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tc "  Section 4:
Compliance Procedures" \nSection 4:
Compliance Procedures
This section identifies cultural resources issues on Pope AFB and discusses how the Section 106 review process applies to cultural resources on Pope AFB.  Section 4.1 identifies any special cultural resources issues on Pope AFB, and identifies any conflicts between the base mission and cultural resources management.  Section 4.2 identifies strategies for preserving cultural resources on Pope AFB, and mitigating potential adverse effects to historic properties that may arise.  Section 4.3 outlines the procedures for complying with Section 106 of the NHPA, and includes internal review procedures to assist the base in determining whether an undertaking will have an effect on a cultural resource.  If it is determined that there will be an effect, the external consultation procedures are a step-by-step guide to assist the base through the Section 106 review process.  A timeline of the entire process is included at the end of the section to assist those in planning.  The points of contact section (4.3.4) identifies organizations that are to be consulted under various circumstances. 

4.1  Issues

tc "4.1.1 List of Unique Cultural Resources Issues "4.1.1  List of Unique Cultural Resources Issues  Pope AFB has no known unique cultural resources issues.

tc "4.1.2 Native American Concerns "4.1.2  Native American Concerns  There is only one federally-recognized Native American tribe in North Carolina, the Eastern Band of the Cherokee.  The state of North Carolina has recognized ten tribes and organizations:  Coherie Intra-Tribal Company, Cumberland County Association for Indian People, Eastern Band of the Cherokee, Guilford Native American Association, Haliwa-Saponi, Indians of Person County, Lumbee Regional Development Association,  Meherrin Indian Tribe, Metolina Native American Association, and the Waccamaw Siouan Development Association.  Of these, The Cumberland County Association for Indian People is closeststst to Pope AFB.   The North Carolina Department of Administration Commission of Indian Affairs is is is is isis responsible for six groups, including initiating procedures for federal recognition, and may be contacted for the most recent information.  A list of points of contact can be found in Section 4.3.4.  clc
No Native American concerns are known to exist for Pope AFB.  No Native American groups have been contacted concerning this issue.  The Eastern Band of the Cherokee will be contacted concerning possible cultural resources concerns on the base.  

In accordance with NAGPRA and AFI 32-7065, should any unanticipated Native American human remains be encountered on base, the CRM will notify the SHPO, and the appropriate Native American Groups.

4.1.3  Base Programs Impacted by Cultural Resources Management  The cultural resources management program may impact any base program whose activities or projects may involve alterations to historic buildings or the historic district.  Such programs could include:  

· Building Disposal Program - when planning demolition of extant structures.

· Operations and Maintenance Program - when planning maintenance in the historic district.

· Housing Program - when undertaking redecoration, rehabilitation, or renovation of dwellings.

· SABER - when contracting any maintenance or repair work in the historic district.

· Self-Help Program - when used by any of the occupants of NRHP eligible buildings in the historic district.

· New construction activities outside the boundaries surveyed or activities that uncover previously unidentified archaeological sites or human remains.

tc "4.1.4 Permits "4.1.4 Permits  Any person who plans to carry out work involving ground disturbance must first go through the work-order review board and submit an AF 332 from 43 CES/CEV.  The CRM would monitor the activities involving ground disturbance in archeologically sensitive areas of the base according to the procedures outlined in Section 4.3.1.

The provisions of ARPA apply to any archeological material greater than 100 years of age (other than “arrowheads” on the ground surface), regardless of the NRHP status of the site where they are found.  Any person wishing to excavate or remove archeological resources from Pope AFB must apply to 43 CES/CEV for an ARPA permit. Air Force contracted work is exempted from the permit provision (see AFI 32-7065, Sec. 5.3 “Archeological Permits”).

The CRM forwards any requests for ARPA permits to the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence and the NC SHPO for comment.  The CRM monitors the activities of permit holders to ensure compliance with all stipulations.

tc "4.1.5  Potential Mission Conflict "4.1.5  Potential Mission Conflict  Cultural resources management is not in conflict with the base’s military mission.  The historic buildings and structures at Pope, which have different functions (e.g., dwellings, garages, administrative buildings, and service or industrial buildings) are important in many of the base’s support and administrative activities, but in the majority of cases, their use is consistent with the purposes for which they were originally designed.  The utilization of the buildings for their current functions does not have an impact on the characteristics that make the buildings eligible for the NRHP.  Likewise, cultural resources management activities are unlikely to impinge on the ability of these organizations to carry out the base mission.

Although there is no conflict between the management of cultural resources and the military missions of the base, the presence of the Pope Field Historic District does require special consideration during base planning for construction, demolition, major renovations, and routine maintenance and rehabilitation projects.  Base projects with the potential to affect properties that contribute to the Historic District and Hangars 4 and 5 (Building #708) (see Fig. 3.38 and Table 3.12) will be coordinated with the base CRM and, if necessary, HQ AMC, the NC SHPO, and the ACHP (see also Section 4.3).

tc "4.1.6  Procedures to Lessen Conflicts "4.1.6  Procedures to Lessen Conflicts  There are presently no conflicts between the accomplishment of the base mission and cultural resources management.  Pope AFB will continue to avoid conflicts by ensuring that all projects that have the potential to affect  properties on, or eligible for, the NRHP receive proper and timely review by the CRM, by updating the CRMP annually and by submitting the revised plan for MAJCOM review every 5 years.

tc "4.1.7 ARPA Violations "4.1.7  ARPA Violations  ARPA prohibits unauthorized altering, damaging or defacing archeological properties on federal lands, and carries criminal penalties including fines up to $10,000 and 1 year in prison for a first offense, or up to $20,000 and or 2 years in jail if the damage to the property will cost more than $500 to repair.   Records indicate that no ARPA violations have been recorded on the base. 

4.2  Preservation and Mitigation Strategies

tc "4.2.1 Archaeological Resources "4.2.1  Archeological Resources  There are 10 archaeological sites on Pope AFB but none of them are eligible for the National Register and no mitigation plans are necessary for archeological resources.  Where projects will impact areas off Pope AFB or new land acquisitions, the base will consult with the SHPO concerning the necessity for any additional archeological studies in this area prior to any proposed undertaking.  Additional archeological studies may include survey or monitoring, as described below.
4.2.1.1  Survey  Where necessary, Pope AFB will conduct an inventory survey of the area of potential effect (APE) prior to ground disturbance.  Such a survey will be conducted by an archeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s professional qualification standards in consultation with the SHPO.  Any sites identified by such a survey will be evaluated according to the NRHP eligibility criteria (36 CFR 60.4).  If NRHP eligible sites are found within the APE, the CRM will consult with the SHPO and ACHP concerning effects to such sites according to the procedures outlined in Section 4.3.  
4.2.1.2  Monitoring  Pope AFB may conduct monitoring of ground disturbing activities for projects proposed in locations that have the potential to contain unidentified buried archeological sites, but where an archeological survey would be impractical.  Such monitoring activities would be approved by the SHPO and conducted by qualified professional archeologists who are familiar with both the historic and prehistoric cultural material of the region.

Project contracts will require that work affecting cultural properties cease upon the discovery of potentially significant archeological remains.  In the event that archeological material is uncovered during the project, the archeologist on site will notify the CRM.  The CRM will notify the SHPO and the NPS of the discovery according to the procedures in Section 5.5.1.  The CRM will take actions to evaluate the discovery and, provide guidance to the project engineer on any actions that should be taken to provide appropriate management treatment of the resource.  These findings and recommendations may lead to the following actions:

1. Resumption of work

2. Change order to redirect construction activity or alter siting to avoid impact.

3. Data recovery.

4. Extension of stoppage for a specified period of time to allow for data recovery consultation with the SHPO and NPS.

5. Construction stoppage at the affected location for an undetermined period of time pending completion of mitigation.

If human remains are uncovered during monitoring, the archeologist on site will notify the CRM immediately.  The CRM will follow the procedures in Section 5.5.2.  In those instances where emergency data recovery measures are recommended, every effort will be made to accomplish study objectives within the shortest time frame possible and within the spatial confines of areas subject to construction-related disturbance.

4.2.1.3  Unanticipated Archeological Discoveries  If potentially significant archeological resources are identified during the course of an undertaking, the individual responsible for supervising the work will notify the CRM immediately.  The CRM will notify the SHPO and the NPS as required by 36 CFR 800.13, and the Archeological and Historical Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 469) according to the procedures outlined in Section 5.5.1.  If human remains are discovered, the CRM will follows the procedures outlined in Section 5.5.2.

4.2.1.4  Curation of Archeological Collections  Federal regulations (36 CFR Part 79, Curation of Federally Owned and Administered Archeological Collections), require that archeological collections and their associated records owned by Federal agencies be properly curated in perpetuity.  In 1996, the Army Corps of Engineers completed an assessment of the current status of records and artifact curation for Pope AFB (HQ ACC 1996) and identified 0.76 cubic feet of artifacts and 0.28 linear feet of associated records in storage at Fort Bragg, and identified some compliance problems with these collections.  Since then a small number of artifacts have been identified in storage with Robert J. Goldstein and Associates, a private contractor.  HQ AMC has a contract with the St. Louis Corps of Engineers to correct any compliance problems with archeological collections, and return then to Pope AFB with a draft curation agreement.  According to the Corps of Engineers, collections excavated during surveys on land owned by Pope AFB at the time of the survey are considered the property of Pope AFB.  Collections from surveys on land owned by the Army at the time of the survey are considered Army collections, even if the land subsequently became the property of the Air Force.

tc "4.2.2 Historic Resources "4.2.2  Historic Resources  This subsection presents information related to three areas associated with the protection of historic buildings and structures at Pope AFB:  overall protection strategies; pending/potential projects; and protection and mitigation strategies for specific types of projects.  The historic properties currently identified at Pope AFB are the Pope Field Historic District, which encompasses 32 buildings and structures and one individually eligible property, Hangars 4 and 5, Bldg. 708.  All of these properties are associated with pre-World War II expansion at the base.  

4.2.2.1  Overall Protection Strategy  The overall protection strategy at Pope AFB is to encourage the continued use of identified historic properties in a manner compatible with their original function.  This is consistent with the current and past practices of Pope AFB where most of the buildings within the Pope Field Historic District are already utilized for activities compatible with the purposes for which they were originally constructed.

There is little conflict with use of the Officer and Noncommissioned Officer housing area and administrative buildings as these properties continue to be used for purposes similar to their original function.  However, equipment and workspace upgrade requirements for service/industrial facilities can necessitate alterations of facilities to meet the changing needs of the installation and maintain mission support.  In those cases where avoidance is not possible because of modernization needs, mission requirements, or economic feasibility, Pope AFB seeks to reduce or minimize any adverse effects to their historic character.  If necessary, mitigation by recordation (e.g., HABS/HAER) will be initiated. 

It is the goal of Pope AFB to make every reasonable effort to accommodate the preservation and protection needs of the Pope Field Historic District.  Nevertheless, there are situations where adverse effects cannot be avoided and where priorities must be established or compromises made to satisfy both the requirements set by Historic Preservation laws and the changing developmental and economic requirements of the installation.  It is in these cases where rehabilitation versus replacement or demolition needs to be considered and where compatible reuse versus alternative reuse with minimal alteration may become options.  Priorities and compromises may also be necessary regarding the use of original or substitute materials and the appropriateness of one over the other.  This is particularly the case within the service/industrial and housing areas, where modernization to increase base efficiency (e.g., installation of new utilities or communications equipment) or to upgrade living space to modern standards (rehabilitation of bathrooms or kitchens) is necessary.  Priorities will be formulated in consultation with the NC SHPO. 

Applying the Standards for Historic Preservation  The NHPA requires Pope AFB to protect and maintain historic properties under its care.  The protection and maintenance of historic properties is closely linked to character-defining features and the relationship of those features to the historical significance for which the property was listed in the NRHP.  The historic properties currently identified at Pope AFB are the NRHP-listed Pope Field Historic District and an individually eligible building, #708. The District consists of 33 properties (32 contributing), almost all of which have distinctive exterior features that contribute to the historic character of the District as a whole and link the properties visually and aesthetically. 

Although there are some original interior architectural attributes remaining in some of the individual properties of the District, many of the interiors either display no remarkable features, or the original features have been removed or compromised through periodic renovation to support changing missions and personnel.  As a result, few of the interiors of the 32 contributing properties convey the historical significance for which the District has been listed in the NRHP.  The character of this district is primarily in its exterior features and its setting.  It is the feeling that is conveyed from the outside that provides the viewer with historical perspective; a sense of the significance of the Pope Field Historic District is easily apparent without access to the interiors.  

Interior attributes which Pope AFB has determined are noteworthy and for which maintenance and rehabilitation consideration is warranted are:

Officer Housing (#202, #204, #206, #208, #210, #212, #214, #216, #218):  

· Interior doors and door hardware

· Window molding and window hardware

· Base boards, crown molding and picture molding

· Newell post and stair railings

· Oak flooring 

· Mantle

· Recessed china cabinet

· Recessed telephone shelf

· Original light fixtures including sconces

· Original oak flooring

· Original tubs in bathroom

Noncommissioned Officer Housing  ( #322, #324, #326, #328, #330, #332, #334, #336, #338, #340, #342, #344):

· Picture and chair molding

· Wood flooring 

· Original tub in bathroom


Dispensary (Building #302):

· Original door and hardware

· Built in medicine cabinet


Hangars 4 & 5 (Building #708):

· Bow string trusses

· Monorail hoist system

· Doors and windows (some of which were originally exterior windows)

Fleming Hall, Building 306

· Main corridors

· Transoms

· Stair rail

· Interior doors and door hardware

· Window molding and window hardware

· Base boards

The garages associated with the Officers’ Quarters do not have contributing interior elements.  Pope AFB will continue its commitment to good stewardship practices regarding historic properties and will consider any remaining interior architectural attributes when performing building and structure maintenance.

