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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
 

NAME OF PROPOSED ACTION: Section 14 Stillhouse Branch, Batesville, 
Independence County, Arkansas. 
 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION. Significant stream bank 
erosion due to recent flood events on Stillhouse Branch is threatening the abutments of 
the River Road Bridge, a water line, an electrical utility, a 24-inch sewer force main, a 
park pedestrian bridge, and a park pavilion. The length of erosion problem is estimated 
at approximately 800 feet. Bank erosion in the areas around bridges threatens their 
structural integrity. The bank around the bridges is vertical with significant erosion 
around the bridge approaches and piers. Areas adjacent to the park pavilion exhibits a 
large amount of bank slides.   
 
ALTERNATIVES. After screening an initial array of alternatives, the Little Rock District 
(District) evaluated three alternatives in detail in the attached Integrated Feasibility 
Report and Environmental Assessment: 
 
 Proposed Action: The proposed action consists of bank grading (1.5H:1V slope) 

and a stone revetment or longitudinal peaked stone toe protection (LPSTP) that 
protects banks from further erosion. The LPSTP consists of stone placed at the 
bottom of the steep riverbank slope to provide bank protection, and will need to 
be at about 450 feet long. Gabion basket retaining walls placed along the road 
and pedestrian bridges will provide additional protection for the bridge 
abutments. 
 

 Alternative 2:  Alternative 2 involves grading existing banks at a slope of 1.5H:1V 
and filling existing eroded areas along each bank to facilitate installation of a rip 
rap blanket along bank slopes. Gabion basket retaining walls placed along road 
and pedestrian bridges will provide additional protection for bridge abutments. 
Installing rip rap will stabilize bank slopes up to an elevation of nearly 258 feet. 
Grading and new rip rap will also be needed on both stream banks and will 
extend upstream about 450 feet from the road bridge to the confluence of the 
White River.  

 
 No Action:  Under the No Action Alternative (i.e., the Without Project Condition), 

the City of Batesville would relocate both the river road bridge and pedestrian 
bridge. Moving these bridges would require the city to relocate a connecting 
road, which people use to access the Riverside City Park and Batesville High 
School.  Relocating these structures would take place without Corps 
involvement, and is thus considered the No Action or Without Project Condition.     

 
During plan formulation, the District considered other measures including bend-way 
weirs, rerouting Stillhouse Branch to lessen erosive forces on the River Road Bridge, 
and using bioengineering materials. Since Stillhouse Branch is a relatively small stream 
with a limited channel bottom bend-way weirs were ruled out because they could 
significantly reduce stream flows. In addition, rerouting the stream would be difficult 



   

 

given the multiple bridges, utilities, and other structures adjacent to the channel. Use of 
bioengineering methods would provide a lower, less permanent level of protection and 
would also take much longer to implement (i.e., time required to establish a robust  root 
system) thereby increasing the threat of imminent failure due to the erosion.   
  
ANTICIPATED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: As required by 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR), the Environmental Assessment demonstrated that direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts associated the Proposed Action are not significant. Criteria in 
making this finding are addressed below in terms of both context and intensity. The 
significance of short and long-term effects must be viewed in the context of the affected   
 
 Society as a whole (human and national),  
 Affected region,  
 Affected interests; and  
 Locality.  

 
As shown in Figure 1 of the Feasibility Report, the context for this determination is 
primarily local, and is not highly significant in terms of geography; nor is it controversial 
in any significant way. Intensity refers to the magnitude and force of impacts, where 
impacts may be both beneficial and adverse. Within this context, the magnitude and 
intensity of impacts resulting from this decision are insignificant. The determination for 
each impact item is listed below. 
 

1. The degree to which the action results in both beneficial and adverse 
effects. A significant effect may exist even if the Federal agency believes 
that on balance the effect will be beneficial. The Environmental Assessment 
indicates that there will be beneficial effects including protecting a public 
roadway bridge, city utilities and a pedestrian bridge that would not occur under 
the No Action Alternative. Implementing the Proposed Action would also 
benefit water quality, terrestrial vegetation and aquatic habitat by eliminating 
erosion in Stillhouse Branch and resultant sedimentation in the White River. 
While there would be adverse construction related effects, these would be 
minor and would cease after construction.   

 
2. The degree to which the action affects public health or safety. The 

Proposed Action would protect public safety by eliminating active erosion that 
threatens a public bridge, city utilities and a public pedestrian bridge. There 
would be no adverse effects to public health or safety. Under existing 
conditions, no hazardous materials were identified on the site. 

 
3. The degree to which the action affects unique characteristics of the 

potentially affected area, such as proximity to historic or cultural 
resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, 
or ecologically critical areas. The Proposed Action would occur in the 
Riverside Park, which is the most visited recreation site in Independence 
County. The City of Batesville owns and operates the park. Effects of the 
Proposed Action would benefit the park by stabilizing an eroding stream that 
flows through the park. 



   

 

 
4. The degree to which effects on the quality of the human environment are 

likely to be highly controversial. The Proposed Action would benefit the 
public; and, therefore the District does not regard this activity as controversial. 
Public comments received during the 30-day public review period confirm this. 

 
5. The degree to which possible effects on the human environment are 

highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks. Uncertainty 
surrounding the impacts of the action are small. Stabilizing the banks will help 
ensure that the River Road Bridge, city utilities and a pedestrian bridge remain 
safe for public use. 

 
6. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future 

actions with significant impacts. Stabilizing the bank would not establish 
precedent for future actions with significant impacts. The District reviewed past, 
present and future stabilization projects in the vicinity of the White River to 
arrive at this conclusion. 

 
7. Whether the action is related to other actions with individually 

insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts. The main body of the 
Environmental Assessment identifies resources that the Proposed Action could 
affect including:  1) water quality, 2) noise pollution, 3) air quality, 4) aquatic 
habitat, 5) recreation, and 6) socioeconomic conditions. Based on a detailed 
evaluation of the physical and biological resources listed, the Proposed Action, 
when considered with past and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would 
not result in cumulative impacts to the environment. 

 
8. The degree to which the action may adversely affect items listed or 

eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, or other 
significant scientific, cultural or historic resources. There are no historic 
properties as defined by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
in the Area of Potential Effect. Based on literature reviews, field investigations, 
and consultation with the Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office and 
federally recognized tribes, the District determined that the Proposed Action 
would not affect cultural resources or historic properties. 

 
9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or 

threatened species or its critical habitat. Coordination with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service indicates that there are no federally listed threatened or 
endangered species in the project area. 

 
10. Whether the action threatens a violation of federal, state or local laws or 

requirements imposed for the protection of the environment. No such 
violations would occur. Permits from other jurisdictional agencies would be 
obtained prior to construction, and continued coordination with regulatory 
agencies would ensure compliance with federal, state, regional, and local 
regulations and guidelines. 

 



   

 

 
CONCLUSION: Impacts identified in the Environmental Assessment have been 
thoroughly discussed and assessed. No identified impacts would result in significant 
adverse effects to the human environment. Therefore, as a result of the analysis 
presented and comments received during a 30-day public review period that began on 
October 21, 2016 and ended on November 22, 2016, it is my decision that the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement as required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is unwarranted and a “Finding of No Significant 
Impact” is appropriate. The signing of this document indicates the Corps final decision 
of the Proposed Action as it relates to NEPA. The Environmental Assessment and 
Finding of No Significant Impact will be held on file in the Environmental Branch, 
Planning and Environmental Section for future reference. Consultation with regulatory 
agencies will be ongoing to ensure compliance with all federal, state, regional, and local 
regulations and guidelines. 
 
 
 
 

      
Date       ROBERT G. DIXON 
       Colonel, EN 
       Commanding 

 
 



   

 

  



   

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This Corps Little Rock District (District) initiated this study in December 2014 at the 
request of the local sponsor, the City of Batesville in Independence County, Arkansas. 
Study authority is Section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946 as amended, Emergency 
Streambank Restoration. 
 
In 2008, a 50-year flood triggered serious bank erosion along Stillhouse Branch (a 
tributary to the White River in Batesville).1 Erosion has caused the channel to deepen 
the thalwag and steepen the slope resulting in channel widening. Over time, channel 
widening has eroded the abutments of the bridges. Currently, the bank is completely 
vertical at the bridge abutments, and District engineers expect that a 20-year event 
could cause the bridges to fail. The city has continually placed rip-rap on the banks, 
which has sustained the bridges to date. District staff visited the site in December 2014; 
and after further damage in 2015, team engineers revisited the area to take additional 
cross sections and modify project alternatives. The 2015 flood events damaged and 
temporarily closed the pedestrian bridge due to safety concerns. Riverside Park is 
connected by the road and pedestrian bridges and is an important economic engine for 
not only Batesville and Independence County, but for the region as a whole. Tourists 
from all over the state visit Riverside Park for special events including the city’s 
Christmas festival of lights, and the only way to get to the park is via the bridges at risk.    
 
This report identifies and recommends bank stabilization with gabion retaining walls 
adjacent to the bridges and longitudinal peaked stone toe protection (LPSTP) at the toe 
of the banks as a solution to the problem. Total cost of the feasibility phase is $100,000 
at full federal expense. This report provides the basis for preparing plans and 
specifications and subsequent construction of the proposed plan. During the feasibility 
phase, the primary structural measures evaluated consist of:  
 

1) Channel modification,  
2) Replacing bridges with box culverts,  
3) Full-height bank paving,  
4) Gabion retaining walls,  
5) Simple bio engineering,  
6) Bend-way weirs; and  
7) LPSTP.  

