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ARKANSAS FORESTRY COMMISSION 
3821 West Roosevelt Road Little Rock, Arkansas 72204-6396 

(501) 296-1940 fax: (501) 296-1949 

John T. Shannon, R.E 
State Forester 

August 2,2006 

Jim D. Ellis 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Little Rock District, Planning Branch, 
P. 0. Box 867 
Little Rock, Ar 72203-0867 

RE: Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment and the 
Draft Finding of No Significant Impact for the May Branch, Fort Smith, 
Arkansas Prqject 

Dear Jim Ellis: 

The above project should have no adverse impacts on the forest resources of 
the area. 

If we can be of service, please contact us at any time. 

Sincerely, 

krkansas Forestry Commission 
Forest Health 
501-296-1 863 
jim.northum@arkansas.gov 



Unfted States Department of Aqricultum 

4 N RCS 
Natural Resources Consewation Service 
Room 3416. Federal Building 
700 West Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201-3225 

Mr. Jim Ellis 
Department of the Army 
Little Rock District Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 867 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203-0867 

Dear Mr. Ellis: 

This letter is in response to your request for comments on the Draft Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Assessment and the Draft Finding of No Significant Impact for the May Branch, 
Fort Smith, Arkansas, Project. This area is residentiaVurban and therefore does not fit the criteria 
for Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Our agency concurs with the locally 
preferred plan. Best management practices to prevent erosion and sedimentation should be used to 
prevent soil erosion and to ensure good water quality. Attached is form CPA-106 for your records. 

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please call me at (501) 301-3172. 

Sincerely, /7 

E ~ G A R  P. MERSIOVSKY 
Assistant State Soil Scientist 

Attachment 

Helping People Help the Land 

An Epusl Opponunily Pmvidar end Employer 



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Natural Resources Conservation Servlce 

NRCS-CPA-I 06 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING (Rex 1-94) 

8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 

FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS 

I farmland? 

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

1. Name of Project M~~ Branch 

2. Type of Project ~~~i~~~~ corridor 

,f this form). 
mable Land ir 

3. Dale of Land Evaluation Request 
811 1106 11' 

5. Federal Agency Involved 
USACE 

6. County and State Sebastian County, Arkansas 

YES [ 

l Government 

ne of Local Site Assessmer 

PART I I  (To be complefed by NRCS 1. Dale Request Received by NRCS 
- 7128106 

3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique ....,...,, -. .,,a1 ii ,.,,,..,,, - 

(If no, the FPPA does not a o ~ l v  - Do not comolete additional parts I 

5. Major Crop(! 7 4mount of Fa, 

Acres: 

2. Person Completing Form 
Edgar Mersiovsky 

4. Acres lrriaated Average Fnrm sile 

-- - 
7. , lned in FPPA 

% - - 

valuation Re!, ~ rned by NRC 

.. ~ - ~ - - -  ~ - - -  I I 1 
C. Tatai Acres In Corridor 1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  
PART I V  (To be com~leted by NRCSJ Land Ev; I I 

L - 

aluation lnf 

land 

PART I l l  (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

B. Total Acres To Be Converted lndirectlv. Or To Receive Services 

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 

8. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farm1 

C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Gavt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative 

PART V (To be compkted by NRCSJ Land Evalualion Information Criterion Ri 
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) 

Alternative Corridor - 
Corridor A Corridor , . ~ r r i d o r  C I J 

I I I 

PART VI  /To be comoleted bv Federal Aoencv) Corridor I ~axirnuml 

NOTE: Complete a f o r m  for  eacn segment wiln more t h a n  one Al te rnate  Cor r loor  

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 

Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site 
assessment) 

TOTAL POINTS (Total ofabove 2 lines) 

Signature of Person Completing this Part: 

5 .  Reason For Selection: 

100 

160 

260 

1. Corridor Selected: 

DATE 

2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 
Converted by Project: 

0 

0 
3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was ALocal Site Assessment Used? 

YES NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 



NRCS-CPA406 (Reverse) 

CORRIDOR -TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear or corridor - type site configuration connecting two distant 
points, and crossing several different tracts of land. These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood 
control systems. Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor - type site or design alternative for protection as farmland 
along with the land evaluation information. 

(1) How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended? 
More than 90 percent - 15 points 
90 to 20 percent - 14 to 1 point(s) 
Less than 20 percent - 0 points 

(2) How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use? 
More than 90 percent - 10 points 
90 to 20 percent - 9 to 1 point(s) 
Less than 20 percent - 0 points 

(3) How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled halvest or timber activity) more than five of the last 
10 years? 
More than 90 percent - 20 points 
90 to 20 percent - 19 to 1 point(s) 
Less than 20 percent - 0 points 

(4) Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs 
to protect farmland? 
Site is protected - 20 points 
Site is not protected - 0 points 

(5) Is the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average - size farming unit in the County ? 
(Averaae farm sizes in each wuntv are available from the NRCS field offices in each state. Data are from the latest available Census of 

~ ~~~ ~~ ~~-~ 

~ ~ r i c u i u r e ,  Acreage or Farm ~ni ts ' in  Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.) 
As large or larger - 10 points 
Below average - deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points 

(6) If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of 
interference with land patterns? 
Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project - 25 points 
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 point@) 
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 0 points 

(7) Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers, 
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets? 
All required services are available - 5 points 
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point@) 
No required services are available - 0 points 

(8) Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees 
and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, watelways, or other soil and water conservation measures? 
High amount of on-farm investment - 20 points 
Moderate amount of on-farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s) 
No on-farm investment - 0 points 

(9) Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support 
services so as to ieooardize the continued existence of these s u ~ ~ o r t  services and thus. the viabilitv of the farms remaining in the area? . . , , - 
Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 25 points 
Some reouctlon in oemano for suppon serv ces 11 fne s te 1s converted - 1 to 24 polnr(s) 
No s~gn~lcanl redJctlon n demano for s-ppon serv ces 11 ine s te s converteo - 0 polnts 

(10) Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to 
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use? 
Proposed pro ect ,s lncompat ble to exlst ng agr~c~ltural use of sunound~ng farmland - 10 polnts 
Pro~osed Dmlect IS tolerable lo exlstlnq aqrlcL lura use of SJrro~nd ng farmand - 9 to 1 point(s) 
~robosed broject is fully compatible with &sting agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 0 points 
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Section 404(b) Guidelines 
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Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report 
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