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HOW TO COMMENT ON THIS PLAN  
The National Park Service (NPS) welcomes comments on this plan and will accept them for 30 days 
following the official public release. The preferred method for receiving written comments is through the 
NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) system. 

INTERNET WEBSITE  

The NPS PEPC website is https://parkplanning.nps.gov/GUCO_DCP 

Click on the “Open for Comment” link on the left side of the page to access the online document. 

US MAIL  

Written comments may also be mailed to the project team at: 

National Park Service  
Guilford Courthouse National Military Park 
Attn: GUCO DCP/Superintendent Aaron LaRocca 
2332 New Garden Road 
Greensboro, North Carolina 27410 

Reviewers are encouraged to use the PEPC website to comment and access the document if possible. 
Please submit only one set of comments. 

Before including your address, phone number, email address, or other personal identifying information in 
your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment—including your personal identifying 
information—may be made publicly available at any time. Although you can ask us in your comment to 
withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be 
able to do so.
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CHAPTER 1 | PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION  

INTRODUCTION  

The National Park Service (NPS) has prepared a development concept plan / environmental assessment 
(DCP/EA) for Guilford Courthouse National Military Park (the park). The park’s 1997 general 
management plan (GMP), 2003 cultural landscape report (CLR), and 2014 foundation document currently 
serve as the primary management guidance documents for the park. The GMP and CLR, which provide 
the most comprehensive guidance, were prepared more than 20 years ago and do not account for current 
conditions, including increased visitation; new parklands that have been acquired, including the Hoskins 
Farm site; or urban sprawl that now surrounds the park. The DCP/EA would consider these changes and 
analyze opportunities for new lands management, cultural landscape rehabilitation, and visitor access and 
circulation. 

As described in NPS Director’s Order 2: Park Planning, a park’s planning portfolio consists of individual 
plans, studies, and inventories, which together guide park decision-making. The planning portfolio 
enables the use of targeted planning documents to meet a broad range of park planning needs and fulfill 
legal and policy requirements. This DCP/EA serves as a component of the park’s planning portfolio, 
helping to meet statutory planning requirements related to resource preservation, types and intensities of 
development, and visitor capacities. 

This DCP/EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969, as amended; the Department of the Interior NEPA regulations (43 Code of Federal Regulations 
[CFR] Part 46); NPS Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and 
Decision-making; the NPS NEPA Handbook (NPS 2011, 2015a); section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA) (16 United States Code [USC] 470 et seq.); and 36 CFR 
Part 800. This ongoing NEPA review is consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) 
Memorandum issued on February 19, 2025, and its guidance to follow the CEQ NEPA implementing 
regulations at 40 CFR parts 1500–1508 for ongoing NEPA reviews.1 

  

PARK BACKGROUND  

Guilford Courthouse National Military Park is an urban park, located in the heart of Greensboro, North 
Carolina, 6 miles north of downtown (figure 1). The park commemorates the Battle of Guilford 
Courthouse and protects the site of the largest, most hotly contested battle of the Revolutionary War’s 
climactic Southern Campaign. At the small North Carolina backcountry hamlet of Guilford Courthouse 
on Thursday, March 15, 1781, Major General Nathanael Greene (General Greene) and his army of almost 
4,500 American militia and Continentals were technically defeated by a smaller British army of about 
1,900 veteran regulars and German allies commanded by General Lord Charles Cornwallis (General 
Cornwallis). 

 
1 Executive Order 14154, Unleashing American Energy (Jan. 20, 2025), and a Presidential Memorandum, Ending Illegal 
Discrimination and Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity (Jan. 21, 2025), require the Department to strictly adhere to NEPA, 42 
USC §§ 4321 et seq. Further, such Order and Memorandum repeal Executive Orders 12898 (Feb. 11, 1994) and 14096 (Apr. 21, 
2023). Because Executive Orders 12898 and 14096 have been repealed, complying with such orders is a legal impossibility. The 
National Park Service verifies that it has complied with the requirements of NEPA, including the Department’s regulations and 
procedures implementing NEPA at 43 CFR Part 46 and Part 516 of the Departmental Manual, consistent with the President’s 
January 2025 Order and Memorandum.  
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Guilford Courthouse proved to be the peak of British military operations in the Revolutionary War. 
However, substantially weakened by his fruitless campaign against General Greene, General Cornwallis 
abandoned the Carolinas hoping for success in Virginia. At Yorktown, seven months after his victory at 
Guilford Courthouse, General Cornwallis would surrender to the combined American and French forces 
under General George Washington. 
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FIGURE 1. PROJECT LOCATION 
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Established in 1917, the park was the first Revolutionary War site designated as a national military park 
by the federal government. The park and surrounding area, containing 319 acres of the 1,000-acre 
battlefield, was designated the Guilford Courthouse Battlefield National Historic Landmark on January 3, 
2001. Its core (i.e., the 250 acres encompassed by the park) and five contiguous areas have been 
excellently preserved. Within the park boundary are locations of the American First, Second, and Third 
defensive lines; the probable site of Guilford Courthouse; and portions of the New Garden Road, the 
region’s main transportation corridor at the time of the battle. The park also protects the Hoskins Farm 
site, where General Cornwallis deployed his troops into battle lines to commence the attack on the 
American forces. The Hoskins Farm site is part of the Hoskins House Historic District (Hoskins District), 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) on March 15, 1988. 