 
The no action alternative (i.e., without federal project) involves relocating the road and 
pedestrian bridges, along with utilities. Also, there were four action alternatives including 
rip rap, longitudinal peaked toe stone protection, bend-way weirs with simple bio-
engineering and channel modification using bend-way weirs and LFSTP. Alternative 3 
(the recommended plan) is the least cost option ($937,000), and involves installing 
gabion retaining walls adjacent to the bridges and LPSTP at the toe of the banks. Total 
estimated federal cost is $ 609,000 and the total estimated non-federal cost is  
$ 328,000.  

                                            
1 Funding for this study was not available until December 2014. 
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 INTRODUCTION 

 Study Authority  

The Stillhouse Branch of the White River, Batesville, Arkansas study is authorized by 
Section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946, as amended (P.L.79-526), Emergency 
Streambank and Shore Protection. The purpose of the Section 14 program is to 
construct emergency streambank and shore protection to prevent natural erosion 
processes from damaging highways, bridge approaches, public works, churches, public 
and private non-profit hospitals, schools, water and sewer lines, and other public or non-
profit facilities that offer public services to all, and known historic properties eligible or 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places.   
 
If an eligible facility is in imminent danger of failure, and after a request for a project has 
been received from a potential non-federal sponsor stating its desire to participate in a 
solution, the Corps will conduct a feasibility study to analyze the problem, develop a 
solution, and determine the feasibility of a solution.  In the feasibility phase, the first 
$100,000 is 100 percent federally funded.  Any additional feasibility study costs require 
an executed Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement, stating that all costs above the initial 
$100,000 are cost-shared 50 percent federal and 50 percent non-federal.  

 Purpose and Scope 

The purpose of this study is to determine if constructing emergency streambank 
protection to prevent bank erosion from damaging the River Road Bridge approach and 
other public works at Stillhouse Branch is feasible and economically justified. The study 
identifies the least cost alternative, and the recommended plan is justified if total project 
costs are less than costs of relocating the threatened facility.  Federal costs are limited 
to not more than $5,000,000 for one locality.  Cost of lands, easements, rights-of-way, 
relocations of utilities, disposal areas, and the operation and maintenance of the project, 
once completed, are a non-federal responsibility.  

 Study Area 

The sponsor of the Stillhouse Branch study is the City of Batesville in Independence 
County, Arkansas. Stillhouse Branch is downstream of the Highway 167 Bridge that 
crosses the White River, and is a tributary of the White River and is within the city limits 
of Batesville (Figure 1).   
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Figure 1: Project Location 

 History  

Batesville is the second oldest municipality in Arkansas. Historically, the city was an 
important port on the White River and served as an entry point to the interior of northern 
Arkansas. Owned and operated by the city, Riverside Park is in the project area. The 
park is very popular, and has 1.2 miles walking and biking trail along the White River. 
Built in the 1960s, the River Road Bridge connects Riverside Park to the city.  A 2008 
flood (50-year event) triggered bank erosion along Stillhouse Branch, and caused the 
channel to deepen the thalwag and steepen the slope resulting in channel widening.  
Over time, widening has eroded into the abutments of the bridges. Currently, the bank is 
completely vertical at the bridge abutments, and engineers anticipate that a 20-year 
flood event would cause the bridges to fail. The city has continually placed rip-rap on 
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the banks, which has sustained the bridges to date. In December 12, 2014, the city 
submitted a letter of intent to cost-share the project (Appendix A). The District 
conducted an initial site visit in December of 2014; and team engineers revisited the site 
in 2015 to take additional cross sections and modify project alternatives after flood 
events further damaged and temporarily closed the pedestrian bridge. Photographs 
below taken in 2014 during the original site visit illustrate the severity of the erosion. 
 
   

 
  Photograph1: Stillhouse Branch at confluence with White River 
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 Photograph 2: Stillhouse Branch looking upstream from confluence with White River 

 

 
 Photograph 3: Sewer line owned by the City to be abandoned and removed prior to Construction 
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 Photograph 4: North abutment of pedestrian bridge 
 
 
 

 
 Photograph 5: South abutment of pedestrian bridge 
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Photograph 6: South abutment of pedestrian bridge 
 
 
 
 

 
Photograph 7: North abutment of River Road Bridge 
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Photograph 8: South abutment of River Road Bridge 
 

 Prior Reports and Existing Projects  

Over the years, the Corps has completed several studies and projects in the Batesville 
area including a: 
 

1) White River Bank Stab., Batesville, AR, Sec. 14 was a bank stabilization project 
completed in 1986.  
  

2) White River, Batesville, AR, Sec. 205 study recommended construction of a 
levee and floodwall to protect the industrial area along the White River and was 
completed in 1999.   
 

3) Batesville Wastewater Treatment Plant, Batesville, AR, Sec. 14 was a bank 
stabilization project to protect the wastewater treatment facility in Batesville and 
was completed in 2011.   
 

4) Southside Water, White River, Batesville, AR, Sec. 14 was a bank stabilization 
project along the White River to protect the water treatment facility and was 
completed in 2012.  
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With the exception of the fourth project, prior projects do not impact the current project.  
However, the current project will tie into the Section 14 project near the Batesville Water 
Tower.  
 
 

 PLAN FORMATION 

 Problems and Opportunities 

Problems in the study area consist of: 
 

1) Streambank erosion due to recent flood events; 
 

2) Bank erosion in areas around the bridges that threatens the structural integrity of 
these facilities and road approaches;   
 

3) The bank around the bridges is vertical with significant erosion around the bridge 
approaches and piers; and 
 

4) The area adjacent to the park pavilion has a large number of bank slides.       
       

Given these problems, there is an opportunity to protect Batesville’s Riverside Park and 
its facilities, utility lines, a pedestrian bridge and River Road Bridge by stabilizing banks 
along Stillhouse Branch. 

 PLANNING OBJECTIVES AND CONSTRAINTS 

The study goal is to determine if the project would contribute to the National Economic 
Development account in a manner consistent with protecting the nation’s environment in 
accordance with national environmental statutes, applicable executive orders, and other 
federal planning requirements.   
  
2.2.1 Planning Objectives  

The study objective is to minimize erosion and protect Batesville’s Riverside Park, 
pedestrian bridge and River Road Bridge approaches.   
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2.2.2 Planning Constraints 

Planning constraints include: 
 

1) Prohibiting loss of flood protection from existing flood damage reduction 
projects;     
 

2) Preventing road traffic interruptions for the access bridges to the park; and 
 

3) Avoiding impeding flows from Stillhouse Branch to the White River. 
 

 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

2.3.1 Study Area Existing Conditions 

Stillhouse Branch is in the city limits of Batesville in north-central Arkansas. The stream 
originates in the center of the city where it collects stormwater flows. From its’ origin, the 
stream flows south approximately 0.40 miles where it impounds in a 2-acre recreational 
lake for area residents. Below the lake’s spillway, Stillhouse Branch continues flowing 
south for another 0.40 miles where it enters the project area, and flows through 
Riverside Park before entering the White River immediately above White River Lock 
and Dam No. 1. Riverside Park is one of two popular parks along the White River, and 
is the most visited park in Independence County, and is a vital economic engine for not 
only Batesville and Independence County, but for the region as a whole. Tourists from 
across the state Riverside Park for special events, including the city’s famous Christmas 
Festival of Lights. The pedestrian and River Road bridges are the only connection to 
Riverside Park. In 2013, the Arkansas Department of Transportation reported that on 
average 1,500 vehicles cross the River Road Bridge per day. The city provides year-
round maintenance to this popular attraction and has invested significant financial 
resources to build and operate public pavilions, playgrounds and bathroom facilities.   
 
Significant streambank erosion issues due to recent flood events on Stillhouse Branch 
are threatening the abutments of the River Road Bridge, a water line, an electrical utility, 
a park pedestrian bridge, and a park pavilion. The length of erosion problem is 
estimated at approximately 800 feet. Serious bank erosion near the bridges threatens 
the structural integrity of these facilities and road approaches. The bank around the 
bridges is vertical with significant erosion around the bridge approaches and piers. 
Areas adjacent to the park pavilion exhibits a large amount of bank slides. Riverside 
Park is connected by the road and pedestrian bridges and is the economic foundation of 
not only Batesville and Independence County but this region of Arkansas. Tourists from 
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around the state visit Riverside Park for special events including the city’s famous 
Christmas festival of lights. These bridges are the only connection for Riverside Park.  
In 2013, the Arkansas Department of Transportation reported that on average 1,500 
vehicles that travel over the River Road Bridge per day.  
 
2.3.2 Physical Environment - Land Use 

As noted above, the project area is in a heavily used park in the city limits of Batesville, 
Arkansas. The entire park is maintained year-round for public use.  The region 
surrounding the project area is devoted to urban development, including public utility 
facilities and public schools. No prime or unique farmland (based on Council in 
Environmental Quality criteria)2 or wild and scenic rivers as specified in the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act (6 U.S.C. 1271, et. seq.) are in or near the study area. 
 
