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For More Information Contact: 
Amanda J. Mathis
Federal Building, Room 3416
700 West Capitol Avenue
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
amanda.mathis@usda.gov
(501) 301-3100

In accordance with Federal civil rights law and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) civil rights regulations and policies, the USDA, its Agencies, offices, and employees, and institutions participating in or administering USDA programs are prohibited from discriminating based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, disability, age, marital status, family/parental status, income derived from a public assistance program, political beliefs, or reprisal or retaliation for prior civil rights activity, in any program or activity conducted or funded by USDA (not all bases apply to all programs). Remedies and complaint filing deadlines vary by program or incident.
Persons with disabilities who require alternative means of communication for program information (e.g., Braille, large print, audiotape, American Sign Language, etc.) should contact the State or local Agency that administers the program or contact USDA through the Telecommunications Relay Service at 711 (voice and TTY). Additionally, program information may be made available in languages other than English.
To file a program discrimination complaint, complete the USDA Program Discrimination Complaint Form, AD-3027, found online at How to File a Program Discrimination Complaint and at any USDA office or write a letter addressed to USDA and provide in the letter all of the information requested in the form. To request a copy of the complaint form, call (866) 632-9992. Submit your completed form or letter to USDA by: (1) mail: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Mail Stop 9410, Washington, D.C. 20250-9410; (2) fax: (202) 690-7442; or (3) email: program.intake@usda.gov.
USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer, and lender
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[bookmark: _Toc196911818]General Information
Proposal Name: Draft Environmental Assessment for the City of Eudora Area, Arkansas
NRCS WFPO Unique ID Number: OPR.NW00.05.7006
CEQ Unique ID Number: EAXX-005-53-000-1726840394
Signing Authority: State Conservationist, Natural Resources Conservation Service – Arkansas
Responsible Official: Amanda J. Mathis
Sponsoring Local Organization: City of Eudora
Proposal Record Location: https://www.abmawatershedproject.com/projects/city-of-eudora & https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/state-offices/arkansas
General Location of Proposal:  
[bookmark: _Purpose_and_Need:][bookmark: _Toc196911819]Planning Area: 
The Planning Area for this Project is within four subwatersheds in Chicot County, Arkansas, surrounding the City of Eudora area. The Planning Area only includes portions of the subwatersheds within Chicot County in the State of Arkansas. Chicot County is in the southeastern corner of Arkansas, bordered by the Mississippi River on the eastern boundary, with a total area of 407,680 acres (ac). The total size of the four watersheds in the Planning Area is 186,216 ac.
Table 1: Subwatersheds Within the City of Eudora Area Watershed Project Planning Area:
	Subwatersheds
	10 and 12-Digit Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC)1
	Latitude
	Longitude
	Subwatershed Size (Acres)
	Portion of Subwatersheds Within Arkansas (Acres)