Visitors can explore the park on the 2¼-mile self-guided automobile tour or hike the park on nearly 
4 miles of foot trails. The park offers two films on the history of the battle and the Southern Campaign 
and provides interpretive programs. The park’s museum collection contains nearly 170,000 artifacts, 
including Revolutionary War weapons, equipment, and other archeological and historical artifacts. 

The purpose of the park is to preserve for historical and professional military study, as well as for the 
benefit, education, and inspiration of the public, the battlefield and accounts of the Battle of Guilford 
Courthouse during the Southern Campaign of the American Revolution. 

PURPOSE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PARK 

The purpose statement identifies the specific reason(s) for establishment of a particular park. The purpose 
statement for Guilford Courthouse National Military Park was drafted through a careful analysis of its 
enabling legislation and the legislative history that influenced its development. The park was established 
when the enabling legislation adopted by Congress was signed into law on March 2, 1917. The purpose 
statement lays the foundation for understanding what is most important about the park. 

As described in the park’s foundation document (NPS 2014), the purpose of Guilford Courthouse 
National Military Park is as follows: 

The purpose of Guilford Courthouse National Military Park is to preserve for historical and 
professional military study as well as the benefit, education, and inspiration of the public, the 
battlefield and the accounts of the Battle of Guilford Courthouse during the Southern Campaign 
of the American Revolution. 

Significance statements express why a park’s resources and values are important enough to merit 
designation as a unit of the national park system. These statements are linked to the purpose of the park 
and are supported by data, research, and consensus. Statements of significance describe the distinctive 
nature of the park and why an area is important within a global, national, regional, and system-wide 
context. The significance statements focus on the most important resources and values that assist in park 
planning and management. 

According to the foundation document (NPS 2014), the park is significant for the following reasons: 

�ƒ The Battle of Guilford Courthouse, one of the most intense engagements of the Revolutionary 
War, was so costly to the British that General Cornwallis ultimately changed his entire southern 
strategy and abandoned his plans to capture the backcountry of North Carolina and South 
Carolina. 

�ƒ Cornwallis’ retreat to Virginia freed Greene to turn southward and retake control of the South. 

�ƒ The British retreat set the stage for Cornwallis to be surrounded at Yorktown where American 
and French forces compelled him to surrender on October 19, 1781. 
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�ƒ The Battle of Guilford Courthouse constitutes one of the final links in a chain of events that led 
to ultimate American victory in the Revolutionary War. 

�ƒ Guilford Courthouse was the first Revolutionary War battlefield protected by the federal 
government. 

FUNDAMENTAL RESOURCES AND VALUES FOR THE PARK 

Fundamental resources and values (FRVs) are those features, systems, processes, experiences, stories, 
scenes, sounds, smells, or other attributes determined to warrant primary consideration during planning 
and management processes because they are essential to achieving the purpose of the park and 
maintaining its significance. FRVs are closely related to a park’s legislative purpose and are more specific 
than significance statements. 

The following FRVs have been identified for the park (NPS 2014): 

�ƒ Guilford Courthouse Battleground – The site where the American Continental Army’s 
Southern Department courageously battled elite British and German troops on March 15, 1781, 
includes many of the features that played a direct role in how the battle site was selected and 
how the battle was fought. The battlefield site contains approximately 250 acres of the original 
1,000 acres that comprise the actual battlefield. Within the park boundary are sections of the 
three American battle lines, the ravine crossed by British and Hessian troops, and the probable 
site of the Guilford Courthouse. 

�ƒ Three American Battle Lines – The portions of the three American battle lines within the park 
boundary illustrate for visitors the tactical deployment used by commanding Gen. Nathanael 
Greene. This “defense in depth” was a standard defensive tactic that had been recently employed 
with enormous success by Gen. Daniel Morgan at the battle of Cowpens in 1781. 

�ƒ Hoskins Farm Site – This was the site where British commanding General Lord Cornwallis 
deployed his 1,900 British regulars and Hessian troops. British casualties from the early stages 
of the battle were treated at the farm and a mass burial of British dead occurred at the site 
following the battle. 

�ƒ Courthouse Site – The probable courthouse site was the location where General Greene 
anchored his defense. Here he deployed most of his artillery and the regulars of the Continental 
line under his command. The courthouse site gave Greene the advantage of topography, 
elevation, and a ready retreat route due to its proximity to the New Garden Road (Old Salisbury 
Road) and the Reedy Fork Road. 

�ƒ Major General Greene Monument – This monument commemorates the career of the officer 
generally regarded as the “second man” of the American Revolution after George Washington. 
The monument was completed in 1915 and honors Greene’s career throughout the Revolutionary 
War, including his commanding role in the decisive Southern Campaign. 