2.3.3 Climate and Climate Change 

The climate around Batesville is characterized by hot summers (extremely hot on 
occasion), cool winters, and precipitation more or less evenly distributed throughout the 
year. The average annual temperature in Batesville is 59 degrees Fahrenheit (F°).3 
Summer average daily temperature is 78°F, while the winter average daily temperature 
is 40°F. July is usually the warmest month on average (80°F), and January is the 
coolest (38°F).The highest recorded temperature in Batesville is 112°F and the lowest 
was minus18.0°F.  

On average, Batesville receives 48 inches of precipitation per year with one-half 
occurring during the months of April through September. May is the wettest month with 
5.0 inches, while October averages the least with 3.3 inches. In terms of liquid 
precipitation, there are an average of 80.5 days of rain with the most occurring in 
January (8.0 days), and the least rain occurring in October (5.3 days). Batesville 
receives an average of 6.9 inches of snow per year. The month with the most snow is 
January with 2.6 inches. Prevailing winds are from the southwest, and average wind 
speed is highest in the spring at about 9 miles per hour.  

Climate change has become a concern due to potential environmental effects, 
particularly related to water resources. The U.S. Global Change Research Program 
summarized information regarding climate change and its potential effects in regional 

                                            
2 Council of Environmental Quality, “Memorandum of Full Analysis of Impacts on Prime or Unique 
Agricultural Lands in Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act.”  August 11, 1980. 
 
3 Weather statistics are from the National Climatic Data Center.  
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assessments.4  In the Southeast, which includes Arkansas, rising temperatures and 
associated increases in the frequency, intensity, and duration of extreme heat events 
are predicted, with a 4°F to 8°F regional temperature increase by year 2100. Higher 
temperatures can contribute to the formation of harmful air pollutants and allergens. 
Predictions of future precipitation patterns are less certain than projected increases in 
temperature; however, many models predict drier conditions in the far southwest part of 
the region and wetter conditions in the far northeast part of the region. It is predicted 
that Arkansas will lie somewhere in between. As a result, there may only be small 
changes relative to natural variations (Carter, et al., 2014). 
 
2.3.4 Topography, Physiography and Soils 

Batesville is situated in the transition zone between the Interior Highlands and the Gulf 
Coastal Plain. Bedrock consists of interbedded shale, sandstone, and limestone. 
The project area contains soils of Egam silt loam and Linker gravelly fine sandy loam 
(USDA, 2015). Egam and Linker soils are classified as Prime Farmland, however due to 
the location of the White River, this area is not protected from flooding. Therefore, the 
area is not considered prime farmland. 
 
2.3.5 Water Resources 

The primary water resource in the project area is the White River, which originates in 
the Ozark Mountains of northwest Arkansas and empties into the Mississippi River in 
southeastern Arkansas. As described in Section 7.1, Stillhouse Branch is a relatively 
short stream about one mile in length from source to mouth. The source of water for 
Stillhouse is mostly urban runoff, thus flows are intermittent and flashy. In the immediate 
project area, Stillhouse continues to be intermittent in nature, receiving headwater flows 
during heavy rain events that causes the city lake upstream to overtop through the 
spillway. These flashy, intermittent yet high flows are causing erosion problems in the 
project area. Other streams in the area include Plum Bayou and Poke Bayou, both of 
which enter the White River upstream of the study area.  
 
2.3.6 Groundwater and Public Water Sources 

Groundwater in the study area occurs in a group of formations made up of fractured 
shale and sandstone, which are characterized by low secondary porosity and 
permeability resulting in low well yields. These formations are classified as the Western 
Interior Plains confining system (Kresse et al., 2014). Since yields from this system are 
typically low, groundwater is not a viable source for industrial or public water supplies; 
                                            
4 See, U.S. Global Change Research Program, “Global Climate Change Impacts in the United States, 
January 2009. 
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however, yields can sustain individual residential wells. The City of Batesville draws 
water from the White River for its public supply.  
 
2.3.7 Water Quality  

Water quality parameters in Stillhouse Branch have not been measured; however, water 
flowing through the study area is typically turbid due to continual bank erosion. Water 
quality in the White River at Batesville is considered good according to the Arkansas 
Department of Environmental Quality. The 2008 Integrated Water Quality Monitoring 
and Assessment Report lists the White River segment near the study area as 
supporting all designated uses (i.e., fish consumption, aquatic life use, primary contact 
swimming, secondary contact, drinking water use and agriculture and industrial uses).  
Albin et al. (1967) reported on water resources of Jackson and Independence counties, 
which are located in the eastern extent of the Western Interior Plains confining system. 
Analyses for the Atoka Formation indicates that in general groundwater quality was of 
good with low concentrations of most chemical constituents; though, in a few areas, 
water had elevated iron concentrations. 
 
2.3.8 Wetlands 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory shows that there is one 
small 3.4 acre freshwater forested scrub wetland in the study area. The site visit 
confirmed the presence of this wetland, which is located upstream of the study area, 
and any proposed action would not affect the wetland.  
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Figure 2:  National Wetland Inventory Wetland Distribution 

 

2.3.9 Biological Resources 

Biological resources of the White River basin are extensive as a whole. Resources 
listed in this EA include vegetation, fish and wildlife, and threatened and endangered 
species. 
 
2.3.10 Vegetation 

Historically, vegetation in the area was a mix of hardwood trees, but due to 
development of the city park, most remaining vegetation consists of cultivated grasses 
to the top of the riverbank with a few hardwood trees interspersed through the park.   
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2.3.11 Fish and Wildlife 

Wildlife species are limited to small animals capable of inhabiting the limited habitat 
available in a developed park environment including the eastern cottontail rabbit 
(Sylvilagus floridanus), opossum (Didelphis virginiana), eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus 
carolinensis) and eastern mole (Scalopus aquaticus). Furbearers include river otters 
(Lontra canadensis), North American beavers (Castor canadensis), American mink 
(Neovison vison) and raccoons (Procyon lotor). Bird species are typical of urban 
habitats and include American robins (Turdus migratorius), common grackles 
(Quiscalus quiscula), mourning doves (Zenaida macroura), northern mockingbirds 
(Mimus polyglottos) and house sparrows (Passer domesticus). 
 
The White River is home to many fish species. Common ones include dominant minnow 
species such as the duskeystripe shiner (Luxilus pilsbryi), a species endemic to the 
White River Basin, bleeding shiner (Luxilus zonatus), hybrid stoneroller (Campostoma 
anomalumXoligolepis), blacktail shiner (Cyprinella venusta), striped shiner (Luxilus 
chrysocephalus), and Ozark minnow (Notropis nubilus). Darters occurring in the White 
River near the study area include the saddleback darter (Percina vigil), logperch 
(Percina caprodes), rainbow darter (Etheostoma caeruleum), and greenside darter 
(Etheostoma blennioides). Common sunfishes consist of bluegill (Lepomis 
macrochirus), longear (Lepomis megalotis), white crappie, Pomoxis annularis), black 
crappie (Pomoxis nigromaculatus), largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), and 
spotted bass (Micropterus punctulatus). Other common species include the spotted gar 
(Lepisosteus oculatus), gizzard shad (Dorosoma cepedianum), northern hog sucker 
(Hypentelium nigricans), golden redhorse (Moxostoma erythrurum), and channel catfish 
(Ictalurus punctatus) (Hoover, et al., 2009). 
 
Common reptiles and amphibians in the study area can include aquatic species such as 
Blanchard’s cricket frog (Acris blanchardi), spring peepers (Pseudacris crucifer), 
American bullfrogs (Lithobates catesbeianus), plain-bellied water snakes (Nerodia 
erythrogaster), common five-lined skinks (Plestidon fasciatus), and red-eared sliders 
(Trachemys scripta elegans). The White River is also home to various fresh water 
mussels; however, there are none of special significance in the project area.  
 
2.3.12 Threatened and Endangered Species 

Coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Ecological Service Office indicate 
that there are no threatened or endangered species or trust resource concerns in or 
near the project area. 
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2.3.13 Species of Special Concern 

According to the Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission, there are no Species of 
Conservation Concern in the study area. While no Species of Conservation Concern 
exist in the project area, species listed in Table 2 have been recorded for the White 
River in the vicinity of Lock and Dam No. 1, which is immediately downstream from the 
Stillhouse Branch confluence with the White River. Most of species listed in Table 2 
prefer medium size streams with pool – riffle habitat complexes and gravel/cobble 
substrates (crayfish, darters, and shiner). The striped mullet and American eel migrate 
from the Gulf of Mexico for spawning. The presence of Lock and Dam No. 1 likely limits 
their upstream migration. A single occurrence of the federally listed Ozark hellbender 
has been recorded downstream of Lock and Dam No. 1 below the project area.   
 
Table 1.  Department of Arkansas Heritage Elements of Special Concern near Lock and Dam No. 1 

 
Scientific Name 

 
Common  Name 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Global 
Rank 

State 
Rank 

Invertebrates 
Orconectes neglectus 
chaenodactylus Gap ringed crayfish - INV G5T3 S3 

Vertebrates 

Ammocrypta clara Western sand darter - INV G3 S3 

Anguilla rostrata American eel - INV G4 S3 
Cryptobranchus 
alleganiensis bishopi Ozark hellbender LE SE G3G4T2Q S1 

Moxostoma anisurum Silver redhorse - INV G5 S1 
Cycleptus elongatus blue sucker - INV G3G4 S3 

Mugil cephalus striped mullet - INV G5 S2 

Notropis ozarcanus Ozark shiner - INV G3 S3 

Percina phoxocephala Slenderhead darter - INV G5 S2 

Percina uranidea Stargazing darter - INV G3 S2 
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FEDERAL STATUS CODES 
 

LE = Listed Endangered; the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has listed this species as endangered under  
the Endangered Species Act. 