Character-Defining Features - General  There is extensive uniformity in the materials and methods of building construction within the Pope Field Historic District. Following is a list of general exterior character-defining features that are visible in the majority of the District’s buildings and structures.  These features link the entire property visually and aesthetically and are the mechanism by which the historical significance of the District is conveyed.

· Stucco surface treatment of exterior walls;

· Gable or hip roof design;

· Red tile roofs on administration buildings;

· Stucco chimneys;

· Dormers;

· Multi-pane double hung windows;

· Copper gutters, and downspouts;

Character-Defining Features - Specific  In addition to the general character-defining features that are present on nearly all of the buildings and structures within the District, some of the individual properties also retain unique or noteworthy features for which maintenance and rehabilitation considerations should be noted.  Because a number of the properties within the District are of nearly identical design (i.e. Officer and NCO housing), they retain nearly identical character-defining features.  Because the noteworthy features of all of the 33 properties are too numerous to list, the information provided below is offered as general guidance only.  Maintenance personnel should consult with the base CRM to ensure that projects clearly identify those features that are and are not original.  A complete listing of architectural attributes associated with the properties is provided in Attachment 6.3 (Fabric Survey Sheets).  Noteworthy features by functional zone, or property type, are described in Table 4.1.

36 CFR 68.3 - General Standards  Legislative requirements designed to preserve and protect character-defining features of historic properties and avoid deterioration  are contained in the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Historic Preservation Projects (36 CFR 68).  Although these standards were originally promulgated to apply to proposed grant-in-aid projects assisted through the National Historic Preservation Fund, the usefulness and practicality of the guidance has been recognized by numerous federal agencies, including the Air Force, which uses the standards as recommended guidance.  There are two classes of standards: general standards that apply to all historic preservation projects and take into consideration the economic and technical feasibility of each project, and specific standards that offer more precise guidance for the implementation of certain types of historic preservation activities.  A definition of each of the general and specific standards, and the application of these standards to the features identified for the Pope Field Historic District, are presented within this section.

(a)  Reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a property that requires minimal alteration, or to use a property for its original purpose.

Current and projected use of the historic properties at Pope AFB is generally compatible with the use for which they were originally constructed.  Exceptions are the dispensary and fire station, although current utilization poses no potential effect to the integrity of the character-defining features.  

Pope AFB makes every reasonable effort to find compatible reuses for properties that are consistent with their original purpose.  In those cases where compatible uses are not technically, or economically, feasible, every attempt is made to ensure that the reuse does not impinge on any character-defining features of the building, and that, while not a use for which the building was originally designed, allows continued use of a property with minimal alteration rather than the alternative of abandonment, mothballing, or demolition.

Table 4.1:  Noteworthy Architectural Features in the Historic District and Building #708

Building


Architectural Features

Officer Housing


Officer and NCO Housing; they retain nearly identical character-defining features.  Because the noteworthy features of all of the 34 properties are too numerous to list, the information provided below is offered as general guidance only.  
· Stuccoed hollow tile walls

· Spanish tile roofs (replaced)

· Segmental arched porch openings

· French doors

· Full front porches

· Eight-over-eight double-hung windows



Non-commissioned Officer Housing


· Stuccoed hollow tile walls

· Segmental square porch openings

· Exterior stuccoed chimney 

· Semi-circular gable vents

· Slight roof overhang

· Full front porches

· Eight-over-eight double-hung windows



Automobile Garages


· Stuccoed hollow tile walls

· Wooden doors with 4 single-pane windows

Fleming Hall
· Segmental arched dormers

· Quoins and beltcourses

· Masonry porch with arched openings, quoining and upper balustrade

· Circular gable windows

· Segmental arched window on first floor and stone sills accenting the windows

· Eight over eight double-hung windows

· Dormers

· Exterior chimney

· Now-enclosed rear porch and upper balconies

· C-shaped courtyard



Other Administrative

and Recreational Buildings and Structure (#300 and #302)


· Painted stucco exterior (#300 and #302)

· Stone window sills (#300)

· Circular louvered vent gable vents (#300)

· Multipane casement windows (#300 and #302)

· Arched well on left elevation (#300)

· Truncated hipped roof with central chimney (#302)

· Two segmental arched dormers (#302)

· Stone cornice and brackets (#302)



Double Hangar (#708)
· Bow roof

· Bowstring truss

· Stucco walls

· Towers with elongated rectangular windows

· Windows on side elevations (where present) and hangar bay doors

· Front (lifting) hangar-bay doors

· Rear sliding hangar-bay doors



(b)  The distinguishing original character of a building or site shall not be destroyed, and the removal or alteration of any historic or distinctive architectural features should be avoided when possible.

Future plans for maintenance, repair, or alteration of the identified historic properties over the next five years are expected to be largely minor in nature and are not expected to include the removal of any historic or distinctive features, or change the basic form of any of the individual properties.  An exception is the SOQ/GOG, where the base negotiated replacement of the windows.  In recent years, the base has placed special emphasis on maintaining and preserving original character-defining features, or replacing them with original materials, or in a similar style.  The Standards recommend avoidance of identified character-defining features when possible; however, when that approach is not feasible, the Standards call for rehabilitation in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation  (36 CFR 67).

(c)  All buildings and sites shall be recognized as products of their time; thus, alterations which have no historical basis shall be discouraged.

The Standards recommend that future alterations of identified historic properties take into consideration the time period within which the particular building was constructed and the specific historical features present.  For example, if replacement of the solid wood front doors of the NCO duplexes was to be necessary, Standard (c) requires replacement with doors compatible with the same time period in style, form, and material.  Door styles from an earlier or later historical period would not be used.  However, options for substitute materials and designs may be appropriate in other functional zones (i.e., the service/industrial area) where there is little visibility by the public or where it would be economically unfeasible to replace in kind. 

(d)  Changes to buildings which may have taken place in the course of time may have acquired significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized.

Changes to the historic buildings at Pope AFB include replacement of clay tile or slate roofs by asphalt shingles.  No significant changes have been identified for any of the historic properties at Pope AFB that may have acquired significance in their own right.

(e)  Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship that characterize a building shall be treated with sensitivity.
There are a number of distinctive stylistic features associated with the Pope Field Historic District (see Section 4.2.2.1).  Such features include stuccoed exterior walls, multipane windows, reinforced concrete foundations.  All of these types of features link the District visually and the maintenance and repair of them will be conducted in accordance with the intent of Standard (e). 

(f)  Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, wherever possible.  If replacement is necessary, the new material should match the replaced material; repair or replacement of missing architectural features should be historically accurate, rather than conjectural.  

While some of the character-defining features of some of the individual buildings and structures within the historic district are in need of minor repair or general maintenance, none of the character-defining features are in a deteriorated condition and, because of periodic inspections and routine maintenance, future deterioration is not anticipated.  In the event that unforeseeable events require replacement of character-defining features this Standard requires replacement with materials of a similar kind.  In accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, substitute materials are acceptable as long as they convey the same form, design and overall visual appearance as the original feature (see Sections 3.2.2.3 and 4.2.2.5).  

(g)  The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken as gently as possible.

Many of the identified historic properties at Pope AFB display facades that may require surface cleaning at some time in the future (e.g., stucco, stone, concrete).  These types of features are sensitive to harsh cleaning techniques.  As a result, the first approach to preserving and protecting these types of materials is to clean them only when necessary to halt deterioration or remove heavy soiling.  When required, surface cleaning should be performed with the gentlest possible methods (e.g., low pressure water supplemented by scrubbing with soft natural bristle brushes).  See Section 4.2.2.5, for more detailed information.   

(h)  Reasonable effort will be made to protect archeological resources potentially affected by an undertaking.

There are no NRHP-eligible archeological resources at Pope AFB.  Unanticipated archeological resources identified during future undertakings will follow procedures detailed in Sections 5.5.1 and 5.5.2.

36 CFR 68.3 - Specific Standards   In addition to the general standards, the following specific standards will be considered by Pope AFB, as appropriate to specific projects.

(a)  Acquisition  

Acquisition is the act or process of acquiring (usually fee title) real property to ensure the protection of historic properties.

Acquisition of property for the protection of the historic properties at Pope AFB is not currently an issue.  However, for future planning, the Standards recommend that every reasonable effort be made to assure the protection and preservation of any eligible historic properties by considering the type and extent of property rights.

(b)  Protection  

Protection is the act or process of applying measures designed to affect the physical condition of a property by defending or guarding it from deterioration, loss, or attack, or to cover or shield the property from danger or injury.  In the case of buildings and structures, such treatment is generally of a temporary nature and anticipates future historic preservation treatment; in the case of archeological sites, the protective measure may be temporary or permanent.

Conformity with this Standard requires safeguarding the physical condition or environment of historic properties from weather, or other natural, animal, or human intrusions.  This may include boarding broken windows, covering a damaged roof, or providing freeze protection for pipes until repairs can be made.  Because the 33 buildings and structures at Pope AFB are currently in use, measures are in place and will continue to be in place to protect the structures from damage.

(c)  Stabilization  

Stabilization is the act or process of applying measures designed to reestablish a weather-resistant enclosure and the structural stability of an unsafe or deteriorated property while maintaining the essential form as it exists.  

None of the identified historic properties at Pope AFB require stabilization because they are not in a deteriorated condition.  Should future requirements for stabilization occur, the Standards recommend that the following processes be employed:

· Reestablish weather resistant conditions (e.g., leak-proof roofs, windows, doors).

· Reinforce load bearing members or arrest material deterioration leading to structural failure.

· Conceal stabilizing efforts so they do not detract from the property’s historical qualities.

(d)  Preservation  

Preservation is the act or process of applying measures to sustain the existing form, integrity, and material of a building or structure, and the existing form and vegetative cover of a site.  It may include initial stabilization work where necessary, as well as ongoing maintenance of the historic buildings materials.  

Standard (d) encourages retention of a properties original form (shape, scale) and design so that historical integrity will be maintained.  Standard (d) also requires a program of ongoing maintenance using the Secretary of the Interior’s techniques for arresting or retarding the deterioration of a property (e.g.,  cleaning masonry with low pressure water sprayers and mild detergents).  Pope AFB will continue its commitment to good stewardship practices regarding the maintenance of historic properties and will use as guidance the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (1992), the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (36 CFR 67), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation Projects (36 CFR 68).   

(e)  Rehabilitation  

Rehabilitation is the act or process of returning a property to a state of utility through repair or alteration that makes possible an efficient contemporary use while preserving those portions or features of the property that are significant to its historical, architectural, and cultural values.  

Most of the properties within the District are already used on a continuing basis for contemporary functions and through good stewardship over the years, the properties have been rehabilitated with minimal alteration to achieve these reuses.   The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation recommend that whenever possible new additions or alterations be done in such a manner that if the alterations were to be removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the structure would be unimpaired.  In addition, alterations should be designed so as not to destroy significant historic, architectural, or cultural material.  New designs of both contributing and non-contributing facilities within the District should be compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of the District as a whole, the environment, or the functional zone.

(f)  Restoration  

Restoration means the act or process of accurately recovering the form and details of a property and its setting as it appeared at a particular period of time by means of the removal of later work or by the replacement of missing earlier work.  

Most of the 33 individual buildings and structures at Pope AFB are currently utilized in a manner compatible with the function for which they were originally intended so as to prevent the need for future restoration.  Because these buildings retain sufficient integrity to convey the significance for which they have been listed in the NRHP, restoration of these features is not currently proposed.

(g)  Reconstruction  

Reconstruction is the act or process of reproducing by new construction the exact form and detail of a vanished building, structure, or object, or a part thereof, as it appeared at a specific period of time.

The majority of the buildings and structures within the Pope Field Historic District retain their original character-defining features.  Roofs have been replaced in many of the buildings (particularly the family housing units); however, these replacements have been conducted in a manner compatible with the overall appearance of the District.

4.2.2.2  Pending Projects  Future plans and programs for the development of Pope AFB over the next five years include projects for new facility construction, renovation of existing facilities, routine facility rehabilitation and maintenance, and expanding the base runway.  There are currently plans to replace sewers, rehabilitate electrical distribution and storm drainage, replace steam lines, purchase new land, and construct a recreation equipment issue complex and consolidated skills center.  If the runway is to be expanded onto newly acquired property, Pope AFB will need to consult with the SHPO concerning the results of cultural resources surveys.

4.2.2.3  Mitigation Strategies  Although preservation and protection of the identified historic properties at Pope AFB is the primary goal, there are circumstances (e.g., new mission requirements) when adverse effects cannot be avoided in project planning.  To lessen the degree of effect on a historic property, mitigation measures and strategies are developed to reduce adverse effects to effects that are not adverse.  These may include:

· Recordation by HABS/HAER (Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record) for demolition or substantial alteration to a property;

· Mothballing a historic property; or

· Protection of properties transferred, leased, or sold to non-federal parties.

The mitigation most often associated with construction (i.e., additions to historic buildings), major rehabilitation, or demolition is recordation by the standards of the HABS/HAER.   

HABS/HAER   Demolition of historic properties is an adverse effect and is most commonly mitigated through documentation (recordation) of the structure and its history.  The level of documentation required will be determined through consultation with the NPS and will depend upon the historical significance of the property and the data available.  Before the need for demolition is established, other options should be considered.  These include:

· Rehabilitation of the existing structure for a proposed new use;

· Movement of the building to a new location for continued use; or

· Mothballing the building until a function compatible with the building’s original design is proposed.

Documentation according to HABS/HAER standards involves specialized research and recordation of a historic property through the compilation and preparation of historical information (written materials), photographs, and measured drawings.  The documentation is reviewed by the NPS and, once accepted, submitted to the Library of Congress in Washington D.C. for permanent archiving.  The amount (level) of documentation required is determined through consultation with the NPS HABS/HAER Division and can be any one of four levels or, if deemed appropriate by the NPS, some combination of levels.  Level I documentation is the most comprehensive level of recordation and involves the archival quality reproduction of historic photographs including: archival quality, large-format (4 inch by 5 inch) black and white photographs of each property; measured drawings of each property on mylar; reproduced or original “as builts” (as available); and a narrative or outline format report.  Level II and Level III involve similar processes, but are less stringent in their requirements.  Level IV is rarely requested by the NPS and is typically used to record properties during the inventory and evaluation stages of identifying properties.