�ƒ New Garden Road (Old Salisbury Road) – This was the main regional transportation artery 
and a factor in General Greene’s decision to make a defensive stand at Guilford Courthouse. The 
former road is now a hiking trail where visitors can traverse the route followed by British troops 
in their attack on the American defensive positions. 

�ƒ Museum Collection – The museum collection is a vital resource in realizing the mission of 
Guilford Courthouse National Military Park. The park’s museum collection contains nearly 
170,000 artifacts, including American Revolutionary War weapons, equipment, and other 
archeological and historic artifacts. 
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PLANNING  AREA 

The park is located in Greensboro, North Carolina, and is bounded by suburban neighborhoods and 
commercial development. As shown in figure 2, the planning area comprises the approximately 250-acre 
park. Existing resources and facilities within the planning area include the Guilford Courthouse 
Battleground cultural landscape, the Hoskins Farm site, and the visitor center and maintenance facilities. 
Several of these resources are shown in figure 3. Old Battleground Road, owned and maintained by the 
City of Greensboro, bisects the park. 
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FIGURE 2. PROJECT AREA 
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FIGURE 3. PROJECT AREA - HOSKINS FARM SITE 



 

 10 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

PURPOSE OF THE ACTION 

The purpose of the proposed action is to develop a plan to guide management of recent and planned land 
acquisitions, facilities, parking, roadways, trails, and any future development or rehabilitation in the 
park’s developed areas. The DCP/EA specifically addresses the rehabilitation of the cultural landscape, 
visitor use at the Hoskins Farm site, and visitor access and circulation. It is consistent with 
recommendations in previous park resource documentation that seeks to preserve the setting and character 
associated with the cultural landscape, and it serves to clarify previous planning decisions, as applicable. 
The DCP/EA evaluates alternatives against a “no-action” scenario to assess the cost, feasibility, 
environmental consequences, and impacts, which will help to determine the preferred alternative and 
future management strategies. 

NEED FOR THE ACTION 

The proposed action is needed to provide guidance for long-term management of the park in a way that 
protects its cultural landscape and responds to changing urban development patterns in Greensboro. The 
park, once surrounded by rural farmlands, has become increasingly urbanized in the last few decades. In 
addition, Old Battleground Road cuts through the middle of the core battlefield (figure 3), posing an 
ongoing challenge to the management of the landscape and to maintaining the solemnity of the battlefield 
for visitor experience. The 1997 GMP and 2003 CLR both call for the removal and revegetation of Old 
Battleground Road, stating that the absence of traffic would enhance visitor experience between the first 
and second battle lines and improve interpretation of the events that occurred during the battle. 

Additionally, action is needed to address changes in the land owned and managed by the NPS. In 2010, 
the park acquired the Hoskins Farm site (figure 3), formerly Tannenbaum Park, from the City of 
Greensboro. The Hoskins Farm site was the area of initial deployment for British troops prior to the battle 
and served as a field hospital for the wounded during and immediately after the engagement. The site is 
located west of the American First, Second, and Third defensive line areas that compose the main 
battlefield. Because the site was operated independently from the park, it developed separately and is 
physically disconnected from the primary park area, which contributes to visitor access challenges and 
understanding the farm site as an integral part of the battlefield story. The site was not included in the 
park’s 2003 CLR; therefore, it has not yet been inventoried or assessed regarding cultural resource 
preservation, visitor experience, visitor access, or management. 

PARK PLANNING PROCESS 

The planning process employed in creating this DCP/EA began with collecting, reviewing, and defining 
key information about the park and identifying opportunities to enhance visitor experiences of the park, 
improve the cultural landscape, and integrate the Hoskins Farm site into the park’s management planning. 
This information was used to identify issues that the proposed action needs to address. An 
interdisciplinary team identified potential actions and evaluated them against the purpose and need of the 
plan and possible impacts to park resources. 

As part of civic engagement, the park prepared and distributed a newsletter with project information to 
seek comments on initial alternative development concepts from the local community and held an 
in--person stakeholder meeting on May 17, 2023, with local planning officials, local and state 
transportation representatives, and members from the Guilford Battleground Company; an in-person 
public meeting on May 18, 2023 for the general public; and a virtual public meeting on May 23, 2023. 
The DCP/EA was developed with public input and in cooperation with community partners. 
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ISSUES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

Specific issues and opportunities considered in this DCP/EA were previously identified through an 
agency-led preliminary project planning process. Issues and opportunities were reviewed during this 
planning process to help define the scope of the plan and management concepts. The planning issues that 
were considered in this DCP/EA process are described below. 

Cultural Landscape Rehabilitation 

Old Battleground Road is a thoroughfare that bisects the battlefield landscape and poses an ongoing 
challenge to the management of the landscape, visitor experience, and safety. Motorists passing through 
the battlefield disturb the park’s solemnity and cultural landscape with vehicle noise and air pollution, and 
they disrupt the serene vista across the center of the park. The 1997 GMP and the 2003 CLR recommend 
that Old Battleground Road be closed. Old Battleground Road, which is owned and maintained by the 
City of Greensboro, poses a safety concern to visitors, and disrupts the interpretation of the cultural 
landscape as well as its integrity. Any NPS management of the Old Battleground Road corridor would 
require a petition to and approval by the Greensboro City Council. 