 
STATE STATUS CODES 
 

INV = Inventory Element; The Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission is currently conducting active inventory work on these 
elements. Available data suggests these elements are of conservation concern. These elements may include outstanding examples 
of Natural Communities, colonial bird nesting sites, outstanding scenic and geologic features as well as plants and animals, which, 
according to current information, may be rare, peripheral, or of an undetermined status in the state. The ANHC is gathering detailed 
location information on these elements. 

 
GLOBAL RANKS 
 

G3 = Vulnerable globally. At moderate risk of extinction due to a restricted range, relatively few populations (often 80 or fewer), 
recent and widespread declines, or other factors. 
 
G4 = Apparently secure globally. Uncommon but not rare; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors. 
 
G5 = Secure globally. Common, widespread and abundant. 
 
T-RANKS= T subranks are given to global ranks when a subspecies, variety, or race is considered at the state level.  The subrank 
is made up of a "T" plus a number or letter (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, H, U, X) with the same ranking rules as a full species. 

 
STATE RANKS 
 

S1 = Critically imperiled in the state due to extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer populations), very steep declines, or other factors making 
it vulnerable to extirpation. 

 
S2 = Imperiled in the state due to very restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors 
making it vulnerable to extirpation. 

 
S3 = Vulnerable in the state due to a restricted range, relatively few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread 
declines, or other factors making it vulnerable to extirpation. 

 
GENERAL RANKING NOTES 
 

Q = A "Q" in the global rank indicates the element's taxonomic classification as a species is a matter of conjecture among scientists. 
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2.3.14 Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Wastes (HTRW) 

A review of the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality EnviroView website 
indicated that there are no known hazardous, toxic or radioactive waste located in or 
near the project area (ADEQ, 2015).   
 
2.3.15 Air Quality 

The Clean Air Act of 1977, as amended, requires federal facilities to comply with all 
federal, state, interstate, and local requirements regarding the control and abatement of 
air pollution in the same manner as any nongovernmental entity, including any 
requirement for permits. No particular federal requirements are involved that are not 
already incorporated into Arkansas State law. According to the Arkansas Department of 
Environmental Quality, the entire state of Arkansas is in compliance with all USEPA 
ambient air quality standards. The Conformity Rule of the Clean Air Act of 1977, as 
amended states that all federal actions must conform to appropriate State 
Implementation Plans. This rule took effect on January 31, 1994, and at present applies 
only to federal actions in nonattainment areas (i.e., those not meeting the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards for the criteria pollutants in the Clean Air Act). Arkansas 
is an "attainment area," and is therefore exempt from the Conformity Rule of the CAA. 
 
2.3.16 Noise 

Noise levels in the study area are mild to moderate. Sources of noise include local 
traffic, businesses, and farming equipment from nearby farms. 
 
2.3.17 Cultural Resources  

The White River in Arkansas has supported human occupation and industry from the 
earliest human inhabitants in the area up to modern times. This is evidenced by 
numerous prehistoric and historic sites located along the banks of the river. The study 
area lies in “Arkansas Ozarks” section of the state as described in A State Plan for the 
Conservation of Archeological Resources in Arkansas (Davis 1982). The State Plan 
outlines 12 study units for the Arkansas Ozarks section. Study units range from the 
earliest known human occupation of North America to settled Mississippian prehistoric 
occupation of the region and the subsequent European settlement. An overview of the 
regions prehistory and history can be found in the State Plan, as well as in Human 
Adaptation in the Ozark and Ouachita Mountains (Sabo et al 1988) and numerous other 
documents, and do not need repeating here. 
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A review of the Arkansas Archeological Survey’s archeological site database and 
reports of surveys done within the vicinity of the project area indicate that there no 
known sites recorded within the project area. The General Land Office maps were also 
consulted and there are no historic features noted on the map within the project area. 
There are also no historic structures within or near the project area. 
 
The Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) was consulted by letter to 
determine if any known cultural resources existed in this area. Five archaeological sites 
(3IN137, 425, 553, 1348 and 1349) and two historic sites (IN0441 – White River Lock & 
Dam #1, and IN0620 – Lock Keeper’s House) were identified within the vicinity of the 
project area. IN0620 has been determined not eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places, but the remaining sites are of undetermined eligibility. 
 
The District Archaeologist determined the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the 
Stillhouse Branch Project. Based on information received from SHPO, it was 
determined that no cultural resources sites have been recorded within the footprint of 
the APE.  The State Historic Preservation Officer concurred, and determined that no 
know historic properties would be affected by project activities. 
 
As part of scoping for NEPA and Section 106 compliance, letters were sent to the 
following Federally Recognized Tribes seeking recommendations or concurrence on the 
proposed APE boundary, as well as requesting information on properties within the APE 
which hold religious or cultural significance:   
 
 Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma,  
 Quapaw Tribe of Indians,  
 Shawnee Tribe, and  
 Osage Nation.   

 
No comments were received from any tribes as a result of this consultation. 
 
2.3.18 Socioeconomic  

Independence County is located in the north-central part of the state in an area that is 
largely agricultural. In 2010, 19.3 percent of persons in the county had incomes below 
the poverty level, compared with a statewide rate of 18.0 percent. Over 94.7 percent of 
the population is white; the African-American population constitutes 2.2 percent of the 
total population. The median age of the population statewide is 37 years, compared with 
a county median age of 39. 
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Median household income for the county is $34,625 in comparison with the state 
median household income of $39,267. The unemployment rate for Independence 
County in 2010 was 6.9 percent while the State of Arkansas unemployment rate was 
7.8 percent. In 2010, the civilian labor force totaled 16,984 for the county and 1,367,999 
for the state. The primary sources of employment in Independence County are: 
Education Services, Health Care, and Social Assistance (23.9 percent); Manufacturing 
(20.3 percent), and Retail Trade (12.8 percent). 
 
 
2.3.19 Existing Environmental Laws, Regulations and Policies Applicable to 
Proposed Action 

Table 3 lists the applicable federal, state and local environmental laws, regulations and 
policies that impact the study area, and specifies whether the proposed action is 
compliant with the items. Compliance categories used in this table were assigned based 
on the following definitions: 
 
 Full compliance indicates that all requirements of the statute, executive order, or 

other policy and related regulations have been met for this stage of planning; 
 
 Partial compliance indicates that some requirements of the statute, executive 

order, or other policy and regulations remain to be met but if applicable will be 
met before construction commences (e.g., water quality certification); 

 
 Noncompliance specifies that none of the requirements have been met for this 

stage of planning; and lastly, 
 
 Not applicable specifies that listed statutes, executive orders, or other policies 

are not applicable. 
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Table 2.  Status of Project with Applicable Laws and Statutes 

Item Compliance* 

Federal Statutes 
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 469, et. seq.)  
Clean Air Act of 1977, as amended, (42 U.S.C. 7609, et. seq.) Full 
Clean Water Act, as amended, Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251, et. seq.) Full 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1451, et. seq.) N/A 
Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531, et. seq.) Full 
Estuary Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 1221, et. seq.) N/A 
Federal Water Project Recreation Act (16 U.S.C. 460-12, et. seq.) Full 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661, et. seq.) Full 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (16 U.S.C. 460/ -460-11, et. seq.) N/A 
Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuary Act (33 U.S.C. 1401, et. seq.) N/A 
Migratory Bird Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 715 – 715s) Full 
National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321, et. seq.) Full 
National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470a, et. seq.) Full 
Rivers and Harbor Act (33 U.S.C. 401, et. seq.) N/A 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 1001, et. seq.) N/A 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1271, et. seq.) Full 

Executive Orders and Memorandums  
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, May 24, 1977 (42 CFR 26951; May 25, 1977)  
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, May 24, 1977 (42 CFR 26961; May 25, 1977) Full 
Council on Environmental Quality Memorandum of August 11, 1980: Analysis of Impacts on Prime or Unique       
Agricultural Lands in Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act. 

Full 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations, February 11, 1994. 

 
Full 

State and Local Policies 
Arkansas Water Quality Standards Partial 
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 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS  

2.4.1 Initial Measures 

Structural measures evaluated consist of:   
 

1. Channel modification, which involves changing flow characteristics of the 
channel by clearing to reduce bank erosion,   
 

2. Concrete box culverts or vertical concrete walls to stabilize the bank by 
channeling flows under roads,   
 

3. Rip rap, which consists of placing rocks in water and on the bank to deter 
bank erosion,   

 
4. Full-height bank paving consisting of a revetment of grouted rock or concrete 

pavement is cast in place on a prepared slope to provide necessary bank 
protection on the bank of the channel for the entire full height,   
 

5. Gabion retaining walls that are vertically stacked stone-filled baskets tied 
together with wire designed and constructed to resist the lateral pressure of 
soil, 
 

6. Bioengineering that involves using plants to stabilize soil with the roots 
binding the soil particles together to reduce erosion, 
 

7. Bend-way weirs that consist of underwater rock dikes angled upstream to the 
flow to direct flow away from the banks;    
 

8. Rerouting the stream to redirect flows by excavating a new route to lessen 
erosion of the banks; and 
 

9. Longitudinal peaked stone protection (LPSTP), which is a stone structure 
consisting of well sorted, self-launching stone built on the toe of an eroding 
bank or slightly streamward. 