	Grand Lake, Bayou Macon
	0805000204
	33.045113
	-91.237033
	85,718
	51,470

	Caney Bayou
	080500010502
	33.090400
	-91.323408
	29,890
	28,499

	Paps Slough, Bayou Macon
	080500020303
	33.238371
	-91.252158
	35,870
	35,870

	Tiger Bayou
	080500010701
	32.976313
	-91.360558
	34,738
	8,463

	Total
	186,216
	124,302


Selected Watersheds: 
The selected Project watersheds that encompass the Study Area are the HUC 12 Caney Bayou (080500010502) (28,499 acres) watershed and the HUC 10 Grand Lake - Bayou Macon (0805000204) (51,470 acres) watershed.
Study Area:
The Study Area includes six subwatersheds within the Selected Watersheds that encompass the proposed works of improvement and areas benefitted/affected by the proposed works of improvement. The Study Area is approximately 1483.0ac, including 274.7, 203.1, 692.7, 59.3, 222.2, and 31.1ac within Subwatersheds 1–6, respectively. The Limits of Disturbance (LOD) is approximately 68.9 ac. The six subwatersheds within the Selected Watersheds, also referred to as the Project Sites throughout this Report, that encompass the Study Area include the following:
Site 1: Northwest Stream Corridor
Site 2: Central-South Stream Corridor
Site 3: Southwest Drainage Area
Site 4: Roosevelt/Pine/Peebles Streets
Site 5: U.S. Highway 65 
Site 6: South Prospect Street
Purpose and Need: Why do we need to act?
The Purpose of this Project is to reduce flood damages in the City of Eudora, Arkansas, through implementation of the most cost- efficient level of flood protection over the 52-year planning horizon (2 years of implementation + 50 years of evaluated life). The Project may also contribute to reduction of downstream flood peaks and the effects of erosion and sedimentation by floodwaters. The Federally Authorized Purpose for the Project is Flood Prevention (Flood Damage Reduction).
Flooding occurs frequently within the Study Area, including in locations outside mapped FEMA regulatory floodplains. Observed flooding affects roads, residences, and businesses across six subwatersheds (Project Sites 1–6), resulting in repeated property damage and temporary loss of access during storm events. These conditions have been documented through stakeholder input and engineering analysis. Flooding has been observed during storm events smaller than the 100-year event, indicating that existing drainage infrastructure is insufficient to convey runoff under current conditions. The primary factors contributing to flooding include:
Undersized and deteriorated drainage infrastructure, including culverts and roadside ditches;
Historical watershed modifications, such as increased impervious area, channelization, and loss of wetlands and floodplain connectivity; and
Inadequate system maintenance, reducing hydraulic capacity and performance.
As a result, floodwaters frequently overtop roadways and impact structures, causing economic damages, public safety concerns, and reduced community accessibility. Without action, these conditions are expected to persist or worsen due to ongoing land use pressures and increasing precipitation intensity, resulting in continued flood damages and reduced community resiliency. See the Investigations and Analysis Report (IAR) in Appendix D of the Plan-EA for a detailed discussion of existing conditions and hydrologic and hydraulic modeling. 
[bookmark: _Toc196911820]Proposed Action: What are we proposing to do?
The following measures would be implemented to reduce flooding in the six Project Sites within the Study Area in the City of Eudora:
Install a 5.9-ac SWQ in a currently forested area at the upstream end of Baker-Manning Stream, just inside of the City Limits.
Install or retrofit 23 onsite/local NBS stormwater detention/retention BMPs totaling 4.7 ac.
Reconstruct, reprofile, and/or realign and upgrade 90,038 lf of small roadside and drainage ditches and replace and upgrade 293 associated small culverts in the collection/minor drainage system. 
Install 12,590 lf of SMC, including a total of 793 lf of vegetated swale and 11,797 lf of NCD stream, which will function as conveyance/major drainage system channels.
Install nine geomorphic floodplain stormwater detention/borrow ponds totaling 1.7 acres.
Replace and upgrade 8 large culverts and 7 small bridges associated with road crossings on SMCs or other flood control channels. 
Decommission and remove 2.9 ac of small city streets and associated small/large culverts and install 0.7 ac of alternate access roads or driveways and associated small culverts.
Buyout and remove 8 structures.