This DCP/EA evaluates the NPS management implications and the potential impacts associated with 
acquisition of the roadway and removal and revegetation of the roadbed. 

New Lands Management 

The Historic Sites Act of 1935 gives the NPS the authority to acquire lands associated with the historic 
battlefield. Consistent with this legislation and the park’s enabling legislation, the park has pursued 
multiple land acquisitions of inholdings and properties adjacent to the park’s boundaries, specifically 
along British Lake Drive, US 220 – Battleground Avenue, Green Acres Lane, and Greenhurst Drive. 
These acquisitions aim to protect the battlefield, and in some cases, are critical to link various sites of 
interest, such as the Hoskins Farm site acquired in 2010. Like all parklands, these new acquisitions 
require comprehensive planning to guide future management. 

This DCP/EA evaluates planning recommendations and strategies for managing new tracts of land, 
including types and intensities of development and visitor capacities, as appropriate. 

Visitor Access and Circulation 

The opportunity to provide effective visitor access and circulation is challenging because of the dispersed 
nature of parking and movement required between different areas of visitor experience. Vehicle traffic in 
the area has also increased in recent years, and the parking areas in the park are sometimes at or near 
capacity, particularly during special events. The addition of the Hoskins Farm site to the overall park 
landscape, which is physically separated from many of the primary park destinations, further complicates 
the ability to provide an effective transportation network for visitors. Currently, no trails connect newly 
acquired lands, including the Hoskins Farm site, to the existing visitor center and tour route, requiring 
visitors to walk along New Garden or Green Acres Lane to access the main park unit. 

Further, Old Battleground Road bisects the battlefield landscape and poses an ongoing challenge for 
visitor circulation and safety because visitors using the tour route, or the foot trails must cross the road 
twice to complete the full circuit around the park trail network. 

The DCP/EA considers opportunities to expand the visitor circulation network, as appropriate, and 
improve the design of park trails and parking, wayfinding, and mode separation to improve circulation 
and reduce potential for visitor conflicts. 

Location of Maintenance Facilities 

The maintenance facility is currently located on the northern edge of the park, across New Garden Road, 
in a Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC)-era historic utility building that is listed in the National Register. 
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The high-intensity of uses associated with a maintenance facility are generally considered incompatible 
with historic structures, and previous planning has recommended relocating park maintenance functions 
to a less sensitive park location. 

Moving these functions as part of the DCP/EA planning process was considered; however, other potential 
options would be prohibitively expensive to construct or could have more substantial operational or 
environmental consequences. Furthermore, there are no feasible alternative uses for the historic building, 
which would result in it being unused (i.e., vacant) and vulnerable to degradation. Therefore, this 
DCP/EA does not propose different alternatives for the future of the park’s maintenance facility. 

DESIRED CONDITIONS 

Desired conditions are defined as statements of aspiration that describe resource conditions, visitor 
experiences and opportunities, and facilities and services that an agency strives to achieve and maintain in 
a particular area. They describe what conditions, outcomes, and opportunities are to be achieved and 
maintained in the future, not necessarily what exists today. Desired condition descriptions help to outline 
how a particular area looks, feels, sounds, and functions in the future; they do not answer the questions of 
how conditions will be maintained or achieved. Desired conditions by resource area are described below. 

Cultural Resources 

�ƒ An uninterrupted battlefield landscape provides visitors with a seamless experience from the 
Hoskins Farm site through the First, Second, and Third defensive lines of the battle. 

�ƒ The landscape reflects, to the extent practical, how it looked to those who fought in the Battle of 
Guilford Courthouse in 1781. Visitors are still able to see some of the features of the landscape 
that played a direct role in how the battle was fought, as well as other historic features that were 
later added to the battlefield landscape. 

�ƒ Historic structures associated with the March 1781 battle, gravesites, and later commemorative 
features are protected and minimally affected by visitor use and park operations. 

Visitor Use and Experience 

�ƒ Visitors have the opportunity to learn and experience a variety of historical and cultural 
interpretive stories that align with the battle timeline on March 15, 1781. Visitors can choose to 
learn about the park’s history through the monuments and exhibits while also enjoying the green 
space it provides in the middle of an urban setting. 

�ƒ The park provides a gateway experience for all visitors who may or may not be familiar with the 
broader national park system. By providing an inclusive and welcoming visitor experience at the 
park, visitors will embark on further exploration of other national park system units. 

�ƒ While visitors can find exciting and adventurous recreational activities in the areas surrounding 
the park, visitors to the Guildford National Military Park have the opportunity for appropriate 
recreational experiences and activities that do not compromise the solemnity or reverent 
experience of the battleground that other visitors come to the park to enjoy. The park provides a 
social setting for casual walkers, hikers, and bikers who are visiting for a morning, lunchtime, or 
evening access to green space. While recreating in the park, visitors are able to develop a deeper 
connection with the historic events that occurred here. 

