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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.
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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.

The degree to which possible effects on the human environment are
highly uncertain or involve uniqgue 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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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).! 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.

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

1.1 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.

1.2 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.

1.3 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

1.4 History

Batesuville 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.
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Photographl: Stillhouse Branch at confluence with White River
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Photograph 5: South abutment fpeestian brlg
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1.5 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.

2.0 PLAN FORMATION

2.1 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.

2.2 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.

2.3 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)? 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 Unigue
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. 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 20089.
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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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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

Federal State Global State
Scientific Name Common Name Status Status Rank 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 Gb 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 (INO441 — White River Lock &
Dam #1, and IN0620 — Lock Keeper’'s House) were identified within the vicinity of the
project area. INO620 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 Full
Agricultural Lands in Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act.
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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2.4 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS

2.4.1 Initial Measures

Structural measures evaluated consist of:

1.

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

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

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

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,

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

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

. Bend-way weirs that consist of underwater rock dikes angled upstream to the

flow to direct flow away from the banks;

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

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 Objective 2 Constraint 1
Reduce Flood Risk Reduce Erosion Avoid Inhibiting
Flows

1)  Channel modification X X X
2) Box culverts/Vertical concrete channel lining X X

3) Riprap 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.

2.5 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.

22

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).

3.0 EVALUATION AND COMPARISON OF ALTERANTIVES

3.1 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.

3.2 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 2 Alternative 3
Alternative
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 05
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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4.0 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.

5.0 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. Ultilizing
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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6.0 REAL ESTATE REQUIREMENTS
Appendix D contains the real estate plan.

The City provided deeds which show ownership errors in the legal descriptions and fall
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.

7.0 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

Alternative 1 Alternative 3
Resource No Action Alternative 2 (Tentatively Selected Plan)
(future without project)

Land Use Continued erosion of the Same as Alternative 3 Land use would remain the same. The
bank will eventually project area would be stabilized and no
necessitate the City of longer threaten city facilities. Erosion and
Batesville to relocate the resultant sedimentation in to the White
River Road Bridge and/or River would be reduced or eliminated.
the pedestrian bridge.

Water Continued scouring will Same as Alternative 3 Temporary construction related increase

Resources increase turbidity in this in turbidity will occur. Stabilization of the
portion of the White River. 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

Alternative 1 Alternative 3
Resource No Action Alternative 2 (Tentatively Selected Plan)
(future without project)
Cumulative None Same as Alternative 3
Effects

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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7.1 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.

7.2 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 Batesuville.
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
Autharization) 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
guality 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.

7.3 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.

7.3.2

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.

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
aguatic 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
= Ammocryptaclara............ccooiiiiiii Western sand darter
= ANguilla rostrata..........ooveie i American eel

= Cryptobranchus alleganiensis bishopi..................... Ozark Hellbender

= MOXOStOMA ANISUIUM . ...ttt e e e ieaiee s Silver redhorse

» Mugil cephalus.......ccooiviii i, Striped mullet

= NOLrOPIS OZArCANUS. .. ... eeieinitine vt eeiien e e eiianas Ozark shiner

»  Percina phoxocephala..................coiiiiii i, Slenderhead darter

m Percinauranidea.............coeve i e, 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.

7.4 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.

7.5 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.

7.6 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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7.7 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.

7.8 Socioeconomic Resources

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

7.9 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.

7.10 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.

7.11 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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8.0 PLANIMPLEMENTATION 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

Feature Federal Cost Non-Federal Total Cost
Cost
LERRD* $0.00* $0.00* $0.00*
Design &lmplementation 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%

*Any LERRDs crediting for any administrative costs will be updated during PED and included in the PPA
8.1 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.

8.2 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.
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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.

9.0 PERMITS

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

10.0 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.

11.0 COORDINATION

11.1 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).

11.2 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.
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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 7" 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
5t 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

12.0

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9)

University Avenue, Little Rock, AR 72203

LIST OF PREPARERS

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

Josh Hendricks, H&H Engineer, Engineering & Construction, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Little Rock District

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

Tacy Jensen, Lead Planner, Planning Branch, Planning and Environmental Division,
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District

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

Stuart Norvell, Economist, Planning Branch, Planning and Environmental Division, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District

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

Martin Regner, Cost Engineer, Engineering & Construction, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Little Rock District

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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14.0 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 Batesuville 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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Appendix A: Sponsor’s Letter of Intent




... CITY OF BATESVILLE couverr

TREASURE CHRIS BELLER
500 East Main THOMAS E. BRYANT
ET HEN
BATESVILLE, ARKANSAS 72501 MARGAR i
PAIGE HUBBARD
Phone 870-698-2400 FRED KRUG
RICK ELUMBAUGH, MAYOR Fax 870-698-2406 DOUGLAS MATTHEWS
DENISE JOHNSTON, CLERK CHRIS POOLE
LINDSEY CASTLEBERRY, ATTORNEY www.cityofbatesville.com DAVID SHETRON

December 12, 2014

Courtney W. Paul

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

P.O. Box 867

Little Rock, AR 72203-0867

Dear Colonel Paul:

This letter is to reaffirm our interest in getting assistance from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers under Section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946, as amended, to investigate and
provide Emergency Streambank Protection to the bank erosion problems along Stillhouse
Branch in Batesville, AR. We understand the Section 14 authority is part of the Corps’
Continuing Authorities Program (CAP).

Our problems consist of erosion along the banks of Stillhouse branch at the confluence of the
White River. There is a small roadway bridge that was built in the 1960°s that is misali gned
with the channel. During high flow events high velocity flows are damaging the banks above
and below the bridge. An existing pedestrian bridge, electrical service panel, multiple water
and sewer lines are all potentially impacted.

We understand that Section 14 projects require project cost sharing from the non-Federal
sponsor for the feasibility and design and implementation phases. Currently, this is 65%
federal and 35% non-federal for the design and implementation phase. We are willing and
have the financial capability to execute a Project Partnership Agreement for the project. We
would acquire all the lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations of utilities, and disposal
areas necessary for the construction of the project. We would also assume all responsibility
for operation and maintenance of the project.

If you need additional information regarding this request, please contact Damon Johnson at
(870)698-2400 or cityengineer@cityofbatesville.com. Your assistance is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Damon Johnson, P.E.
Batesville City Engineer

Batesville ~ My Hometown... Make it Yours!




Stillhouse Branch, Batesville, AR.
Appendix B: Engineering Appendix

Appendix B
Engineering Appendix

C-1




Stillhouse Branch, Batesville, AR.
Appendix B: Engineering Appendix

1
2

3
4

5

Table of Contents
LS 1SR 1 [=2 £ OO R OO RR

Hydrology and Hydraulics (HEH] . ..o ieeeeeveree e ees et v e e e e e e ee eeae et e

2 L HYAraUliC ANAIYSIS oottt r et et et s e s
2.2 HYArOIOZIC ANBIYSIS......oueciiiiec e er ettt eer e et e et e e e et e s s s e s et et e et e e eeeee e ene s
Z.3HEH Analysis ResSUMS. e ivse e v v st esssveearns
Surveying, Mapping, and Other Geospatial Data ReqUITeMENTS. .uueeeceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeoe oo ssssei
GEOLBLRNICALL ..ot et et e
AL GENATAL .. ottt et aeente e

ENVironmental EMZINEEIINE ... ivociiiiiiiiiiee e eeee s e st ese e es et s resenese s e e see st e st s e e oe e eeeeeo

5.1 Use of environmentally renewable materials......coccvvrevireeeseceeeeeeeeoes oo seoe

GO B0 Do =~ ~ ~ oo o

5.2 Design of positive environmental attributes INt0 the Project... ..o coeeie e sves st

o

5.3 inclusion of environmentally beneficial operations and management for the project. oo,
5.4 Beneficial uses of spoil or other project refuse during construction and operation.............v..... 8
5.5 Energy savings features of the deSign. .ot eeee et e

5.6 Maintenance of the ecological continuity in the project with the surrounding area and within the
region.9

5.7 Consideration of indirect environmental costs and Benefits. .........oveeeeeeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeoes o 9
5.8 Integration of environmental sensitivity into all aspects of the Project........covvcveveveeeessiienoenn8

5.9 Consideration of environmental problems on similar projects with respect to the Environmental
Review Guide for Operations (ERGO). ......ccoiiiiiiiiisiiiccieee e eeeees e s s esee s teesee e eea s O

5.1C Incorporation of environmental compliance measures into the project design......cevvvvvververnnnns 9
GV DRSIEN oot ittt e s b e e e e s te et e et et e e e st e et st e et e e S
6.1 5ite selection and project develOPMENt..........cooeiieiicreeee st e es et es e D)
B 2 REAE ESTALR ettt r e et s et en st et et en et ene e 10
6.3 REIOCALIONS. 1uiuiiiitiitiicr ettt e et et e e e oo oottt s e 11
6.4 Risk for Cost Overruns in Civil DESIZN........ccviueiereererrceisesiess e eeeessee e ton s eees s 11
BB L ULIIEIES. ..o ecvoviiiriici ettt ee et e ees s s enereneeeeesn o 11
6.4.2Unknown Site Contitions........ccocerrvrnrciie s creeeeee et s e e sese e s esesesesssen e, 11
6.5 Design Criteria and StandardS.......ccocooo it e e e e s ee s s e e s 11
SEPUCEUTAl REGUITEIMENES. . cvvove- oo eecsoeneceesseseeeesseseseesessee e e eseo e eee e oo s oo 11

2 €1 - | SO OO SO USROS | 1




Stillhouse Branch, Batesville, AR.
AppendixB: Engineering Appendix

8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21
22
23
24

Etectrical and Mechanical ReQUITEMENTS.c.cec.ii ettt e

Hazardous and ToxEC Materials... ... vere st es e
Construction Procedures and Water Control Plan...........oocveeecveneeeecvessiresennen s
Initial Reservoir FIHNg and SUVeIllante PIan e coeeeeeeeseeee e eeeeeeee e e s eee e eeeeeeeeeees e
Flood Emergency Plans for Areas Downstream of COMS DamS....ovvveeeoeeeeeeeeeoeeeeeor s eesaen
Environmental Objective and Requirements.................
Reservoir Clearing. .o eeeieciceecccvrrmrvaeeeeeenn
Operation and MaINTENANCE ..o et e e et eseeee oo
ACCESS ROBUS.coviei ittt bt et ens st s st e et et e ernee e et et meese s e e et staes
COITOSION MITIZALION. 1.cvisitiie ettt eee et e et e et e et e et e st e et e e
PIOJECE SECUMTY ..ottt ettt ettt e e et e steeen e e s oo et see e
CoSt ESEIMAates. . uvueseer e e vivieesine e et esrineanae

18,1 Bescription. ..o eecevee e

13.2 Account Code 09~ Channels and Canals.........ccveceeriiieiieceio et see e ees et

19.4 Account Code 31— Construction ManagemMENt.........ccoeevveeeeereeeeee e e e e se e
Schedule for Design and CONStIUCHON. .. ..o iviie e oo ee e ee et
SPEAE] STULIES ot e e e ettt
Plates, Figures, and DraWings.......oouieiieoeee e oo oe e eeeeeee s oo
Data Management.......c.ooveevvieree e

Use of Metric SYStem MeaSUMRIMEIES ..o.oieieee oottt e eevsresss oot s teessts et st e e eeeeeeeeeseeen

Attachments

Attachment A - Engineering Plates

Attachment B - Cost Analysis, Construction Schedule, and MCACES Cost Estimate
Attachment C- Cost and Schedule Risk Analysis

.11
w12
w12

12
12

.12
.12

12
13
i3

w13
.13
.13

14
14
14

.14

14

... 14
e 14

14




Stillhouse Branch, Batesville, AR.
Appendix B: Engineering Appendix

APPENDIX B- ENGINEERING APPENDIX

1 Greneral

Thisappendix documents the engineering analysis and follows the formatin appendix Cof Engineering
Regulation 1110-2-1150. Included with this appendixare Engineering Plates (Attachment A}the Micro-
Computer Aided Cost Estimating System {MCACES) cost estimate and construction schedule (includedin
Attachrent B) and the Cost and Schedule Risk Analysis (Attachment C).