Considering the type and number of character-defining features identified, the integrity of the District as a whole and the individual properties, and the historical significance for which the Pope Field Historic District has been listed in the NRHP, Level II is likely to be the most appropriate level of HABS/HAER recordation for most of the properties requiring recordation at Pope AFB.  A final determination on the level required would be verified through discussions with the NC SHPO and the NPS. 

Mothballing   Mothballing is an alternative mitigation that can be employed, if economically feasible, when properties are to be preserved for future use and when standing unoccupied would eventually cause an adverse effect.  When all means of finding a productive use for a historic property have been exhausted or when funds are not available to rehabilitate a deteriorating property into a useable condition, it may be necessary to close up the building temporarily, or “mothball,” to protect it from the weather, animal intrusion, and vandalism.  Mothballing can be an effective means of protecting the building while planning the property’s future and can often save the property from demolition.  

Mothballing measures should not result in permanent damage; therefore, each treatment should be weighed in terms of its reversibility and its overall benefit.  Providing temporary protection and stabilization for vacant historic buildings can arrest deterioration while a compatible use for the property is being found.  The three highest priorities for the building while it is mothballed are:

1. To protect the building from sudden loss.

2. To weatherize and protect the building to stop moisture penetration.

3. To control the humidity levels inside once the building has been secured.

Detailed information regarding mothballing can be found in Preservation Brief No. 31, Mothballing Historic Buildings.  The guidance includes a “mothball checklist” that is a useful reference guide for property managers that need to mothball historic properties.  None of the properties within the Pope Field Historic District are currently planned for mothballing in the next five years.

Transfer, Lease, or Sale of Property to Non-federal Parties   Any transfer, lease, or sale of a historic property (or portion thereof) to a non-federal party is considered an adverse effect under historic preservation law.  However, this process may be considered to have no adverse effect on the property, under 36 CFR 800.9 (c)(3), if “adequate restrictions or conditions are included to ensure preservation of the property’s significant historic features.” To ensure the protection of a NRHP-listed property when transferring its ownership to a non-federal party, the preparation of a legal document called a “Protective Covenant,” is usually required.  Protective Covenants accompany transfer mechanisms (deeds, bills of sale, leases) and stipulate the types of protection (restrictions or conditions) that the property must be afforded.  In cases where the preparation of this type of document is not desirable or possible, or if the reviewing parties cannot be sure that the restrictions or conditions included will ensure preservation, the transfer, lease, or sale are treated as having an adverse effect and made subject of a Memorandum of Agreement.  Consultation with the prospective owner, the Air Force, the North Carolina  SHPO, the ACHP and, if necessary, the Secretary of the Interior is required.

4.2.2.4  Non-Contributing Facilities Within The Historic District  There is one non-contributing facility located within the boundary of the Pope Field Historic District (Bldg. 308).  Rehabilitation of this facility would adhere to guidance provided in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and mitigation may be required.  Because they are located within the boundary of the District, rehabilitation and/or alteration of non-contributing facilities must be conducted in consultation with the NC SHPO and the ACHP to ensure that changes do not adversely affect the character of the District.
4.2.2.5  Maintenance Considerations  Periodic scheduled inspections and maintenance are essential elements in the protection of historic properties.  Maintenance activities generally require a low level of intervention and are a key to the early detection of intrusive deterioration that can damage or destroy character-defining features (e.g., small cracks in stucco).  General maintenance considerations for the 33 eligible or contributing properties at Pope AFB are described below.  General guidance to assist base personnel with the maintenance and monitoring of the types of materials associated with the historic properties is provided within this section as well.   

General Inspection and Maintenance Considerations for the Pope Field Historic District 
· Inspect for damage, clean and repair stucco; concrete foundations.

· Inspect, evaluate, repair roofs and roof features (chimneys, dormers).

· Inspect and repair wood door surfaces, framing, sills, and hardware.

· Inspect and repair wood windows (glass, sashes, frames).

· Inspect and repair painted surfaces; repaint with compatible colors.

Additional Maintenance Guidance and Information   Additional useful information regarding the general maintenance of the historic properties at Pope AFB is presented in the following tables and text.  In addition, Pope AFB assessed the condition of many of the historic features within the District (Hamm, E.L., and Associates 1995).  The assessment considered features such as exterior maintenance, interior architectural condition, electrical service, mechanical and plumbing systems, radon, lead paint, and asbestos.  The survey concluded that the 1978-82 shingle roofs are sound and in reasonable condition for their age, but that all units should be reroofed within the next 10 years.  The copper gutters and down spouts appear to be in good to fair condition but need a few minor repairs.  The 60 year old stucco exterior is in good condition.  Numerous small cracks in the stucco were observed, none requiring repair.  Evidence of previous repairs show only a modest effort to match the existing stucco surface in style and appearance.  Interior walls, doors, floors, bathrooms and kitchens were surveyed to evaluate their existing condition and determine any deficiencies that could result in future projects.  The interiors have been maintained very well but remodeling of the bathrooms and kitchens should be considered in the near future. 

Because of the number of individual properties involved, the wide variety of character-defining features associated with them, installation personnel should coordinate with the base CRM to clearly identify which features are original character-defining features and which have been replaced.  The following general guidelines will assist base personnel in identifying and correcting maintenance and repair requirements for the historic buildings on the base.   

Stucco Features  According to Preservation Brief No. 22, The Preservation and Repair of Historic Stucco, “most stucco deterioration is the result of water infiltration into the building structure, either through the roof, around chimneys, window and door openings, or excessive ground water or moisture penetration through, or splashing up from the foundation.  Potential causes of deterioration include: ground settlement, lintel and door frame settlement, inadequate or leaking gutters and down spouts, intrusive vegetation, moisture migration within walls due to interior condensation and humidity, vapor drive problems caused by furnace, bathroom and kitchen vents, and rising damp resulting from excessive ground water and poor drainage around the foundation.  Water infiltration will cause wood lath to rot, and metal lath and nails to rust, which eventually will cause stucco to lose its bond and pull away from its substrate.” 
Cleaning Stucco Surfaces According to Preservation Briefs no. 22, The Preservation and Repair of Historic Stucco, “historic stucco buildings often exhibit multiple layers of paint or lime wash.  Although some stucco surfaces may be cleaned by water washing, the relative success of this procedure depends on two factors: the surface texture of the stucco, and the type of dirt to be removed.  If simply removing airborne dirt, smooth unpainted stucco, and heavily-textured painted stucco may sometimes be cleaned using a low-pressure water wash, supplemented by scrubbing with soft natural bristle brushes, and possible non-ionic detergents.  Organic plant material, such as algae and mold, and metallic stains may be removed from stucco using poultices and appropriate solvents.  Although these same methods may be employed to clean unpainted roughcast, pebble-dash, or any stucco surface featured exposed aggregate, due to the surface irregularities, it may be difficult to remove dirt, without also removing portions of the decorative textured surface.  Difficulty in cleaning may explain why so many of these textured surfaces have been painted.” 

Repairing Historic Stucco  Preservation Briefs No. 22, The Preservation and Repair of Historic Stucco, states that complete replacement of historic stucco with new stucco is only necessary in cases of extreme deterioration or a loss of over 40-50% of the total surface.  However, where the integrity of a building has been compromised by incompatible or poorly executed patches.  The Briefs also provide some general principles for historic stucco repair:

· Mix only as much stucco as can be used in one and one-half to two hours.

· Do not over-mix stucco mortar.  Over-mixing can cause crazing and discoloration, and/or make mortar set too fast.

· Wood lath or masonry substrate, but not metal lath, must be wetted before applying stucco patches so it does not draw moisture out of the stucco too rapidly. 

· To prevent cracking, it is imperative that stucco not dry too fast.  Area to be stuccoed should be shaded, or covered, especially in hot weather.

· Stucco repairs should not be undertaken in cold weather or if there is danger of frost.   

According to Preservation Briefs No. 22:  The Preservation and Repair of historic Stucco, the general rules for mixes for repair of historic stucco are as follows: more lime will make the mixture more plastic, but stucco mortar with a very large proportion of lime to sand is more likely to crack because of greater shrinkage; it is also weaker and slower to set.  More sand or aggregate, will minimize shrinkage, but make the mixture harder to trowel smooth, and will weaken the mortar.  Materials specifications for mixes for repair of historic stucco should conform to those contained in Preservation Briefs 2: Repointing Mortar Joints in Historic Brick Buildings and are provided in Table 4.2.
Masonry Features   While masonry, concrete, and stone are among the most durable of historic building materials, they are also susceptible to damage  by harsh climatic conditions, improper maintenance or repair techniques, and harsh or abrasive cleaning methods.  Improper rehabilitation of properties constructed of these types of materials can exacerbate early deterioration and have adverse effects by precipitating a loss of integrity.  Typical problems associated with masonry and concrete are shown in Tables 4.2 and 4.3

Table 4.2:  Mortar Specifications and Mix: Mortar Specifications for Repointing OlderMasonry+

Material
Specifications

Sand
Conform to ASTM * C-144 to assure proper gradation and freedom from impurities.  Sand  should match original as closely as possible

Lime
Conform to ASTM C-207, Type S, hydrated lime for masonry purposes

Water
Potable-clean and free from acids, alkalis, and organic matter

Hair/Fiber
Goat or cattle hair, or pure manilla fiber of good quality, ½” to 2” in length, clean, and free of dust, dirt, oil, grease or other impurities

Cement
Conform to ASTM C-150, Type II (white, non-staining) Portland cement with less than 0.60% alkali

*
ASTM refers to the standards established by the American Standards Testing and Materials Institute

+
National Park Service approved

Table 4.3:  Maintenance Problems for Concrete

Material
Maintenance Problem


Stains
Erosion
Spalling
Cracks
Deflection
Corrosion

Concrete
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

Concrete block
· 
· 

· 



Cast block
· 
· 

· 



Table 4.4:  Substitute Masonry Products

Product
Substitution


Substitute for Block
Substituted for Brick

Glass fiber-reinforced concrete
(
(

Fiber-reinforced polymers (fiberglass)
(
(

Polymer or epoxy concrete
(
(

*
Substitute masonry products approved by the National Park Service and the 


National Trust for Historic Preservation.

and have the potential to affect the majority of the identified historic properties.  Substitute materials that have been approved by the NPS and the National Trust for Historic Preservation are shown in Table 4.4. 

roof Repair and Maintenance   Roof shape attributes such as cresting and chimneys and the size, color, and patterning of the roofing material can all be extremely important in defining a building’s overall historic character.  In addition to the design role it plays, a weather-tight roof is essential to the preservation of the entire structure.  As a result, repairing or replacing a roof can be a critical aspect of historic property rehabilitation.    

In accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (36 CFR 67), Pope AFB will make every reasonable effort to retain remaining original materials on identified historic properties.  However, the repair of a roof versus the replacement of a roof will likely require additional considerations.  Such considerations include the manufacturer’s recommendation regarding the life expectancy of the roofing material; the total amount of area requiring repair; the potential threat to the property (e.g., from leaks) from repeated repair rather than complete replacement; the economic and technical feasibility of repeated repair versus complete replacement; and recommendations from outside experts in the field regarding the feasibility of repair versus replacement.  These types of issues will be reviewed when roof repair or replacement is required and the conclusions offered to the NC SHPO for consideration.  

In addition, roof features also require maintenance considerations.  Flashing, ridgelines, gutters, and downspouts are all features of the roof protection system that assist with the control of water damage of features located below the roofline.  Gutters and downspouts are of particular concern as they channel the water away from facades, windows, and doors.  Inspection of these features for clogging (leaves and debris) and breaks or leaks at joints can avert water migration and substantially increase protection of the building (Pieper 1995).

Windows and Doors  Windows and doors present special types of maintenance problems in trying to maintain their thermal efficiency while retaining their historical appearance.  Typical types of window maintenance problems include:

· Loose or broken panes;

· Missing putty, weather-stripping, or other sealant;

· Improper opening/closing; and

· Corrosion and expansion of steel lintels that can cause damage to surrounding brickwork.

Table 4.5 describes typical types of windows and associated maintenance problems and  Table 4.6 provides useful window sealant information to help installation personnel when 

Table 4.5:  Window Types and Maintenance Problems

Window Types
Glass Types
Frame Types
Glass Problems
Frame Problems
Operational Problems

Double Hung
Plate
Wood or Metal
Loose 

Missing putty
Wood rot or Rust

Broken or cracked
Does not open or close

Fixed
Clear
Wood
Missing putty
Insect damage
Loose

Casement
Double pane

Hardened putty
Cracks/splits
Missing

Transom
Clear
Wood
Loose, broken, missing pieces
Wood rot, insect damage, broken
Does not open or close

panes and sashes require re-sealing.  Table 4.7 describes several types of weather-stripping that will be effective for historic windows and doors.  

In accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (36 CFR 68), Pope AFB will make every reasonable effort to retain original windows and character-defining window materials on identified historic properties.  However, the repair of a window versus the replacement of a window (or panel of windows) will likely require additional considerations.  Such considerations include the manufacturer’s recommendation regarding the life expectancy of the sash materials; the thermal efficiency of the windows; the potential threat to the property (e.g., from leaks) from repeated repair of weather-stripping and sashes; the economic and technical feasibility of repeated repair versus complete replacement; and recommendations from outside experts in the field regarding the feasibility of repair versus replacement.  These types of issues will be reviewed when window repair or replacement is required and the conclusions offered to the NC SHPO for consideration.

Through consultation with the NC SHPO, many of the windows within the District have already been replaced to increase thermal efficiency, particularly those in the multi-family housing areas.  However, there are many original wood and metal frame windows that remain throughout the District.  Installation personnel should coordinate with the base CRM to clearly identify which windows are original character-defining features and which have been replaced before repair or replacement projects are undertaken.

