDA Natural Resource Conservation (NRCS), 
 Virginia State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
 Virginia Marine Resources Commission (VMRC), 
 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), 
 Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), 
 Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF), 
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 Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (DACS), and  
 Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT). 

These agencies confirmed that there would be no adverse impacts to resources identified within the 
project study area. The FSNMP required consultation with the Advisory Council and SHPO is 
complete in compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. The archaeological testing and pedestrian 
survey conducted along the Brock Road Alternative within NPS property (JRIA, 2004) demonstrated 
that soil stratigraphy along the ditchline north of Brock Road was heavily disturbed and that there was 
no potential for intact cultural strata or features and it was recommended and concurred on by the 
Virginia Department of Historic Resources, that there was a low probability that the construction of 
the water main at this location would impact intact cultural strata or features, so long as construction 
activities were limited exclusively to the area within 10 feet of the northern edge of Brock Road.    

Please see Appendix A for copies of written correspondence with agencies. 

4.4 Federal Consistency Determination 

Under the Coastal Zone Management Act Section 307(c) and 15 CFR Part 930, sub-part C, federal 
government actions within the coastal zone must be consistent with state and local regulations. The 
NPS has determined that the preferred alternative would not have any direct impacts on the coastal 
zone or coastal zone resources and uses. The potential for indirect impacts would be minimal and is 
summarized below for each of the enforceable regulatory programs of Virginia’s Coastal Resources 
Management Program.  

4.4.1 Fisheries Management 

There is one farm pond directly adjacent to this alternative. Because of this relative location and 
isolated position in the landscape as well as the minimal construction disturbance, there would be no 
direct or indirect impacts to fisheries management. 

4.4.2 Subaqueous Land Management 

There is one farm pond in or directly adjacent to this alternative.  However, there would be no direct 
of indirect impacts to subaqueous lands. 

4.4.3 Wetlands Management 

There are no wetlands in the vicinity of this alternative; therefore, there would be no impacts to 
wetlands. 

4.4.4 Dunes Management 

The project study area is located in an upland area and does not contain coastal dunes; therefore, there 
would be no impact to coastal dunes. 

4.4.5 Non-point Source Pollution Control 

An approved erosion and sediment control plan will be in implemented prior to any ground disturbing 
activities. No additional impervious area will be created by this alternative. 
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4.4.6 Point Source Pollution Control 

This alternative would not introduce any point sources that would require regulation. 

4.4.7 Shoreline Sanitation 

No additional stormwater management structures are required as part of this alternative; therefore, the 
amount of runoff entering this system would not change. 

4.4.8 Air Pollution Control 

The implementation of this alternative would have negligible, short-term impacts on air quality.  Hauling 
material, operating equipment and other construction activities could result in temporarily increased 
vehicle exhaust and emissions. However, hydrocarbons, nitrates and sulfur dioxide emissions, as well as 
any airborne particulates created by fugitive dust plumes, would be rapidly dissipated by diffusion because 
air stagnation is rare at the project area. Overall, air quality would be unimpacted by this alternative. 

4.4.9 Coastal Lands Management 

This alternative is located within CBPAs; however, the project would not involve non-point source 
pollution nor would it lead to an increase in pollution.   

4.4.10 Findings from Federal Consistency Determination 

Based upon the above information, data, and analysis, the NPS finds that the alternative evaluated for 
this preferred alternative is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies 
of the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program. 

4.5 List of Recipients 
This EA will be available for formal public review for 60 days and has been distributed to a variety of 
interested individuals, agencies, and organizations, including those listed in this Chapter 
“Consultation & Coordination.”  This EA is available on the Internet at http://www.nps.gov/FSNMP 
and at local libraries. 