Five alternatives were initially developed and considered in this study. The No Action Alternative and
fouraction alternatives with various means of protecting the bank from erosion. The initial alternatives
were:

Alternative1: No Action or Future Without Project. This alternative will consist of no action being
taken to protect the banks of Stillhouse Branch. Thisexposure will lead tothe need for relocati ngthe
road bridge and pedestrian bridge.

Alternative 2: Full bank heightrip rap. Bank stabilization alternative with full bank heightrip rap, gahion
basket retaining walfs, and fill material.

Alternative 3: Longitudinal peaked stone toe protection (LPSTP). Bank stabilization aiternative with
sloped bank grading and longitudinal peaked stone toe protection (LPSTP) and gabion basket retaining
walls,

Alternative4: Bendway Weirs. Bank stabilization with Bendway Weirs and simple bio-engineering of
banks.

Alternative 5: Reroute stream. Reroute streamto better flow through bridges using bendway weirs and
longitudinal peaked stone toe protection (LPSTP).

Otherschemes and alternatives were considerad but were screened out of the study, including
alternatives4and 5. The use of bendway weirsis not recommended in a small stream due to the
limited channel bottom width and additional bank protection needed atthe outside bends of the
stream, which could drastically inhibit the flow of the stream. Re-routing the stream would be difficultin
thisarea with muitipfe bridges, utiiities, and other structures adjacenttothe channel. Bicengineering
methods provide alower, less permanent level of protection and also pose the threat of early failure
due to the length of time required to establish an adequate root system.

The remaining alternatives 2and 3 provide similar benefits using different designs. Alternatives 2And 3
were bothstudied furtherto discoverthe Jeast cast alternative.
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2 Hydrology and Hydraulics (H&H)

2.1 Hydraulic Analysis

The computer program HEC-RAS 5.0.0 (Feb. 2016) was used to develop an existing conditions velocity
profile forthe 0.2, 1, 2, 4, 10, 20, and 50 percent annual exceedence probability {AEP) events. Table 1
shows the velocities foreach AEP at three particular cross-sections. Cross-section 413 is the immediate
upstreamcross-section fromthe Chaney Rd. Bridge, cross-section 353 isthe immediate downstream
cross-section fromthe Chaney Rd. Bridge, and cross-section 317 is the immediate downstream cross-
section of cross-section 359,

The geometry of the existing conveyance system was created using HEC-GeoRAS 10.1 for ArcGIS 10.1.
Elevation data was obtained from existing LIDAR data (Dec. 2010) and physical features such as stream
centerline, bank lines, and the Chaney Rd. Bridge were digitized usingin-house aerial photography.

2.2 Hydrologic Analysis

Flow data was obtained through the USGS StreamStats userinterface {V3.0). Engineering judgment was
used to determine thatthe upperlimit of the peak flows should be used due tothe urbanization of the
drainage basin. The peak flows for each AEP can be foundin Table 1.

Due to the White River basin size and travel times, it was determined thatthere was little to no
coincidence between the White Riverand Stilthouse Branch. Therefore, the water surface elevation of
the White Riverat Batesville when flowing at 50,000 ¢fs {the maximum targeted flow under controlled
conditions) (251.70 ft. NGVD29) and the water surface elevation of the White Riverduring a 50% AEP
event {253.32 f{. NGVD29) were used as downstream boundary conditions on two separate model runs.
These boundary conditions were found to produce similar velocity profiles at the project area. Pertinent
flow datawas obtained using the USGS Gage Data sheet forthe White River gage at Batesville (USGS
Station No. 07061000) and existing USACE-derived rating curves.

AEP | 50% 20% 10% 4% 2% 1% 0.2%
CFS | 955 1570 | 2010 [ 2600 [ 3090 i 3560 | 4870 _

- | 412.8374
-L;’ BRIDGE

& 13591264
> [316.7861

TABLE 1. Velacitiesinft/sec

= minimal transport

2.3 H&H Analysis Resulis

Soit composition for the immediate study area was determined to be alluvium composed of finer
particles such as clay, silt, and sand. Using the Hjulstrom's Diagram found in Figure 1, it was determined
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that bank material begins significant transport when Stillhouse branchis flowing with a velocity of 6.5

feet/second and full-on erosion beginsto occur at a velacify of 8.5 feet/second.

Correlatingthis data to the madel results, it was determined that in any given year, there isa 20%
chance (20% AEP~ 1600 cfs) of significant transport of bank material and a 4% chance (4% AEP~ 2600
cfs) of full-on erosion at the projectiocation.

e T T
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= = St — Do 100 em veloci
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kS P I o1&
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o (=t o grain size {diameter)

Clay/Silt

FIGURE 1. Hjulstrom’s Diagram

Alang with flow characteristics of the study area, the information obtained from this mode| was used in
determining appropriate stone gradation. Based onexisting LiDAR datafarthis area, the majority of
erosion occurs at an elevation of 258 and below. Atthis elevation, the channel dimensions should be as
follows toadequately convey channel flow: Bottormwidth: 20 feet: top width: varied but 50 feet
minimum where possible (this may not be possible wheregabions are used in areas with multiphe
existing obstacles). Maximum flow velocity was determined ta be approximately 15feet/second, which
requires Grade C stone with amedian diameter of 7-11 inches forslope stability per USACE EM 1110-2-
1601 and will be used forall longitudinal peak stone toe protection (LPSTP) sections. Gabions will be
filled with asmaller stone as specified by the gabion basket manufacturer. LPSTP wiilhave a bottom
width of a minimumof 9 feetand heightof 3 feetto provide proper bank protection and be embedded
approximately 3feetinto the toe of the bank.
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3 Surveying, Mapping, and Other Geospatial Data Requirements
Terrain data used for this study was collected using Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR), This datawas
collected in 2010 with the Leica ALS-40 system by a USACE contractor. Vertical datum for LiDAR
elevationsis NAVD 88. This data was imported into ArcGIS to produce contours for Bentiey InRoads
software. Thisinformation combined with aerial photography was utilized to layout, analyze, and
compute quantitiesforthe channeland associated work. There are no existing rivergages on Stillhouse
Branch,

A more recentand comprehensive topographicsurvey will be required in orderto develop plansand
specifications. Thissurvey will provide topographicfeatures, boundarylines, easements, structures,
utilities, streets and railways, etc.

4 {zeotechnical

4.1 General

No existing geotechnical borings were available for this study. The design coordinatorand hydraulic
engineer reviewed sail maps and performed a visual inspection of the existing conditions of the channel
bottom and side slope to assess the soil conditions inthe projectarea. The primary soilsinthe area are
silty toam and sandy loam with shallow depths to bedrock. While bedrockis not visible atthe bottom of
Stillhouse Branch, the predominant soil types identified in NRCS soil manps suggestadepth of bedrock at
30-40°. Itisreasonable to believe that some amount of rock excavation will be required to pface the
bottom course of gabion baskets. This soil type is appropriate forthe selected alternative’s project
features. Additional geotechnical investigation inthe areas where gabion retaini ng walls will be
installed will be performed during design. Borings willneed to be obtained and allowable bearing
pressure and slope stability willneed to be determined.

4.2 Gabion Retaining Walls

The contact pressure on a flexible gabion footing is not distributed in a planar fashion, but decreases from a
maximum at the point of application of the resuitant to lesser values at the edges of the feoting. The
pressure atthe toe of a gabion wallis, therefore, generally fess than for a rigid wall.

It may be determined, through an investigation and stability analysis, that additional stability of the gabion
wall may be required to achieve acceptable factors of safety for sliding. One option to pursue prior to
enlarging the gabion wall cross section for additional stability is to place the gabion gravity retaining wall on a
6 —10 degree batter towards the retained slope. This will require the founding soils to graded and compacted
to accommodate for the specified wall batter.
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Gabion gravity retaining walls may be placed or keyed in below sub grade to prevent scour and wave action
from undermining the toe of the structure. The rule of thumb for depth of placement below sub gradeis
approximately 2 times anticipated depth of scour.

Gabion gravity retaining walls, in comparison with reinforced soil walls, allows for a wider range of soit types
to be utilized as backfill material. This is due to the gabion gravity walls configuration, typically low wall
heights, and porous facing. Itis imperative to the overall long term performance of a gabion gravity
retaining wall that the specified backfill material be properly placed and compacted. Poor compaction of
backfilt materials can lead to structural settlement, lateral wall movement, and resuft in insufficient shear
strength to perform as designed. Specified backfill material shall be placed and compacted to minimum
Standard Proctor 95% in lifts not to exceed 9” vertical and shall comply with local standards.

Geotextile filter fabric is a vital component of any gahion gravity retaining wall. The void ratic of the stone fill
confined within the gabion baskets allows for free drainage of the retained sails and requires a filter fabric be
placed between the gabion wall and the specified bacifill soif interface. The geotextile filter fabric will
prevent |oss of soil during drainage and drawdown. Gabion gravity retaining walls constructed without the
placement of filter fabric will have a tendency to incur a loss of retained soils and grade elevation behind the
gabion wall. The type of backfill soil specified will determine the type, and placement of the geotextile filter
fabric. To provide the maximum resistance to soil forces the gabion baskets shall be placed with the length
dimension of the gabion unit running from the back of the gabion wall to the front face of the gabion wall.
This will resuft in the internal diaphragms being placed perpendicular to the wall face and parallel to soil
thrust

5 Environmental Engineering

5.1 Use of environmentally renewable materials.

There islittle opportunity to incarporate renewable materials in this project. The major construction
materials will be stone rip rap and gabions which will be used forbank protection. There may be an
opportunity to reuse composted topsoil forthe restoration of the channel top bank.

5.2 Design of positive environmental atiributes into the project.
The channeltop bank will be mostly vegetated utilizing a grass and wildflower seed mix.

5.3 Inclusion of environmentally beneficial operations and management for
the project.

The intentisto protect the existing channel fram additional erosion, which isthreatening adjacent road
and pedestrian bridges. Thisreduction in erosion will slsclimitthe sediment entering the channel. The
proposed solution will provide a more natural top bank using a wildflower and grass seed mix. Thiswill
reduce the amount of mowing asistypical on a conventional grass swale. This approach should reduce
emissions from mowing egquipment and the use of oil and gas.

5.4 Beneficial uses of spoil or other project refuse during consiruction and
operation.
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All excavated material willbe reused on site by the construction contractor. ltis likely thatthe
contractor could sell excess spoil material to be reused as fill material on other projects within and
arcund the ¢ity.

5.5 Energy savings features of the design.
Due to the scope and nature of thisemergency stream bank protection project, thereare nofeasibly
obtainable energysaving features available.

5.6 Maintenance of the ecological continuity in the project with the
surrounding area and within the region.

The landscape of the projectsite will be altered by the excavation forthe bank protection. However,
the longterm change in ecology of the area will be minimized asthe upland areas will be returnedto a
vegetated condition to promote habitatand minimize erosion. Stone LPSTP will provide some additional
aquatichabitat and protect from erosion disturbing the water quality of the stream.

5.7 Consideration of indirect environmental costs and benefits.
There are nosignificant indirect impacts anticipated.

5.8 Integration of environmental sensitivity into all aspects of the project.
Environmental sensitivity will be incorporated into the design and construction of the projecttothe
maximum extent practicable.