Entrances are quite often the focus of historic buildings, particularly when they occur on primary elevations; entrances can be extremely important in defining the overall historic character of a building.  Table 4.8 describes some of the most common problems associated with door hardware, frames, sills, and door operation.

Table 4.6:  Types of Window Sealant

Type of Sealant
Use
Characteristics
Life

Span


Comments

A.  Putty





Oil-based or Bituminous
To seal joints between glass and frame
Nonflexible

Nonstructural
5-7 years
Must be painted for protection, should not be used for glazing larger than 100 sq. in.

B.  Caulking





Butyls
To seal joints between frame and opening
Semiflexible

Nonsag

Nonstructural
10-15 years
Picks up dirt easily; must be painted when dry.

Silicones
To seal joints between frame and opening
Flexible

Nonsag

Nonstructural
20+ years
Good in wet climates; picks up dirt; comes in various colors.

Polysulfides
To seal joints between frame and opening
Flexible

Nonsag

Nonstructural
20+ years
Does not pick up dirt easily; comes in various colors.

C.  Gaskets





Neoprene (cellular)
To seal glass to frame
Nonstructural
30 years
Black only; may be coated.

Neoprene (noncellular)
To seal glass to frame
Structural
30 years
Black is colorfast; other colors tend to fade.

Ethylene propylene polymers
To seal glass to frame
Nonstructural
20 years
Can be colored; will support combustion.

Polyvinyl chloride polymers
To seal glass to frame
Nonstructural
20 years
Commonly used in large plate windows.

Table 4.7:  Types of Weather Stripping

Type
Window Frame Use
Attachment
Life Span
Comments

Spring metal
Steel

Aluminum
Friction
Indefinite
Comes in bronze, brass, stainless steel.

Vinyl
Steel

Aluminum
Adhesive
20-30 years
Typically white, some colors available.

Foam tape
Steel

Aluminum
Adhesive
10 years
Use for gaps of ¼ in. or less.

Table 4.8:  Door Types and Maintenance Problems

Door Types
Frame

Types
Hardware
Wood Surface

Problems
Metal Surface

Problems
Frame and Sill

Problems

Wood
Wood
Hinges/ Closers
Warping
Corrosion
Gaps in junction with wall/floor

Metal
Metal
Handles
Rot
Dents
Out of alignment

Glass

Locks
Insect damage
Pitting
Missing stops



Panic bars
Cracks/splits

Sill scraping bottom of door

Wood Maintenance and Repair  Because it can be easily shaped by sawing, planing, carving and gouging, wood is the most commonly used material for architectural and construction features (e.g., wood frame construction, clapboard, window and door frames, moldings).  However, because wood features are soft, they are sensitive to water damage (e.g., splitting, cracking, warping, rot), denting, scratching, and insect infestation (e.g., termites) thereby causing the maintenance of wood buildings and elements to require special attention.  Improper maintenance and rehabilitation of properties that are constructed, sheathed, or appointed with wood elements can exacerbate early deterioration and have adverse effects by precipitating a loss of integrity or the complete loss of character-defining features.  Wood features of within the Pope Field Historic District are common and include shed dormer siding, eaves, stylized entryways, columns, balustrades, and porticos.

In addition, some of the wood features within the District retain paint that is lead based.  In virtually all of the paints made before 1950, the white pigment was a lead compound, and lead has been identified as a hazardous material.  Removal of lead-based paints by methods such as scraping and dry sanding release the lead in the dust and heat stripping releases the lead in the fumes.  As a result, removal of lead-based paints, while remaining cognizant of historic features, is of particular concern to the base.  The National Park Service (Preservation Brief 28) offers guidance related to the appropriate methods for the removal of lead-based paint from historic features; however, the base CRM and any other appropriate base organizations should be consulted before any paint removal within the District is performed, and  CEQ must be involved to ensure proper disposal.  Disposal of lead based paint is covered in the Lead Based Paint Management Plan (Pope AFB 2000).  The base Lead-based Paint Program Manager can help to identify those features that may have a high probability for containing lead-based paint.   

tc "4.3
CONSULTATION PROCEDURES"4.3 Consultation Procedures

tc "4.3.1 Internal Review Procedures "4.3.1  Internal Review Procedures  Internal review procedures for cultural resources documentation will be initiated as early in project planning as possible, so that project engineers are allowed sufficient time to implement appropriate cultural resource activities, if required.

1. A responsible party (e.g., a Building Manager), requests work by preparing an AF Form 332 or an AF Form 103 and submitting it to Civil Engineering.  Proponents of larger projects submit AF Forms 1391 or 813.  Project descriptions in AF Forms 332, 103, 1391 or 813 must be sufficiently detailed in order to determine the nature of any potential impacts to cultural resources.  Project proponents should allow at least two weeks for 43 CES/CEV review.  Facility managers doing in-house work on buildings listed in Table 3.10 will submit a AF Form 332 to 43 CES/CEV for review by the Environmental Flight and the CRM. 

2. The 43 CES/CEO customer service will route proposed work to 43 CES/CEVP via the Work Order Review Board (WORB). Customer service will route any AF Forms 332 or 103 or any other work requests (e.g., phoned maintenance requests) not reviewed by 43 CES/CEVP to the CRM if they involve buildings in the historic district, if they involve excavation in archeologically sensitive areas (Attachment 6.8) or, until the SHPO concurs on the results of the Cold War inventory, Cold War properties over 50 years old.

3. 43 CES/CEVP reviews all AF Forms 1391, 332 and 813 submitted to Civil Engineering to determine if the action qualifies for Categorical Exclusion (CATEX), or if additional review is necessary.

4. Major projects (AF Forms 1391 or 813) will receive an initial review by 43 CES/CEVP.  If the action does not qualify for a CATEX, arrangements must be made for an Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to be completed.  The project documentation will be resubmitted to CEV after the undertaking has been funded, and has reached the 30% design stage.

5. 43 CES/CEV will route the project documentation to the CRM if there is a potential for impacts to cultural resources.

6. If the project involves buildings that may be eligible for the NRHP, the CRM will apply the criteria of effect.  If the project involves archeologically sensitive areas or areas outside the 1996 base boundaries, the CRM will consult with the SHPO concerning the need for any cultural resources studies, and conduct required studies as described below in Section 4.3.2.  The CRM assumes responsibility for deciding the need for consultation with the SHPO or ACHP under Sections 106/110 of NHPA.  

7. If the CRM determines that the project will have an effect on cultural resources, the CRM will inform the requester, or project manager of a potential for delay in the approval of the request, and send a letter to the SHPO describing the project and the effect, and request SHPO concurrence (Section 4.3.2).  

8. CRM revises documentation, as necessary, to meet any objections raised by the SHPO.

Project managers must allow at least 2 weeks for 43 CES/CEV review.  The CRM will assess potential effects to cultural resources using the criteria of effect in 36 CFR 800.9 (detailed below in Section 4.3.2).  The CRM will also consult the discussion of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards found in Section 4.2.2.1 and the procedures outlined in Section 5.1 for additional guidance in determining effect.

tc "4.3.2   External Consultation Procedures "4.3.2  External Consultation Procedures

4.3.2.1  Introduction  The Section 106 Review Process requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their activities and programs on historic properties.  The review process is spelled out in federal regulations issued by the ACHP.  Entitled "Protection of Historic Properties," the regulations appear in 36 CFR 800, issued by the ACHP under its rule-making authority.

The process described below assumes that there is no Programmatic Agreement (PA).  PAs are executed according to 36 CFR 800.14 in order to simplify the Section 106 consultation process.  A PA outlines alternative procedures for routine or repetitive occurrences.  Pope AFB has submitted several Pas to the NC SHPO and the ACHP (Attachment 6.4).  Once in place, Pope AFB will comply with the terms of the PAs for all undertakings described in the PAs, rather than the procedures outlined below.

The Section 106 process includes the following participants:

· All federal agencies;

· The SHPO if necessary;

· The ACHP;

· Interested persons (those who have special concerns), if necessary, including but not limited to:

· Local governments

· Applicants for federal assistance, permits, and licenses

· Native American tribes

· Other Native Americans

· Traditional cultural leaders 

· Land owners and the public

· Private sector organizations and groups

· The NPS

All decisions about a federal undertaking will take into consideration the potential effects on potentially eligible historic properties.  "Undertaking" is defined as a project, activity, or program funded in whole or in part under the direct or indirect jurisdiction of Pope AFB that can result in changes in the character or use of historic properties.

The CRM will comply with Section 106 before issuing a statement that an undertaking may proceed, and before committing funds or other resources to the undertaking, except that non-destructive planning activities (such as compliance with NEPA, and Section 106 itself) may be conducted 
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Figure 4.1:  Section 106 Flowchart.

before completing Section 106 review.  The Section 106 process is summarized in Figure 4.1.  Sections 4.3.2.2 through 4.3.2.6 contain explanatory text to accompany Figure 4.1.

4.3.2.2
Step 1:  Initiate The Section 106 Process (800.3)

Pope AFB is encouraged to integrate the Section 106 process into agency planning at its earliest stages.


Determine if Action is an Undertaking (800.3(a))

The determination of whether or not an undertaking exists is the CRM’s decision. However, the Council may render advice on the existence of an undertaking. If there is an undertaking, but there is no potential for it to have an effect on an historic property, then Pope AFB is finished with its Section 106 obligations. If the action is subject to a program alternative, such as Programmatic Agreement or an alternate agency procedure, then the base will follow that process.  

Examples of actions that are undertakings include: Construction; IRP clean-up; Rehabilitation and renovation of buildings; and Land transfers and base closures.  Examples of projects that are not undertakings include:  Work in areas of the base that have been surveyed, and do not contain NRHP eligible properties.  Continued use of a building for its original purpose.

· No undertaking/no potential to cause effects (800.3(a)(1))  If the CRM determines that here is no undertaking as defined in Section 800.16(y), or there is an undertaking but it does not have the potential to cause effects on historic properties, there are no further obligations under Section 106 or the Council’s regulations. Pope AFB is strongly advised to keep appropriate records of such findings in case questions are raised by members of the public or other parties at a later date.

· Undertaking might affect historic properties  Assuming that the CRM has determined that the undertaking does have the potential to cause effects on historic properties, the agency proceeds to identify properties that might be affected. 


Identify Consulting Parties

· SHPO/THPO  Pope AFB has the responsibility to properly identify the appropriate SHPO and/or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) that must be consulted (800.3 (c)).  Under most circumstances, this will be the North Carolina SHPO. 

If the undertaking is on or affects historic properties on tribal lands, then the agency must determine what tribe is involved and whether the tribe has assumed the SHPO’s responsibilities for Section 106 under Section 101(d)(2) of the Act. A list of such tribes is available from the National Park Service. The THPO may assume the role of the SHPO on tribal land.  Certain owners of property on tribal lands can request SHPO involvement in addition to the THPO in a Section 106 case in accordance with the Act.  

Other related points include the following.  A group of SHPOs may agree to designate a lead SHPO to act on their behalf for a specific undertaking.  This would only be an issue if Pope AFB is involved in an undertaking that extended outside North Carolina, such as a training route that extended into a neighboring state.  The manner of consultation may vary depending on the agency’s planning process, the nature of the undertaking, and the nature of its effects.  Failure of a SHPO/THPO to respond within the time frames set by the regulation permit the agency to assume concurrence with the finding or to consult about the finding or determination with the Council in the SHPO/THPO’s absence. Subsequent involvement by the SHPO/THPO is not precluded, but the SHPO/THPO cannot reopen a finding or determination that it failed to respond to earlier.

· Public  Pope AFB must decide early how and when to involve the public in the Section 106 process.  A formal “plan to involve the public” (800.3(e)) is not required, although that might be appropriate depending upon the scale of the undertaking and the magnitude of its effects on historic properties. 

· Other  The CRM, at an early stage of the Section 106 process, is required to consult with the SHPO to identify other organizations and individuals that will have the right to be consulting parties under the terms of the regulations (800.3(f)).  These may include local governments, Indian tribes, and applicants for Federal assistance or permits. Others may request to be consulting parties, but that decision is ultimately up to the CRM. 

The CRM can combine individual steps in the Section 106 process with the consent of the SHPO (800.3(g)).  Doing so must protect the opportunity of the public and consulting parties to participate fully in the Section 106 process as envisioned in Section 800.2. 

4.3.2.3

Step 2:  Identify Historic Properties (800.4)

The step known as "identification" includes preliminary work, actual efforts to identify properties, and an evaluation of identified properties to determine whether they are "historic;" i.e., they are listed on, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places. 


Determine scope of efforts (800.4(a))

At the beginning stages of the identification process, the CRM must consult with the SHPO on the scope of its identification efforts and in fulfilling the steps in subsections (1) through (4). These steps include (1) determining and documenting the area of potential effects; (2) reviewing existing information about historic properties; (3) seeking information from parties likely to have knowledge of or concerns about the area; and (4) gathering information from Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations about properties to which they attach religious and cultural significance, while remaining sensitive to any concerns they may have about the confidentiality of this information. 

The SHPO should be consulted at all steps in the scoping process. Where Pope AFB is engaged in an action that is on or may affect ancestral, aboriginal or ceded lands, Pope AFB must gather information from Indian tribes regarding properties that may be of traditional religious and cultural significance to them, and that may be eligible for the National Register, on such lands. 


Identify historic properties (800.4(b))

This section sets out the steps the CRM must follow to identify historic properties. Reminders scattered throughout the section emphasize the need for consultation with various parties. 

The standard for identification is a “reasonable and good faith effort” to identify historic properties, depending on a variety of factors (including, but not limited to, previous identification work) (800.4(b)(1)). Appropriate identification may include background research, consultation, oral history interviews, sample field investigation, and field survey. 