Brock Road Water Main Improvements Environmental Assessment 

References   - 37 – 
  

References 

 
 
 
Acronyms 
 
ACHP – Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
BMP – Best Management Practice 
CEQ – Council on Environmental Quality 
CBPA – Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area 
CFR – Code of Federal Regulations 
DO – Director’s Order 
EA – Environmental Assessment 
EPA – Environmental Protection Agency 
FHWA – Federal Highway Administration 
FSNMP – Fredericksburg & Spotsylvania National Military Park 
FWS – U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
GMP – General Management Plan 
NEPA – National Environmental Policy Act 
NHPA – National Historic Preservation Act 
NPS – National Park Service 
NRHP – National Register of Historic Places 
NWI – National Wetlands Inventory 
RMA – Resource Management Area 
RPA – Resource Protection Area 
ROW – Right-of-Way 
SHPO – State Historic Preservation Officer 
VDGIF – Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 
VDHR – Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
VDNH – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, Division of Natural Heritage 
VDOT – Virginia Department of Transportation 
USDA – U.S. Department of Agriculture 



Brock Road Water Main Improvements Environmental Assessment 

References   - 38 – 
  

 
Bibliography 
 
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act as adopted by the General Assembly in 1988. 
 
County of Spotsylvania, Virginia.  1994.  Spotsylvania County Water/Sewer Master Plan. 
 
___.  1999.  Spotsylvania County Revisions to Water/Sewer Master Plan for Courthouse Area.  
 
___.  2002.  Spotsylvania County Revisions to Water/Sewer Master Plan for Courthouse Area.  
 
Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division, Federal Highway Administration. June 2002. 
Environmental Assessment for Reconstruction and Improvement of Various Roadways at 
Fredericksburg & Spotsylvania National Military Park, Spotsylvania and Caroline Counties, 
Virginia. 
 
Environmental Protection Agency. July 1996. Draft Environmental Justice Guidance. 
 
___.  2003.  EPA’s Stage 2 Disinfectants and Disinfection Byproducts Rule – Draft Rule. 
 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) 
 
Executive Order 12898 (General Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 
and Low-Income Populations) 
 
Fredericksburg & Spotsylvania National Military Park, National Park Service, U.S. Department of 
Interior. 1999. Resource Management Plan for Fredericksburg & Spotsylvania National Military 
Park. 
 
___. 2003. Fredericksburg & Spotsylvania National Military Park. Available on the Internet at 
www.nps.gov/FSNMP. 
 
General Authorities Act (1970), as amended in 1978. 
 
James River Institute for Archaeology, Inc.  2004.  Phase I Archaeological Survey of 5,000 Linear 
Feet and Pedestrian Survey of 6,340 Linear Feet for the Brock Road Water main environmental 
Assessment Project – Build Alternative 1.  Spotsylvania County, Virginia.  VDHR File 2003-1105.   
 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 
 
National Park Service, U.S. Department of Interior. 1916.  NPS Organic Act (16 USC 1-4). 
 
___.  1982.  NPS Director’s Order 12 (DO-12): Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact 
Analysis, and Decision-making. 
 
___.  1986. Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania National Military Park, Virginia, General Management 
Plan. 
 
___.  1998.  NPS Director’s Order 28 (DO-28): Cultural Resources Management Guidelines. 
 
___.  2000. NPS Management Policies 2001. Washington, D.C. 



Brock Road Water Main Improvements Environmental Assessment 

References   - 39 – 
  

 
___.  2000.  NPS Director’s Order 47 (DO-47): Sound Preservation and Noise Management. 
 
___.  2003.  NPS Director’s Order 77-2 (DO-77-2): NPS 77-2: Floodplain Management. 
 
Secretarial Order 3175, Indian Trust Assets 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 1987.  Wetland Delineation Manual, Technical Publication Y-87-1. 
 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. 1985. Soil Survey of Spotsylvania County, Virginia. 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of Interior. September 16, 2003. Letter to Claudette L. 
Jenkins, Ph.D., Michael Baker Jr., Inc. Description: Federally-listed and proposed endangered and 
threatened species and designated critical habitat scoping letter response. 
 
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation.  1992.  Virginia Sediment and Erosion Control 
Handbook. 
 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality.  1972.  Virginia Coastal Zone Management Act. 
 
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries. September 24, 2003. Letter to Claudette L. 
Jenkins, Ph.D., Michael Baker Jr., Inc. Description: Federally-listed and proposed endangered and 
threatened species and designated critical habitat scoping letter response. 
  



Brock Road Water Main Improvements Environmental Assessment 

References   - 40 – 
  

 
 
List of Preparers, Contributors, and Reviewers 
 
This document was prepared by Michael Baker Jr., Inc. with input from staff at FSNMP and the 
County of Spotsylvania. 
 
Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
 

Claudette L. Jenkins, Ph.D. 
Technical 

Environmental 
Manager 

12 years of 
experience 

Guidance of the NEPA process, 
document preparation and 

review/ Project Management 

Gary Geck, AICP Infrastructure Manager 17 years of 
experience 

Engineering Design/Document 
Review/Project Management 

Stephanie Collier Administrative 
Assistant 

3 years of 
experience Document Support 

Irving R. Copeland Jr. Environmental 
Associate 

2 years of 
experience 

Resource Data 
Analysis/Document Preparation 

Suntemple Helgren Environmental 
Specialist 

8 years of 
experience 

Resource Data 
Analysis/Document Preparation 

Russell Prange Environmental 
Associate 

2 years of 
experience 

Resource Data 
Analysis/Document Preparation 

Jennifer Riddle Graphic Designer 4 years of 
experience Graphic Support 

JK Robinson GIS Specialist 10 years of 
experience Graphics and GIS/Mapping 

 
Contributors and Reviewers 

Fredericksburg & Spotsylvania National Military Park 
 
Russell P. Smith Superintendent 
John Hennessy Chief Historian 

Mike Johnson Chief Ranger 

Gregg Kneipp Natural Resources Manager 

Eric Mink Historian/Cultural Resources Manager 
 
County of Spotsylvania 
 

Brent Elam, P.E. Utilities Engineer; Department of Public 
Utilities 

 



Brock Road Water Main Improvements Environmental Assessment 

 

Appendix A 
 

 

Correspondence 



























From:  "Richardson,Jeanne" <jcrichardson@deq.state.va.us> 
To: <cjenkins@mbakercorp.com> 
Date:  9/11/2003 2:46:04 PM 
Subject:  Spotsy Dept Public Utilities Brock Road Water Main EA 
 
 
Ms. Jenkins, 
 
It appears that either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 may require a general or 
individual permit from the Corps of Engineers and/or DEQ VWP program.  Please 
refer to www.deq.state.va.us for a current copy of the Joint Permit 
Application and the state regulations governing impacts to state waters.  I 
fyou have any questions please contact me.  Thank you, Jeanne 
Jeanne C. Richardson 
Environmental Specialist II 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality-NVRO 
 
jcrichardson@deq.state.va.us 
(703) 583-3940-Woodbridge 
(540) 899-4510-Fredericksburg 
(703) 583-3841-FAX 
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 M E E T I N G  M I N U T E S  
 

         October 31, 2003 
 
PROJECT:    Spotsylvania County – Brock Road Water Line  
     
ATTENDEES:  Claudette L. Jenkins; Ph.D.; Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
   Eric Mink; Historian – National Park Service 
   Ethel Eaton – Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
 
MEETING LOCATION: Virginia Department of Historic Resources, Richmond, Virginia 
 
GENERAL PROJECT NOTES: 
 
The goal of today’s meeting was to initiate coordination and the Section 106 Concurrence process with the Virginia 
Department of Historic Resources on the Spotsylvania County – Brock Road Water Line Environmental Assessment 
project. 
 
Project Review: 
 
PURPOSE & NEED 

X NPS is in favor of the project and recognizes the NPS benefits of the completion of the project (the new 
water line will provide much needed service to the NPS Visitor Interpretation Center which currently has 
water quality issues with the existing well).  The new water main will also provide for a fire protection 
connection for the park.   

X Continuation of the water main will create a connected and more effective water system (improve 
safety/health/water quality).  

 
Alternatives carried forward in the EA: 
� No-Build Alternative 
 
� Build Alternative 1 (Brock Road Alternative– ditch line) 

- This alternative will follow the ditch line on the Northern side of the existing Brock Road connecting to the 
existing water mains located at the intersection of Brock Road and Judiciary Drive and the intersection of Route 
627 and Brock Road.  The total project consists of approximately 11,340 feet of 16-inch ductile iron pipe, of 
which approximately 1,400 feet will be located on NPS property.  It is anticipated that the water main and related 
structures required to meet regulations and to provide for the proper function of the system will be located within 
the existing ditch line of the road a few feet off the pavement edge.  Construction should not affect the existing 
grading and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions.  Once construction is completed, the only 
visible features will be the fire hydrants (hydrants will not be located within NPS property).   
� The alignment for this alternative must remain in the ditch line since the roadbed under Brock Road is   

considered historic.  Archaeological resources beneath the existing roadbed are critical issue.  The NPS 
owns to the centerline of Brock Road. 