5.9 Comsideration of environmental preblems on similar projects with respect

to the Envirenmental Review Guide for Operations (ERGO),

The perusal of the Environmental Review Guide for Operations (ERGO) with respect toenvironmental
problems that have become evident at similar existing projects and, through foresight during this design
stage, will be mitigated/addressed in the projectdesign. There are minimalenvironmental impacts,
requiring no mitigation, from the proposed project.

5.10 Incorporation of environmental complance measures into the project
design.

A Storm-Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be prepared by the construction contractor and
implemented forthe project. The Sponsorwill be required by the partnering agreement to provide land
free and clear of HTRW contamination. Acguisition of required State and Federal permits wiill be
completed by the construction contractor priorto any construction activity.

6 Civil Design

6.1 Site selection and project development
tn orderto find a solution for fiood risk management, various channel al ignmentsand struciures were
evaluated to determine the available alternatives. The Project Delivery Team (PDT) conducted site
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visits, considered existing improvements viaaerial photography, and prepared preliminary cost
comparisonsin orderto help facilitate selection of the most feasible bank protection alternative.

The Federalinterest limit of the proposed channelincludes Stillhouse Branch in Batesville, AR. The
channet has a fairly consistent depth and runsthrough a park area within the city. The proposed bank
stabilization was designed to stay within the existing channel geometry while protecting the structures
that were endangered. The channefwas laid outina mannerthat was hydraulically functional white
minimizing the need to remove orrelocate other structures.

The primary structural measures evaluated were channef modification, replacementof bridges with hox
culverts, full-height bank paving, gabion retaining walls, and longitudinal peaked stone protection
{LPSTP). The selected plan is alternative 3, which included gabion retaining walls adjacentto the bridges
and LPSTP at the toe of the bank.

The channel quantities were computed by the Average End Area Method. Cross sections de picting
existinggeometry channel compared withthe proposed geometry and bank protection were analyzed
with Bentley InRoads software. Cutand fill volumes were computed foreach alternative.

The site quantities {vegetation, stabilization, tree clearing, demolition, etc.) were determined by
estimating quantities from InRoads cross sections and from aerial photography. The aerial photography
data utilized was accessed through Google Earth and from imagery through previous Corps of Engineers
aerial photography contractsinthe area.

Utility quantities were calculated by analyzing data collected during site visits to identify potential utifity
conflicts. Aerialimagerywas alsoe utilized to identify utility conflicts. Quantities for utility relocation
were estimated forareas where conflicts were suspected.

In general, a proposed right of way width of 40’ beyond the top bank of the proposed channel was
assumed, Staging/lay down areaswere selected to be in close proximityto the reaches.

The gabion gravity retaining walls were selected for use between the road and pedestrian bridgesdue to
the limited channel width and short spans of the two bridges. [twould not be possible to place riprapin
these locations without dramatically reducing the channelwidth orcreating a channeltop width much
widerthan the existingabutments. A constriction inthe channel downstream of the bridge would
reduce flow capacity and increase velocities. Excavation and widening of the top bank would remove
the foundation the pedestrian bridge sets on, requiring the removal of that bridge, and wouid require
additional work at the road bridge to transition fromthe widerchanne! to the much narrower bridge.
Utilizing gabion retaining walls in this area allows the project to protect both structures without
negativelyaffecting the flow within Stillhouse branch.

6.2 Real Estate

This project will not require the acquisition of real estate in orderto obtain access for construction
equipment. Ingeneral, the required right of way for the channel was determined by utitizing the
proposed channel top-of-bank to top-of-bank dimension plus 20’ feet on each side far construction,
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access, and maintenance. Also, real estate acquisition willnot be required for staging/lay down areas.
No borrow or spoil areas will be acquired forthis project. All excavated materialwill be reused on site
by the construction cantractor,

€.3 Relocations.
Utilities located in the vicinity of the project were identified by design engineers during on-site
inspections. Forthe selected plan, no utifity relocations wereide ntified.

6.4 Risk for Cost Overruns in Civil Design

6.4.1 Utilities
For the selected plan, there is norisk forutility relocations.

6.4.2 Unknown Site Conditions

Unknown site conditions are always a potential risk ona project. No HTRW or cultural resource sites
were identified inthe projectarea. Anynew sitesfound during design could affect cost and schedude.
Other possible unknown site conditions include utilities, rock formations, and artificial subsurface
obstructions.

6.5 Design Criteria and Standards.
The following documents and standards, as a minimum, will be incorporated in the design of this flood
risk management project.

+ “Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices {MUTCD)”, Federal Highway Administration
» Architectural and Engineering Instruction Manuzal {AEIM), Southwestern Division

» Unified Facilities Criteria {UFC)

e American Saciety for Testing and Materials (ASTM) International Standards

* Specsintactwill be utilized to develop the project specifications

7 Structural Requirements
7.1 General

There are no structural elements in this bank stabilization project. A simple estimate was produced for
the replacement of the highway bridge in the noaction alternative. However, that atternative was not
the TSP and will not require further design. The selected alternative does involve working around
existing abutments which will be protected from damage during construction.

3 Electrical and Mechanical Reguirements
There are no efectrical or mechanical elementsin this bank stabilization project.
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9 Hazardous and Toxic Materials

Little Rock Districtenvironmental personnel contacted the Arkansas Department of Environmental
Quality (ADEQ) and received a listing of all known HTRW sites in Batesville, AR. The sites identified by
ADEQ are outside of the boundaries of this project. Little Rock District engineering representatives also
made multiple site visits to evaluate the project area and identify any potential HTRW sites. No HTRW
siteswere found and no otherknown or potential hazardous and toxic material sites have been
identified in the projectarea. If HTRW sitesare identified during the design phase, the study team will
coordinate with all local, state, and federal authorities to determine if or where additional action is
needed.

10 ConstructionProcedures and Water Control Plan

The construction ofthe bank stabilization will be sequenced in orderto minimize the impact on the local
traffic patterns. Placementof stone and gabions adjacenttothe existing bridges may requiretemporary
closure of those structures for safety. Barriers will be installed nearthe edge of the excavated channelat
tocations where the channelintersects an existing road.

Erosicn contral measures will also be putin place to minimize the erosion on the excavated slopesand
all adjacenttand that may have been stripped of vegetation.

11 Imitial Reservoir Filling and Surveillance Plan
Not Applicable

12 Flood Emergency Plans for Areas Downstream of Corps Dams
Not Applicahle

13 Environmental Objective and Requirements
This information is provided in the main body of the report.

14  Reservoir Clearing
Not Applicable

15 Operationand Maintenance

The sponsorwill be responsible for annually traversing the entire length of the channel and looki ngat
the condition of the channel bottom and side slopes and stone structures. The sponsor will ensure that
the earthen side slopes are mowed whereappropriate; and that undesirableweeds and woody growth
will be removed by herbicides or cutting. The stone and gabion structures will also need to be inspected
annually for damage and deterioration and repaired immediately to prevent further damage to the

C-12




Stitthouse Branch, Batesvifle, AR.
Appendix B: Engineering Appendix

structure. The sponsor will be responsible forrepairto any damaged sections of the riprap as well as
removal of large woody plant growth withinthe riprap. These activities are already heing performed by
the sponsorthroughout the full length of Stillhouse Branch.

16 Access Roads

This project is lacated within the city of Batesville and will be feasible to use the existing public city
streets for transportation of construction equipment and hauling of excavated material, debris and
construction materials. The project site will have construction easements along the top banks of the
excavated channel. The easements will provide sufficient right of way for the sponsorto go back inthe
future and perform maintenance as required.

17 Corrosion Mitigation

The selected plan does not include any corrosion mitigation at this time. During design, further
investigation wilt be done to determine if the gabion baskets would need protection from corrosion by
utilizinga pvccoating.

i8 ProjectSecurity

This project, consisting anly of gabions and stone protection, is not anticipated torequire a security
plan.

192 CostEstimates

19.% Description
The study was initiated at the request of City of Ratesville, Arkansas. The authority forthis studyis
Section 14 of the Fioed Control Act of 1946, as amended, Streambank and Shoreline Frosion Protection.

The study areais located on a tributary of White River, adjacent to Riverside Parkin Batesville, Arkansas.

The MCACES is developed using October 2015 Price Levels and the latest Iabor rates for Little Rock
District areas. The feasibility estimate is one (1) contract. The contract is organized in accordance with a
work breakdown structure. Midpoint dates forthe construction contract are developed in conjunction
with the project manager for developing the fully-funded costs. The estimateis preparedin accordance
with ER 1110-2-1302 Civil Works Cost Engineering. The costs are escalated in accordance with the above
Engineering Regulation and EM 1110-2-1304 Civil Works Construction Cost index System (CWCCIS). Al
data isinputintothe Total Project Cost Summary (TPCS) spreadsheet.

Direct costs include a small business set-aside contract mechanism productivity of 85% and sales tax at
10.25%. The sales tax was determined from State of Arkansas: List of Cities and Counties with Local Sales
and Use Tax {Jan —Mar 16). (State Sales and Use Tax of 6.5%; Batesville Tax of 2.0%; and Independence
County Tax of 1.75%). There are no Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Wastes anticipated. The
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Operation and Maintenance estimate is dated October 2015, withan effective pricing date of October
2015,

An Abbreviated Risk Analyses (ARA) was performed by the PDT on 26 Feb 16. The risks are quantified
and a cost risk model developed to determine a contingency at 80% Confidence Level. An ATR
Certification of Cost Estimate is provided by Walla Walla District.

19.2 AccountCode 09 - Channels and Canais

This contract is based onriprap, gabion retaining wall, and longitudinal-peaked stone toe protection
along Stiflhouse Branch to control erosion. Work extends from the White Riverto about two-hundred
linearfeet upstream of Chaney Drive Bridge. Riprap or longitudinal-peaked stone toe protectionisto be
placed underChaney Drive. Risksare noted in the ARA.

19.3 AccountCode 30 - Engineering and Design
The cost for this account are developed using the guidelines pravided in the TPCS, withthe agreement
of the cost engineerand the project manager. Risk are noted in the ARA.

19.4 AccountCode 31 ~ Construction Management
The cost for thisaccount are developed using the guidelines pravided in the TPCS, with the agreement
of the cost engineer and the project manager. Risk are noted inthe ARA.

20 Schedule for Design and Construction
The schedule for the tentatively selected plan, Alternative 3is located within Attachment B.

21  Special Studies
Not Applicable

22 Plates, Figures, and Drawings
There are three plates within Attachment A to the main engineering appendix showing plan views for
alternatives 2and 3 and details. Additional maps and drawings can be found inthe Feasibi lity Report,

23 Data Management

During the feasibility study, electronicdata was compiled and maintained in project folders for each
disciplineinvolved on the server. This datais backed up regularly by USACE’s data manager (ACE-IT).
The projectinformation wili be availabie forthe next phase of the project.

24 Useof Metric System Measurements

The Sponsor specifically requested that the project be designed in English units. They have stated that
the English system is consistent with their current standards, specifications and bidding practices. With
English units being the locally familiar systemin this area, the material testing, utility, and surveying
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companieswould likely be forced to work with unfamiliar units. The datausedto produce the H&H
rmodels and quantity calculations were all provided in English units. Conve rting this survey datafrom

English to Metric would have created additional work effort for the designteam resulting in slipsin the
schedule and additional costs.