�ƒ Visitors are made aware that they are in an area managed with different intents and purposes 
than other adjacent park sites. 
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VISITOR USE MANAGEMENT  

Visitor use management is the proactive and adaptive process of planning for and managing 
characteristics of visitor use and its physical and social setting, using a variety of strategies and tools to 
sustain desired resource conditions and visitor experiences. Visitor use management is important because 
the NPS strives to maximize opportunities and benefits for visitors while achieving and maintaining 
desired conditions for resources and visitor experiences in a particular area. 

The urban nature of the park presents both challenges and opportunities for park management. The last 
visitor use study at Guildford Courthouse was conducted in 1994, and surveys showed that most park 
visitors lived fairly close to the park. Park staff believe this visitor use pattern remains the same—with 
most park visitors using the park as an important recreational green space in an urban environment. 

The DCP/EA incorporates aspects of the visitor use management plan to develop long-term tools and 
strategies for monitoring and managing visitor use and experience at the park. These include the 
identification of indicators, thresholds, and visitor capacities. Indicators and thresholds ensure that desired 
conditions for resources and visitor experiences are tracked, achieved, and maintained over time, which is 
essential for the success of the DCP/EA. Visitor capacity is defined as the maximum amounts and types 
of visitor use that an area can accommodate while achieving and maintaining the desired resource 
conditions and visitor experience that are consistent with the purposes and need of the DCP/EA. See 
Appendix A, Indicators, Thresholds, and Visitor Capacity, for detailed descriptions of the indicators and 
thresholds and visitor capacity analysis. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES AND IMPACT TOPICS 

Resource topics considered in this DCP/EA were identified through a series of internal meetings and site 
visits to the project area by an interdisciplinary team of park and regional NPS staff, natural and cultural 
resource experts familiar with the project area, as well as a thorough analysis of site conditions, federal 
laws, regulations, executive orders, and NPS director’s orders. The NPS identified a range of issues and 
impact topics to evaluate. Issues are problems that the current situation has caused or that will continue to 
occur if they are not addressed. Impact topics are resources or values to be analyzed as part of the 
proposed project. Issues identified during scoping were used to identify potential impact topics associated 
with the management and future development of the park. These topics are resources of concern that 
could be beneficially or adversely affected by the actions proposed under each action alternative and are 
developed to ensure that the alternatives are evaluated and compared based on the most relevant topics. 

The 2015 NPS NEPA Handbook provides specific guidance for determining whether to retain issues for 
detailed analysis. The environmental issues and concerns can be problems, concerns, conflicts, obstacles, 
or benefits that would result if the proposed action or alternatives, including the no-action alternative, 
were implemented. Issues identified during scoping were used to identify potential impact topics 
associated with the management and future development of the park. These topics are resources of 
concern that could be beneficially or adversely affected by the actions proposed under each alternative 
and are developed to ensure that the alternatives are evaluated and compared based on the most relevant 
topics. Issues may be raised by the NPS, other agencies, Tribal Nations, or the public. The primary issue 
associated with actions in the plan is understanding the changes to the natural and built environment that 
would be realized under any alternative of the DCP/EA. 

IMPACT TOPICS RETAINED FOR ANALYSIS 

The NPS used an interdisciplinary review process as well as existing studies, resource data, and public 
comments to determine which resources the project is likely to affect. 

Impact topics are retained for consideration and discussed in detail if they meet one or more of the 
following criteria: 
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�ƒ Environmental impacts associated with the issue are central to the proposal or of critical 
importance. 

�ƒ Detailed analysis of environmental impacts related to the issues is necessary to make a reasoned 
choice between alternatives. 

�ƒ Environmental impacts associated with the issue are a big point of contention among the public 
or other agencies. 

�ƒ There are impacts to resources associated with the issue. 

The topics carried forward for further analysis and a rationale for the selection of each topic are briefly 
described below. These resource topics are further explored in “Chapter 3: Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences.” 

Cultural Resources - Cultural Landscapes and Historic Structures 

According to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes, cultural landscapes are defined as a geographic area 
associated with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values. 
Because a battlefield is, in its essence, a landscape, such issues are crucial at the park. The cultural 
landscape of the park includes features related to the battle and its interpretation as well as the 
Superintendent’s residence/maintenance complex. The landscape of the newly acquired Hoskins Farm site 
has not been formally studied, but it would be incorporated into a future CLR. Actions proposed under the 
DCP/EA that would result in changes to this landscape, such as removal and construction of new facilities 
and infrastructure, could affect the integrity of the cultural landscape in the park. Therefore, this topic is 
carried forward for detailed analysis in this document. 

Section 106 of the NHPA and its implementing regulations under 36 CFR Part 800 require all federal 
agencies to consider effects of federal actions on historic properties, including historic structures eligible 
for or listed in the National Register. Structures listed in the National Register nomination for the park 
include the Superintendent’s residence, maintenance facility, Hoskins Farm site, and several 
commemorative monuments. The National Register status of the visitor center is currently under NPS 
review. Historic structures that contribute to the cultural landscape could be impacted by actions 
contained within the DCP alternatives. This impact topic is therefore retained for analysis. 