� VDOT ROW grant is 30 feet along Brock Road 
� No new utilities have been added to this area since 1981 
� No known land disturbance beneath the Brock Road roadbed has been done  
� New water line depth will be approximately 3-5 feet below the existing ditch line 
 

� Build Alternative 2 (Park By-pass Alternative) 
-  Includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried adjacent to Route 608 (Robert E. Lee Drive) before 
turning north through easements, up to Hancock Road.  The alternative would then follow Hancock Road onto Brock 
Road to the tie-in point on Route 627.  The total project consists of approximately 26,800 feet of 16-inch ductile iron 
pipe.  Like Build Alternative 1, the construction will include related structures and facilities to be located within the 
existing ditch line of the road a few feet off the pavement edge, where appropriate.  This alternative would avoid the 
National Park Service property, although two river crossings would be necessary and multiple easements through 
privately held land bordering NPS property would be required.  Existing grading and all disturbed land will be 
returned to original conditions and fire hydrants will be the only visible features. 
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Historic Issues to consider as the project develops: 
X No above ground structures are permitted within the boundaries of the park. 
X No archaeologist is required to be on site during the construction of the project as long as the design 

remains in the ditch adjacent to the pavement edge. 
X No disturbance is permitted outside of the existing ditch line adjacent to Brock Road.  Contractors must 

place a layer of sand on the existing roadbed during construction activities to contain spoils then return the 
spoils back to the ditch. 

X Staging areas must be evaluated with the alternatives.  No staging areas permitted on NPS property.   
X An approved Section 106 Concurrence/Memorandum of Agreement must be approved if historic resources 

will be adversely affected with the Virginia Department of Historic Resources prior to completion of the 
EA process. 

 
VDHR Process for the Project as determined from today’s meeting: 
 

1. Archive Research  - must first be conducted at VDHR Archives for known archaeological sites within the 
project area.  It is assumed that no historic (architectural) structures are located with in the project area 
limits. 

 
2. Project Area Limits Field Review – field reconnaissance of the project area for the Environmentally 

Preferred Alternative Build Alternative 1 (Brock Road Alternative– ditch line) must be conducted to 
determine existing areas of disturbance both within the NPS Park boundary and the adjacent project area 
limits.  All areas of existing disturbance must be noted on the project field mapping.   

 
3. Shovel Test Plan within the NPS Park Boundary – Based on the field reconnaissance for determining 

existing areas of disturbance, a Shovel Test Plan (STP) must be developed for the project limits of the 
Environmentally Preferred Alternative Build Alternative 1 (Brock Road Alternative– ditch line) within the 
NPS Park Boundary.  It is assumed that a 50-foot grid pattern is sufficient within those areas deemed void 
of disturbance.  The updated project field mapping and STP must be submitted to the NPS for concurrence 
prior to archaeological field investigation efforts.  As part of the STP, field efforts should include 
determining the stratigraphy within the project limits but is not required at every 50-foot interval.  The 
information obtained as part of this effort, will be used to obtain a broad view of the project area.   

 
4. Artifact Review – The Area of Potential Effect cannot be limited to the project limits within the 

Environmentally Preferred Alternative Build Alternative 1 (Brock Road Alternative– ditch line); therefore, 
the results obtained from Shovel Test Plan within the NPS Park Boundary will be reviewed and a decision 
made to determine if additional archaeological field investigation efforts are warranted outside of the park 
boundary within those areas deemed void of disturbance along the project limits of the Environmentally 
Preferred Alternative Build Alternative 1 (Brock Road Alternative– ditch line).  All artifacts found within 
the project limits of the NPS Park Boundary are deemed the property of the NPS. 

 
5. Additional Shovel Test Plan outside of the NPS Park Boundary (if required) - Based on the field 

reconnaissance and artifact review within the NPS Park Boundary, a STP must be developed for the project 
limits of the Environmentally Preferred Alternative Build Alternative 1 (Brock Road Alternative– ditch 
line) outside of the park boundary within those areas deemed void of disturbance.  It is assumed that a 50-
foot grid pattern is sufficient within those areas deemed void of disturbance.   All artifacts found within the 
project limits of the NPS Park Boundary are deemed the property of the property owner.  Property owners 
will be asked to donate any/all artifacts to the NPS that are recovered as part of this field effort. 