Phased identification may be done when alternatives under consideration consist of corridors or large land areas, or where access to properties is restricted, and the nature of the undertaking and its potential scope and effect have therefore not yet been completely defined (800.4(b)(2)). Final identification and evaluation may also be deferred if provided for in an agreement with the SHPO or other circumstances. Under this approach, the CRM is required to follow up with full identification and evaluation once project alternatives have been refined or access has been gained to previously restricted areas. Any further deferral of final identification would complicate the process and jeopardize an adequate assessment of effects and resolution of adverse effects. 


Evaluate historic significance (800.4(c))

This section sets out the process for determining the National Register eligibility of properties not previously evaluated for historic significance. 

Pope AFB is required to apply the National Register Criteria to properties identified in the area of potential effects, and to acknowledge the special expertise of Indian tribes when assessing the eligibility of a property to which they attach religious and cultural significance (800.4(c)(1)). Old determinations of eligibility may need to be re-evaluated due to the passage of time or other factors. 

Determinations of eligibility are to be made in consultation with the SHPO (800.4(c)(2)). If either objects to a determination of eligibility, that party may ask the Council to have the matter referred to the Keeper of the National Register. The Council retains discretion on whether or not to submit such referral. If an Indian tribe disagrees with a determination of eligibility involving a property to which it attaches religious and cultural significance, then the tribe can ask the Council to request that the Agency Official obtain a determination of eligibility. The intention is to provide a way to ensure appropriate determinations regarding properties located off tribal lands to which tribes attach religious and cultural significance. 

· No historic properties affected (800.4(d)(1))  If no historic properties are found or no effects on historic properties are found, the CRM provides appropriate documentation (see Fig. 4.2) to the SHPO and notifies consulting parties. Members of the public need not receive direct notification, but Pope AFB must place its documentation in a public file prior to approving the undertaking, and provide access to the information when requested by the public. 

Once adequate documentation is received, the SHPO has 30 days to object to the determination. The Council may also object on its own initiative within the time period. Lack of such objection within the 30 day period means that the agency has completed its Section 106 responsibilities. 

· Historic properties are affected (800.4(d)(2))  Pope AFB must proceed to the assessment of adverse effects when it finds that historic properties may be affected.  Pope AFB shall consider proceeding to the assessment of adverse effects if the SHSND or the ACHP objects to a no historic properties affected finding, but is no longer required to do so per a Federal district court ruling on 36 CFR 800.  “The court invalidated two subsections of the Section 106 regulations insofar as they allowed ACHP to effectively reverse a Federal agency’s findings of “no historic properties affected” (Section 800.4(d)(2)) and “no adverse effects” (Section 800.5(c)(3)) (ACHP 2002). Interim guidance from the ACHP for the two provisions of 36 CFR 800 invalidated by the court can be found at http://www.achp.gov/news-interimguidance.html.  Pope AFB must notify all consulting parties and invite their views.

4.3.2.4

Step 3:  Assess Adverse Effects (800.5)


Apply criteria of adverse effect (800.5(a))

The SHPO, and Indian tribes attaching religious and cultural significance to identified properties, must be consulted when agencies apply the criteria of adverse effect. The CRM also needs to consider the views of consulting parties and the public. 

Adverse effects occur when an undertaking may directly or indirectly alter characteristics of a historic property that qualify it for inclusion in the Register (800.5(a)(1)). Reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative also need to be considered. 

Examples of adverse effects include physical destruction or damage; alteration not consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards; relocation of a property; change of use or physical features of a property’s setting; visual, atmospheric, or audible intrusions; neglect resulting in deterioration; or transfer, lease, or sale of a property out of Federal ownership or control without adequate protections (800.5(a)(2)). 

If a property is restored, rehabilitated, repaired, maintained, stabilized, remediated or otherwise changed in accordance with the Secretary’s Standards, then it will not be considered an adverse effect (assuming that the SHPO agrees). Where properties of religious and cultural significance to Indian tribes are involved, neglect and deterioration may be recognized as qualities of those properties and thus may not necessarily constitute an adverse effect. 

If a property is transferred leased or sold out of Federal ownership with proper preservation restrictions, then it will not be considered an adverse effect as in the current regulations. Transfer between Federal agencies is not an adverse effect per se; the purpose of the transfer should be evaluated for potential adverse effects, so that they can be considered before the transfer takes place. 

Alteration or destruction of an archaeological site is an adverse effect, whether or not recovery of archaeological data from the site is proposed. The Council is issuing guidance to help agencies and others reach agreement on the treatment of such properties. 

This section is intended to allow flexibility in Federal agency decision making processes and to recognize that phasing of adverse effect determinations, like identification and evaluation, is appropriate in certain planning and approval circumstances, such as the development of linear projects where major corridors are first assessed and then specific route alignment decisions are made subsequently (800.5(a)(3)). 

The SHPO may suggest changes in a project or impose conditions so that adverse effects can be avoided and thus result in a no adverse effect determination (800.5(b)). It is also written to emphasize that a finding of no adverse effect is only a proposal when the CRM submits it to the SHPO for review. This provision also acknowledges that the practice of “conditional No Adverse Effect determinations” is acceptable. 

The Council will not review no adverse effect determinations on a routine basis (800.5(c)). The Council will intervene and review no adverse effect determinations if it deems it appropriate based on the criteria listed in Appendix A (circumstances warranting Council involvement), or if the SHPO or another consulting party and the Federal agency disagree on the finding and the agency cannot resolve the disagreement.  If Indian tribes disagree with the finding, they can request the Council’s review directly, but this must be done within the 30 day review period. 

If a SHPO fails to respond to the CRM’s finding within the 30 day review period, then the CRM can consider that to be SHPO agreement with the finding. When a finding is submitted to the Council, it will have 15 days for review; if it fails to respond within the 15 days, then the CRM may assume Council concurrence with the finding. When it reviews no adverse effect determinations, the Council will limit its review to whether or not the criteria have been correctly applied. The Council’s determination is advisory per interim guidance issued by the Council in response to a Federal district court decision invalidating two provisions of 36 CFR 800 (this guidance can be found at http://www.achp.gov/news-interimguidance.html). 

· No historic properties are adversely affected (800.5(d)(1))  Pope AFB must retain records of their findings of no adverse effect and make them available to the public. The public should be given access to the information when they so request, subject to Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and other statutory limits on disclosure, including the confidentiality provisions in Section 304 of the NHPA. Failure of Pope AFB to carry out the undertaking in accordance with the finding requires the CRM to reopen the Section 106 process and determine whether the altered course of action constitutes an adverse effect. 

·  Historic properties are adversely affected (800.5(d)(2))  A finding of adverse effect requires further consultation on ways to resolve it. 

4.3.2.5

Step 4:  Resolve Adverse Effects (800.6)

The process for resolving adverse effects has been changed to reflect the altered role of the Council and the consulting parties. 


Continue consultation

When adverse effects are found, the consultation must continue between Pope AFB, SHPO and consulting parties to attempt to resolve them (800.6(a)(1)). The CRM must notify the Council when adverse effects are found and should invite the Council to participate in the consultation when the circumstances in 800.6(a)(1)(i)(A)-(C) exist. A consulting party may also request the Council to join the consultation. The Council will decide on its participation within 15 days of receipt of a request, basing its decision on the criteria set forth in Appendix A. Whenever the Council decides to join the consultation, it must notify the CRM and the consulting parties.  It must also advise the head of the Federal agency of its decision to participate. This is intended to keep the policy level of the Federal agency apprised of those cases that the Council has determined present issues significant enough to warrant its involvement. 

New consulting parties may enter the consultation if Pope AFB and the SHPO (and the Council, if participating) agree (800.6(a)(2)). If they do not agree, it is desirable for them to seek the Council’s opinion on the involvement of the consulting party. Any party, including applicants, licensees or permittees, that may have responsibilities under a Memorandum of Agreement must be invited to participate as a consulting party. 

The CRM is obligated to provide project documentation to all consulting partes at the beginning of the consultation to resolve adverse effects (800.6(a)(3)). Particular note should be made of the reference to the confidentiality provisions. 

Pope AFB must provide an opportunity for members of the public to express their views on an undertaking (800.6(a)(4)). The provision embodies the principles of flexibility, relating the base effort to various aspects of the undertaking and its effects upon historic properties. Pope AFB must provide them with notice such that the public has enough time and information to meaningfully comment. 

If all relevant information was provided at earlier stages in the process in such a way that a wide audience was reached, and no new information is available at this stage in the process that would assist in the resolution of adverse effects, then a new public notice may not be warranted. However, this presumes that the public had the opportunity to make its views known on ways to resolve the adverse effects. 

Although it is in the interest of the public to have as much information as possible in order to provide meaningful comments, this section acknowledges that information may be withheld in accordance with Section 304 of the NHPA (800.6(a)(5)).  Particular attention is given to the confidentiality concerns of Indian tribes. 


Memorandum of Agreement (800.6(b))

If the Council is not a part of the consultation, then a copy of the executed Memorandum of Agreement must be sent to the Council so that the Council can include it in its files to have an understanding of Pope AFB’s implementation of Section 106. This does not provide the Council an opportunity to reopen the specific case, but may form the basis for other actions or advice related to an agency’s overall performance in the Section 106 process. 

When resolving adverse effects without the Council, the CRM consults with the SHPO and other consulting parties to develop a Memorandum of Agreement (800.6(b)(1)). If this is achieved, the agreement is executed between Pope AFB and the SHPO and filed with required documentation with the Council. This filing is the formal conclusion of the Section 106 process and must occur before the undertaking is approved. Standard treatments adopted by the Council may set expedited ways for completing memoranda of agreement in certain circumstances. 

When the Council is involved, the consultation proceeds in the same manner, but the agreement of the base, the SHPO and the Council is required for a Memorandum of Agreement (800.6(b)(2)). 

A Memorandum of Agreement evidences Pope AFB’s compliance with Section 106 and the base is obligated to follow its terms (800.6(c)).  Failure to do so requires the CRM to reopen the Section 106 process and bring it to suitable closure as prescribed in the regulations. The reference to Section 110(l) of the Act is intended to conform the streamlining provisions of these regulations with current statutory requirements, pending amendment of that section. 

The rights of signatories to an agreement are spelled out, along with who is required to sign the agreement under specific circumstances (800.6(c)(1)).  The term “signatory” has a special meaning as described in this section, which is the ability to terminate or agree to amend the Memorandum of Agreement.  The term does not include others who sign the agreement as concurring parties. 

Certain parties may be invited to be signatories in addition to those specified in Section 800.6(c)(1-2). They include individuals and organizations that should, but do not have to, sign agreements. It is particularly desirable to have parties who assume obligations under the agreement become formal signatories. However, once invited signatories sign MOAs, they have the same rights to terminate or amend the MOA as the other signatories. 

Other parties may be invited to concur in agreements (800.6(c)(3)).  They do not have the rights to amend or terminate an MOA. Their signature simply shows that they are familiar with the terms of the agreement and do not object to it. 

These sections set forth specific features of a Memorandum of Agreement and the way it can be terminated or amended (800.6(c)(4)—(9)). 


Failure To Resolve Adverse Effects (800.7)

When the consulting parties cannot reach agreement, the process may be terminated by any of the parties. Usually when consultation is terminated, the Council renders advisory comments to the head of the agency, which must be considered when the final base decision on the undertaking is made, although there may be circumstances where the Council will recommend further discussion to try to resolve the matter. 
· CRM Terminates Consultation.  The head of the agency or an Assistant Secretary or officer with major department-wide or agency-wide responsibilities must request Council comments when the CRM terminates consultation (800.7(a)(1)).  Section 110(l) of the NHPA requires heads of agencies to document their decision when an agreement has not been reached under Section 106. 

· SHPO Terminates Consultation.  The Council and the CRM may conclude the Section 106 process with a Memorandum of Agreement between them if the SHPO terminates consultation (800.7(a)(2)). 

· THPO Terminates Consultation.  If the THPO terminates consultation regarding an undertaking on or affecting tribal lands, the Council shall issue comments.  This provision respects the tribe’s unique sovereign status with regard to its lands.

· Council Terminates Consultation.  In cases where the Council terminates consultation, the Council has the duty to notify all consulting parties prior to commenting (800.7(a)(4)).  The role given to the Federal Preservation Officer is intended to fulfill the NHPA’s goal of having a central official in each agency to coordinate and facilitate the agency’s involvement in the national historic preservation program. 

The Council may provide advisory comments even though it has signed a Memorandum of Agreement (800.7(b)).  This provision is intended to give the Council the flexibility to provide comments even where it has agreed to sign an MOA. Such comments might elaborate upon particular matters or provide suggestions to Federal agencies for future undertakings. 

The Council has 45 days to provide its comments to the head of the agency for a response by the agency head (800.7(c)).  When submitting its comments, the Council will also provide the comments to the Federal Preservation Officer, among others, for information purposes. 

The Agency head takes the Council’s comments into account in reaching a final decision, documents this decision and prepares a summary of the rationale with evidence of consideration of the Council’s comments, and provides it to the Council prior to approving the undertaking.  The Agency head also provides a copy of the summary to all consulting parties, notifies the public, and makes the record available for public inspection (800.7(c)(4))


Emergency Conditions  

Subpart B of the ACHP's regulations makes special provisions in 36 CFR 800.12 for agency actions undertaken in response to an "officially declared" emergency situation.  For the special provisions to apply, the agency action would be required within 30 days of the emergency.   An agency may request an extension of the period of applicability from the Council prior to the expiration of the 30 days.  Immediate rescue and salvage operations conducted to preserve life or property are exempt from the provisions of section 106.   In an emergency, Pope AFB can choose one of two possible courses of action:

1. Follow a Programmatic Agreement developed pursuant to Sec. 800.14(b) that contains specific provisions for dealing with historic properties in emergency situations; or

2. If Pope AFB proposes an emergency action as an essential and immediate response to a disaster declared by the President or a governor, Pope AFB will notify the Council, the SHPO and any Indian tribe that may attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties likely to be affected prior to the undertaking and affording them an opportunity to comment within seven days of notification.  If the Agency Official determines that circumstances do not permit seven days for comment, the Agency Official shall notify the Council, the SHPO and the Indian tribe and invite any comments within the time available.