Socioeconomics 

Actions considered under this DCP/EA, such as removal and construction of new facilities and 
infrastructure (i.e., Old Battleground Road) and the subsequent effect of redirecting traffic flow to non-
arterial, local roads, could affect the socioeconomic character of the community. Therefore, this topic is 
carried forward for detailed analysis. 

Vegetation 

Construction activities proposed under the alternatives would require grading and ground clearing that 
would disrupt vegetation. Additional ground vegetation removal would occur with the installation of trails 
in the new park lands. In addition to removing vegetation, the proposed activities would include 
revegetation once Old Battleground Road is removed, consistent with the recommendations of the CLR to 
the greatest extent practicable. Therefore, this topic is carried forward for detailed analysis. 

Visitor Use, Experience, and Safety 

The mission of the NPS is to preserve unimpaired natural and cultural resources and values of the national 
park system for the enjoyment, education, and inspiration of current and future generations. The park had 
approximately 282,000 recreation visitors and 2.6 million nonrecreational visitors in 2022. The DCP/EA 
includes actions that could impact, beneficially or adversely, current and future visitor use and experience 
of the site, including access, opportunities, and circulation. Furthermore, construction activities would 
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temporarily restrict access and diminish the aesthetics of the park, reduce scenic views, and eliminate 
opportunities for scenic views from the Hoskins Farm site. Because each alternative could affect visitor 
experience and the local traffic network, this topic is carried forward for detailed analysis. 

IMPACT TOPICS DISMISSED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS 

NEPA regulations require agencies to prepare NEPA documents that are analytic, concise, and no longer 
than necessary to comply with NEPA. NEPA reviews should focus on important environmental issues 
and only briefly discuss other significant issues. 

Furthermore, agencies are directed to discuss non-significant issues only in enough detail to show why 
more study is not warranted (40 CFR 1502.2 and section 4.2(E) of the NPS NEPA Handbook). The 
interdisciplinary team reviewed all impact topics analyzed and considered the impacts that could result 
from the proposed action. In cases where impacts are not anticipated or where impacts under all 
alternatives are expected to be less than significant, the impact topics were dismissed from detailed 
analysis. Impact topics that were considered in this DCP/EA but not carried forward for detailed analysis 
are described below with a brief discussion and rationale for their dismissal. 

Archeological Resources 

Construction activities proposed under the alternatives would primarily occur on previously disturbed and 
impacted areas within the park. The proposed visitor contact station at the Hoskins Farms site and the 
proposed pavilion on the west side of the park would be sited within areas previously disturbed and 
cleared for utilities. Other construction activities would include the potential demolition of the existing 
visitor center and removal of road surface material along Old Battleground Road. While no known 
archeological resources exist in the potentially impacted areas, unanticipated discoveries could occur. 
Section 106 of the NHPA provides the framework for federal review and protection of cultural resources 
and ensures that they are considered during federal project planning and execution. Historic structures and 
features associated with the March 1781 battle, gravesites, and later commemorative features would be 
protected and would remain undisturbed under the proposed action. If the preferred alternative calls for a 
project footprint outside the existing disturbed area, a qualified archeologist would survey the proposed 
project area to mitigate possible adverse impacts on archeological resources. Additionally, an 
Ethnographic Overview was completed in 2015, and no traditionally associated groups or ethnographic 
resources were identified. Therefore, this impact topic was dismissed from further analysis. 

Viewshed and Visual Resources 

NPS Management Policies 2006 states that a park’s scenery and scenic features are included among the 
resources and values to be protected and conserved unimpaired for enjoyment by current and future 
generations. Scenic features are critical to the visual landscape in conjunction with other resources and 
values. Visual impacts from construction activities would be localized and temporary. Removal and 
construction of new facilities and infrastructure could permanently alter the historical visual conditions 
and the cultural landscape at the park. Visual impacts that would represent a noticeable departure from the 
historical visual conditions and the cultural landscape of the project area are discussed and addressed in 
the “Cultural Landscape Rehabilitation” section under each alternative of this document. Because this 
topic is addressed as part of cultural landscapes, it was dismissed from further analysis. 

Geology and Soils 

Construction activities proposed under the alternatives would require excavation, grading, and ground 
clearing that would disrupt geological resources. The impacts from construction activities would be 
localized and temporary in areas where soils were previously disturbed, and ground disturbance would 
occur with the installation of additional trails within new park lands. For the most part, soil disturbance 
would take place on flat ground and would result in minimal erosion, especially with implementation of 
standard construction best management practices such as silt fences required by the mitigation measures 
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described in this DCP/EA. Soil functions would be lost under the footprint of all new buildings and 
parking areas, but soil function would also be regained with the potential removal and revegetation of Old 
Battleground Road, with overall long-term impacts being minimal and soil functions of the area remining 
unchanged. Therefore, this impact topic was dismissed from further analysis. 