After the implementation of these planned works of improvement, 100-year, 24-hour storm events or smaller will be contained within the improved stormwater collection and conveyance system without flooding streets or residential or commercial structures. The basis of design for these improvements can be found in Appendix D of the Plan-EA.
[bookmark: _Toc196911821]Alternatives to the Proposed Action: Are there other ways to meet the purpose and need?
Alternatives were formulated through a structured, multi-level screening process consistent with recent planning guidance. Initial screening (Level 1) identified a range of possible flood risk reduction measures, including non-structural options, nature-based solutions (NBS)-focused structural measures, and traditional-focused structural measures. Measures were evaluated against the Project Purpose and Need, Objectives, and Constraints (Level 2 Screening), and feasible measures were retained for formulation of Project Site-specific Alternatives (Level 3 Screening). Site-level Alternatives were then combined into Study Area-wide Alternatives and evaluated for completeness, effectiveness, efficiency, and acceptability (Level 4 Screening). Eighteen Action Alternatives were considered, including seven NBS-focused alternatives, five traditional-focused alternatives, and six non-structural-only alternatives. Four Alternatives were ultimately carried forward for detailed analysis:
No Action/FWOFI Alternative
Alternative 7A: Combined Sites NBS-Focused Drainage Improvements
Alternative 7B: Combined Sites Traditional-Focused Drainage Improvements
Maximized Net Monetized Benefits (MNMB) Alternative
An incremental analysis was conducted in accordance with DM 9500-013 §9.d and NWPM §500.4(E)(4) to identify the Maximum Net Monetized Benefits (MNMB) Alternative. Flood-damage-reduction benefits were conservatively estimated using the Expected Annual Damages (EAD) methodology and NRCS annualization method.
No Action/Future Without Federal Investment (FWOFI): 
The Study Area would remain in its present condition. No flood risk reduction strategies would be implemented within the Planning Area. Structures, roads, and property within the Study Area would continue to experience flooding. The damages and inconveniences resulting from flooding would continue to affect residents in the City of Eudora. Without the implementation of flood risk reduction measures, conditions in the watershed would likely continue to worsen. 
Alternative 7A: Combined Sites NBS-Focused Drainage Improvements (Preferred Alternative): 
Implements a common package of measures across all six Project Sites, with a focus on NBS and stream restoration for major conveyance channels, and including onsite/local bioretention cells and wetlands, upgraded collection/minor drainage (ditches and culverts), detention features, selected road/bridge/culvert replacements, limited street decommissions, and buyouts. The only configuration difference from 7B is that, at Project sites 1, 2, 3, and 6, the major conveyance is provided as SMCs (natural-channel design stream restoration with geomorphic floodplains and riparian buffers) instead of riprap-lined channels. Design targets the 100-year, 24-hour storm over the 52-year planning horizon.
Alternative 7B: Combined Sites Traditional-Focused Drainage Improvements (Non-Structural Alternative): 
Implements the same package of onsite/local NBS stormwater features and drainage system upgrades at all six Project sites as 7A, but with a focus on traditional drainage improvement measures for major conveyance channels. The single difference is that all of the Project sites that have major conveyance channel improvements, Project sites 1, 2, 3, and 6, the major conveyance is provided as traditional riprap-lined flood-control channels at the same major conveyance improvement locations where 7A would use SMCs. Performance targets and site coverage are otherwise identical to 7A.
Maximized Net Monetized Benefits (MNMB) Alternative:
The MNMB Alternative represents a reduced-scope alternative focused on implementing flood risk reduction measures only at the Project sites that demonstrated the Highest Net Monetized Benefits (NMB) during screening. This alternative applies NBS-focused structural and non-structural measures at selected locations while excluding Project sites with lower economic performance. As a result, flood risk reduction benefits would be more limited in geographic extent compared to Alternatives 7A and 7B. The NMB analysis of all practical potential site combinations identified a combination of Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 as the MNMB Alternative ($1,895,000).