 
 
Other Issues: 
 

X No archaeologist is required to be on site during the construction of the project as long as the design 
remains in the ditch adjacent to the pavement edge.  However, as part of the contractor bid documents, a 
phone tree will be completed and included with the documentation for the project should artifacts be 
uncovered during the construction process. 



 
 
August 26, 2003 
 
Mr. Keith Tigner 
VDACS-Division of Plants and Pests Services 
P.O. Box 1163 
1100 Bank Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23218 
 
RE: Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities 

Brock Road Water Main Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Mr. Tigner, 
 
The Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
cooperation with the National Park Service (NPS) for the construction of a 16-inch water main addition in Spotsylvania 
County, Virginia (refer to the attached project location map).  The referenced project will evaluate two Build 
Alternatives that will connect existing water mains located at the intersection of Judiciary Drive and Brock Road (Route 
613) and Gordon Road (Route 627) and Brock Road in order to create a connected and more efficient County-wide water 
system as well as provide a solution for the NPS to improve the existing degraded water quality at the Fredericksburg 
and Spotsylvania National Military Park Spotsylvania Courthouse Exhibit Shelter. 
 
Build Alternative 1 includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried along Brock Road connecting to the existing 
water mains located at the intersection of Brock Road and Judiciary Drive and the intersection of Route 627 and Brock Road.  
The total project consists of approximately 11,340 feet of 16-inch ductile iron pipe, of which approximately 3,200 feet will be 
located on NPS property.  It is anticipated that the water main and related structures required to meet regulations and to provide 
for the proper function of the system will be located within the existing ditch line of the road a few feet off the pavement edge.  
Construction should not affect the existing grading and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions.  Once 
construction is completed, the only visible features will be the fire hydrants (hydrants will not be located within NPS property).   

 
Build Alternative 2 includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried adjacent to Route 608 (Robert E. Lee Drive) 
before turning north through easements, up to Hancock Road.  The alternative would then follow Hancock Road onto Brock 
Road to the tie-in point on Route 627.  The total project consists of approximately 26,800 feet of 16-inch ductile iron pipe.  
Like Build Alternative 1, the construction will include related structures and facilities to be located within the existing ditch line 
of the road a few feet off the pavement edge, where appropriate.  This alternative would avoid the National Park Service 
property, although two river crossings would be necessary and multiple easements through privately held land bordering NPS 
property would be required.  Existing grading and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions and fire hydrants 
will be the only visible features. 
 
In addition to the Build Alternatives listed above, this EA will evaluate a No Build alternative.  
 
As part of the EA scoping process for this project, I am requesting your comments and available information for the 
proposed project to compile sufficient data on the existing conditions within the project area.  In order to adhere to the 
project’s anticipated schedule, I am requesting your response no later than October 1, 2003 so that we can keep this 
project moving forward.  If comments are not received from your agency within this timeframe, it is assumed that your 
agency has no concerns with the project moving forward.  Please do not hesitate to call me directly at (757) 631-5418 or 
email me at cjenkins@mbakercorp.com if you have any questions regarding this request.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
 
Claudette Jenkins, Ph.D. 
Technical Environmental Manager 
 
CC: Brent Elam, P.E.; Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities 
 Michael Johnson; Chief Ranger; US Department of the Interior – National Park Service 
 Project File 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map  

Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
A Unit of Michael Baker Corporation 
 
770 Lynnhaven Parkway, Suite 240 
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23452 
Main Phone (757) 463-8770 
Fax (757) 463-0503 

No response received during 
the scoping process for the 
project. 



 
 
August 26, 2003 
 
Ms. Elizabeth Locklear 
DCR - Division of Natural Heritage 
1500 East Main Street, Suite 312 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
 
RE: Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities 

Brock Road Water Main Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Ms. Locklear, 
 
The Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
cooperation with the National Park Service (NPS) for the construction of a 16-inch water main addition in Spotsylvania 
County, Virginia (refer to the attached project location map).  The referenced project will evaluate two Build 
Alternatives that will connect existing water mains located at the intersection of Judiciary Drive and Brock Road (Route 
613) and Gordon Road (Route 627) and Brock Road in order to create a connected and more efficient County-wide water 
system as well as provide a solution for the NPS to improve the existing degraded water quality at the Fredericksburg 
and Spotsylvania National Military Park Spotsylvania Courthouse Exhibit Shelter. 
 