Air Quality  

Section 118 of the Clean Air Act requires the NPS to meet all federal, state, and local air pollution 
standards (42 USC 7401 et seq.). Changes to the local road network with the potential closure of Old 
Battleground Road could affect emissions in the area. Construction activities would generate temporary 
emissions associated with construction equipment, hauling materials, fugitive dust, and the application of 
asphalt paving for additional parking areas. However, the emissions and fugitive dust would occur only 
during the construction period and would dissipate quickly. Following the completion of the project, air 
quality in the park would return to preconstruction conditions, and no long-term impacts on air quality are 
expected. Therefore, this topic was dismissed from detailed analysis. 

Floodplains 

Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management,” requires the NPS and other federal agencies to 
evaluate the likely impacts of actions in floodplains. The objectives of the executive order are to: 
(1) avoid, to the extent possible, long-term and short-term, adverse impacts associated with occupancy, 
modification, or destruction of floodplains; and (2) avoid indirect support of development and new 
construction in such areas wherever there is a practicable alternative. 

Construction activities proposed under the alternatives would not disturb river bottom sediments or 
impact water quality and the floodplains adjacent to the Richland Creek floodway. Other activities, 
including removal of vegetation and road materials and installation of trails and parking areas, would not 
result in temporary or permanent effects on floodplains. Therefore, this topic was dismissed from further 
analysis. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

According to the NPS Management Policies 2006, the NPS strives to maintain all components and 
processes of naturally evolving ecosystems, including the natural abundance, diversity, and ecological 
integrity of native animal populations. Rare, threatened, and endangered species are protected under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA). Section 7 of the ESA requires federal agencies to coordinate with the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) during project planning, if their proposed actions could affect listed 
species, to conserve listed species and their critical habitats. 

To identify federally listed species that could occur in the project area, the NPS obtained an unofficial 
species list from the USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) website 
(https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/) in May 2024. Four federally listed, proposed, or candidate species were 
identified as potentially occurring in the action area: 

�ƒ Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) – Candidate 

�ƒ Schweintitz’s sunflower (Helianthus schweinitzii) – Endangered 

�ƒ Small whorled pogonia (Isotria medeoloides) – Threatened 

The project area does not contain designated critical habitat for any listed species. 

In accordance with section 7 of the ESA, the NPS reviewed the proposed action, habitat requirements, 
and likelihood of occurrence of each species in the project area and determined that it would have no 
effect on federally listed, proposed, or candidate species. The rationale for these findings is summarized 
below and is documented in a memorandum to file. 
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Though not listed on the USFWS IPaC website for consideration, the tricolored bat is known to occur 
throughout the area and has been documented at the park (NPS 2024a). Because the tricolored bat has the 
potential to be present within the park, the NPS would avoid tree removal during the pup season (May 1 
to July 15) and winter torpor (December 15 to February 15) to protect flightless pups, pregnant females, 
and tricolored bats that are present on the landscape in winter torpor. If the status of this species changes 
or actions that could affect tricolored bat are developed under a later time, the NPS would initiate ESA 
section 7 consultation, as necessary. 

Given its large distribution range, monarch butterfly is likely to be seasonally present in the project area. 
There could be some disturbance to vegetated areas during construction. However, temporarily disturbed 
areas would be revegetated with a native seed mix. Given the small amount of habitat (milkweed and 
flowering plants) that could be removed, the proposed action would not have the potential to affect 
monarch butterfly. Because it is a candidate species for listing under the ESA, section 7 compliance is not 
required. 

Schweintitz’s sunflower and small whorled pogonia have not been documented at the park (NPS 2024a) 
and are not likely to occur in the project area. Therefore, the proposed action would have no effect on 
these species. Based on these findings, this topic was not carried forward for further analysis. 

Wetlands 

The US Environmental Protection Agency and the US Army Corps of Engineers regulate wetlands and 
waters of the United States under section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Consideration of impacts on 
wetlands is also required under Executive Order 11990. In addition, NPS Director’s Order 77-1: Wetland 
Protection calls for no net loss of wetlands and strives for a longer-term goal of a net gain of wetlands 
throughout NPS lands. 

Wetlands are dismissed as an impact topic because none of the proposed facilities and activities in this 
DCP/EA would occur in jurisdictional “waters of the United States” per section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act. Furthermore, proposed actions in the DCP/EA would not adversely impact wetlands per NPS 
Director’s Order 77-1. As a result, the NPS does not require a wetlands statement of findings for this 
project. Therefore, this topic was dismissed from detailed analysis. 

Natural Soundscapes 

NPS Management Policies 2006 require the agency to preserve, to the greatest extent possible, the natural 
soundscapes of park units. Director’s Order 47: Soundscape Preservation and Noise Management 
(NPS 2000) defines appropriate and inappropriate sound. As visitors move away from developed areas, 
they are more able to enjoy the natural sounds of water, wind, and wildlife. The park is surrounded by an 
urbanized area. Actions proposed under the alternatives would primarily occur in or adjacent to areas that 
are already developed; where higher levels of visitor use occur; and where additions to background noise 
levels are not as noticeable, and visitors are already exposed to noise from vehicles, motors, and adjacent 
land uses and recreational activities. Furthermore, the actions would not introduce long-term sound-
generating uses in the area after construction activities, and in fact, the removal of Old Battleground Road 
would remove sound from vehicles traveling through the park. For this reason, natural soundscapes were 
dismissed from detailed analysis. 
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CHAPTER 2 | ALTERNATIVES  

INTRODUCTION  

Chapter 2 describes the alternatives under consideration for rehabilitation efforts and improvements at the 
park. NEPA requires that federal agencies conduct a careful, complete, and analytical study of the impacts 
resulting from proposals that have the potential to affect the environment and to consider alternatives to 
those proposals well before any decisions are made. NEPA requires that federal agencies explore a range 
of reasonable alternatives, including a no-action alternative. The description and evaluation of this 
alternative provide a baseline against which the action alternatives can be compared. 