[bookmark: _Toc196911822]Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail
An initial range of 18 preliminary alternatives were developed through the combination of site-specific measures across the six Project Areas within the Study Area. This formulation process resulted in 18 initial Alternatives, including a NBS-focused alternative for each Project Site (Alternatives 1A, 2A, 3A, 4A, 5A, and 6A) and one for the combined Study Area (all six Project Sites, Alternative 7A), a traditional-focused alternative for four of the Project Sites (Alternatives 1B, 2B, 3B, and 6A) (excluding Site 4 and 5), and a nonstructural-only alternative for each of the Project Sites (Alternatives 1C, 2C, 3C, 4C, 5C, and 6C). In Project Sites 4 and 5, there were no needs or opportunities to upgrade or improve the conveyance/major drainage system components, and as such, the NBS-focused and traditional-focused alternatives are identical and only the NBS-Focused Alternative is evaluated. A nonstructural-only alternative for the entire Study Area was considered impractical and not acceptable to the community and therefore was not included in the initial array of alternatives. 
The first screening of the Alternatives evaluated each of the 18 preliminary alternatives against the Project Purpose and Need, Objectives, Constraints, and the PR&G required evaluation criteria (completeness, effectiveness, efficiency, and acceptability). None of the Nonstructural-Only Alternatives were carried forward for further consideration because although each met or partially met the Purpose and Need, they failed to meet the four PR&G required evaluation criteria, particularly Acceptability. All of the NBS-Focused and Traditional-Focused Alternatives were carried forward for the second screening.
For the second screening, the 12 remaining alternatives (NBS-Focused 1A, 2A, 3A, 4A, 5A, 6A, and 7A and Traditional-Focused 1B, 2B, 3B, 6B, and 7B) were evaluated using an economic analysis to assess their effectiveness in reducing flood damages relative to costs. The detailed technical evaluation is documented in the IAR in Appendix D of the Plan-EA. Expected Annual Damages (EAD) were estimated for each alternative under future without-project and future with-project conditions using NRCS-recommended depth-damage relationships and hydrologic modeling outputs. The difference between these conditions represents the Annual Average Flood Damage Reduction Benefits (AAFDRB). Annual Ecosystem Services Benefits (AESB) were monetized using FEMA’s Ecosystem Service Value Updates technical manual (FEMA, 2022) per-acre coefficients for Riparian Areas and Inland Wetlands. These benefits were compared to total project costs to evaluate economic performance, including net benefits and benefit-cost ratios. Alternatives that did not demonstrate positive net benefits or were less cost-effective relative to other options were not carried forward. This analysis also informed the identification of the Maximum Net Monetized Benefits (MNMB) Alternative and supported selection of a reasonable range of alternatives for detailed evaluation. 
Because the six Project Sites represent distinct subwatersheds yet contribute collectively to city-wide flood reduction, the two combined alternatives—Alternative 7A (NBS-Focused) and Alternative 7B (Traditional-Focused)—were advanced for further evaluation. The remaining individual Project Site Alternatives were not carried forward. The economic screening confirms that both the Preferred Alternative (7A) and the MNMB Alternative provide positive net benefits, whereas the Traditional-Focused Alternative (7B) is not economically efficient. Nevertheless, Alternative 7B was retained in the Final Array of Alternatives at the sponsor’s request for comparative purposes. 
Alternatives not carried forward were not analyzed in detail because they did not meet one or more of the screening criteria described above or did not provide distinct or meaningful differences in performance relative to the retained alternatives. Additional detail on the preliminary alternatives and screening results is provided in Section 4 of the full Plan-EA Report and the IAR in Appendix D of the Plan-EA.
[bookmark: _Toc196911823]Interdisciplinary Proposal Screening
Given the nature of the proposal, the responsible official is requesting documentation to demonstrate compliance with the following legal and regulatory considerations in addition to NEPA:

EA-2

☒ Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
☒ National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
☒ Tribal Consultation (EO 13175)
☒ Clean Air Act (CAA) 
☒ Clean Water Act (CWA) 
☒ Pertinent Executive Orders 

Special Management Areas:
☐ Coastal Zone Management Areas
☐ Conservation Easements
☐ Coral Reefs
☐ Inventoried Roadless 
☐ Marine Sanctuaries
☐ National Recreation Areas
☐ National Scenic & Historic Trails
☐ Research or Experimental Areas
☐ Wild & Scenic River Corridors 
☐ Wilderness 
☐ Other: specify area type

[bookmark: _Toc196911824]Scope of Analysis
The following describes how the agency drew a reasonable and manageable line relating to its consideration of environmental effects from the proposed action (and action alternatives, if any) that extend outside the geographical territory of the proposal or might materialize later in time. 
This EA was developed using the NRCS nine-step planning process, integrating NEPA requirements, PR&G guidance, and applicable Federal, State, and local regulations. The analysis considers both economic and environmental factors, including ecosystem services, to evaluate the full range of project benefits and effects. The scope of analysis includes a 52-year period (2-year implementation and 50-year project life) and evaluates potential impacts to natural and human resources within the Study Area. An ecosystem services framework was applied to identify and assess provisioning, regulating, supporting, and cultural benefits that may be affected by the Project. The analysis focuses on alternatives that meet the Project Purpose and Need while maximizing overall public benefits, including both monetized and non-monetized effects, consistent with NRCS Level II PR&G requirements. Resource evaluation and impact analysis are informed by interdisciplinary review, technical studies, and input from agencies, Tribes, and the public obtained through the scoping and planning process.
Agencies and Persons Consulted
Given the nature of the proposal, the responsible official consulted the following agencies, organizations, tribes, and persons during development and analysis of the proposal:
Agencies
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District Planning Division, Regulatory Functions/Permits
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service: Conway, Arkansas
U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy & Compliance
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Department of Finance and Administration: State Clearinghouse for Agencies
Arkansas Department of Agriculture: Forestry Division
Arkansas Department of Agriculture: Natural Resources Division
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
Arkansas Department of Health
Arkansas Department of Parks & Tourism
Arkansas Department of Transportation
Arkansas Economic Development Commission
Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
Office of the State Geologist
Arkansas Historic Preservation Program
Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission
Arkansas Pollution Control and Ecology Commission
Arkansas Waterways Commission
U.S. Senator John Boozman
U.S. Senator Tom Cotton
U.S. Representative Rick Crawford 
State Senator Ben Gilmore
State Representative Howard M. Beaty, Jr.
Mayor Tomeka Butler of Eudora
Chicot County Judge Tom Mosley
Organizations/Businesses
Businesses were not directly consulted as a separate stakeholder group; however, they were provided the opportunity to participate in the public scoping process and subsequent public meetings, during which input was accepted from all interested parties. 
Native American Tribes
the NRCS Arkansas State Office, Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP)/State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and Federally Recognized Tribes executed a statewide Programmatic Agreement (PA) on August 4, 2025. The PA establishes procedures for NRCS Arkansas Section 106 compliance for all PL 83-566 watershed projects and identifies 21 Federally Recognized Tribes for ongoing statewide consultation:
Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town
Caddo Nation of Oklahoma
Cherokee Nation
The Chickasaw Nation
The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma
Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana
Delaware Nation, Oklahoma
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians
Kialegee Tribal Town
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians
The Muscogee (Creek) Nation
The Osage Nation
Quapaw Nation
The Seminole Nation of Oklahoma
Shawnee Tribe
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town
Tunica-Biloxi Indian Tribe
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma
Wichita and Affiliated Tribes (Wichita, Keechi, Waco, & Tawakonie), Oklahoma.
Individuals
Public outreach for the Project included two scoping meetings and additional stakeholder engagement throughout Project development. An initial public scoping meeting was held on July 18, 2023, followed by a formal scoping meeting on November 14, 2023, with a public comment period extending through December 14, 2023. Comments were received in person, by email, and by mail. Input from these efforts, including survey responses, helped identify flood-prone areas and informed development and refinement of Project alternatives. See Appendix A of the Plan-EA for the complete Scoping Report, which documents agency and public participation during the initial scoping period and summarizes comments received during the public scoping comment period.
Additional meetings were held to engage stakeholders as the Project progressed. An impacted landowner meeting on April 9, 2024, provided information on preliminary designs and right-of-way needs and allowed for property-specific coordination. A subsequent public meeting on July 17, 2024, presented the results of the alternatives analysis, including the Preferred Alternative and the MNMB Alternative, and gathered feedback used in preparation of the Draft Plan–EA. A final public meeting was held on July 23, 2026, at the Eudora Commerce Building to provide the community the opportunity to ask questions and submit written comments on the Draft Watershed Plan- Completed EA. Supporting documentation, including scoping materials and comment summaries, is maintained in the Project administrative record and incorporated by reference.
[bookmark: _Toc196911484]Table 2: Applicable proposal record documentation to support agencies/persons consulted
	Documentation Type
	File Name (if applicable/needed)

	Scoping Report (including public meeting materials, surveys, and comment summaries)
	Plan-EA Appendix A – Scoping Report

	Agency scoping coordination and distribution list
	Plan-EA Appendix A – Scoping Report

	Public meeting materials (July 2023, November 2023)
	Plan-EA Appendix A – Scoping Report

	Impacted Landowner Meeting materials (April 9, 2024)
	Project administrative record (NRCS Arkansas State Office)

	Preferred Alternative Public Meeting materials (July 17, 2024)
	Project administrative record (NRCS Arkansas State Office)

	Agency consultation letters (Federal, State, local)
	Plan-EA Appendix A – Scoping Report; Project administrative record

	Tribal coordination and consultation records
	Project administrative record (NRCS Arkansas State Office)