C-15




Stillhouse Branch, Batesville, AR.
Appendix B: Engineering Appendix

Attachment A

Engineering Plates
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Cost Analysis,
Construction Schedule,
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3/9/2016
-~ NEW WORK - 1:07 BM
P2-335648 - STILLHOUSE BRANCH, WHITE RIVER, BATESVILLE, ARKANSAS
FEASIBILITY STULY {CAP SECTION 14)
OCTORER 2015 PRICE | EVEL
ALT 02 - RIPRAP - 50 YEAR O&M COST

s
YEAR
—_YEAR
YEAR & ;
EAR 3 ;
EAR 4 y
AR S RER
YEAR B ELD)
YEAR 7 145
YEAR 3145
YEAR § 3345
YEAR 10 2,568
YEAR 11 '
YEAR T2 3796
AT 3748
YEAR 14 AL
EARTS a5
RIiE 46
YEAR 17 46
YEAR 15 3148
YEAR 19 3,145
YEAR 20 I 668
YEAR 2T 3,745
YEAR 27 3136 |
YEAR 73 R
YEAR 24 45
EAR 22 345
135
EARDY 3145
YEAR 28 3,145
YEAR 25 3,146
YEAR 30 4,585
YEAR 31 3,148
YAR 32 3,148
YEAR 93 3,748
YEAM 24 ERES
YEAR TS 3935
YEAR 35 ERED
YEAR 37 3745
YEAR 38 145
YEAR 3¢ 148
YEAR 40 %558
YEAR 41 3748
YEAR 42 98
YEAR 43 148
YEAK 44 145
YEAR 45 3145
YEAR 45 T45
YEAR 47 3,145
[ YEAR 4B 3136
EAR 45 3,
AR 50 )
TOTAL e
-




3/9/2016
+« NEW WORK --- 1:07 PM
P2-335548 - STILLHOUSE BRANCH, WHITE RIVER, BATESVILLE, ARKANSAS
FEASIBILITY STUIDY [CAR SECTION 14)
OCTDBER 2045 PRICE LEVEL
ALT 63 - LPSTP - 50 YEAR O3M COST

YEAR

2L

DR NSNS

5

pre i
ot
=

=]
Iy
I
Foy
oy
sl eotecf el el o ot ol o e o

!




3f9/2016
--- NEW WORK —

P2-335548 - STILLHOUSE BRANCH, WHITE RIVER, BATESVILLE, ARKANSAS
FEASIBILITY STUDY ({CAP SECTION 14}
OCTOBER 2015 PRICE LEVELS

CONTRACT CALENDAR
conTRacr
ALT 01 No action.
ALT 02 Riprap. 3 (é?}ﬁr:;gs) (2%?52;;) (?0{1\;;) (gﬁ%g;)
ALT 03 Longitudinal Feaked Stone 3 Ap-17 Oict-47 Nov-17 Dec-17
Toe Protection. {20170Q3) {20131 (2018Q11) {2801
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Attachment C

Cost and Schedule
Risk Analysis




Aayiun

alqibGan

Slia) uoponnsuo) Buiiewey

€1-8d

Aaxury

ajqibyBan

WIN pooyiENr

"SLB0UOD MM L H ou ale alay] “swaouos AGojoseyane
OU B4 8Jal]] "SWAOUD |BJUSLILIDIALS OU BJE a8y joedw)

“ysueig asnoy|ing o) uohasioud (41Sd7)
uonsajoud a0} suols payead-leuipniiBuc) pue [em Buuieal
uoigef pue deidy apinoad o) 51 sagewaye siy) punosbyoeg

dlSd1:€0 LTV

€-8d

Aamiun

a(qibiban

VIN ‘pooyiia

"SLIA0UOD pY LH ou ale 2Jay | swiasuod ABojoeeyaie
OU @I 8181 | "SUIS0U0D [BJUBLULCIALS OU I8 aJay] Joeduw|

"youelg asnoyjing o} uonoajoud jlem Buiuiejas
uciqet pue desdu apinoid o) 5| saews)je sy punoiByoeg

dvddiy -20 1TV

2-5d

Kayun

sjaibnban

WIN pooyEN

"SWIADLOD AYLH OU 218 3Jau] "swaduod ABojoseyoie
Ol 2JB 23U | "SLISDUOD [BJUSLULOIIAUS OU 3J8 aJayl joeduw)

“ainjie) abpuq ui ynsad |w uonoe ou souis abpug
pasodoid pue sanun pasodoud jejsu pue abpug Bunsis pue
saman Bugsixs ystiowap o} st e sy :punoibyoeg

NOILOV ON :L0 LTV

Ymous 198lo14 winwixeyy

IMOI) 5d 033 7 JUoUIoseuey 199100g

(3odui) ' pooysiexr]
[ereT Sy | poouijeNr] yordu) 30 9910y3 Joj uoyeaynsnl g ai6o| epnjoul) SuJ8aUo WOM jo aanjeed| jueis|l YSiY
SUOISN[IUDY P SUOISSNIS|A 1ad
5
eonuD wespubls  ejeiepop .u:ﬂus_ .wzé_wez . i 91-934-07 :e3eq Bunesiy

L W o_n._m.ma o sish|euy ysiy paieiasiqqy
J9}s1 m@ﬁ NSy z L Aedn (seaneusayy) Awqiseay

£ 4 fewn Lep,

€0 20 ‘10 17V (VL NOILO3S dV2) HONVYE ISNOHTIILS




Aaxiun aiqiBiban

uBisaq % ‘Sutesuibuz ‘Buuueld

ElL-SV

Aiun ajqibyban

swaj| uoangsuo) Bulewayy

Zi-8v

Ay [euiBiepy

‘(ssauisnq |jews) pajousal
aluooaq piNod pojawl uolsinbae au Kjay st} ;pooya

.ﬂ.:uwuu_a_wutoﬁm_:szmv@mmw_:._.,WEP&EB_ES
BSEBAIUI 50 BY) uay) 1SNq [|BWS S| JoBU0D Jj porduy

“anjeA 1594 pejoL|saun
SOWNSSE | Od "UMDUYUN S1 19BN jo adA} oy :punoibyoeg

‘pejediofue s| uonnadiuod pig pajLU

‘pausiigesa Auuy Jou sy ueid Sunoenuon

d1Sd7:€0 LTV

€8V

Az leulBiepy

‘(ssauisng |jeLs) pajousals
alwosag pinod poyjalw uonisinboe ay) Aoy s11) ‘pooyyay

'S|Nsal pig [eoUolsIY Ulm saaube siy| leuiBiew aq |
ISESITUI JS0D DY) UBL} 'SSaUISNG [|BLUS S1 1DBNLOD | Jjoeduw)

"anjea jsaq pajouisalun
SalUNSSE [ (Od ‘UMOoUNUN si joeauod jo adk) auy) puncibyoeg

‘patedionue si uogadwoo pig paywry

‘Paysigetsa Ajuwy jou st uerd Sufoenuog

dvddid 20 LTV

Z-SY

Ay [euiBreyy

‘(sseUISNq [lEWS) pejousa
awiedeq piNoa Pouaw uolisinboe aly Ay st 3 :pooyad

'sinsal pig [eauo)siy yum sesibe sy | ‘leuibiew aq
8SBaJUI 10D 8y} UBLY ‘ssauisng ||ews si jo0eHU0D J| oeduw)|

“an[eA 1sag pajouisaiun
SaWnsse | (1d ‘UMOUNUN S| J0BNUOD Jo adA) auy ) punoibyoeq

‘pajediDnue s| uopRadLIOD PIg pajw]
‘paysigeisa Ajuuy jou si ueid Bugoenuon

NOILOY ON 10 LTV

-8V

Umoug joafoad wnwnxepy

Asyiun 2|qiByBeN Wslwabeue uoponisuon #1-Sd
“Kesi ‘pooyiisn
‘pezijeas aq Aew sAejap pue paousuadxe

A |eLBrepy 3q Jou Aew sauy maN ‘leuibiew si pedw) ay| joedw) "sizauibus jo afieyoys Joj (eusiod uBisaq 3 ‘Buusauibug ‘Buuelq £1-Sd

‘sisauifiue jo afiepoys e sey Ms
(osuodg Aq 10 L1v) "€0 LTV PUE Z0 1TV Jod :punoibyoeg




Aasjiiun aqibyban

Siuay| uoponsisuo) Buureway

21-30

flqissod [

‘sluana sMojj
yBiy Buunp sisjem ybiy o un o ajgissod s Jj :POOLIRNI

“Aunnonpoud peanpay Joj [enusiod pue yiom jo Muuixoid o)
anp sapjun Bugsixa o} yordw [euiblew e s| asay] “smol ybiy
Buunp Jajem jo ased o} anp joedw) |ewbiew e s asey | Joeduyg

“aunjonus Bunsixe o ay o) s|lepno sbewelp uuojs asuy) pue
PpunoJe yiom 0} sat|inn puncsb anoge Buysixa aie ausy) ‘ssesb
PUE BUO}S yim UoKEZI|IqE}S Yueq o} Joud passlunoaLa aq
pInoo swajqosd uoquanald UoNNIo JSIBMLLLICIS ‘palapisund
ueld uorsianip Jojpue Jajem Jo aies o punoifiyoeg

‘punole yom o} saipn puncib anoqge Bunsixg

‘ugjd UOISIBAID JOfPUE IS]EM JO 3JED O

d1Sd1 €0 17V

£30

“SjuaAe sMmoj)
yBiy Buunp siejem yBiy ojul unu o) aigissod st 1| :pooylaIT

“Ayagonposd psonpal Joj [equajod pue yiom jo Ajuwixoid oy
anp sapyn Gunsxa o) joedw) [euiBiew e s1 asey] "smoy ybiy
Buunp serem jo aleo o) anp joedwn [euiBiew e $) asay | oeduy)

“ainjonus Bunsie oju) s o) siiejino sbeueIp ULO)S 8ail) pue
punoie ylom o} saniin punoif anoge Bulsixe aie ausy| ‘sseiB
PUE 3U0JS Yum uonezyiqe)s yueq o} Joud pasajunodus aq
pinox Iqo.d uol d uonnjjiod IS "paiapisuod
uejd UoISIBAIP JO/PUE JBJEM JO D1ED O punciByoeg

‘pUNOJE YoM 0} sapn punoib anoqe Bunsixg

“uejd uoisIaAIp JO/PUE JSJEM JO BIED ON

dVHdIY 20 LTV

30

ajgissod jeuiuepy

‘sjuana smoy
YBiy Buunp sszjem ubiy ojur unu o} ajgissod s| j :pooyiENI

“Aynnanposd paanpas Jo) [equaiod pue yiom jo Aruxosd o)
anp saniin Bunsxa o) edw |euBiew e s asey] “smop yBy
Buunp Jelem Jo a1ed o} anp joedw |BuBIEW & S| 218y joedw)
aumangs Bunsixa ol an 0} Geulelp wuols aaiy) pue
punose xiom o) saniun punocs ancqe Bunsixe ale asaly) ‘sselb
pue suols Yim uoneziige)s yueq o) Joud passiuncoua ag
pInoo swiajgoad ot d uonnjiod 0} “pasap!
ueld uoisianp Jojpue Jalem Jo aled op punouiyoeg

‘puncie }iom o} saian punosb eacqe Bupsix3

“Ue|d UOISIBAIP JO/PUE J3IEM JO 2IED ON

NOILOV ON 10 L7V

L-NOD

yimoun joeloig wnwiyxepy

Ay ajesopopy

‘(ssauisng |ews) pajouisal
awodag pinod poyiatu uoisinboe ayj Ay s1 1) :pooyley!