Unexpected Late Discoveries   
Late discovery happens most often with projects that involve excavation or other ground-disturbing activities, although sometimes it involves late discovery of unforeseen effects on a known historic property.  Regulations in 36 CFR 800.13 provide three alternatives for action in the case of late discoveries.  Archaeological finds will normally be treated under option 2; unanticipated affects to buildings will be considered under options 1 or 3.  If historic properties are discovered or unanticipated effects on historic properties found after Pope AFB has completed the section 106 process without establishing a process under Sec. 800.13(a), Pope AFB shall make reasonable efforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects to such properties and: 

1. If Pope AFB has not approved the undertaking or if construction on an approved undertaking has not commenced, consult to resolve adverse effects pursuant to Sec. 800.6; or 

2. If Pope AFB, the SHPO and any Indian tribe that might attach religious and cultural significance to the affected property agree that such property is of value solely for its scientific, prehistoric, historic or archaeological data, the Agency Official may comply with the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act instead of the procedures in this part and provide the Council, the SHPO, and the Indian tribe with a report on the actions within a reasonable time after they are completed; or 

3. If Pope AFB has approved the undertaking and construction has commenced, determine actions that Pope AFB can take to resolve adverse effects, and notify the SHPO, any Indian tribe that might attach religious and cultural significance to the affected property, and the Council within 48 hours of the discovery. The notification shall describe the actions proposed by Pope AFB to resolve the adverse effects. The SHPO, the Indian tribe and the Council shall respond within 48 hours of the notification and Pope AFB shall take into account their recommendations and carry out appropriate actions. Pope AFB shall provide the SHPO, the Indian tribe and the Council a report of the actions when they are completed.

If a late discovery involves a Native American cultural item as defined by NAGPRA—that is, a grave or other human remains, objects associated with a grave, unassociated funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of a Native American group's cultural patrimony—Pope AFB will comply with Section 3(d) of NAGPRA.  At present, this means that the base will stop work for 30 days, during which time it consults with appropriate Native American groups and with the SHPO.

4.3.2.6

Step 5:  Proceed 

Once the base has completed the Section 106 process according to Steps 1 through 4 above, it can proceed with the undertaking.  The actions under these steps vary depending on the effect on cultural resources, as outlined above and summarized below.  Fig. 4.2 summarizes Section 106 responsibilities and time limits.

· Not An Undertaking.  Action proceeds with no further consultation.  CRM keeps appropriate records on file in case members of the public or other parties raise questions at a later date.

· No Historic Properties Present Or No Effect.  Action proceeds after CRM provides appropriate documentation to SHPO and there are no objections within 30 days.  Members of the public need not receive direct notification, but CRM must place its documentation in a public file and provide access to the information when requested by the public.
· No Adverse Effect.  Action proceeds after CRM proposes No Adverse Finding to the SHPO and notifies all consulting parties, and the SHPO agrees or fails to respond within 30 days.  The agency ensures the action is carried out in accordance with any agreed-upon conditions.  The CRM must retain records of their finding and make them available to the public on request.

· Adverse Effect and MOA Executed.  If the action is an Adverse Effect and an MOA is executed concerning the mitigation of adverse effects, the base proceeds with its undertaking under the terms of the MOA.  If the Council was not a signatory, the Agency submits a copy of the executed MOA, along with documentation to the Council prior to approving the undertaking.  
· Adverse Effect Without MOA.  The project may proceed after the Council renders advisory comments to the agency head, with a copy to the Federal Preservation Officer and others.  The Agency head takes the Council’s comments into account in reaching a final decision, documents this decision and prepares a summary of the rationale with evidence of consideration of the Council’s comments, and provides it to the Council prior to approving the undertaking.  The Agency head also provides a copy of the summary to all consulting parties, notifies the public, and makes the record available for public inspection.

4.3.2.6
 Documentation Requirements  The agency official shall ensure that a determination, finding or agreement under Section 106 is supported by sufficient documentation.  Documentation requirements differ depending on the project’s effect on historic properties (36 CFR 800.11).

Documentation for Finding of No Historic Properties Affected
· Description of the undertaking, specifying the Federal involvement, and its area of potential effects, including photos, maps, and drawings, as necessary.

· Description of the steps taken to identify historic properties, including, as appropriate, efforts to seek information pursuant to 800.4(b).

· The basis for determining that no historic properties are present or affected.


Documentation For Finding of No Adverse Effect or Adverse Effect
· Description of the undertaking, specifying the Federal involvement, and its area of potential effects, including photographs, maps, and drawings, as necessary.

· Description of the steps taken to identify historic properties

· Description of the affected historic properties, including information on the characteristics that qualify them for the National Register

· Description of the undertaking’s effects on historic properties

· Explanation of why the criteria of adverse effect were found applicable or inapplicable, including any conditions or future actions to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects

· Copies or summaries of any views provided by consulting parties and the public.


Documentation For Memorandum of Agreement

· Any substantive  revisions or additions to the documentation provided to the Council pursuant to 800.6(a)(1)

· Evaluation of any measures considered to avoid or minimize the undertaking’s adverse effects

· Summary of the views of consulting parties and the public.


Documentation for Request for Comment Without a Memorandum of Agreement

· Description and evaluation of any alternatives or mitigation measures that the Agency Official proposes to resolve the undertaking’s adverse effects.

· Description of any reasonable alternatives or mitigation measures that were considered but not chosen, and the reasons for their rejection.

· Copies or summaries of any views submitted to the Agency Official concerning the adverse effects of the undertaking on historic properties and alternatives to reduce or avoid those effects

· Any substantive revisions or additions to the documentation provided the Council pursuant to 800.6(a)(1).

4.3.3
Native American Consultation.  Pope AFB must consult with Federally recognized Native American tribes pursuant to NHPA Section 110(a)(2) and 36 CFR Part 800.2 to identify, evaluate, and treat historic properties that have religious and cultural importance to those groups. 

Air Force policy requires that installation commanders, or their designated 0-6 representatives, meet periodically with designated representatives of each Federally recognized Native American tribe that is affected by the installation's plans, activities, or operations (per HQ USAF/CVA Memorandum, Consultation with American Indian Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations, 10 Nov 97).  Pope AFB will follow DoD policy for contacts and consultations with Native American tribes as per the Department of Defense American Indian and Alaska Native Policy, October 20, 1998 (http://www.afcee.brooks.af.mil/ec/cnr/DODAI.doc).  Pope AFB will ensure that consultations between the Air Force and Native American tribes occur on a government-to-government basis in an open and candid manner.  Pope AFB will document all consultations to demonstrate compliance.

tc "4.3.3 Points of Contact "4.3.4  Points of Contact  The following lists the addresses and phone numbers of organizations that may be involved in the management of cultural resources on Pope AFB.

The North Carolina State Historic Preservation Officer (NC SHPO):  

The NC SHPO will be consulted whenever a proposed project will impact a NRHP eligible resource, or if Native American human remains are found, or if potentially NRHP eligible archeological sites are found during an undertaking.

David Brook

Administrator, State Historic Preservation Office

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

4617 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-4617

Point of Contact:  Renee Gledhill-Early

Phone:
(919) 733-4763

Fax:
(919) 733-8807

Figure 4.2:  Section 106 Responsibilities and Time Limits 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP):  

The ACHP is contacted as necessary according to the procedures outlined in Section 4.3.2.

Druscilla Null

Historic Preservation Specialist

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Eastern Office of Review

Old Post Office Building, Room 809

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C.  20004

Phone:
(202) 606-8532     

FAX:
(202) 606-8672

U.S. Corps of Engineers St. Louis District, Center of Expertise for the Curation and Management of Archaeological Collections (COE-MXC):

The COE-MXC (St. Louis) will be consulted concerning curation of any archeological material and associated documentation found on the base according to the requirements of 36 CFR 79.

Dr. Michael Trimble

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

St. Louis District

1222 Spruce Street

St. Louis, Missouri  63103-2883

Phone:
(314) 331-8466


Fax:  
(314) 331-8895


National Park Service:

The Departmental Consulting Archeologist of the NPS will be contacted in the event that potentially NRHP eligible archeological remains are encountered during an undertaking according to the provisions of AHPA.

Dr. Francis P. McManamon

Departmental Consulting Archeologist

Archeological Assistance Division

National Park Service

800 North Capitol Street, N.W., Suite 210

Washington, D.C.  20013

Phone:
(202) 343-4101

Fax:
(202) 343-5260

Keeper of the National Register:

The Keeper of the National Register would be consulted when Pope AFB and the SHPO do not agree on the NRHP eligibility of a property.

Keeper of the National Register

National Park Service

Department of the Interior

Washington, DC  20240

Native Americans:

The following is the Point of Contact (POC) for the only federally recognized Native American tribe in North Carolina at this time: 

Joyce Dugan, Principal Chief

Eastern Band of the Cherokee 

P.O. Box 455

Cherokee, NC  28719

Phone:
(828) 497-2771

Fax:  
(828) 497-2952

North Carolina Commission of Indian Affairs:

The North Carolina Commission of Indian Affairs can provide the most current information on points of contact and additional tribes that may gain federal recognition:

North Carolina Commission of Indian Affairs

325 North Salisbury St.

Raleigh, North Carolina  27603-5940

Phone:  (919) 733-5998

Other Points of Contact:

Ms. Debra Rhoad, Southern Regional Coordinator

Southern Regional Office

National Trust for Historic Preservation

456 King Street

Charleston, SC  29403

Phone:
(803) 722-8552

Fax:  
(803) 722-8652

Preservation/North Carolina (Statewide Preservation Organization)

P.O. Box 27644

Raleigh, NC  27611-7644

Phone:
(919) 832-3652

Fax:  
(919) 832-1651

tc "  Section 5:Standard Operating Procedures" \nSection 5:

Standard Operating Procedures

Section 5 identifies standard operating procedures (SOPs) for protection of building 708 and of the Pope Field Historic District as a whole.  SOPs are provided for preservation and rehabilitation (i.e., maintenance, repair, and alterations); demolition of historic buildings and structures; and effects due to emergencies.  Maintenance and rehabilitation guidance to assist installation personnel with the preservation and protection of the District as a whole, and the individual features of the 32 contributing buildings and structures that comprise the District are provided in Section 4.0.  Procedures to follow in the event of unanticipated discovery of archeological material or human remains are detailed in Section 5.5.

5.1  DETERMINING EFFECT  

For any proposed project, Pope AFB determines whether or not there will be an effect on historic properties.  Determinations of effect are based on criteria stipulated in 36 CFR 800.16(i) and 800.5(a)(1).  When applying the criteria of effect, there are three possible outcomes:

· No Effect  There is no effect of any kind, either harmful or beneficial, on the historic property.

· No Adverse Effect There could be an effect, but the effect will not be harmful to those characteristics that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP.

· Adverse Effect There could be an effect that will damage the integrity of the characteristics that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP.

Detailed procedures specific to the consultation process are provided in Section 4.3.   Installation and project personnel with undertakings potentially affecting historic properties should consult on these procedures to ensure that all aspects of the compliance process are completed.

5.2  SOP #1:  PRESERVATION AND REHABILITATION   

Section 5.2 outlines consultation procedures and effect determinations for preservation and rehabilitation (e.g., maintenance, repair, alteration) of historic buildings and structures that are consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (36 CFR 67 and Section 4.2.2.1).  The section also identifies classes of activities that will result in a determination of “no effect” and those that will result in a determination of “no adverse effect” on historic properties for the District as a whole, and for Bldg. 708 (Hangars 4 & 5).  This SOP cannot exempt undertakings from coordination with the SHPO; exemption of undertakings from consultation must be accomplished through a PA. 

Once a maintenance, repair, or alteration project is proposed for the Pope Field Historic District, or for Bldg. 708, the base will determine the effect on the historic property:

· If no effect, notify the SHPO and proceed after 30 days if there is no objection;

· If no adverse effect, notify the SHPO and proceed after 30 days if there is no objection; and

· If adverse effect, consult with the SHPO and the ACHP and develop appropriate an MOA.

5.2.1  No Effect Projects   Pope AFB may proceed with these types of projects 30 days after providing a notification to the North Carolina  SHPO, unless the SHPO objects.

The following proposed types of projects will result in a determination of  “no effect.”  

1. Any undertaking outside but adjacent to the Pope Field Historic District that will not affect elements that contribute to the eligibility of the 31 contributing buildings and structures contained therein or building No. 708.  

2. Any undertaking within the boundary of the Pope Field Historic District that will not affect elements that contribute to the eligibility of the 32 contributing buildings and structures or Bldg. 708.  This would include all projects specific to the one non-contributing facility within the District Boundary, provided they do not involve major rehabilitation that would alter scale, mass, design, or materials.

3. Except as noted below, any work to any of the interiors of the buildings and structures contained within the Pope Field Historic District or Bldg. 708.  Some of the interior features within the Officer Housing units, the NCO Housing units, and Bldg. 708 are noteworthy and may deserve maintenance and rehabilitation considerations.  These features are: 

Officer Housing (buildings #202, #204, #206, #208, #210, #212, #214, #216, #218):

· Original interior doors and hardware

· Window molding and hardware

· Base boards, crown molding and picture molding

· Newell post and stair railings

· Mantle

· Recessed china cabinet

· Recessed telephone shelf

· Original light fixtures including sconces

· Oak flooring

· Original tubs in bathrooms

Noncommissioned Officer Housing  (buildings #322, #324, #326, #328, #330, #332, #334, #336, #338, #340, #342, #344): 

· Picture and chair railing

· Wood flooring

· Original tub in bathroom

Fire House (Bldg. 300):

· Window hardware

Dispensary (Bldg. 302):

· Original door and hardware

· Built-in medicine cabinet

Hangars 4 & 5 (Bldg. 708):

· Bow string trusses
· Monorail hoist system

· Doors and windows (some of which were originally exterior windows)

Fleming Hall, Building 306

· Main corridors

· Transoms

· Stair rail

· Interior doors and door hardware

· Window molding and window hardware

· Base boards

4. Maintenance and repair of character-defining features where original elements are not replaced with new ones or are comparable with the original materials or elements (see also Section 3.2.2.3 and 4.2.2.5) and/or as long as the materials comply with the Standards. 