Build Alternative 1 includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried along Brock Road connecting to the existing 
water mains located at the intersection of Brock Road and Judiciary Drive and the intersection of Route 627 and Brock Road.  
The total project consists of approximately 11,340 feet of 16-inch ductile iron pipe, of which approximately 3,200 feet will be 
located on NPS property.  It is anticipated that the water main and related structures required to meet regulations and to provide 
for the proper function of the system will be located within the existing ditch line of the road a few feet off the pavement edge.  
Construction should not affect the existing grading and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions.  Once 
construction is completed, the only visible features will be the fire hydrants (hydrants will not be located within NPS property).   

 
Build Alternative 2 includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried adjacent to Route 608 (Robert E. Lee Drive) 
before turning north through easements, up to Hancock Road.  The alternative would then follow Hancock Road onto Brock 
Road to the tie-in point on Route 627.  The total project consists of approximately 26,800 feet of 16-inch ductile iron pipe.  
Like Build Alternative 1, the construction will include related structures and facilities to be located within the existing ditch line 
of the road a few feet off the pavement edge, where appropriate.  This alternative would avoid the National Park Service 
property, although two river crossings would be necessary and multiple easements through privately held land bordering NPS 
property would be required.  Existing grading and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions and fire hydrants 
will be the only visible features. 
 
In addition to the Build Alternatives listed above, this EA will evaluate a No Build alternative.  
 
As part of the EA scoping process for this project, I am requesting your comments and available information for the 
proposed project to compile sufficient data on the existing conditions within the project area.  In order to adhere to the 
project’s anticipated schedule, I am requesting your response no later than October 1, 2003 so that we can keep this 
project moving forward.  If comments are not received from your agency within this timeframe, it is assumed that your 
agency has no concerns with the project moving forward.  Please do not hesitate to call me directly at (757) 631-5418 or 
email me at cjenkins@mbakercorp.com if you have any questions regarding this request.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
 
Claudette Jenkins, Ph.D. 
Technical Environmental Manager 
 
CC: Brent Elam, P.E.; Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities 
 Michael Johnson; Chief Ranger; US Department of the Interior – National Park Service 
 Project File 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map  

Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
A Unit of Michael Baker Corporation 
 
770 Lynnhaven Parkway, Suite 240 
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23452 
Main Phone (757) 463-8770 
Fax (757) 463-0503 

No response received during 
the scoping process for the 
project. 



 
 
August 26, 2003 
 
Mr. Bruce Williams 
USACOE - Fredericksburg Field Office 
1420 Central Park Boulevard, Suite 210 
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22404 
 
RE: Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities 

Brock Road Water Main Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Mr. Williams, 
 
The Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
cooperation with the National Park Service (NPS) for the construction of a 16-inch water main addition in Spotsylvania 
County, Virginia (refer to the attached project location map).  The referenced project will evaluate two Build 
Alternatives that will connect existing water mains located at the intersection of Judiciary Drive and Brock Road (Route 
613) and Gordon Road (Route 627) and Brock Road in order to create a connected and more efficient County-wide water 
system as well as provide a solution for the NPS to improve the existing degraded water quality at the Fredericksburg 
and Spotsylvania National Military Park Spotsylvania Courthouse Exhibit Shelter. 
 
Build Alternative 1 includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried along Brock Road connecting to the existing 
water mains located at the intersection of Brock Road and Judiciary Drive and the intersection of Route 627 and Brock Road.  
The total project consists of approximately 11,340 feet of 16-inch ductile iron pipe, of which approximately 3,200 feet will be 
located on NPS property.  It is anticipated that the water main and related structures required to meet regulations and to provide 
for the proper function of the system will be located within the existing ditch line of the road a few feet off the pavement edge.  
Construction should not affect the existing grading and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions.  Once 
construction is completed, the only visible features will be the fire hydrants (hydrants will not be located within NPS property).   