	Section 106 Programmatic Agreement documentation
	Plan-EA Appendix A

	Cooperating agency coordination (USACE, USFWS)
	Plan-EA Appendix A – Scoping Report; Project administrative record

	Draft Plan-EA Public Meeting (July 23, 2026)
	Plan-EA Appendix A


[bookmark: _Toc196911826]Substantive Issues Considered for Analysis
The following substantive issues were identified during scoping and project planning and were carried forward for analysis due to their potential to influence decision-making or result in measurable environmental effects:
· Soils and Prime Farmland: Presence of highly erodible soils and NRCS-designated prime farmland, including potential for temporary disturbance and long-term conservation considerations. 
· Water Resources and Water Quality: Existing erosion, sedimentation, and pollutant transport affect surface waters, wetlands, and downstream systems. 
· Waters of the United States (WOTUS) and Wetlands: Potential impacts to jurisdictional waters and associated permitting requirements under the Clean Water Act. 
· Flood Risk and Floodplain Management: Recurring flooding, infrastructure limitations, and impacts to residences, roadways, and public safety were primary drivers of the Project. 
· Regional Water Resource Plans: Project’s ability to help meet the goals of regional water resource plans. 
· Biological Resources: Effects to fish, wildlife, riparian habitat, migratory birds, and potential habitat for federally listed species. 
· Invasive Species: Presence of invasive species with potential to be spread or affected by construction activities.
· Natural Areas, Riparian Areas, and Forest Resources: Potential impacts to remaining natural habitats, riparian corridors, and forested areas.
· Cultural Resources: Presence of known historic properties and the need for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
· Local, Regional, and National Economy: Impacts related to flood damage reduction, local economic stability, and Federal investment efficiency.
· Public Health and Safety: Risks associated with flooding, roadway access limitations, and exposure to contaminants in floodwaters. 
· Scenic Beauty: Potential temporary and minor long-term changes to visual character of the landscape.
· Parklands (including National Parks, Monuments, and Historical Sites): Potential effects to local parks and protected recreational or historic sites.
· Land Use and Property Impacts: Acquisition of easements and structures, and changes in land use associated with drainage improvements and floodplain management. 
· Scoped Ecosystem Services of Concern: Provisioning, Regulating, Supporting, and Cultural Services
· Other Concerns – Groundwater: The Planning Area is within an area designated as a Groundwater Study Area by the Arkansas Department of Agriculture
· Cumulative Effects
Consideration of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions within the Study Area. 
These issues were determined to be substantive because these issues represent the primary factors influencing the evaluation of alternatives relative to their environmental impacts and the selection of a preferred alternative.
[bookmark: _Toc196911827]Issues Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Analysis
The following issues were considered during planning but dismissed from detailed analysis because they were determined to be not substantive, not present, or unlikely to result in measurable impacts:
· Sole Source Aquifers: There are no designated sole source aquifers within or adjacent to the Planning Area
· Coastal Zone Management Areas: The Planning Area is not within or near a designated coastal zone management area.
· Coral Reefs: No coral reefs are within or near the Planning Area.
· Special Management Areas (e.g., National Parks, Wilderness Areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers): No such designated areas are present within or adjacent to the Study Area. 
· Air Quality: Impacts would be limited to short-term, localized construction emissions and would not result in exceedance of regulatory standards. 
· Essential Fish Habitat or other Ecologically Critical Areas: There is no Essential Fish Habitat or other Ecologically Critical Areas present within or adjacent to the Planning Area.
· Social Issues: There are no significant social issues in the Planning Area that are of concern for the scope of Project activities. During public Scoping, no social issues or other areas of controversy were brought up regarding the Project.
· Significant Scientific Resources: There are no significant scientific resources in the Planning Area that could be affected by the Project.
These issues were dismissed because they would not influence the selection among alternatives or result in significant environmental consequences.
[bookmark: _Environmental_Review][bookmark: _Toc196911828]Environmental Review & Consultation
[bookmark: _Hlk77152504]The following documents compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant environmental laws, executive orders, and regulations.
[bookmark: _NEPA:_Consideration_of]NEPA: Consideration of Reasonably Foreseeable Impacts
Potentially Affected Environment
The Study Area is located within the City of Eudora, which is characterized by modified drainage systems, intermittent and perennial waterways, and a mix of residential, commercial, and vacant properties. Natural resources include intermittent and perennial streams, wetlands, floodplain areas, and fragmented riparian and forested habitats. Soils in the area are predominantly alluvial and include a high proportion of NRCS-designated prime farmland soils, although active agricultural use is limited within the project footprint.
Existing conditions are characterized by recurring flooding, channel erosion, degraded water quality, and limited stormwater infrastructure capacity. Many drainage features are channelized or function as roadside ditches, resulting in reduced ecological function and limited floodplain connectivity. Flooding occurs both within and outside mapped FEMA floodplains, affecting infrastructure and contributing to ongoing degradation of drainage systems and water resources.