‘pajediojue

2q pinom Jybisieao yuswabeuew vonomnusuos Jaybiy

0SIy "SHNSaJ piq (ESUOISIY Yyim SB3uBE SIY| “BlEIapOWw aq [IIMm
BSESJOU| JS00 BU) UBY) ‘ssauISNg ||BWS S| J0BJUDD J] Ioedw)

‘anfen jsaq
pajpLlsaiun sawnsse | Jd "Umouyun st joeauoo jo adA ay |

(uesuods Ag L0 11v) €0 LTV PUE Z0 1V J04 ‘puncibyoeg

‘pajedipnue si uohpadwod pig paywi
"paysigesss Auwuy jou si ueid Bunoenuo?)

wawsbeuepy uononysuos

¥i-8V




"ajqissod §| poouiiexl| ayL ;pooyyayr]

£l

‘Jeuibrew
oiassod jeuiBrepy St 1oEd 8Y) ‘JlBJA0 SII0S BUIDISANS Jo/pUE SUISUBLWID ;s ; THls SRS (08 Yipsustina :
pallinsse Joj palinbas ag Aew yaddns |2UONPRY JoEdwW Aydesbodo) "6 ‘sanyuenb dojpnap o0} suopebisanul Juaonsu disdl €0 1T
‘sispa Karuns j1os 1o “Aawiyeq ‘AydeiBodo; oy punciByoeg
F4d A
"2iqissod s pooulayl ayL ;pooyifes
61 o o8 ‘Aamns Jios ‘AnawAuy
ajqissod jeuiiepy s] oeduwn auy ‘|leseag ‘sos Buipisgns Jojpue suoisUSWIP - : : = :
paLnsse o} pasnbal aq Aew yoddns (euops oeduy| AydesBodo) '6'a ‘sefyuenb dojaaap o) suojebiisaaul JuawNSUY dvdid -20 LTV
"sisixa Aamuns |jos Jo ‘Agawdyieq ‘AydesBodo) o puncubyoeg
NOILDY ON *10 LTV L
‘8lqissod si pooyayl 8y Jpooula
*sBuid aidninw ppe o} Jueayubis sy
oedun ay) ‘jesang ebipug o) Buipes| speod Jo Yiomal anunbal
6 it (sucisuawip p pue s) ba1 easR Kempooy T e AT
a|qiIssog jueayubig ¥ *Aydeifodo) “Ba ‘senquenb dojansp o) suoneBisaaul jJusiiynsu|

o0} anp) yBiay abpug uj saseasoul Auy 'BaJE AL Ul S|I0S
0} anp paunba aq Aew juawa: Jaypny o sBug sloeduwy

‘s)sixa aumonns abpug jo (syyoidiued) ubisap ol
‘sisixa Aamns [ios Jo ‘Anawdyeq ‘Aydeibodo) o puncuByoeg

“ubiisap aBpug 901 UeY) ss87

mous joefoid wnwixepy

Aastun ajqibyBan luswwsbeuep uojoNASUOY

Ayiun ajqifinBan ufiisaq g ‘Bupssuibuz 'Suuueld i
AEyiun aiqibyBan sway uononysuog Buuiewsy B
Assyun aiqi6yban d1Sd1:€0 LTV oy

Aun 2qiBlBan dvHdId 20 LY ¢os

i Ea NOILLOY ON :10 LTV 1-08

ymmous 198load winupxepy

Ayiun

ajqibyfian

Juswabeuep uogansuon

¥1-30

Aeiun

ajqibyban

uBlsaq ¥ 'BuussuiBuz ‘Bujuueld

€130




Asiun

ajqi6iBan

Juswsbeuepy uononuysuon

ri-153

Aasyun

ajqibyban

ubisaq % ‘BuusawBug ‘Buuueg

€1-183

Kexiun

ajqibyban

SWway| ueponssuo?) Buutewey

2i-183

A2y

leuiBren

"9SBAIDU M D))
18} ey Aoy s1 1l ‘jony jo sImeU S|NBjoA BU) 0 aNQ :POOLENT

‘83)BJ |an] |eoU0IS|Y UD paseq a)el [an) ajqeUosSEaIUN
Ue jou 51 UojIED/00'P$ Pedwr [Bulblew o} ajqiBiBau e 8q
M a1ay} ualy) '(UIBD/00"PS$) PEIGNOp S! @jel BNy By Jj ordw]

[12eloud s1uy Joj 9102 ey SOLL ©)

Yojms e ajediofue Jou op Ing ‘gL0Z JBIN SOdL Mau sjednuy
‘5102 das S0d L pesn ‘alod s Joj ¥oog 1500 G102

M £ (1IN 0) Youms & sjedionue jou og oog 156D ZL0Z Yim
Z'¥ Il pasn)] “moj s uolleD/00'Z$ 18 8jed |and ;puncibyoeg

'Pasn 510z dag SOdL

"PIsN joog 150 Z1L0ZT UM 2% IIN

‘M| Sajel on4

diSd1 €0 LV

£-183

Aoy

leuibeyy

"ISEA0UI [IM B)EI
1any ay) Ajayy s131 '[any Jo sinjeu aeloA ay) o) ang) ;pooyayl]

‘Sajel [any |BOUCIS|Y UD Paseq ajel [an) a|geLosealun
Uue jou si uojiesy00 ¥4 1oedun jeuiBlew o) siqifiBau e ag
i 2uaL) UBY) ‘(UoIIED/00 ¥S) PRIGNOP S| BlRl (8N By} | Hoedul)

['y08losd siy) 10j 9102 Je SOdL 0}

youms e sjedonue jou op Inq '9LOZ JeN SOdL Mau sjedonuy
'610Z d8S SO pesn joslosd s1yl 1o} %008 150D 5102

Yuam £ [N 0) youms e ajedionue Jou og ‘Hoog SO0 Z10Z Ui
¥ IIN pasn] ‘mo| s1 Uo||ED/00'ZS 18 I8l jan4 ;puncibyoeg

'Pasn GLOZ des §dL

‘Pasn joog S0 Z10Z UMM 2 [IN

“MOJ Sajed |and

dvddid ‘20 LTV

2183

A

1euibiey

'asEaIUl [IIM el
[ary au Al S13 ‘[9ny Jo aInjeu S{lBjoA BU) 0} ang pooljiN

'S8]el [8ny [eaLiojsIy Uo Paseq ejel [an) s|qeuoseasun
UE jou s1 UojIED/00 ¥ oedw [ewbiew o) sjqifiBau e aq
(M 39t uaYy) ‘(UOlED/00 ¥$) Palanop s1 8jeJ jan) ay) 4| oedul

[‘Gunes jeuiBiew

Uim paumides joedw| Jaafoid sig Jo) 9102 JEN SDdL 01
youms e sjedionue Jou op INg '9LOZ 1B SOdL Mau ajedonuy
‘610z des §0d1 pesn ‘1osfosd si Joj %00d 150D §1LOZ

U €' (1IN 01 Uoms & ajediofue jou og oog IS0 Z10Z Yim
TP 1IN Pasn] ‘moj s1 uclieD/0'ZS I8 2.l [end (puncibyoeg

‘pasn GLoZ dag SOdL

'PRSN 40Og 1507 ZL0Z UMM 'y I

"Moj sajel jend

NOILOV ON :10 LTV

153

ymmous ja8foad wnunxepy

Aayiun

ajai6ian

Jawsabeuepy uogonuysuoy

Aaiiun

ajqibybap

uBisag ¥ 'Buusawbug 'Buiuueld

Aanjijun

sjqibiban

swa)| uoparuisuos Bujuieway |

(A 8




Aesiun ajqibyban uBisaq 9 'BuuesuiBuz ‘Buiuue|d £1-X3

SWa)| uonannsuod Bujuewsy Zi-X3
Ayiun ajqiBiBaN

‘sAejap Buipun) pue suCHPUOD
Jatjeam [euLoude Jo} ajqissod si )l '[[BIBAQ (poOUIENI]

('suxaysaouenua om) jo auo st abpuq aouls -

JUB|d Jusuneal ] pue jooyos ybiH a|nseleg o) Jusde(pe uase -
sanss| |eomjod @9se.0) Jou og) edw [eufiiew e asneda pnos
shejap Buipun "ayis qof wouy Aeme Jojpue punoib Jaybiy o)
|euuosiad pue sway [ejausb (Auewud) jo vonez|igowap pue "BJBYS 1S00 YUM UaauaDy
uopeziigow "B'a ‘51500 uo joedw) ajelapoll B aney pue joaloxd 1ayjEam asIaApE 'alanas Jo) [Bqualod
8y} Aejep pinoa siy| ‘pooy & Buunp panoll aq o} paau Agw
juawdinb3 yom uo joedlul S)BISPOL B BABY PINOD SUOHIPUOD
J8YjEam [BULIOUGE LD PasEq MOJUBAL pajesa)] oedw)

Z a|qissod sjelapopy d1Sd7 €0 LV €X3

“Uouelg asnoyns ol uonsejoid (d1SdT)
uopoajosd a0} auois paxyead-leupnyiGuo] pue ||em Bujuiejal
uoiget pue desdu apinoid o) S| anewsa)e siy) spunoibyoeg

*shejep Buipun) pue suofipuco
JBUjEaM [BULIOUGE 10} B|qISS0d S1 1 '[[BIBAQ POOUIIBNIT

('sixa/saouesjua om jo auo s| abpuq aouls -
lue|g Juswies) ] pue j0oyag UBIH e)mseleg o) usoelpe usne -
sanss| [eafljod 995340} Jou og) ‘joedw [eulbiew e ssned pnod
sheiap Buipun "eys qof woy Aeme Jo/pue punoib seybiy oy
Z ajqissod Seiapoly [euuosiad pue swa)| [eisusb (Auewud) jo uoheziiqowsp pue
uoneziqow "6'a ‘sjs02 uo oedun ajelapow B aney pue jaaload

ay Aejsp pinoo siy L ‘pooy & Buunp panow aq o) paau Aew
juawdnb3 yiom uo 1oedLU ajRIBPOW B BABY PIN0D SUDPUCD
JoyjEaM [BULIOUGE UD Paseq Mojuany pajena|d Hoedw)

“aJBys 100 LM Wsouoy

“JAIESM BSIDAPE '813A8S 10} [BjUSIOd dvildld 20 1TV &x3

“Uduelg asnoy|Ing o) uohoajoud (lem Buiuielas
uoyqeB pue desdu apinosd o} s1 sAfEWRYE SIY) puncibyoeg

NOILOY ON <10 LTV X3
‘sAejap Buipun) pue suopuco
1ayjeam |BULIOUGE J0) 2|qiss0d S| |1 ‘IBISAQ) (pooYIENI]

("syxaysaouenua om) jo auo s1 abpug aowuis -

JuB|d Jusuneal] pue jooyog UBiH aliasaleq o) Jusselpe uasa -
|sanssi jeonjod aesalo) Jou o) oedw |eulbiell B 8sNED piNoa
sAejap Buipund “ays qol wouy Aeme Jo/pue punoib saybiy o)
|auuosiad pue swa) e1auab (AL ud) Jo uonezijg P pue ‘spuny Josuodg Yim Waouos)
uohezigow 63 *sjs00 uo joedun sjesepow B aney pue joaloid “Jaljjeam a5I9ADE 'Blanas 1) [ENualod
auy) Aejap pinoo siy| “pooy e Buunp panow aq o} peau Aew
jualidinb3 “ypom uo joeduw SjRIapoLWl B SABY PIN0D SUONIPUOD
18Ujeam [BULIOUGE U0 PISBQ MOJUSAU paleaal] Joedi)

rA 8jqIssod ajesapop

"youesg asnoy|ms o} uonasioid {d1Sd1)
uonivajosd 80} suojs paead-jeuipnifiucy pue |em Buiuiejas
uojqed pue desdu apiacud 0] s1 aageWSYE SIY)L puncibyoeg

E yIMo1S) J08fold WnwWXey I 1oad |




a.