5. Installation of heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment, plumbing, and electrical systems, where such activities do not affect the visual character of historic properties. 

6. Environmental restoration and remediation of hazards which pose a threat to human health and the environment, but do not have the potential to affect historic properties.

7. Control of structural pests (e.g., termites, rodents).

8. Repair of streets, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and medians.

9. Repair or replacement of reproduction street lights.

10. Repair and replacement of Real Property Installed Equipment.

5.2.2  No Adverse Effect Projects  The following proposed activities will result in “no adverse effect” to historic properties.  Pope AFB may proceed with these types of projects 30 days after providing a notification to the NC SHPO, unless the SHPO objects.

1. Complete replacement of a roof using materials of the same type or appearance as the existing or original.

2. Complete replacement of windows as long as the replacement is compatible with the original style, material, and color. 

3. Major additions or alterations to a building where such additions are architecturally compatible with the integrity of the property.

5.2.3  Adverse Effect Projects  Rehabilitation projects that are not consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (36 CFR 67) will have an adverse effect on historic properties and will require the development of mitigation measures in consultation with the SHPO (the amount of time required for consultation is the same as that for a no adverse effect determination).  Examples of an adverse effect action would include complete replacement of a roof with a different design (e.g., flat as opposed to gabled).

5.2.4  List of No Effect/No Adverse Effect Projects

5.2.4.1  Dwellings  The following types of projects will have no adverse effect on historic properties within the Officer and Noncommissioned Officer housing areas:

1. Complete window replacement using approved window types (see Section 3.2.2.3).

2. Roof repair using approved roofing materials (see Section 3.2.2.3).

3. Exterior stucco, masonry, concrete, and wood feature repair using guidance provided in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

4. Exterior painting using compatible colors (see Section 3.2.2.3) where the feature has been painted in the past.

5. Removal of paint on masonry features that were not originally painted, where paint removal is spot-tested and is demonstrated not to hurt original masonry.

6. Interior rehabilitation, provided the general design of the interior space remains the same and the features described above and in Section 4.2.2.1 are considered.

7. Landscaping.

The following types of projects will have no adverse effect on historic properties within the Officer and Noncommissioned Officer housing areas:

1. Minor alterations to existing buildings as long as the alteration is compatible with the property in scale and design.

2. Complete roof replacement using approved roofing materials (see Section 3.2.2.3).

5.2.4.2  Administrative Buildings and Structures   The following types of projects will have no effect on buildings 300, 302, and 306:

1. Window replacement using approved window types (see Section 3.2.2.3).

2. Roof repair using approved roofing materials (see Section 3.2.2.3).

3. Exterior stucco masonry, concrete, and wood feature repair using guidance provided in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

4. Exterior painting using compatible colors (see Section 3.2.2.3) where the feature has been painted in the past.

5. Removal of paint on masonry features that were not originally painted, where paint removal is spot-tested and is demonstrated not to hurt original masonry.

6. Interior rehabilitation, provided any features described above and in Section 4.2.2.1 are considered.

7. Landscaping.

The following types of projects will have no adverse effect on historic properties within the administrative and recreational areas:

1. Minor alterations to existing buildings as long as the alteration is compatible with the property in scale and design.

2. Complete roof replacement using approved roofing materials (see Section 3.2.2.3).

5.2.4.3  Service/Industrial Buildings and Structures Dwellings  The following types of projects will have no effect on  industrial property Bldg. 708:

1. Complete window replacement using approved window types on non-original windows (see Section 3.2.2.3).

2. Complete roof replacement using substitute roofing materials (see Section 3.2.2.3).

3. Exterior masonry, concrete, and wood feature repair or replacement using guidance provided in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

4. Exterior painting using compatible colors (see Section 3.2.2.3).

5. Interior rehabilitation, including work space redesign provided no original walls remain.

6. Landscaping.

The following types of projects will have no adverse effect on historic properties within the service/industrial area:

1. Minor alterations to existing buildings as long as the alteration is compatible with the property in scale and design.

5.3 sOP #2:  Demolition of Historic Properties  There are currently no buildings or structures within the Pope Field Historic District proposed for demolition.  In the event that plans for demolition change within the next five years, the following procedural guidance is provided.

Demolition of a historic property is an adverse effect and is most commonly mitigated through documentation (recordation) of the property and its history.  Generally, the level of documentation required is determined through consultation with the NPS and depends upon the historical significance of the property and the extent of data available.  Once the determination has been made that demolition is the only alternative (see Section 4.2.2.3), consultation with the NC SHPO, the ACHP, and, if necessary, the NPS would be conducted as follows (see also Section 4.3.2).

1. Determination of Effect  
Demolition of a non-contributing building or structure within the boundary of, or adjacent to, the Historic District will constitute a “no effect.”  Demolition of a contributing property within the Historic District will constitute an “adverse effect.”  Demolition of a contributing property requires that the following notifications be made.

2. Notifications  
The Pope AFB CRM will notify the ACHP in writing and provide the following documentation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.11(e):

· A description of the undertaking, specifying the Federal involvement, and its area of potential effects, including photographs, maps, and drawings, as necessary; 

· A description of the steps taken to identify historic properties; 

· A description of the affected historic properties, including information on the characteristics that qualify them for the National Register; 

· A description of the undertaking's effects on historic properties. 

· An explanation of why the criteria of adverse effect were found applicable or inapplicable, including any conditions or future actions to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects; and 

· Copies or summaries of any views provided by consulting parties and the public.

3. Consultation

· Concurrently, the CRM will initiate consultation with the NC SHPO and any other party interested in the undertaking (e.g., public groups, concerned citizens).  The CRM will provide the same documentation to the SHPO as is provided to the ACHP.  Consultation with the SHPO will include agreement on the type and magnitude of mitigation required.

· If the property to be demolished is a contributing property to the Historic District, execute a MOA with the SHPO and the ACHP.  If Pope AFB (i.e., the designated Air Force official) and the SHPO agree that demolition is the only alternative, a MOA outlining the mitigation efforts will be executed.  If the ACHP participates in the consultation process, they will execute the MOA along with the Agency official and the SHPO.  Details of the MOA process are found in Section 4.3.2.

3. Mitigation

· If HABS/HAER documentation is required, the CRM will initiate consultation with the NPS to determine the appropriate level of HABS/HAER recordation.

· Complete mitigation and address any stipulations of the MOA. If recordation according to HABS/HAER standards is required, Pope AFB will conduct the recordation (see also Section 4.2.2.3) and provide the documentation to the SHPO.  Upon approval from the SHPO that the recordation has been conducted in a satisfactory manner, the project may proceed.

5. Timing  

The implementing regulations of the National Historic Preservation Act (i.e., 36 CFR 800) require Pope AFB to complete the above described consultation process, prior to the approval of the expenditure of  federal funds on an undertaking.  This requirement is designed to encourage early planning and coordination among agencies, so that the mitigation measures (described below) can be implemented in a time-effective manner thereby ensuring that the undertaking is not unnecessarily delayed.

Installation personnel and project proponents should be aware that demolition, adverse effect consultation, and recordation by HABS/HAER standards, is a time-intensive process and should be undertaken only when all other alternatives for the treatment of a historic property have been exhausted.

5.4  SOP #3 Emergencies  

Federal law and regulations provide exceptions to the standard Section 106 and Section 110 reviews that may be used in times of emergency.

5.4.1  Major Emergency  Pope AFB has two options for complying with the National Historic Preservation Act during a major disaster under 36 CFR 800.12.  If the situation meets the criteria specified in 36 CFR 78, the base may comply with those regulations.  In other cases, the base complies with 36 CFR 800.12(b).  These are described below.

5.4.1.1  36 CFR 78  Under these regulations, a Federal Agency Head may waive NHPA Section 110 responsibilities where these responsibilities would impede an agency's emergency response to a major national disaster or imminent threat to National Security.  This waiver does not affect an agency's Section 106 responsibilities to take into account effects of emergency activities on a property on or eligible for the National Register, nor to afford the ACHP an opportunity to comment on such activities.  The decision to waive Section 110 is made by the Federal Agency Head or his designee.  Within 12 days of the effective date, the agency must notify the Secretary of Interior or his designee, the SHPO and ACHP.  The waiver lasts only as long as the emergency itself.

5.4.1.2  36 CFR 800.12(b)  When Pope AFB proposes an emergency undertaking within 30 days of a disaster declared by the President of the United States, governor of the state or tribal government, and the provisions of 36 CFR 78 do not apply, the base may comply with Section 106 according to the regulations specified in 36 CFR 800.12(b), as follows.  These procedures also apply in instances of other immediate threats to life or property.

1. As soon as possible after the declaration of an emergency, the individual responsible for coordinating emergency procedures will notify the CRM of any emergency actions necessary that may affect historic properties.

2. The CRM will immediately notify the SHPO, the ACHP and any Indian tribe that may attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties likely to be affected prior to the emergency undertaking.

3. If circumstances permit, Pope AFB will delay emergency actions that may affect historic properties for 7 days to allow the SHPO, the ACHP, and any Indian tribe that may attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties likely to be affected to comment on the proposed undertaking.

4. If the CRM determines that circumstances do not permit seven days for comment, the CRM shall notify the ACHP, the SHPO and the Indian tribe and invite any comments within the time available.

5. Undertakings that occur 30 or more days after the disaster or emergency shall be reviewed in accordance with the standard Section 106 regulations (36 CFR 800.3 through 800.6).

5.4.2  Other Emergencies  In the event of any imminent life-, or property-threatening emergency that does not meet the above criteria, Pope AFB will take whatever measures are necessary to preserve life and property.  In such cases not covered under 36 CFR 78 or 800.12, where normal Section 106 compliance would impede the emergency response (for instance a fire, or hazardous material incident), Pope AFB will insure that the following procedures are followed.

1. As soon as possible following the conclusion of an emergency, the individual responsible for the emergency response will inform the CRM of any effects to historic properties.

2. As soon as practicable and with 14 days of the conclusion of the emergency, the CRM will notify the SHPO of any adverse effects to historic properties that resulted from the emergency and emergency response.

3. Where additional actions will be necessary to stabilize, repair, or demolish historic properties damaged in the emergency or emergency response (e.g., demolition of historic properties that cannot be repaired, or have become unsafe), the CRM will consult with the SHPO concerning the effects of any steps that may be necessary to reduce or mitigate adverse effects to historic properties.

5.5  Protection of Archeological Resources

5.5.1  Inadvertent Discovery of Archeological Remains  If previously undetected archeological remains that may be eligible for the NRHP are encountered during project activities, Pope AFB will follow the procedures outlined in 36 CFR 800.13 (b).  Although Pope AFB has been surveyed for archeological sites, there is always the potential for unknown, and unanticipated sites to be discovered during any project involving excavation.  Such sites can be badly damaged or destroyed by excavation.  The case of an inadvertent discovery, the following procedures will be implemented.

1. If previously undetected archeological resources are discovered during project activities, the individual responsible for implementing the work (e.g., the non commissioned officer in charge [NCOIC] or job foreman) will immediately notify the CRM.  The CRM will take steps to minimize impact to the resource.  

2. If the remains are potentially eligible for the NRHP, the CRM will notify the Departmental Consulting Archeologist (DCA) of the NPS, Archeological Assistance Division in writing of the find, pursuant to the requirements of the AHPA (16 U.S.C. 469).

3. The CRM will also notify the SHPO, any Indian tribe that might attach religious and cultural significance to the property, and ACHP within 48 hours of the discovery, to solicit their comments 36 CFR Part 800 (800.13 (b)(3)).

4. AFI 32-7065 requires that work stop in the vicinity of the find; the CRM should see that reasonable precautions are taken to avoid unnecessary impact to the identified resource.

5. Pursuant to the requirements of the AHPA, the CRM may request that the NPS record the information that is in danger of being lost, or may direct that this work be undertaken by a qualified archeologist for the Air Force.

6. After notification, the NPS may undertake the recordation of information it feels is significant, and in danger of being lost after notifying Pope AFB in writing of its decision to do so.

7. Any archeological investigations carried out by the Air Force on such archeological sites will be carried out in consultation with the SHPO and under the direct supervision of an archeologist who meets, at a minimum, the Secretary of Interior's Professional Qualification Standards (48 FR 44738-9).  

8. The Air Force shall provide the SHPO, Indian tribes, and ACHP a copy of the final report detailing the investigations.

5.5.2 Discovery of Human Remains  If bones are discovered in the course of excavation on the base, the work resulting in the discovery should stop, and the individual responsible for implementing the work (e.g., the NCOIC or job foreman) will immediately notify the CRM of the find.  The CRM will then ensure that the following procedures are implemented.

1. The Chief of Security will be notified.

2. Security Police will establish security for the remains.

3. The CRM will determine (with the aide of a coroner, or a physical or forensic anthropologist) if the remains are human, and whether or not they are associated with an archeological deposit.

4. If the remains are not human, and not associated with an archeological deposit, work may continue.

5. If the remains are human, the Security Police will notify the county sheriff and coroner, who will visit the site in the company of the CRM to determine if the remains are recent, or ancient (with the aide of a forensic anthropologist).

6. If the human remains are modern, the matter becomes the responsibility of law enforcement officials who will determine when project activities may resume.

7. If the human remains are not modern and not Native American, the provisions described above for inadvertently discovered archeological remains are to be followed.

8. If the human remains are determined to be Native American, the provisions of NAGPRA apply, and the regulations outlined in 43 CFR Part 10 will be followed.