Biological resources include riparian corridors, wetlands, and aquatic habitats that support common fish and wildlife species typical of rural and semi-urban environments, along with potential habitat for migratory birds. Cultural resources are present near portions of the Study Area and remain subject to ongoing NHPA Section 106 consultation. The local economy and public safety conditions are influenced by repeated flood damages to homes, infrastructure, and transportation routes. 
The Study Area is also subject to limited ongoing or reasonably foreseeable actions, including past watershed projects, completed local improvements, and potential future development; however, these actions are not expected to substantially alter existing environmental conditions or contribute significantly to cumulative impacts. Overall, existing conditions are defined by persistent flood risk, constrained drainage capacity, and degraded ecological function, which collectively establish the baseline for evaluating Project alternatives.
Environmental Impacts
[bookmark: _Toc196911830]What are the reasonably foreseeable short- and long-term and adverse or beneficial effects of the proposed action and alternatives (if any) on the environment, to public health and safety, on economics, and to the quality of life of the American people?  
Overview of Effects by Alternative
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would persist. Flooding, erosion, and water quality degradation would continue or worsen over time due to aging infrastructure and increased storm intensity. This would result in continued adverse effects to natural resources, public safety, and the local economy.
Proposed Action (Alternative 7A – Preferred Alternative)
Short-Term Effects:
Construction would result in temporary disturbances, including vegetation clearing, soil disturbance, and localized impacts to water resources and wildlife habitat. These impacts would be minimized through implementation of best management practices (BMPs) and required permits.
Long-Term Effects (Beneficial):
· Water Resources & Water Quality: Improved through stormwater retention, filtration, and reduced erosion using NBS, stormwater conveyance features, and wetland enhancements. 
· Floodplains: Significant reduction in flood risk and decreased extent of flooding in developed areas, with improved floodplain storage and function. 
· Biological Resources: Restoration of riparian corridors and aquatic habitat, resulting in improved habitat quality and connectivity. 
· Soils & Farmland: Minor temporary disturbance; no conversion of agricultural land; long-term reduction in erosion. 
· Public Health & Safety: Reduced flood hazards, improved roadway access, and decreased exposure to contaminants. 
· Economics: Reduced flood damages and long-term economic benefits to the community. 
· Aesthetics & Land Use: Improved scenic conditions and localized land use changes due to easements and limited structure removal. 
Overall, Alternative 7A would provide watershed-wide benefits and the greatest level of ecological and infrastructure improvement.
Alternative 7B (Traditional Drainage Improvements)
Short-Term Effects:
Similar to Alternative 7A (temporary construction-related disturbances).
Long-Term Effects:
· Provides comparable flood risk reduction to Alternative 7A. 
· Results in reduced ecological benefits due to use of riprap-armored channels. 
· Limited improvements to water quality, habitat, and groundwater recharge. 
· Results in minor long-term adverse effects to riparian and forested resources due to vegetation loss and hardened channels. 
Overall, Alternative 7B emphasizes flood control but provides fewer environmental co-benefits.
MNMB Alternative (Sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 Only)
Short-Term Effects:
Similar temporary construction impacts but limited to fewer areas.
Long-Term Effects:
· Provides localized flood reduction and environmental benefits. 
· Improves water quality, habitat, and infiltration within treated areas. 
· Leaves Sites 3 and 4 unaddressed, resulting in continued flooding, erosion, and degraded conditions in those areas. 
Overall, this alternative provides cost-efficient but spatially limited benefits and does not achieve full watershed improvement.
Cumulative Effects
No significant cumulative impacts are anticipated. Other past and reasonably foreseeable projects are limited in scope, completed, or not expected to overlap in time or location. Minor temporary cumulative effects (e.g., construction-related noise or traffic) may occur but would be short-term and localized.
What are the negative environmental impacts or consequences to public health and safety, economics, or the quality of life of the American people if the proposed action or alternatives (if any) are not implemented? 
If no action is taken:
· Flood risks to homes, infrastructure, and roadways would persist or worsen 
· Water quality degradation and erosion would continue 
· Habitat conditions would decline over time 
· Public health and safety risks would remain elevated 
· Economic losses from repeated flood damage would continue 
This represents a long-term adverse condition across environmental, social, and economic resources.
Table 3 summarizes the short and long-term effects and cumulative effects of the No Action and Action Alternatives on resources of concern. Table 4 identifies the specific resources for which mitigation measures and BMPs shall be applied, including construction-phase controls, permitting requirements, post-construction monitoring, and any agency coordination or consultation that must be completed prior to or during implementation of the Preferred Alternative.