‘SUOMpUes
Jeuieam [BLHOUGE 40) 91918504 5111 '2JAAD (POOUBIT

“{Reils jeuomppe pus) sheien

‘Bl o} 8np YoM Lo oedus EuifiRy B oney pines Suopoas

JByEam [BULOUGR U PASEY molan) pREAS]T eduw)

{Josuodg &g 10 177v) 50 LT PUL 20 v oo puncsbyaeg

IBMGEAM BSIBARE "AIIAGS 10}, JEusog

watpbeIRY LORTUISUCT)

e




Appendix C: Agency Correspondence




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LITTLE ROCK DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
POST OFFICE BOX 867
LISTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 7220130067

(SIIHI24.575] PANC S01-324-5005  htipedwwse swlosace, army. mi)

May 15,2015

Planning and Bnvirenmental Pivision

Dear,

The 1.8, Avmy Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District, has initisted a Section 14 “Emergency
Streatnhank and Shoreline Frosien Protection” study an Stillhouse Rranch at the request of the City of
Batesville, Arkansas (Independence County). Stillhousc Branch is a iributary of the White River located
dewnstream of the Tlighway 167 bridge in Batesville (Tigure 1, see reverse side), This stady will be
conducted under the authority of Section 14 of the 1956 Flood Control Act, as amended. The study
consists of & feasibility phasc that, upon completion, can be used for the design and implementation phasc
ol this preject.

Flooding on Stilthouse Branch is (hteatening the abutments of he River Road Bridge as well as several
existing public amenitics including water lines, clectrical utility, park pedestrian bridge, and park
pavilion. Bank erosion in the areas around (he bridges threatens the structural miegrity of these facilities,
The bank around the bridges is near vertical with significant erosion around the bridge approaches/ piers,
The area adjacent to the park pavilion experiences a larae amount of hank slides. The tength of erosien
problem is estimated at approximately 800 feet and is located immediatcly upstream of the conflucace
with the While River,

The Corps of Engincers is requesting information and comments that would assist in the preparation: of’
the study and avcompanying environmental assessmont (EA) o8 required by U National Environmental
Poliey Act of 1969 and the Comps” Enginger Regulalion ER 200-2-2 *“Procedures for Implementing
NEPA™. Please submit any information your ageney may have by June 15, 2015. If comments are not
received by this date, we will assume your agency has no comments at this point on the study, If there are
any qucstions or concerns, aur environmental POC for this study is Mr. Craig Hilbuns at (501) 324-5735
or email at David. C.Iilburm@usace ammy.mil.

Sincercly,

}gvtm £ . Ovbre

TDana (). Caburn
Chief, Envirormental Branch




Figure |: Project Sile Mup




LUSDA

Uniled Sistes Dupariment of Apriculture

HAY 29 2015

Para €0, Csibuen

Linle Rock istrict Cosps of Lngineers
Post Qitice Box 867

Little Rock, AR 72203

Dear Ms. Coburrn,

This letter is in respunse to your request tur inlurenation related 1 Prime Farmlend and Farmiand
of Statewide Impoutance for the shreim bank and shorelime eiosing stady sn the Siilouse
Branch ol the Whitc #iver in the City of Batesville. Arkansas. This area is not consideted Prime
Furmbiind or Farmbing of Swtewide fmponance

Should you have any questions or need additiona) information, please call me a1 (5011 301-3172
arematl al aelon rdunz o ar b gos,

Singeeely.

s _\5':' v,

/. {"':‘.'ad-x. /; ‘Kdé:?’
Satson A Rolong Phi)
Assistnl State Soil Schentist

Enclosure

[

Lidgar Mersiovsky. State Soit Scienist, NRCH. Littte Rock, AR

Hatural Reasourcas Conervahion Sarvica

Room 3418, Federal Buliding
704 Weal Cantut Avgnue ¥ aw Pevypl Helis the Lered
% 5 Lite Reek Adisas 224013245 fefeis e Help th La

An Egsd O3partn Ty Py 487 312 EEgyer




United States Bepurtment of the Interior
Nationad ark Service

Mhddwet T gy
631 Riserfrint Prive
Thradn, hebravka SHHE-12

G300 Y WR-P L)
D3-00633, 00683 JUR D3 2018

M Dahe 11 Coboen

Chict, I s irommental Birandk

Lot Ruch Dusarnt U enps ot Eaginesis
"4 86"

I attle Howde Sihamias “2403

Biv Section 14 " Rierzeney Sineamband, and Shoreline Frosion Proteetion” studs an Stllouse
Branch, (ribabas of the White Risery, ooty of fatcsyilke, Independence Coumy, Arhansas

Dear Ms. € obnan

Phagrsh s o for the oppestaniiy 10 review the subjeet document o ¥my 15 Y15 We hanve reviewed the
davenment e purvaable conflices with the § and and Water Conservation Fand 1 WICF g within the
arca. The proposed ane weludes 3 recneation areg il was developed wilh assistimge from the LW CT
programt The procedt samlber ler (s site 1 D2-00655, Blverside Fark

Mo sveenmmrend S you connll bty sl e ool who s e FWUE [ SUTRTT]
Skt e iBerenmine any potentrelvos o with sectnn B TG de T8 ET Yot tblic [aw 85-57%
dcimtterded s soetion stitvs “No roports svaeiziied o deveh grad soath assistanoe undor thes section
~hadlwatlanat e apgno al ol th, St dany fol i dntese n b o] fouther Usan public ontdoor
T s e oty sl i g
A st nde etatdues tecreatnsr plaainbonls wpsen socde condtine b, b

by ibetinztin b iier fecreanon propenises of 3t least wpial e matket valie
USTURTING (LI TCRTIN T TR

Aoersier ety al L dinds gn e e me ol w ot

il onniang consny

The aelnsgnistiiatar tor the LW UL proeram n7 the state of Yrhatsas s Wi Jof Bynche, et € Fatdonn
Buoreativn Lacaibty Popam, Sahaisas Depastisntt ol Parke od o AR T T P IR S RY T 4 T
Aehauraas 22000 W Tk - pile HILTAN IENRT UL - R T (T NTTY ST T

feshiny hentehoe o arlome .

R 11

f\% A N araris
Barrer % ko len

Cnitdnar Recreatinn Phamice

TAKE PRIDE",
INAMERICA




From: Hillburn, David C SWL. on behalf of Hilburn, David C SWL

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2015 12:20 PM

To.  'john.beneke@arkansas.gov'

Cc:  Jensen, Tacy SWL

Subject:; LWCF grants at Riverside Park, Batesville AR (UNCLASSIFIED)
Attachments: Stillhouse_Branch_ADPT Itr for LWCF clearance 2015061 1.docx:
Stillhouse_NPS_1tr20150603.pdf

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Hello John,

It was good visiting with you regarding the project being planned for Stillhouse Branch
at Batesville, Arkansas. As | mentioned on the phone, in our initial stages of planning
we send letters to potentially interested agencies requesting information or comments
that may be of use as we develop alternatives. i've attached an electronic copy of the
letter sent to the National Park Service. A similar letter was sent to the Arkansas
Department of Parks and Tourism, which initiated Matt's phone call to me on May 28th.

I've also attached a response letter we received from Roger Knowlton with the Park
Service that requested that | contact you regarding LWCF funding that has been spent
at Riverside Park. As you can see from the project description, the purpose of the work
would be to protect the park and existing facilities from active erosion.

To aid in "closing the loop” regarding Mr. Knowiton's letter, | would appreciate a brief
letter or email regarding ADPT's review and assessment of compliance with Section
B(f)(3) of the LWCF Act. As you clarified for me during our visit, this section refers to
conversion of land to uses other than recreation. This project shouldn't affect any other
lands, other than some bank sloping of Stillhouse Branch necessary to place rock for
erosion protection.

Thanks again for your time and information.

Craig Hilburn
Biologist
Planning and Environmental Division

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

700 West Capitol Avenue
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
(501) 324-5735 (phone)




** Mr. Beneke indicated during phone call that there were no issues regarding LWCF

conflicts.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LITFLE RGCH DISTRICT GORPS OF ENGINEERS

POST QEFICE BOX 867 e
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANAAS 722030387 AH ¥
Qutobr 21 2015 £0131 20

SURJECT: Shillhouse Branch - Emorgency Stranmbink and Shaoreline Erasion Protaction
{AHHP 92084)

13y Tren
d 1l

e, e
g

s, Stacy Hurst Uy
Arkarnsize Histors: Presongadior Progpraun

Stale Historie Preservaton O cer

323 Center Sireet, Suite 1500 tos
Little Rech. AR F2231 E

A
)

-

Lear dfs Hursl

The U.8. Army Corps of Enginzers, Litle Rock District, (USACE ) wotild ke to thank you for
your response letter 1o our requast lor informalion to asaist in the praparalion of an
Emnrgnmental Assassment to determine the effecl of the proposed shoreline statrbzation of
Slithouse Branch, As Hlus study has moved Innward, the USACE has daternvngd that (he area
of polentiat ofien {APE) for this proposod projecl will be confined 1o (he ombhankmont oo
immediate area along (he Stfthouse Branch nasr the confluence of the Wivle River as identifled
m rad on Figure 1 of the allached enclosure, Also includad in the enclosure are recent
photographs of the project area. erial wnagery showing previousty ground disturbance within in
the APE, and proposed allernabives.

Areview of the Artomated Management of Archealogical Site Data In Arkansas (AMASDA),
was conducted by the staff archeplogisl. No cultural resources siles have bean recorded wihin
the footprint of the APE. There are five archeological sites (I 137, 3425, 3INGH3, 311348,
an 3N 1349) and bva hislons sdes (INDS3 1 While Hiver Lock & T3am #1, and INOE2D - Lock
Reeqors Housolin the vicmly of $he projoct anca, with the closest st (3IN137y b 120
maters from the APE. The General Land Office (GLOY) maps wete algo reviewed and thers are
ne histeric features noted on the maps for this project area,

As part of the eur Government io Govemment responsdiklies and m campliance with fedaral
Faves, regubalions, aned polioes, v om consotlog welbeall Ttk Govessmienly sl bave
expressed intergst in USACE underslings that occur within Independance County, Afkansas.
Once we have revlesved any atditional information received fram our requests. we will make a
delerminatian of elfects to histone properties for ths project and wit continue consuitation veth
aftinterested partias.

Al this bme. under Section 106 of the Mational Historic Praservation Act of 1066, as
amended and implementing regutations 36 CFI2 Part 800, as amended, and in coprdinatan with
Ihe Natfonal Enviranmental Poliey Acl. we are seeking recormmendations or consurrence an the
proposad boundanes of ihe AFE. I hgre are any quashions or concems. cantact fs. Cindy
Thuxmis af (5013 324-6752 or emaed ol Cynthin G Thorsasusace army i




Arkansas Department of Health

A
AR W Mo kb Shect @ Lotk Rock AaLasnas "2200 W00 w0 Felegulpoti £ 5511 00 30 K0
‘ Liusernor Ao Hitlehim
Sasthartfcl Smith VDL MPH, Dirertos amé Stete Health (8flcre
‘ Lngirecrsn? oo, Sidd 37 Mtpeal dels Fan Yoppte] 437
wwn Heglzw Avbanan poveng N ot Emerpenay FUL Bal 25

May 28, 2015

Dana C Caburn

Chiel, Environmental Branch

Dept. Of the Army

Little Mock District Comps of Engineers
PO Box 887

Littla Rock, AR 7220030867

RE:  Streambank and Erosian Protection Study- Stillhouse Branch,
independsncs County, Arkansas

Dear M. Cohum,

A slufl roview has been made of the Information received on the referancad project.
The Enginaerning Sechon has no comments en lhe submiltal,

Please updale your records gnd send afl future submittals to: ‘f}
i . 'iA. £

Jeft Stona, P.E, Cddilee T
Director, Engineering Section 4 Ll

Arkansas Department of Health
4815 W. Markham, Siot 37
Lithie Rock, AR 72205.3867

Furlhermote, only ane notification is needed and Nathaniet Smith, MD, MPH, Is the
current agency wide dreclor of the Arkansas Dopartrent of Healih

i you have any queslions or commenis, please coordinate them through Brad donas at
H501-661-2067.