 
The non-structural measure consisted of relocating the bridges and utilities. This is the 
no action or future without project condition.   
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2.4.2 Screening of Measures 

The team evaluated measures based on meeting objectives and avoiding the constraint. 
If a measure met objectives, it was evaluated with respect to avoiding the constraint, 
and an (X) was placed in the appropriate column below (Table 4).   
 

Table 3. Screening Measures for the Initial Array of Alternatives 

Measure(s) 
 

Objective 1   
Reduce Flood Risk 
 

Objective 2  
Reduce Erosion 

Constraint 1  
Avoid Inhibiting 
Flows 

1) Channel modification  X X X 

2) Box culverts/Vertical concrete channel lining X X  

3) Rip rap X X X 

4) Full-height bank paving X X X 

5) Gabion retaining walls X X X 

6) Bioengineering X X X 

7) Bend-way weirs X X  

8) Reroute the stream X X X 

9) Longitudinal peaked stone protection X X X 

 
The team screened box culverts/vertical measure 2, concrete channel lining and 
measure 7, bend-way weirs out due to the ability to inhibit the flow of the stream. 
Remaining measures were analyzed and combined to form initial alternatives. Gabion 
retaining walls were combined with other measures (rip rap or LPSTP) to formulate 
alternatives.   
 

 ALTERNATIVE FORMULATION 

The no action alternative (future without project) and four action alternatives with 
various means of protecting the bank from erosion. Initial alternatives are listed below: 
discussed below: 
 
 Alternative 1 is the no action alternative (future without project) and involves 

relocating utilities along with the River Road Bridge and pedestrian bridge.   
 
 Alternative 2 is bank stabilization with full bank height rip rap, gabion basket 

retaining walls, and fill material. 
 



 

 
23 

    
CAP Section 14                White River, Stillhouse Branch 
  Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment 

 

 Alternative 3 is bank stabilization alternative with sloped bank grading (LPSTP) 
and gabion retaining walls.   

 
 Alternative 4 is bank stabilization with simple bio-engineering of banks. 

 
 Alternative 5 involves rerouting the stream to better flow through bridges using 

box culverts and/or longitudinal peaked toe protection (LPSTP). 
 
 

 EVALUATION AND COMPARISON OF ALTERANTIVES 

 Screening of Preliminary Alternatives  

Alternative 4 and 5 were dropped from the study. Rerouting the stream (Alternative 5) 
would be difficult in this area due to the multiple bridges, utilities, and other structures 
adjacent to the channel. Bioengineering (Alternative 4) would provide a lower, less 
permanent level of protection and would also pose a threat of early failure due to the 
length of time required to establish adequate root systems.   

 Final Alternatives for Evaluation and Consideration 

Remaining alternatives include Alternative 1 (no action), and Alternatives 2 and 3 that 
provide similar benefits using different designs. Alternatives 2 and 3 were both studied 
further to identify a least cost alternative.   
 
3.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action (Future without Project) 

Under the no action alternative, Batesville would relocate the River Road Bridge and 
pedestrian bridge.  The alternative would also involve relocating utilities that are 
attached to the bridge and another a city road.  The city would have do this to avoid 
failure of the River Road Bridge approach and city road which is used to access 
Riverside City Park and the Batesville High School. While this is considered the no 
action alternative, relocating these structures and facilities would take place without a 
Corps study and project and that is why it is still considered the no action or future 
without project condition.     

3.2.2 Alternative 2:  Full bank height Rip Rap:   

Alternative 2 consists of grading existing banks to obtain a slope of 1.5H:1V and filling 
existing eroded areas along each bank to facilitate installation of a rip rap blanket along 
the bank. Gabion basket retaining walls will be required between the road and 
pedestrian bridges to protect the bank between these structures without restricting 
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stream width. Rip rap would be placed to ensure stability along the bank slopes up to an 
elevation of 258 feet. Rip rap and grading would be necessary on both banks from 
upstream of the existing River Road Bridge to the confluence of the White River for a 
total distance of 450 feet. 
 
3.2.3 Alternative 3: Longitudinal Peaked Stone Toe Protection (Recommended 
Alternative) 

Alternative 3 is the recommended plan and consists of bank grading and longitudinal 
peaked stone toe protection (LPSTP). The bank would be graded to a 1.5H:1V slope 
where possible. The LPSTP consists of stone placed at the bottom of the steep 
riverbank slope to provide bank protection, and would need to be at approximately 450 
feet long. Gabion basket retaining walls will be required between the road and 
pedestrian bridges to protect the bank between these structures without restricting 
stream width. While this alternative does not provide as much protection as Alternative 
2, similar projects using toe protection in the Little Rock District have been successful at 
protecting structures while providing a more natural, vegetated bank. Appendix B 
contains typical cross sections and versions of Alternatives 2 and 3. Figures represent 
variations of streambank protection that could take place under these two remaining 
alternatives. 
 
3.2.4 Comparison of Alternatives 

Table 4 below compares the no action alternative with alternatives 2 and 3.  Alternative 
3 is the least cost alternative and the recommended plan.   
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Table 4.  Comparison of the No Action Alternative with Alternatives 2 and 3 

 
Cost Item No Action 

Alternative 
Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Contract Cost  $759,000 $648,000 

Engineering & Design  $65,000 $54,000 

Operation and 
Maintenance (O&M) Cost $62,000 $42,000 $36,000 

LERRD  $0 $0 

Project First Cost + 
Contingency $ 1,547,000 $866,000 $738,000 

    

 
Interest Rate  3.125% 3.125% 3.125% 

Construction Period 
(years)  0.5 0.5 0.5 

Interest Rate Monthly 0.257% 0.257% 0.257% 

Economic Life 50 50 50 

Interest During 
Construction $10,000 $5,600 $4,800 

 

Investment Cost $1,557,000 $871,600 $742,800 

 

 
3.2.5 Locally Preferred Plan 

There is no locally preferred plan. 
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 DESCRIPTION OF TENTATIVELY SELECTED PLAN 

The Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) is Alternative 3, which as noted above consists of 
bank grading and LPSTP to provide protection from further erosion. While Alternative 3 
does not provide as much protection as Alternative 2, similar projects using toe 
protection in the Little Rock District have been successful at protecting structures while 
providing a more natural, vegetated bank, which is important since the project would be 
in a park setting.  
 
Alternative 3, the least cost alternative, underwent refined design and cost estimates to 
arrive at a feasibility level cost that was Agency Technical Reviewed and certified on 
June 9, 2016.  The certified feasibility level design and cost estimate is more expensive 
than preliminary plan versions. Estimated cost for Alternative 3 increased from 
$738,000 to $904,000.  Since cost changes apply uniformly across all alternatives; 
Alternative 3 is still the least cost alternative. 
 
 

 DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS 

Appendix B contains the engineering design and construction data, and documents the 
engineering analysis and follows the format of Engineering Regulation 1110-2-1150.  
Included in Appendix B are the following:  Engineering Plates, MCACES cost estimate 
and construction schedule, and the Cost and Schedule Risk Analysis. 
 
For the recommended plan, the gabion gravity retaining walls were selected for use 
between the road and pedestrian bridges due to the limited channel width and short 
spans of the two bridges.  It would not be possible to place riprap in these locations 
without dramatically reducing the channel width and capacity or creating a channel top 
width much wider than the existing abutments.  Additionally, constriction in the channel 
downstream of the bridge would reduce flow capacity and increase velocities.  Utilizing 
rip rap would have involved excavation and widening of the top bank which would have 
required removing the foundation of the pedestrian bridge and the road bridge.  It would 
require additional costly to transition from the wider channel to the much narrower 
bridge.  Gabion retaining walls in this area protect both structures without necessitating 
their alteration or adversely affecting the flow upstream and downstream.  
 
The proposed bank stabilization was designed to stay within the existing channel 
geometry while protecting the structures that were endangered.  The channel was laid 
out in a manner that was hydraulically functional while minimizing the need to remove or 
relocate other structures. 
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 REAL ESTATE REQUIREMENTS 

Appendix D contains the real estate plan.   
 
The City provided deeds which show ownership errors in the legal descriptions and fail 
to show proof of ownership of the entire project area.  It is currently assumed the project 
area is owned in fee by the City as there is a fully functioning and maintained public 
park on either bank of Stillhouse Branch along with a waste water treatment facility 
adjacent to the northeast boundary of the project.  However, the City is providing a clear 
title for the entire project area before the project partnership agreement is executed with 
the U.S. Government.   
 
In addition, there is sewer line in the project area which is being removed and capped 
off by the City prior to construction of this project.  This line was scheduled to 
abandoned and removed in connection with water treatment plant update in 2015.   
 
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES - FUTURE WITHOUT PROJECT AND 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT COMPARISON 

Table 5 summarizes potential impacts to the physical, biological, cultural and 
socioeconomic environment of the area.  

 

Table 5.  Summary of Potential Effects of the Future without Project and Future with Project Scenarios 

Resource 
Alternative 1 

No Action 

(future without project) 
Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 
(Tentatively Selected Plan) 

 
 
Land Use 

 
Continued erosion of the 
bank will eventually 
necessitate the City of 
Batesville to relocate the 
River Road Bridge and/or 
the pedestrian bridge.  

Same as Alternative 3 
 
Land use would remain the same.  The 
project area would be stabilized and no 
longer threaten city facilities.  Erosion and 
resultant sedimentation in to the White 
River would be reduced or eliminated. 