9. Immediately upon notification that Native American human remains have been found on Pope AFB, the CRM will ensure that police protection of the site will continue, and notify by phone or in writing HQ AMC/CEVP within one working day, and the Federal Preservation Officer HQ USAF/CE, and the tribal councils of all local Native American groups as soon as possible.  The CRM will initiate the consultation process outlined in 43 CFR Part 10.

10. The project may proceed 30 days after certification of notification is received by HQ AMC/CEVP, or the Federal Preservation Officer HQ USAF/CE, or the relevant tribes (see NAGPRA 225 U.S.C. 3002 [d]); or at any time after a written, binding agreement has been executed by Pope AFB and the Tribes that includes a recovery plan for the removal, treatment, and disposition of the human remains, and any associated cultural objects.
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DRAFT

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT

AMONG

POPE AIR FORCE BASE,

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

AND

THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

FOR THE

MANAGEMENT OF THE 

EARLY EXPANSION MULTIPLE PROPERTY GROUP

POPE AIR FORCE BASE

CUMBERLAND COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

WHEREAS, the United States Air Force (USAF) has determined that the operation, maintenance, and development undertakings at Pope Air Force Base (Pope AFB) may have an effect upon properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), or upon unknown archaeological sites that may be eligible for the NRHP; and

WHEREAS, the USAF has completed the identification requirements for all classes of cultural resources at Pope AFB under Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC Sec. 470f) (NHPA), and the inventory process has resulted in the identification of 32 buildings that are listed on the NRHP (see Atch A), and no eligible archeological sites;

WHEREAS, the Air Force has consulted with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Council) and North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (NC SHPO) pursuant to Section 800.14 of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC Sec. 470f) to develop a Programmatic Agreement regarding review of operation, maintenance, and development undertakings at the base; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Air Force, the Council and the NC SHPO agree that operation, maintenance, and development undertakings shall be administered in accordance with the following stipulations to satisfy the Air Force’s Section 106 responsibilities for such undertakings:

STIPULATIONS
Pope AFB shall ensure that the following measures are carried out:

I.  Administration of the Agreement
A.  43 CES/CEV shall be the Air Force point of contact for all matters relating to the cultural resources management program.  This shall not prohibit communication between other parties.

B.  All development projects shall be reviewed by 43 CES/CEV.  

II.  Cultural Resources Management Plan   

Pope AFB has developed a Cultural Resources Management Plan for the base in accordance with Air Force guidelines.  The review process set forth below will be followed according to the procedures outlined in the Cultural Resources Management Plan as the procedure for Section 106 compliance.  

III.  Undertakings That Do Not Require Review:  

A.  Any undertaking that will not impact the integrity of the historic district, noteworthy external architectural features or contributing interior features of the buildings listed on the NRHP, that follows procedures for maintenance and/or minor repair that meets the Secretary of Interior Standards, and that does not involve newly acquired property will be considered a minor action and will not be subject to review by the NC SHPO or the Council, unless otherwise requested. 

B.  The Cultural Resources Management Plan lists noteworthy external architectural features, and contributing interior features for buildings listed on the NRHP.  It also describes procedures for maintenance and repair of stucco, concrete and wood features of historic buildings that meet the Secretary of Interior Standards  for Preservation and Rehabilitation.  

IV.  Rehabilitating Historic Buildings   

Pope AFB shall avoid where practical and within mission and budgetary constraints, adverse effects on historic properties, by designing rehabilitation projects to conform to the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (36 CFR 67.7).   Where projects will adversely affect these historic properties, the Air Force shall consult with the NC SHPO in the following manner:  

A.  Pope AFB shall provide the NC SHPO an opportunity to comment on the design and specifications of projects specific to buildings listed on the NRHP.  If the NC SHPO does not object to the rehabilitation within a period of fifteen (15) working days from receipt, the Air Force shall proceed with the undertaking.

B.  If the NC SHPO determines that the proposed rehabilitation does not adhere to the Standards, further review will proceed pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800 rather than the terms of this Agreement.  Pope AFB will initiate the procedure set forth in 36 CFR 800.6. 

V.  Demolition of Historic Buildings

If any structure considered to be a contributing element to the Multiple Property National Register District is to be demolished or removed, this shall be considered a major undertaking and shall be subject to review by the NC SHPO and the Council.


A.  Pope AFB shall ensure that the following documentation is provided to the NC SHPO and the Council for concurrent review prior to the proposed demolition:

a. Current exterior and interior photographs;

b. Reasons for proposed demolition; and

c. All alternatives to demolition that were considered and the documented reasons for their rejection.


B.  If the NC SHPO or the Council does not object to the proposed demolition within a period of fifteen (15) working days from receipt, Pope AFB shall propose Level II recordation and contact the regional National Park Service (NPS) office to verify the level and kind of recordation required.  Unless otherwise agreed to by the NPS, Pope AFB shall ensure that all documentation is completed and accepted by the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) prior to the demolition, and that copies of this documentation are made available to the NC SHPO and appropriate local archives designated by the NC SHPO.  


C.  If the NC SHPO or the Council object to the proposed demolition, further review will proceed pursuant to 36 CFR 800 rather than the terms of this agreement.  The Air Force will initiate the procedure set forth at 36 CFR Section 800.6.   

VI.  New Construction within the Historic District

New construction within the District shall be considered a major undertaking and shall be subject to review by the NC SHPO and the Council. Where projects will adversely affect these historic properties, the Air Force shall consult with the NC SHPO in the following manner:  

A.  Pope AFB shall provide the NC SHPO an opportunity to comment on the design and specifications of projects specific to buildings listed on the NRHP.  If the NC SHPO does not object to the rehabilitation within a period of fifteen (15) working days from receipt, the Air Force shall proceed with the undertaking.

B.  If the NC SHPO determines that the proposed rehabilitation does not adhere to the Standards, further review will proceed pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800 rather than the terms of this Agreement.  Pope AFG will initiate the procedure set for the at 36 CFR 800.6. 

VI.  Protection of Archeological Resources

A.  If a proposed undertaking includes ground disturbance of areas where the Air Force and the NC SHPO have concurred there are no archeological properties eligible or potentially eligible for the NRHP as shown in Exhibit A, no Section 106 consultation is required.  

B.  If the proposed undertaking involves ground disturbance of areas where the Air Force and the NC SHPO have not concurred there are no archeological sites, the Air Force shall consult with the NC SHPO pursuant with 36 CFR 800.  

C.  In the event that unanticipated archeological material is encountered during an undertaking, Pope AFB shall comply with the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974.  

D.  If unanticipated Native American human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony are found on Pope AFB, Pope AFB shall comply with the requirements of Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990.  

E.  Pope AFB shall ensure that all archeological investigations resulting from actions pursuant to this agreement will be carried out under the direct supervision of an archeologist that meets, at a minimum, the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-9).   
VIII.   Dispute Resolution 


A.  Should any party to this agreement object to any actions proposed or undertaken pursuant to this agreement, the Air Force shall consult with the objecting party to resolve the objection.  If the Air Force determines the objection cannot be resolved, it shall request the further comments of the Council pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.7 (a).  Any Council comment provided in response to such a request shall be taken into account by the Air Force in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.7 (c) (4) with reference only to the subject of the dispute; the Air Force’s responsibility to carry out all actions under this Agreement that are not the subject of the dispute shall remain unchanged.


B.  Should any party to this Programmatic Agreement that believes the terms of the agreement cannot be carried out or that an amendment to the terms of the Agreement is required, the parties will consult in accordance with 36 CFR 800.14(b) to consider such amendment. 

IX.  Renewal   

This agreement shall be in effect for five (5) years from the execution date, which shall be the date of the final signature.  Before the end of the fifth (5th) year, the Agreement shall be reviewed by the Air Force, the NC SHPO, and the Council for possible modifications, termination, or extension.  At the request of any of the parties, this Agreement may be reviewed for possible modification, termination, or extension at any time.

X.  Compliance with the Anti-Deficiency Act
Any requirement for the payment of funds by Pope AFB, established by terms of this agreement, shall be subject to the availability of appropriated funds, and no provision herein shall be interpreted to require obligation or payment of funds in violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act (31 U.S.C. 1341).  

In the event that the Air Force is unable to carry out the terms of the Agreement due to the provisions of the Anti-Deficiency Act, the Air Force shall advise the NC SHPO and the Council and shall otherwise comply with all requirements of 36 CFR Part 800.

Execution of this Agreement and carrying out its terms evidences that the Air Force has satisified its Section 106 responsibilities for all individual undertakings of the program addressed herein.  

Exhibit a

definitions

 “Areas where the Air Force and the SHPO have concurred there are no archeological properties eligible or potentially eligible for the NRHP” shall refer to The Outer Marker Site, the Old Munitions Storage Area, and the areas shown on Figure A-1.

Figure A-1

SIGNED:

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

BY: _______________________________             Date:_______________

Don Klima    
Director

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE, POPE AIR FORCE BASE

By:  _______________________________             DATE_______________

        
Commander

        
Pope Air Force Base

NORHT CAROLINA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

By:_______________________________                DATE______________  
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Preservation Briefs Available from the National Park Service

Attachment 6.5:  Preservation Briefs Available from the NPS

Available in hard copy from the US Government Printing Office.  A newly-designed online version of the NPS Preservation Briefs series is available at: http://www2.cr.nps.gov/tps/briefs/presbhom.htm.
01: Assessing Cleaning and Water-Repellent Treatments for Historic Masonry Buildings 

02: Repointing Mortar Joints in Historic Masonry Buildings 

03: Conserving Energy in Historic Buildings 

04: Roofing for Historic Buildings 

05: The Preservation of Historic Adobe Buildings 

06: Dangers of Abrasive Cleaning to Historic Buildings 

07: The Preservation of Historic Glazed Architectural Terra-Cotta 

08: Aluminum and Vinyl Siding on Historic Buildings: The Appropriateness of Substitute Materials for Resurfacing Historic Wood Frame Buildings 

09: The Repair of Historic Wooden Windows 

10: Exterior Paint Problems on Historic Woodwork 

11: Rehabilitating Historic Storefronts 

12: The Preservation of Historic Pigmented Structural Glass (Vitrolite and Carrara Glass) 

13: The Repair and Thermal Upgrading of Historic Steel Windows 

14: New Exterior Additions to Historic Buildings: Preservation Concerns 

15: Preservation of Historic Concrete: Problems and General Approaches 

16: The Use of Substitute Materials on Historic Building Exteriors 

17: Architectural Character - Identifying the Visual Aspects of Historic Buildings as an Aid to Preserving Their Character 

18: Rehabilitating Interiors in Historic Buildings - Identifying Character-Defining Elements 

19: The Repair and Replacement of Historic Wooden Shingle Roofs 

20: The Preservation of Historic Barns 

21: Repairing Historic Flat Plaster - Walls and Ceilings 

22: The Preservation and Repair of Historic Stucco 

23: Preserving Historic Ornamental Plaster 

24: Heating, Ventilating, and Cooling Historic Buildings: Problems and Recommended Approaches 

25: The Preservation of Historic Signs 

26: The Preservation and Repair of Historic Log Buildings 

27: The Maintenance and Repair of Architectural Cast Iron 

28: Painting Historic Interiors 

29: The Repair, Replacement, and Maintenance of Historic Slate Roofs 

30: The Preservation and Repair of Historic Clay Tile Roofs 

31: Mothballing Historic Buildings 

32: Making Historic Properties Accessible 

33: The Preservation and Repair of Historic Stained and Leaded Glass 

34: Applied Decoration for Historic Interiors: Preserving Historic Composition Ornament 

35: Understanding Old Buildings: The Process of Architectural Investigation 

36: Protecting Cultural Landscapes: Planning, Treatment and Management of Historic Landscapes 

37: Appropriate Methods of Reducing Lead-Paint Hazards in Historic Housing 

38: Removing Graffiti from Historic Masonry 

39: Holding the Line: Controlling Unwanted Moisture in Historic Buildings 

40: Preserving Historic Ceramic Tile Floors

41: The Seismic Retrofit of Historic Buildings: Keeping Preservation in the Forefront 

42: The Maintenance, Repair and Replacement of Historic Cast Stone 
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Attachment 6.6:  Abbreviations
ACHP
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

ACTS
Air Corps Technical School

AFCA
Air Force Communications Agency

AFI
Air Force Instruction

AHPA
Archeological and Historic Preservation Act

AIRFA
the American Indian Religious Freedom Act

AMC
Air Mobility Command

ANG
Air National Guard

APE
Area of Potential Effects

ARPA
The Archeological Resource Protection Act

ATC
Air Training Command

AW
Airlift Wing

BCP
Base Comprehensive Plan

CATEX
Categorical Exclusion

CINC
Commander in Chief’s Quarters

CONUS
continental U.S.

CRM
Cultural Resources Manager

CRMP
Cultural Resources Management Plan

DCA
Departmental Consulting Archeologist

DoD
Department of Defense

EA
Environmental Assessment

EIS
Environmental Impact Statement

GATR
Ground-to-Air-Transmitter-Receiver

HABS
Historic American Buildings Survey

HABS/HAER
Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record

HVAC
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning

IRP
Installation Restoration Program

LTA
lighter-than-air

MAC
Military Airlift Command

MAJCOM
Major Commands

MARS
Military Affiliate Radio System

MATS
Military Air Transport Service

MOA
Memorandum of Agreement

MOU
Memorandum of Understanding

NAGPRA
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

NCOIC
non-commissioned officer in charge

NHL
National Historic Landmark

NHPA
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended

NPS
National Park Service

NRHP
the National Register of Historic Places

PA
Programmatic Agreement

POC
Point of Contact

SABER
Simplified Acquisition Base Engineering Resource

SAGE
Semi-Automatic Ground Environment

SHPO
State Historic Preservation Officer

SOPs
standard operating procedures

USTRANSCOM
U.S. Transportation Command

WPA
Works Progress Administration
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National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

Attachment 6.8:

Archeological Site Locations and Forms
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