 
Build Alternative 2 includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried adjacent to Route 608 (Robert E. Lee Drive) 
before turning north through easements, up to Hancock Road.  The alternative would then follow Hancock Road onto Brock 
Road to the tie-in point on Route 627.  The total project consists of approximately 26,800 feet of 16-inch ductile iron pipe.  
Like Build Alternative 1, the construction will include related structures and facilities to be located within the existing ditch line 
of the road a few feet off the pavement edge, where appropriate.  This alternative would avoid the National Park Service 
property, although two river crossings would be necessary and multiple easements through privately held land bordering NPS 
property would be required.  Existing grading and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions and fire hydrants 
will be the only visible features. 
 
In addition to the Build Alternatives listed above, this EA will evaluate a No Build alternative.  
 
As part of the EA scoping process for this project, I am requesting your comments and available information for the 
proposed project to compile sufficient data on the existing conditions within the project area.  In order to adhere to the 
project’s anticipated schedule, I am requesting your response no later than October 1, 2003 so that we can keep this 
project moving forward.  If comments are not received from your agency within this timeframe, it is assumed that your 
agency has no concerns with the project moving forward.  Please do not hesitate to call me directly at (757) 631-5418 or 
email me at cjenkins@mbakercorp.com if you have any questions regarding this request.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
 
Claudette Jenkins, Ph.D. 
Technical Environmental Manager 
 
CC: Brent Elam, P.E.; Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities 
 Michael Johnson; Chief Ranger; US Department of the Interior – National Park Service 
 Project File 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map  

Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
A Unit of Michael Baker Corporation 
 
770 Lynnhaven Parkway, Suite 240 
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23452 
Main Phone (757) 463-8770 
Fax (757) 463-0503 

No response received during 
the scoping process for the 
project. 



 
 
August 26, 2003 
 
Mr. Ronald K. Wisniewski 
USDA/NRCS - Fredericksburg Service Center 
Natural Resource Team Leader 
4802 Carr Drive 
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22408 
 
RE: Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities 

Brock Road Water Main Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Mr. Wisniewski, 
 
The Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
cooperation with the National Park Service (NPS) for the construction of a 16-inch water main addition in Spotsylvania 
County, Virginia (refer to the attached project location map).  The referenced project will evaluate two Build 
Alternatives that will connect existing water mains located at the intersection of Judiciary Drive and Brock Road (Route 
613) and Gordon Road (Route 627) and Brock Road in order to create a connected and more efficient County-wide water 
system as well as provide a solution for the NPS to improve the existing degraded water quality at the Fredericksburg 
and Spotsylvania National Military Park Spotsylvania Courthouse Exhibit Shelter. 
 
Build Alternative 1 includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried along Brock Road connecting to the existing 
water mains located at the intersection of Brock Road and Judiciary Drive and the intersection of Route 627 and Brock Road.  
The total project consists of approximately 11,340 feet of 16-inch ductile iron pipe, of which approximately 3,200 feet will be 
located on NPS property.  It is anticipated that the water main and related structures required to meet regulations and to provide 
for the proper function of the system will be located within the existing ditch line of the road a few feet off the pavement edge.  
Construction should not affect the existing grading and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions.  Once 
construction is completed, the only visible features will be the fire hydrants (hydrants will not be located within NPS property).   

 
Build Alternative 2 includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried adjacent to Route 608 (Robert E. Lee Drive) 
before turning north through easements, up to Hancock Road.  The alternative would then follow Hancock Road onto Brock 
Road to the tie-in point on Route 627.  The total project consists of approximately 26,800 feet of 16-inch ductile iron pipe.  
Like Build Alternative 1, the construction will include related structures and facilities to be located within the existing ditch line 
of the road a few feet off the pavement edge, where appropriate.  This alternative would avoid the National Park Service 
property, although two river crossings would be necessary and multiple easements through privately held land bordering NPS 
property would be required.  Existing grading and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions and fire hydrants 
will be the only visible features. 
 
In addition to the Build Alternatives listed above, this EA will evaluate a No Build alternative.  
 