Sincerely,

e P
R s
Lyle Godfrey, P.E:.
Chigd, Technicat Sugport
Engineering Sactian

MF:DT LJLG:DRb




From: Lombardi, Melissa [melissa_lombardi@fws.gov]

Sent: Monday, June 22, 2015 11:38 AM
To: Hilburn, David C SWL
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Stillhouse Branch and Greers

Ferry Water Reallocation
studies (UNCLASSIFIED)

Craig,
I appreciate you following up on these studies and 1 apologize for missing them in the
transition period.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the Section 14 Stillhouse Branch study
in Batesville, Arkansas. The Service has no threatened or endangered species or trust
resource concerns with the authorization of this project. Thank you for the opportunity to
comment. if you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

{The comments herein are for the sole purpose of providing technical assistance to the
action agency or for individual pre-project planning assistance. These comments and
opinions should not be misconstrued as an “effect determination” or considered as
concurrence with any proceeding determination(s) by the action agency in accordance
with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). These comments do not
authorize the take of a threatened or endangered species as defined under the ESA. In
the absence of authorization (e.g., an ESA Section 10 Permit, a Biological Opinion with
incidental take provisions, a concurrence letter, etc.) from the Service, take of protected
species are in violation of the ESA.)



From: Hilburn, David C SWL

Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 12:53 PM

To: Jensen, Tacy SWL; Proffitt, Glenn R SWL

Cc: Hilburn, David C SWL.: Coburn, Dana O SWL

Subject: Arkansas State Park Contact - Stillhouse and Greers Ferry letters

Classification;: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Tacy/Glenn,

Just a quick note for the files. | received a call this morning from matt

McNair with Arkansas State Parks regarding the agency coordination letters for
Stillhouse Branch and Greers Ferry Reallocation. His only comment was he's
supportive of studies, has no comment on the letters, but wants to remain on
the mailing list for future correspondence. I'l copy this email to the files

for both projects.

Craig Hiiburn
Biologist
Planning and Environmental Division

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

700 West Capitol Avenue
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201




From: Bailey, Bill [William.Bailey@ahtd.ar.gov]

Sent: Friday, June 12, 2015 1:18 PM

To: Hilburn, David C SWL

Cc: Fleming, John; Price, Brenda

Subject: [EXTERNAL] COE Public Notice Stillhouse Branch

AHTD reviewed the letter referencing the "Emergency Streambank and Shoreline
Erosion Protection” study on Stillhouse Branch. The Department has no comments on
this project.

Bill Bailey

Arkansas Highway & Transportation Department
Environmental Division

Environmental Scientist

501-569-2617




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LITTLE ROCK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
POST OFFICE BOX 867
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72203-0867

REFLY TC

ATTENTION OF April 22, 2016
CESWL-PE

SUBJECT: Stillhouse Branch — Emergency Streambank and Shoreline Erosion Protection
(AHHP 92984)

Ms. Stacy Hurst

Arkansas Historic Preservation Program
State Historic Preservation Officer

323 Center Street, Suite 1500

Little Rock, AR 72201 ynmmm

Dear Ms. Hurst:

The Little Rock District of the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is currently studying a
proposed bank line stabilization for Stillhouse Branch in Batesvilie, Arkansas, PN# 335548,
Section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946, as amended, Streambank and Shoreline Erosion
Protection.

A field visit was made to the proposed construction area on March 26, 2016. No historic
properties as defined by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act were located
within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). Based on the results of the desktop analysis reported
in the October 20, 2015 consultation letter addressed to your office, and field investigations, it is
determined by USACE that no cultural resources will be impacted. A cultural resources Project
Identification Form is enclosed. In the unlikely event that cultural materials are discovered
during construction, all activities will cease and your office will be consulted.

As a result the review and coordination with your staff, we have determined that this
proposed action will have no effect to historic properties eligible or potentially eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. In compliance with of Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and 36 CFR Part 800, and in
coordination with the National Environmental Policy Act, we are seeking your recommendations
or concurrence with our determination of no effect. Should you have any questions or concerns,
feel free to contact me at 1 (501) 324-5752. Please send responses via email to
Cynthia.G. Thomas@usace.army.mil. Thank you for your time.

With Respect,
THOM AS.CYNTHl A‘G. Cigitally signed by THOMAS CYNTHIA G, 1400734063

DN:eall$, 0=U.5. Government, ou=DoD, cusPK,

1400734069 oo
Cindy Thomas
District Archeologist

Enclosure
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Real Estate Plan
Emergency Streambank Protection Project
Section 14
Stillhouse Branch
White River
Batesville, Arkansas

1. Purpose of the Real Estate Plan

The purpose of this Real Estate Plan (REP) is to outline the real estate acquisition requirements
necessary for the completion of the Section 14, Stillhouse Branch Project.

The authority for the study is Section 14, Flood Control Act of 1946 (P.L. 79-526) as amended,
Emergency Streambank and Shore Protection.

2. Description of lands, easements, and rights-of-way (LERRD’s)

The sponsor for the proposed project is the City of Batesville, Arkansas. A map depicting the
project design is shown in Exhibit 2. The proposed project will require an area located on the
left descending bank of the White River in Batesville, AR consisting of 0.25 acres of Bank
Protection Easement and 1.52 acres of Temporary Work Area easement to be owned and
maintained in public ownership by the sponsor. The proposed project area is presumably
sponsor owned land in the area of Stilthouse Branch located downstream of the Highway 167
Bridge, crossing the White River. Stillhouse Branch is a tributary to the White River and is
within the city limits of the City of Batesville, Arkansas located in Independence County.
Stillhouse branch runs through the middle of Riverside Park, owned by the City of Batesville
before running into the White River.

The sponsor is the only known ownership in the project area. Clear title is yet to be provided as
described in section three of this plan.

3. Description of LERRD’s already owned by Non-Federal Sponsor

The sponsor is the only known owner in the project area. However, deeds provided by the City
of Batesville showing ownership have errors in the legal descriptions and fail to show proof of
ownership of the entire project area. A preliminary search with the In dependence County Circuit
Clerk returned no records or real estate instruments for the project area.

It is currently assumed the project area is owned in fee by the sponsor 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 sponsor
is required to provide clear title for the entire project area before a project partnership agreement
can be executed with the US Government.




The sponsor may address title discrepancies in the project area by providing recorded corrective
deeds for conveyance already provided showing ownership of the project area, recorded
succeeding deeds showing ownership of the project area, or a combination of recorded corrective
and succeeding deeds. The sponsor must also identify any known and unknown easements or
other rights of way existing in the project area. Any lands, easements or rights of way identified
as not being owned by the sponsor during this process must be acquired or terminated
respectively by the sponsor. The costs for such actions must be recorded and provided to the
federal government for possible crediting.

It is recommended the sponsor hire an abstract or title company to help clear their title and
ensure the entire project area is in sponsor ownership. The estimated cost of the sponsor clearing
title in the project area is outlined in section 10 of this plan.

This streambank protection project is designed to protect the established recreation areas within
Riverside Park as well as surrounding water utility services and existing bridges. These facilities
fully sutround the project area; thus the value of all land provided by the sponsor is not eligible

for crediting. However, the administrative cost of the sponsor clearing title for presumed
ownership will be considered for crediting.

4. Copies of proposed non-standard estates

There are no proposed non-standard estates involved with this project.

5. Existing federal project that lies fully or partially with the
LERRD’s required for the project

There is no federat project lying within the proposed project area

6. Any federally owned land included within the LERRD’s required
for the project

See paragraph 5 above.

7. Extent that LERRD’s lies below the ordinary high water mark

The sponsor is the only known ownership in the project area. No acquisition of LERRD is
expected.




8. Map depicting project area

The map depicting the location of the proposed project is shown in Exhibit 1. There are no
known or potential HTRW lands. There are no utilities or facilities to be relocated due to the
construction of this project.

9. Discussion of whether there will be flooding induced by
construction or Operation and Maintenance (O&M) of the
project

Induced flooding is not anticipated from the construction or the operation and maintenance of
this project.
10. Baseline cost estimate for real estate

The following baseline real estate cost estimate includes only administrative costs for the
sponsor and the US Government.

The total estimated real estate cost is $23,400 (including contingency) for the proposed project.
Of this total estimate $15,000 is Non-Federal Sponsor cost. The remaining $8,400 is estimated
federal government cost.
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Lands & Damages
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Construction Contract Documents

01,23.03

Real Estate Analysis Documents

01.23.03.01

Real Esiate Planming Documents

Planning by Local Sponsor

$2,000

20% = 5400

Local Sponsor Remedy Title
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20% = $2.000

Corps of Enpineers Real Estate Plan

35.000
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Review of Local Sponsor
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Real Estate Acquisition Documents

Acquisitions by Local Sponsor

Review of Local Sponsor

01.23.03.03

Real Estate Condemnation Documents

Cendemmations by Local Sponsor

Review of Local Sponsor

1.23.03.03

Reat Estate Appraisal Docunients

Appraisals by Local Sponser

Review of Local Sponsor

01.23.03.06

Real Estatc PL 91-646 Asst. Documents

PL 91-646 Assl. by Local Sponsor

Review of Local Sponsor

(1.23.03.15

Real Estate Payment Documents

Payments by f.ocal Sponsor {Land)

Paymenis by Local Sponsor (Damages)

Payments by Local Sponsor (PL 91-646
Assl.)

Review of Local Sponsor

01.23.03.17

Real Estate LERRDRD Crediting Documents

Preparation by Local Sponsor

3500

Review of Local Sponsor

$1.000

TOTAL ADMIN & PAYMENTS

$19,500

TOTAL CONTINGENCY

$3.900

ESTIMATED TOTAL

823,400




11. Relocation assistance benefits

There are no PL 91-464 relocations associated with this project.

12. Mineral activity
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) does not own any mineral ri ghts on any of the lands
required for this project, as defined under State law. No oil, gas, and coal exploration activities

were noted in the immediate area of the proposed project. Any mineral rights for oil, gas and
coal could be subordinated or purchased.

13.  Assessment of Non-Federal Sponsor’s legal and professional
capability

The sponsor is the only known ownership in the project area. No acquisition of LERRD is
expected. Thus, there is no assessment required.

14. Application of zoning ordinances

There are no zoning ordinances applicable to the lands required for this project.

15. Real estate acquisition schedule

The sponsor is the only known ownership in the project area. No acquisition of LERRD is
expected.

16. Description of facility or utility relocations
No facility or utility relocations are expected for this project.

There is an existing abandoned sewage pipeline crossing the project area. The sponsor states it is
a city owned pipeline and it will be cut and capped on either side of Stilthouse Branch prior to
construction of the project. The pipeline will not be otherwise moved or touched during
construction of the project.

Pedestrian and motor bridges cross the project area. These bridges or anything attached to them
will not be moved or otherwise touched during the construction of this project.

Ownership of the bridges and pipeline will be better identified as the sponsor works to provide
clear title for their ownership in the project area. See section 3 of this plan.




17.  Support or opposition to the project

There have been no positive or negative written or verbal comments received concerning this
proposed project.

18. Other real estate issues

There are no other issues that need to be addressed relevant to this project.
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EXHIBIT 2
Estates

ESTATES: Bank protection easement and temporary work area easement are the estates to be
acquired for this proposed port project.

Bank Protection Easement

A perpetual and assignable easement and right-of-way in, on, over and across the land
hereinafter described for the location, construction, operation, maintenance, alteration, repair,
rehabilitation and replacement of a bank protection works, and for the placement of stone, riprap
and other materials for the protection of the bank against erosion; together with the continuing
right to trim, cut, fell, remove and dispose therefrom all trees, underbrush, obstructions, and
other vegetation; and to remove and dispose of structures or obstructions within the limits of the
right-of-way; and to place thereon dredged, excavated or other fill material, to shape and grade
said land to desired slopes and contour, and to prevent erosion by structural and vegetative
methods and to do any other work necessary and incident to the project; together with the right
of ingress and egress for such work; reserving, however, to the landowners, their heirs and
assigns, all such rights and privileges as may be used without interfering with or abridging the
rights and easement hereby acquired; subject, however to existing easements for public roads and
highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines.