 
Water 
 Resources 

 
Continued scouring will 
increase turbidity in this 
portion of the White River. 

Same as Alternative 3 
 
Temporary construction related increase 
in turbidity will occur.  Stabilization of the 
riverbank will decrease current scouring, 
which is currently causing higher levels of 
turbidity in the White River. 
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Table 5.  Summary of Potential Effects of the Future without Project and Future with Project Scenarios 

Resource 

Alternative 1 

No Action 
(future without project) 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 

(Tentatively Selected Plan) 
 

 
Cultural  

Resources 

 
There would be no effect to 
historic or cultural 
resources. 

Same as Alternative 1 
 
Same as Alternative 1 

 
Biological 

 Resources 

 
Continued scouring will 
prevent vegetation growth 
along the riverbank and 
destroy riparian habitat 
along Stillhouse Branch in 
the project area. 

Same as Alternative 3 
 
Construction of the recommended plan 
will provide a stable stream bank in the 
project area.  Stabilization material could 
be used by aquatic species and provide 
habitat for terrestrial species inhabiting 
this riparian section of Stillhouse Branch. 
The reduction in erosion and sediment 
deposition in to the adjacent White River 
will benefit fish habitat. 

 
HTRW 

 
No impact to HTRW 
resources will occur. 

 
Same as Alternative 3 

 
No impact to HTRW resources will occur. 
Construction related best management 
practices will insure that no oils or fuels 
are spilled in the project area. 

 
Air Quality 

 
No impact to the air quality 
of the project area will 
occur. 

Same as Alternative 3 
 
Temporary construction related increase 
in emissions will occur.  These emissions 
will be within EPA requirements and will 
be related to construction vehicles and 
equipment.  No impairment to the project 
area air quality will occur.   

 
Noise 

 
No change in current noise 
levels will occur. 

Same as Alternative 3 
 
Temporary construction related increase 
in noise would occur due to construction 
vehicles and equipment.   

 
Socioeconomic 

 
No change in current 
socioeconomic conditions. 

Same as Alternative 3 
 
The proposed project will provide 
temporary job opportunities during the 
construction phase of the project. 

Recreation Continued scouring will 
result in the eventual loss 
of the pedestrian bridge in 
the park.  Scouring will 
also result in additional 
sediment deposition into 
the White River, resulting 
in less angler success over 
time. 

Same as Alternative 3 The proposed project will stabilize the 
shoreline and allow the existing 
pedestrian bridge to remain for park 
visitors.  
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Table 5.  Summary of Potential Effects of the Future without Project and Future with Project Scenarios 

Resource 

Alternative 1 

No Action 
(future without project) 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 

(Tentatively Selected Plan) 
 

Cumulative  

Effects 

None Same as Alternative 3 The recommended plan will have no 
cumulative effect when combined with any 
reasonably foreseeable past, present of 
future projects in the area. 
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  Physical Environment 

7.1.1 Land Use 

The project area is in an existing city park, and the City of Batesville has invested 
significant resources to improve and maintain the park and will continue to operate it as 
such. Therefore, none of the alternatives will change the land use. The no action 
alternative would eventually result in the city having to relocate the River Road Bridge, a 
park pedestrian bridge, and city water and electric facilities. Alternative 2 and Alternative 
3 (recommended plan) would eliminate the threats to city facilities, and negate the no 
action alternative. 
 
7.1.2 Climate 

There will be no effect on the climate in this area via implementation of any alternatives. 
 
7.1.3 Topography, Physiography and Soils 

There will be no effect on the topography, physiography or soils in the area by 
implementation of any alternatives. 
   

 Water Resources 

As noted previously, the primary water source near the study area is the White River, 
which is immediately adjacent to the study area at the confluence of Stillhouse Branch.  
Stillhouse Branch is an intermittent stream that carries stormwater flows from Batesville.  
One wetland was identified upstream of the project area. Placement of fill material 
(quarry run stone) below the high water mark would occur on Stillhouse Branch with 
either action alternative. A Section 404(b)(1) was completed for both action alternatives 
(Appendix E). A Section 401 state water quality certification (Short Term Activity 
Authorization) will be acquired by the City of Batesville before project construction.  
 
 Alternative 1 – No action (future without project):  Under the no action 

alternative, erosion would continue along the lower reach of Stillhouse Branch, 
and would continue to threaten city facilities and add to sediment to the White 
River. Sedimentation may affect water quality and aquatic habitat. There would 
be no impacts to water quantity, groundwater or wetlands from this alternative. 

 
 Alternative 2 – Full bank height rip rap.  Alternative 2 would improve water 

quality and mitigate adverse impacts to aquatic habitat in the White River by 
reducing sedimentation from Stillhouse Branch. There would be a temporary 
increase in turbidity due to construction activities, but this would significantly 
decrease over time and cease after construction completed. Alternative 2 would 
not affect water quantity, groundwater or the wetlands upstream of project area.  
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 Alternative 3 (recommended plan): Sloped banks with longitudinal peaked 

stone toe protection:  Same effects as Alternative 2. 
 

 Biological Resources 

7.3.1 Vegetation 

Vegetation in the project area is primarily grass up to the top bank of Stillhouse Branch 
and the White River. Very few trees remain, due to development of the area as a city 
park.   
 
 Alternative 1 – No action (future without project):  Alternative 1 would allow 

erosion to continue along Stillhouse Branch until the erosion necessitated 
relocation of River Road Bridge, Riverside Park pedestrian bridge and city 
utilities. Land in Riverside Park adjacent to Stillhouse Branch would continue to 
be lost, along with established vegetation.   

 
 Alternative 2:  Full bank height rip rap.  Implementation of this alternative 

would prevent further erosion along Stillhouse Branch, which would end loss of 
land and vegetation (grasses) along the bank. 
 

 Alternative 3 (recommended plan): Sloped banks with longitudinal peaked 
stone toe protection:  Same effects as Alternative 2. 

 
7.3.2 Fish and Wildlife 

 Alternative 1 – No action (future without project): Continued erosion along 
Stillhouse Branch may have minor effects on fish, mussels and other aquatic 
organisms in the White River; however the effects are likely unmeasurable due to 
the size of the White River at the confluence with Stillhouse Branch, together with 
cumulative effects of sedimentation from upstream sources on the White River.  
As an intermittent stream, Stillhouse Branch is unlikely to provide habitat for 
aquatic species dependent on permanent water. Alternative 1 would not impact 
species such as gray squirrel, cottontail rabbit, beaver, and other small 
mammals. 

 
 Alternative 2 – Full bank height rip rap.  Implementation Alternative 2 would 

halt erosion along Stillhouse Branch; thus providing some, but likely 
unmeasurable, benefits to aquatic species in the White River. Alternative 2 would 
not affect other species present, including amphibians, reptiles, and small 
mammals. 
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 Alternative 3 (recommended plan) – Sloped banks with longitudinal peaked 
stone toe protection: Same effects as Alternative 2. 
 

7.3.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 

According to a planning assistance email received from the USFWS on 22 June 2015, 
the Service has determined that no federally listed species or trust resource concerns 
are known to occur within the proposed project site.   
 
7.3.4 Species of Special Conservation Concern 

The Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission species database did not list any species 
of conservation concern for Stillhouse Branch. Their database does list the following 
species as occurring in the White River in the proximity of Lock & Dam No. 1, which is 
immediately downstream of the Stillhouse Branch confluence with the White River (see 
Table 1 in Section 2 for federal and state rankings). 

 
 Orconectes neglectus chaenodactylus........................Gap ringed crayfish 
 Ammocrypta clara………………………………………..Western sand darter 
 Anguilla rostrata……………………………………….…American eel 
 Cryptobranchus alleganiensis bishopi……………...…Ozark Hellbender 
 Moxostoma anisurum…………………………………...Silver redhorse 
 Mugil cephalus………………………………….………..Striped mullet 
 Notropis ozarcanus…………………………………...…Ozark shiner 
 Percina phoxocephala…………………………….........Slenderhead darter 
 Percina uranidea……………………………….....…..…Stargazing darter 

 
The above species prefer medium sized streams with pool-riffle habitat complexes and 
gravel, cobble or boulder habitats, which do not occur in the study area. It is possible 
that some of these species occur in the White River adjacent to the study area.   
 
 Alternative 1 – No action (future without project):  Continued bank erosion in 

Stillhouse will add sediment to the White River above Lock and Dam No. 1. While 
likely minimal by itself, this sediment when added to other sources upstream on 
the White River, could adversely affect habitat for species needing relatively 
clean gravel substrates. Alternative 1 would have minimal if any impacts to 
species downstream of Lock and Dam No. 1 given that the dam prevents 
sediment from migrating downstream (except during high water). 

 
 Alternative 2 –  Full bank height rip rap. Construction of bank sloping and 

placement of rip rap may temporarily increase sediment input to the White River.  
Erosion control measures implemented during construction would help to 
minimize these inputs. Construction impacts would be temporary, and when 
finished, this alternative would reduce sedimentation in the White River resulting 
in a positive impact to aquatic habitats. Alternative 2 would likely have minimal if 
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any impacts to species downstream of Lock and Dam No. 1, as the dam prevents 
sediment from migrating downstream (except during high water). 

 
 Alternative 3 (recommended plan) – Sloped banks with longitudinal peaked 

stone toe protection: Same effects as Alternative 2. 
 

 Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste 

A review of the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality EnviroView website 
indicated that there are no known hazardous, toxic or radioactive wastes in or near the 
project site. During construction, best management practices would minimize potential 
oil or fuel spills or leakages from heavy equipment; overall, there would no significant 
impacts related to hazardous, toxic or radioactive waste. 
 

 Air Quality 

 Alternative 1 – No action (future without project). With the exception of minor 
increases in emissions and dust from heavy equipment during construction 
(relocation of roads), Alternative 1 would not affect air quality in the project area. 

 
 Alternative 2 – Full bank height rip rap. As is the case with Alternative 1, this 

plan would have temporary minimal impact on existing air quality during 
construction. 

 
 Alternative 3 (recommended plan) – Sloped banks with longitudinal peaked 

stone toe protection.  Same effects as Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 
 

 Noise 

 Alternative 1:  No action (future without project). With the exception of noise 
related to heavy equipment operation during road relocation, no action alternative 
would have no impact to existing noise levels. 

 
 Alternative 2:  Full bank height rip rap.  Same as Alternative 1. 

 
 Alternative 3 (recommended plan): Sloped banks with longitudinal peaked 

stone toe protection:  Same effects as Alternative 2. 
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 Cultural Resources 

As discussed in Section 2 (Existing Conditions for cultural resources), there determined 
that no cultural resources sites in the footprint of the project area. In addition, as part of 
NEPA scoping and Section 106 compliance, letters were sent to federally recognized 
tribes seeking recommendations or concurrence on the proposed project site, as well as 
requesting information on properties within the project area, which hold religious or 
cultural significance, and the District did not comment from the tribes. 

 Socioeconomic Resources 

Each alternative including the no action scenario would provide temporary direct, 
indirect and induced jobs and income during the construction phase.  
 

 Recreational Resources 

The no action alternative could impact fishing in the White River by continued bank 
erosion causing an increase in turbidity and habitat degradation. Alternatives 2 and 3 
(recommended plan) would stabilize the shoreline of Stillhouse Branch, which would 
result in reduced turbidity and sediment deposition in to the White River. This would 
have a positive impact to aquatic habitat and could improve angling opportunity in the 
area. 

 Cumulative Impacts 

This section considers cumulative impacts of implementing the recommended plan and 
any reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative impacts on the environment 
result from the incremental impact of an action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (federal or non-
federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over a period of time 
(40 CFR 1508.7). 

 
Resource impacts of the recommended plan are restricted to a very small geographic 
area, as described in Section 7.2 Environmental Setting of the Study Area (page 16).  
The study area consists of an 800 foot section of Stillhouse Branch immediately above 
the confluence with the White River. Also included is that portion of the White River 
immediately below the confluence of Stillhouse Branch (upstream of Lock and Dam No. 
1).  For cumulative impact analysis, the geographic area is extended upstream in 
Stillhouse Branch for approximately 0.40 miles to the dam impounding the 2-acre city 
lake. Additionally, the area is extended upstream on the White River for approximately 
one mile in order to include recent past actions.  
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Past actions in the cumulative effects geographic area include two Federal CAP Section 
14 projects constructed within one mile upstream of Lock and Dam No. 1 on the White 
River (Batesville Wastewater Treatment Plant Bank Stabilization, and Batesville 
Southside Water Treatment Plant Bank Stabilization) since 2010. Additionally, there 
have been sporadic attempts by the City of Batesville in recent years to stabilize the 
eroding banks along Stillhouse Branch in an attempt to protect the bridges and 
municipal utilities from erosion and eventual failure. 
 
No future actions have been identified in the cumulative impact analysis area.  
Communication with the Batesville City Engineer, and Director of Parks and Recreation 
indicated no future construction plans have been identified in this area.  Similarly, 
agency coordination conducted as part of scoping did not reveal any future activities.   
 
Insignificant adverse impacts to water quality (turbidity and sedimentation), air quality 
and noise pollution have been identified and discussed in previous sections.  These 
impacts are entirely construction related, thus only lasting a few weeks.  Positive 
impacts to biological, socioeconomic and recreation resources have also been identified 
and discussed in previous sections (see Table 5, pages 25-26).  These resource areas 
are evaluated here for cumulative impacts. 
 
As discussed in Effects on Significant Resources (Section 8.0), minor, construction 
related sediment deposition in the White River immediately upstream of Lock and Dam 
No. 1 is anticipated with implementation of the recommended plan. While there may be 
initial negative effects from increased sedimentation due to construction, erosion control 
measures implemented during construction will abate most of the impact. Long-term, 
the erosion control afforded by implementing the recommended alternative would result 
in positive benefits by eliminating a source of sediment. Both Section 14 CAP projects 
previously constructed involved streambank erosion control that introduced minimal, 
construction related sediment to the White River. Environmental assessments 
completed for both projects determined the actions would have only minor, localized 
construction related impacts on the environment. Further, the District determined that 
water quality in the immediate area would benefit long-term as a result of the elimination 
in erosion due to the bank stabilization projects. Similarly, erosion control attempts by 
the City of Batesville likely resulted in minor beneficial effects on water quality by 
reducing active scouring, albeit for a short time before the flow in Stillhouse Branch 
began eroding around the repairs. Cumulatively, past and present actions (no 
foreseeable future actions) would result in net positive benefits to water quality by 
reducing sedimentation in the White River.   
 
None of the past or present actions (no foreseeable future actions) result in any long-
term adverse impact to air quality or noise pollution. Each action is temporary, and 
impacts are limited to construction.  
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Positive impacts to biological, socioeconomic and recreation resources identified in 
Table 5 were also recognized in the two Section 14 CAP projects. Cumulatively, there 
would continue to be positive impacts to these resources. Biological resources benefit 
from a cumulative reduction in sediment that can affect aquatic habitats for many 
species. Positive benefits to aquatic habitat can translate into improved fishing 
conditions for anglers, thus improving recreation opportunities. Similarly, less 
sedimentation, and thus turbidity, results in cleaner water that is appealing to people 
that enjoy recreating on the White River.  
 
Socioeconomic benefits from past and present projects are positive.  However, since 
these benefits are restricted to temporary employment from construction activities 
related to the projects, there would be no cumulative impact to socioeconomic 
conditions.  
 
Based on this cumulative impact analysis, the recommended action, when considered 
with past and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not result in any cumulative 
impacts to the environment.  

 Conclusion 

To protect city facilities adjacent to Stillhouse Branch and reduce sedimentation in the 
White River, some form of bank protection is required. Results of this Environmental 
Assessment indicate that the recommended plan would result in minimal impacts to the 
human environment, none of which are considered to be significant; and therefore, 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement as specified by NEPA is not 
necessary.  
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 PLAN IMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS 

Completion of this report by the Little Rock District Engineer must occur before the 
project can be constructed. The report must go out for public review for 30 days, and 
the Southwest Division Commander must approve the report. After approval, the 
feasibility phase ends, and the project moves to the design and implementation phase.  
Steps in this phase include: 
 

1) Execution of a Project Partnership Agreement (PPA) - The City of Batesville must 
declare their intent in a letter (see Appendix A) to enter into a PPA for the design 
and construction of the project. This letter must state they are willing and have 
the authority to sign a PPA. The PPA defines the obligations of the federal 
government and the sponsor in the construction, maintenance, and cost sharing 
of the project.  
 

2) Preparation of the plans and specifications and land acquisition - The Corps must 
complete plans and specifications for project construction, and project lands, 
easements, rights-of-way, access routes, relocations, and disposal areas must 
be acquired by the sponsor, and rights-of-entry must be provided to the Corps. 
 

3) Permits for Clean Water Act Section 404 and 401 and National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) compliance must be obtained.  
 

4) Construction contracts must be advertised and awarded; and  
 

5) Project construction begins.   
 

With respect to cost apportionment, the non-federal sponsor is responsible for a 
minimum of 35 percent of total project costs to a maximum of 50 percent during the 
design and implementation phase. In accordance with the terms of the Project 
Partnership Agreement, the non-federal sponsor must pay 5 percent of total project 
costs in cash and provide all lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, and 
disposal areas (LERRDs).  The City will not receive credit for the value of LERRDs 
because the city owns the applicable land; however, there are lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way requirements that must be provided by the City to construct the 
project.  If the value of the non-federal sponsor's contribution is less than 35 percent 
of total project costs, the non-federal sponsor must pay additional cash contribution 
so that its total contribution equals 35 percent of total project costs. In addition, the 
federal project limit is $5,000,000. Any costs above the federal expenditure limit is a 
non-federal cost. The total project cost of Alternative 3 is $937,000, of which 
$328,000 is the sponsor’s share. The 5 percent cash contribution would be $46,900 
(Table 5).  
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Table 5.  Summary of Federal and Non-Federal Cost for Recommended Plan 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

*Any LERRDs crediting for any administrative costs will be updated during PED and included in the PPA 

 Federal Responsibilities  

The Corps would be responsible for preparing plans and specification as well as 
constructing the bank stabilization project. The sponsor would be responsible for right of 
way and easements and disposal lands.  Project construction is contingent upon the 
sponsor and the Corps of Engineers signing a Project Partnership Agreement.   
 

 Non-Federal Responsibilities 

Prior to implementation, the non-federal sponsor must: 
 

1) Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, 
access routes, relocations, and disposal areas necessary for project 
construction. 