As part of the EA scoping process for this project, I am requesting your comments and available information for the 
proposed project to compile sufficient data on the existing conditions within the project area.  In order to adhere to the 
project’s anticipated schedule, I am requesting your response no later than October 1, 2003 so that we can keep this 
project moving forward.  If comments are not received from your agency within this timeframe, it is assumed that your 
agency has no concerns with the project moving forward.  Please do not hesitate to call me directly at (757) 631-5418 or 
email me at cjenkins@mbakercorp.com if you have any questions regarding this request.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
 
Claudette Jenkins, Ph.D. 
Technical Environmental Manager 
 
CC: Brent Elam, P.E.; Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities 
 Michael Johnson; Chief Ranger; US Department of the Interior – National Park Service 
 Project File 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map  

Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
A Unit of Michael Baker Corporation 
 
770 Lynnhaven Parkway, Suite 240 
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23452 
Main Phone (757) 463-8770 
Fax (757) 463-0503 

No response received during 
the scoping process for the 
project. 



 
 
August 26, 2003 
 
Mr. Kevin Curling 
Virginia Marine Resources Commission 
2600 Washington Avenue 
P.O. Box 756 
Newport News, Virginia 23607 
 
RE: Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities 

Brock Road Water Main Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Mr. Curling, 
 
The Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
cooperation with the National Park Service (NPS) for the construction of a 16-inch water main addition in Spotsylvania 
County, Virginia (refer to the attached project location map).  The referenced project will evaluate two Build 
Alternatives that will connect existing water mains located at the intersection of Judiciary Drive and Brock Road (Route 
613) and Gordon Road (Route 627) and Brock Road in order to create a connected and more efficient County-wide water 
system as well as provide a solution for the NPS to improve the existing degraded water quality at the Fredericksburg 
and Spotsylvania National Military Park Spotsylvania Courthouse Exhibit Shelter. 
 
Build Alternative 1 includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried along Brock Road connecting to the existing 
water mains located at the intersection of Brock Road and Judiciary Drive and the intersection of Route 627 and Brock Road.  
The total project consists of approximately 11,340 feet of 16-inch ductile iron pipe, of which approximately 3,200 feet will be 
located on NPS property.  It is anticipated that the water main and related structures required to meet regulations and to provide 
for the proper function of the system will be located within the existing ditch line of the road a few feet off the pavement edge.  
Construction should not affect the existing grading and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions.  Once 
construction is completed, the only visible features will be the fire hydrants (hydrants will not be located within NPS property).   

 
Build Alternative 2 includes the construction of a 16-inch water main buried adjacent to Route 608 (Robert E. Lee Drive) 
before turning north through easements, up to Hancock Road.  The alternative would then follow Hancock Road onto Brock 
Road to the tie-in point on Route 627.  The total project consists of approximately 26,800 feet of 16-inch ductile iron pipe.  
Like Build Alternative 1, the construction will include related structures and facilities to be located within the existing ditch line 
of the road a few feet off the pavement edge, where appropriate.  This alternative would avoid the National Park Service 
property, although two river crossings would be necessary and multiple easements through privately held land bordering NPS 
property would be required.  Existing grading and all disturbed land will be returned to original conditions and fire hydrants 
will be the only visible features. 
 
In addition to the Build Alternatives listed above, this EA will evaluate a No Build alternative.  
 
As part of the EA scoping process for this project, I am requesting your comments and available information for the 
proposed project to compile sufficient data on the existing conditions within the project area.  In order to adhere to the 
project’s anticipated schedule, I am requesting your response no later than October 1, 2003 so that we can keep this 
project moving forward.  If comments are not received from your agency within this timeframe, it is assumed that your 
agency has no concerns with the project moving forward.  Please do not hesitate to call me directly at (757) 631-5418 or 
email me at cjenkins@mbakercorp.com if you have any questions regarding this request.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
 
Claudette Jenkins, Ph.D. 
Technical Environmental Manager 
 
CC: Brent Elam, P.E.; Spotsylvania County – Department of Public Utilities 
 Michael Johnson; Chief Ranger; US Department of the Interior – National Park Service 
 Project File 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map  
 

Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
A Unit of Michael Baker Corporation 
 
770 Lynnhaven Parkway, Suite 240 
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23452 
Main Phone (757) 463-8770 
Fax (757) 463-0503 

No response received during 
the scoping process for the 
project. 