This section describes the no-action alternative and two action alternatives. The elements of these 
alternatives are described in the following sections. The action alternatives present a reasonable and 
feasible approach that meets the purpose of and need for action. These alternatives are based on the best 
information available to date. Specific distances, areas, and layouts are based on estimates at the upper 
limits of the expected impact for resources. 

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION 

The no-action alternative describes the action of continuing present management operations and 
conditions. While the no-action alternative does not meet the purpose for and need of the project, it 
provides a basis for comparing the management direction and environmental consequences of the action 
alternatives. Under the no-action alternative, the park would continue to operate and maintain the existing 
facilities in their existing conditions, configurations, and locations. Figure 4 shows a plan view of the 
existing facilities and infrastructure under the no-action alternative. 

The planning issues are detailed in the following sections. 
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FIGURE 4. ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO ACTION / EXISTING CONDITIONS 
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HISTORIC STRUCTURE AND CULTURAL LANDSCAPE REHABILITATION  

Old Battleground Road, which runs through the middle of the battlefield would continue to interrupt the 
cultural landscape, and motorists would continue to travel through the battlefield, disturbing the park’s 
solemnity (figure 5). Park visitors would continue to be required to cross Old Battleground Road at one of 
three available crosswalks to access the entirety of the battlefield landscape. Non-contributing intrusions 
on the cultural landscape, such as the existing visitor center and adjacent parking area, would remain in 
place. The historic structures and cultural landscape would continue to be maintained according to 
existing management guidance outlined in the park’s 1997 GMP and 2003 CLR. The Hoskins Farm site 
would continue to operate as is, and no further connection to the greater cultural landscape would be 
developed or initiated. 

 
FIGURE 5. OLD BATTLEGROUND ROAD BISECTING THE CULTURAL LANDSCAPE 

NEW LANDS MANAGEMENT  

The Hoskins Farm site and adjacent tracts would continue to be maintained and managed by park staff on 
an ad hoc basis and would remain physically disconnected from the main park unit, including the trail 
network and auto tour route. The site (figure 6), which served as the deployment area for British troops 
and a field hospital, would remain disconnected from the story of the historic battlefield. New and future 
land acquisitions would be managed without comprehensive management guidance, and regulatory 
compliance to implement management actions for acquired tracts would be undertaken in a piecemeal 
fashion. 



 

 22 

 
FIGURE 6. HOSKINS FARM SITE, INCLUDING REPRESENTATIVE STRUCTURES OF THE BATTLE ERA 

VISITOR USE, EXPERIENCE, AND SAFETY 

Visitors would continue to begin their visit from the existing visitor center (figure 7), accessing the tour 
route from the visitor center’s parking area and traveling around the park via the tour route in a 
counterclockwise direction. Visitor use conflicts would not be comprehensively addressed, and visitors 
would continue to cross Old Battleground Road twice to complete the existing tour route. Safety concerns 
related to tour route users and pedestrians crossing Old Battleground Road to access the entirety of the 
battlefield landscape would not be addressed. Social trails entering the park would remain and would 
continue to affect the cultural and natural resources of the historic battlefield landscape. Existing 
wayfinding and interpretation would continue to be provided as needed in the park but would not be fully 
expanded to the new lands. The Hoskins Farm site would remain disconnected from the tour route and 
trail network, and visitor experience, including educational opportunities, would continue to be hindered 
and disjointed from the main park unit. 
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FIGURE 7. EXISTING VISITOR CENTER 

ALTERNATIVE 2: NPS PROPOSED ACTION AND PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE  

Alternative 2 would address the impacts of past intrusions to the historic battlefield, particularly to the 
integrity and interpretation of the landscape, history, and cultural heritage of the site from actions related 
to Old Battleground Road and the existing visitor center. 

Alternative 2 would include acquisition and removal of the entirety of Old Battleground Road within the 
project area, eliminating non-park-related vehicular access. The existing visitor center would also be 
removed. The removal of this non-contributing infrastructure from the cultural landscape would reduce 
the maintenance burden for the park and allow the flexibility to provide visitor experiences that better 
align with the park purpose. These actions would improve circulation and interpretation throughout the 
park. Figure 8 shows the proposed design components under alternative 2. 

The desired conditions described in chapter 1 provide a foundation for decisions outlined in this 
alternative. The following sections detail the management strategies that address each planning issue and 
opportunities under alternative 2.

































































































































 

APPENDIX B: 
RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES  
AND BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
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