Temporary Work Area Fasement

A temporary easement and right-of-way in, on, over and across (the land described in Schedule
A) {Tracts Nos. , , ) for a period not to exceed ,
beginning with date possession of the land is granted to the United States, its representative,
agents, and contractors as a (borrow area) (work area), including the right to (borrow and/or
deposit fill, spoil and waste material thereon) (move, store and remove equipment and supplies,
and erect and remove temporary structures on the land and to perform any other work necessary
and incident to the construction of the Project, together with
the right to trim, cut, fell and remove therefrom all trees, underbrush, obstructions, and any other
vegetation, structures, and any other vegetation, structures, or obstacles within the limits of the
right-of-way; reserving, however, to the landowners, their heirs and assigns, all such rights and
privileges as may be used without interfering with or abridging the rights and easement hereby
acquired; subject, however, to existing easements for public roads and highways, public utilities,
railroads and pipelines,

10
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Appendix E

Clean Water Act
Section 404(b)(1) Analysis
Emergency Streambank Protection Project
Section 14
Stillhouse Branch
White River
Batesville, Arkansas

Prepared By:
David C. Hilburn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Planning and Environmental Division
US Army Corps of Engineers
Southwestern Division
Little Rock District




BHORT-FORN
Evaluation of Sectiom 104(b) (1} Suidelimes

Eprmal veview should fpllow close of public notice comment peried.

APPLICANT: Stillwatar Branch Seetion 14 APPLICATION NUMEER: NA

1. Review of Compliange !Section 230.10{:11-(:!%5. Preliminary 1/ _Fingl 2/
B reviaw of £ parmit application icates that:

a. The discharge zepresents the least envirormentally domaging practicabla
altermacive snd if in 2 epecial aguabic site, the activity mssociated wigh
the dischargs muet have direct access or proximity te, or be located im The
aguatic acosystem to fulfill ite basic purpose [if no, sea sectich 2 and
inforxmation gathered £or EA alternarive) r....v.vereeaneronn. e a e . YZ5 [X) RO[ 1* YES [X] nol ]

B. The aerivity doss not appear to: i) viclate spplicakle stats water
uality stagdards or effluent standardy prohibited undar Sectiem 307 of ke
CWA: 2) jaopardize the wwlstance of Federally listed endungeved or bhrestensd
species or thedr habltat; and 3) violate reguiremants of any Fedexally
deaignated marins sarccuary {if no, pes section b and chesk responses fxon
recource and water quality certifying agencles);......... R P . YRS [X] NOI 1+ YES [X] Mol )

€. The activivy will nobt cause or centribute to significant degradatiomn
of watmys of the United Statea incliuding adversa effect: on huwman health, life
stages of organisms dependent on the aquatic ecoeystem, diversity, preductiviny
and stability, and recreatiens]l, sesthetic, and economic values
i LW LT T B 3 I e ree. ¥3IS5 (XD WOL )% YES IX) NG )

€. hApproprinte and practicable steps have been btoken te minimize potentinl
gdverse lmpacts of the diacharge on the agustic =cosystem
{IF D@, 82€ SECLADT H) . it ittt iiiar s nesimsnirnanenn. s PR e viea.. YES [XY XNOL 1+ ¥Eg jx] NOL ]
“l/, 17 See pagz 3.

1. Technical Evalustlon Foactors {Subperts C-FY. M ot Significant Bignificant

4. FPhysical and chemical characteristies of the Azuatie
Ecosysten {(Subpark C-F}

i Substrate impacis. X
2}  Suspended particulates/turhidity impacts. X
3} Webmy column iopacths, X
4} Alteration of current patterns and water cirtulatten. F
5} Rlteration of normal water fluctuaricnafhydroperind, k3
8} Alteratlon of salimity gradients, 13

b. Biolegical Characteristics of the Bmuativ Ecosystem {Bubpare o).

1) Effect on threatensd/endangeced soecies and their X
habitat,
2) EEfeck on the aguatic food web. E
3)  ELfect on other wildlife(marmals, Birds, raptiles, X
amphibiang)

€. Special Acuatice sikea {Subpart E).

L} Saactuaries aod refuges, z
2} Wetlands, X
3} Hud £lats. E
2} Vegetated shallows, X
5} Coral reefs. X
6} Riffle and pool complaxes, X
d. Human Use Chagacteristica {Subpart ¥ .
1} Effects on mumicipal and private water supplies. X
2} decreational and Cowmercizl fisheries impacts. X
1) Pifacts o water-related reczestiocn. ES
4}  AResthetic impacts. 3
5} Effacts on parks, natiomal amd historical meonumente, X
nationel
seashores, wildermegs areas, regearch sites, similar
PrasgIves,

Bemarke: Whevae a chack is pleced under the signlficsnc tatagary, preparcr add exp.apation below,




3. Bvaluation of Predged or Pi1% Waterisl (Subpart G}, 3/

a. The following informakbios bae been cousidered in evaliating the baoicgrcal availebilisy ©f poanihle
contaminants in dredged or £411 materigl. {Check only those appropriate. ]

1) FPhysical charsgeeristics........ R [x1
2) ydrography in ralabion to koown or anticipated sources of conbaminants. .. ... ... eisaaaaaaes [x3
3t Besules frzoo previous testing of the materisl or similay macerial in the vioinity of che

project.. ... ... e F P IR ET P . reeneaan o BT
4] Enpwn, sigaificant, sources of persistent pesticides from land runoff oo Fercolation. .. ... [B]
51 Spill records for petroleum produtts or designated {Section 311 of WA hazazdous subssances. [X]
6] Other ruklic recordsz of aigaificant introductisn of contamisants frem induesrias, oitles or

other AoUrtes,............. L TP Praaeaaaan e [ PPN 4
71 Enown existents of substantial materisl deposits of subatances which conld ke releaged in

haxmiul quantities to the aguatic sovirosment by man-induged Alsshazge acravities...... veaee . [ K}
8} Other scurces [(speeifyd............ P T S T e PR

List sppropriate raferences {attach shest i1f nacessary),

Bb. An evaluarion of the approprizve informatics in 3z above indicates bhat thare zg reagon to telieve
the proposed deedye or EAl1 waterial ie not 8 carvier of contsminanta, ox thst levels of contaminancs are
sukstantively similer at extraction and that the dredged material wall ke coflstrained ard not allowed to
flve Beyond the boundaries of the dispesal site. Tha materis! meets the Tmsting erciusion
sriteria .............. et a e, B T T YESIXT Wl }

1. Digpomal Sice Delineavion {Seckipn 730.1I{I}t.

2. The following factors, ap appropriate. bave been considersd in evaluatlag the dispozal site

3l Depth of water gt AiSpoBal BitB....cuuiuieroy ittt R & 1 |
2} CQuxrent velocity, direction. and varlabilicy at dispoeal site,.... . rerenaa. (X
3} Dagres of tuxbulence. ... ueie it niiniiiineran. . PR & 4
4) Water colum stravificaticn............, P P ¢ 9]
5} Mecharge vessel speed and direction,,,. ceenen ]
£} Rate of dinchazge,............ P e e e et PR ¥ 3
7t Dredged waterial characteristics {constitummts,
velpcities? ..... e beaaeaan e caneiaiimae .., .
8} Mumber of discharges per wnit of time......

91 other factors affecting rates and patterns of ‘-ai.xi:;é' ispect.fy}

List appropriate refersnces lattach sheat if nacessaryl .

b. Ao evaluatisn of the appropriata fastors in 4a above icdicates that the dispasal site apd/or size
of mixing zone are accentable, ..., ................ L T e aeee e, P - B 4 J: =] )

5. Actlons to Minimize Adverse Tffacte iSubpart H).

A1l appropriate and practicable ateps have Heen taker, through application of tecommandation of
Section 230.70-238.77 to ensure minimal adverse offects of the propoged discharge,

Liet actions eakewn. laktach sheet if negessary).................... P e YES[X} wof ]

W.B. Retwrn to gection 1 for finel stege of liafce review, Ses alec nore 24, puge 3.




§. Fagttial Setermination {Sectlon 239.113,

A review of appropriate information as identified kn itews 2-5 sbove indicates that theps io mizigal
potantial for ghort or long-term snvironmental affects of Lhe preposed discharge as relsted to;

a. Physical substrats at the dispossl aite (review apctiong 2a, 3, 4, encl 5 abovel,.......YE5[X] NOI )
k. Water circelation, fluctuation amd palinlty {revipw Becuions 2a, 3. 4, and B, ..........¥E9 X] Ml }
¢. Suspended partlculatea/turbidlty (review séetions 2a, 3, 5, &06 81, oo ... v, . vesnwsJYEGIED HOL
¢, Contaminant avgilability {review sections Za, 3, aad 4)...... e P PR YEG{x} mol )
e. Amuatic scosystem ebructure and function (review secticos b acd £, 3, E B) . aLelJYESIX]) WO
f. Disposel site {review sections 2, &, and 5}........ P JYEBLX] HWOL )
g. Cumlative impact ot the AgUALIC BCOIYSEED. .. ........... L YEFIX] mol )
h. Secondary irpacks on the aguactic ecoeystem, e A e, «o- FESIR) WO )
7. Evmluption Respensibiliey (*See paga 3).
2. Thig svalustion was prepared by: B. Thiz ovaluatlon was reviewsd Ly:
bavid €. Hilburn Teey Jensen
Position: Bislogist Pogitien: Biologist
EBate: [ :9;2015 Date: E/a¥iz01e
8. PFindings.
a. The proposed diaposal site for discharge of dredged or £ill material complies with the
Secticon 404 (B) {2} gquidelines,.,....cc..... A b e e e b e P RPN ¢
k. The proposed disposal site for discharge of dredged or £i11 material complies wich the
Sectlon 4041{b}{1l) guidelines with the inclusicn of the following eunditions: {attach shee: if
fat=tel L1 o' P B Preeaaaaaan e P PP i)

&. The sropoged disposal site for discharge of dredged or £ill material dees not comply with the
Section 4044k} (1) guidelinee fSor the follewing reascnis):

1) Theve 18 2 lesn damaging practicable altarpative.............. e N i |
2) Tha activiey:
violates applicable state water quality standards....... e S,
Jecpardizes a Federally listed endamgeTed or threatenszd apEeies.. . ...l
violates requirements of a Federally dasignated marine SEANGLUATY.. ... s
3) The propomsd dizcharge will result in significant degradarion of bhe atpzatic poosirgtem, . .
4) The propesed discharge doss not include all practicable ang :@

potentinl harm to the agquatic ecosystem....... Pt ans P

SIGHATURE
N ratricia Anelow
Chief. Plaming and Environmental: Drvision

* A negative, mignificent, or upknown response indicatas that the permit epplicaticn mev not he in
compliance with the Bection 404 (b} (1! Guidelines,

L/ Hsgative responses Lo three or moze of the compliance priteria ab this stage imdicate that the DrOROSed
projects may not be evalvated using this "short term provedure.” Care should be used in assessing pestiment
portions of the technicd) iofornaticn of items 2 a thru 4 below hefars completing the final raview of
complianete,

Z/ Wegstive response to one of the compliance cxiteria at tbis stage indicates Lhat the propoged project
dees not comply with the guidelines, If the economics of ohvigation and enchorage of Saction 404(hE (3 ave
tn ba avaluated in the dacision-making process, the rghort forn evalugkion precess is inappropriake.”

3/ If the dredged or £All material cammot be excluded from individual testing, the "shovt-fora~ evaiuaticon
frocess i inappropriaste,
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