 
2) In accordance with the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (PL 99-662), 

provide a cash contribution equal to at least 5 percent of the total project cost 
(see Table 9).   

 
3) Provide additional cash contribution such that the total non-Federal share is 

equal to 35 percent of the project cost (see Table 9).   
 

4) Hold and save the United States free from damages caused by the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the project, excepting damages due to the fault or 
negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

 

Feature Federal Cost Non-Federal 
Cost 

Total Cost 

LERRD* $0.00* $0.00* $0.00* 

Design &Implementation Cost     
Construction Contract $762,000 $0.00 $762,000 
Engineering & Design $122,000 $0.00 $122,000 
Construction Management. $53,000 $0.00 $53,000 

Totals $937,000 $0.00 $937,000 
Cash Contribution (5 percent) ($46,900) $  46,900 $0.00 
Additional Contribution (30 percent) ($281,100) $281,100 $0.00 
Final Cost Allocation $609,000 $328,000 $937,000 
Cost Share Percentages 65% 35% 100% 
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5) Maintain and operate the project after completion without cost to the United 
States. 

 
6) Assume full responsibility for all project costs in excess of the Federal cost 

limitation of $5,000,000. 
 

7) Execute a Project Partnership Agreement incorporating all required measures of 
local cooperation.  

 
 

 PERMITS 

Section 404 and Section 10 permits will be obtained prior to start of construction. 
 
 

 VIEW OF NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR, LETTER OF SUPPORT 

Appendix A contains the City of Batesville’s Letter of Intent, dated December 12, 2014, 
stating their willingness and their ability to cost share in implementing the project.  
 
 

 COORDINATION 

 Public Views and Responses 

The Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) identified five archeological sites 
for assessment. The District Archeologist has determined that these sites are not in the 
area of potential effect, and AHPP concurred with the determination. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service reviewed the study area and determined no threatened or endangered 
species or trust resource concerns occur in the vicinity of the project area. Lastly, the 
Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission reviewed the project description and study area 
and determined no species of conservation concern occur in the project area. Any 
impacts to species of conservation concern in the White River would likely be beneficial 
from reduced erosion. Other agencies contacted either expressed support or had no 
comment on the proposed project (Appendix C displays comment letters).  

 Agency Responses 

The District included the following tribes, agencies, municipalities and individuals in 
coordination efforts:  

 
1) Dr. Andra Hunter, Director, Tribal Historic Preservation Office, The Osage Nation, P.O. 

Box 779, Pawhuska, OK  74056. 
 



 

 
40 

    
CAP Section 14                White River, Stillhouse Branch 
  Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment 

 

2) Evertt Bandy, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, The Quapaw Tribe of Indians, P.O. 
Box 765, Quapaw, OK  74363 

 
3) Robin Dushane, Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Eastern Shawnee Tribe of 

Oklahoma, P.O. Box 350, Senica, MO 64865. 
 
4) Kim Jumper, Tribal Historic Perservation Office, Shawnee Tribe, P.O. Box 189, Miami, 

OK  74354 
 
5) Michael Sullivan, State Conservationist, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 

Resources Conservation Service, 700 West Capitol Ave., Room 3416, Federal Building, 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

 
6) Michael P. Jansky, Regional Environmental Review Coordinator, U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency, Region VI, 6EN-XP, 1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200, Dallas, TX 
75202-2733 

 
7) Jeanene Peckham, NEPA Specialist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6, 

FRC 800 North Loop 288, Denton, TX 76209-3698 
 
8) Tony Robinson, Region 6 Administrator, FEMA, Region VI, Federal Regional Center, 

800 North Loop 288, Denton, TX 76210 
 
9) Cindy Dohner, Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1875 Century 

Boulevard, 
10) Atlanta, GA 30345 
 
11) Melvin Tobin, Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arkansas Ecological 

Services Field Office, 110 S. Amity Road, Suite 300, Conway, AR 72032 
 
12) Reed Green, Hydrologist, U.S. Geological Survey, 401 Hardin Road, Little Rock, AR 

72211 
 
13) David Friewald, Director, U.S. Geological Survey, 401 Hardin Road, Little Rock, AR 

72211 
 
14) Steven Spencer, Regional Environmental Officer, U.S. Department of the Interior, Office 

of Environmental Policy and Compliance, 1001 Indian School Road NW, Suite 348, 
Albuquerque, NM 87104 

 
15) Loretta Sutton, Program Analyst, Natural Resources Management Team, U.S. 

Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, 1849 C 
Street NW, (MS 2342), Washington, DC 20240 

 
16) Cam Sholly, Regional Director, National Park Service, Midwest Region, Midwest 

Regional Office, 601 Riverfront Drive, Omaha, NE 68102 
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17) Becky Keogh, Director, Arkansas Dept of Environmental Quality, 5301Northshore Drive, 
North Little Rock, AR 72218 

 
18) Tracy Copeland, Arkansas State Clearing House, Department of Finance and 

Administration, 1515 West 7th Street, Little Rock, AR 72203 
 
19) Doug Akin, Arkansas Forestry Commission, 3821 W. Roosevelt Road, Little Rock, AR 

72204 
 
20) Mike Knoedl, Director, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, 2 Natural Resources 

Drive, Little Rock, AR 72205 
 
21) Jeremy Risely, Fisheries Supervisor, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, 201 East 

5th Street, Mountain Home, AR  72653 
 
22) Nathaniel Smith, MD, Director, Department of Health, 4815 West Markham, Little Rock, 

AR 72205 
 
23) Chris Colclasure, Director, Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission, 1500 Tower 

Building, 323 Center Street, Little Rock, AR 72201 
 
24) Scott Bennett, Director, Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department, 10324 

Interstate 30, Little Rock, AR  72203 
 
25) Richard W. Davies, Executive Director, Arkansas Department of Parks and Tourism, #1 

Capitol Mall, Rm 4A-900, Little Rock, AR 72201 
 
26) Matt McNair, Arkansas Department of Parks and Tourism, #1 Capitol Mall, Rm 4A-900, 

Little Rock, AR 72201 
 
27) Frances McSwain, Director, Arkansas Historic Preservation Program, 1500 Tower 

Building, 323 Center Street, Little Rock, AR 72201 
 
28) Randy Young, Executive Director, Arkansas Natural Resources Commission, 101 E. 

Capitol, Suite 350, Little Rock, AR 72201 
 
29) Edward Swaim, Manager, Arkansas Natural Resources Commission, Water Resources 

Division, 101 E. Capitol, Suite 350, Little Rock, AR 72201 
 
30) Rick Elumbaugh, Mayor, City of Batesville, Batesville City Hall, 500 East Main, 

Batesville, AR  72501 
 
31) Damon Johnson, Batesville City Engineer, City of Batesville, Batesville City Hall, 500 

East Main, Batesville, AR  72501 
 
32) Robert Griffin, Independence County Judge, Independence County Courthouse, 192 

East Main Street, Batesville, AR  72501 
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33) Scott Simon, State Director, The Nature Conservancy, Arkansas Field Office, 601 North 
University Avenue, Little Rock, AR  72203 

 
 
 LIST OF PREPARERS 

1) Aaron Cole, Design Engineer, Engineering & Construction, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Little Rock District 

 
2) Josh Hendricks, H&H Engineer, Engineering & Construction, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, Little Rock District 
 

3) Craig Hilburn, Biologist, Environmental Branch, Planning and Environmental Division, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District 

 
4) Tacy Jensen, Lead Planner, Planning Branch, Planning and Environmental Division, 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District 
 

5) Eric Krebs, H&H Engineer, Engineering & Construction, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Little Rock District 

 
6) Stuart Norvell, Economist, Planning Branch, Planning and Environmental Division, U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District 
 

7) Brian Raley, Acquisition, Planning & Control Branch, Real Estate Division, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District 

 
8) Martin Regner, Cost Engineer, Engineering & Construction, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, Little Rock District 
 

9) Cynthia Thomas, District Archeologist, Environmental Branch, Planning and 
Environmental Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District 

 
10) Russell Wallace, Economist, Planning Branch, Planning and Environmental Division, 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District 
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CAP Section 14                White River, Stillhouse Branch 
  Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment 

 

 RECOMMENDATION 

Serious bank erosion at Stillhouse Branch is occurring along the banks of Stillhouse 
Branch, threatening the River Road Bridge, pedestrian bridge, utilities and public 
facilities. The bridges are in imminent danger of failure and the local sponsor, City of 
Batesville, will be forced to relocate the bridges, utilities and Chaney Drive Road. 
 
The recommended plan is the least cost alternative, Alternative 3 consisting of gabion 
retaining walls adjacent to the bridges and LPSTP at the toe of the banks.  Total project 
cost of Alternative 3 was estimated to be $ 937,000. The benefit-to-cost ratio is the ratio 
of the No Action Alternative cost to the recommended plan of 1.5. Total federal cost is 
estimated to be $609,000 and total non-federal cost is estimated to be $328,000.  
 
The City of Batesville is willing and financially capable of cost sharing in the project 
construction. The Corps of Engineers finds that the recommended plan will have no 
significant adverse environmental impacts, and an Environmental Impact Statement 
according to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (PL 91-190) is not required.  
Therefore, the Corps of Engineers recommends that the selected plan, as generally 
described in this report, be approved for implementation under the authority of Section 
14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946, as amended.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Date:______________                                                  _________________________ 
                                                                                      ROBERT G. DIXON 

Colonel, EN 
Commanding 
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