Table 3. Summary of Environmental Effects
	Resource
	No Action/FWOFI
	Alternative 7A (Preferred Alternative): Combined Sites NBS-Focused Drainage Improvements
	Alternative 7B: Combined Sites Traditional-Focused Drainage Improvements
	Maximum Net Monetized Benefits (MNMB) Alternative: Combination of Alternatives 1A, 2A, 5A, and 6A

	Soil-Related Concerns
	
	
	
	

	Soil Resources
	Adverse effect (long term): There would be no change from existing conditions. Erosion is currently occurring at multiple locations along conveyance/major drainage system channels and would continue unchecked under the No Action/FWOFI Alternative, leading to long-term degradation of soil stability and quality.
Cumulative Effect: Continued erosion under No Action would contribute to cumulative soil degradation in the region over time.

	Minor effect (short term): Construction activities, including clearing, grading, and excavation, would result in temporary disturbance to soils. Construction BMPs, as required by the SWPPP, would minimize erosion and sedimentation. These measures would also prevent cumulative adverse effects to soils and water quality.
Beneficial effect (long term): NBS-focused improvements, such as SMCs and vegetated floodplains, would enhance bank stabilization and reduce erosion, providing long-term benefits to soil resources.
Cumulative Effect: Proper implementation of BMPs and post-construction stabilization would ensure this Alternative does not contribute to cumulative degradation of soil or water quality, and may contribute positively at a watershed level.
	Minor effect (short term): Similar to Alternative 7A, temporary soil disturbances would occur during construction, with erosion and sedimentation controlled through SWPPP-required BMPs. These practices would prevent significant cumulative impacts..
Beneficial effect (long term): Use of riprap-armored channels would provide bank stability and erosion control, though without the natural sediment filtering and soil-building functions of NBS systems.
Cumulative Effect: BMP compliance during construction and stabilized banks would avoid cumulative adverse effects, but lack of NBS reduces potential for broader landscape-level benefit.
	Minor effect (short term): Construction in Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 would result in temporary soil disturbance, similar in type and scale to Alternatives 7A and 7B. Erosion control BMPs and a SWPPP would be implemented to avoid cumulative effects.
Beneficial effect (long term): In the areas where implemented, SMCs and NBS stormwater BMPs would improve soil stability and reduce erosion. However, because Project sites 3 and 4 are not included, erosion issues in those areas would remain unaddressed.
Cumulative Effect: BMPs would minimize cumulative short-term effects, and restored sites would contribute localized soil improvements, though benefits would not extend across the entire watershed.

	Prime and Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance
	No effect: No agricultural lands are present within the Study Area, and there would be no change from existing conditions. As a result, the No Action/FWOFI Alternative would not result in conversion or other impacts to prime farmlands or farmlands of statewide or local importance.
Cumulative Effect: None anticipated, as no farmland conversion or agricultural resource impact would occur.
	No effect: Although prime farmland soils are mapped in the Study Area, no agricultural lands are present within the LOD, and no conversion to non-agricultural use would occur. Therefore, this Alternative would have no effect on prime or other important farmland resources.
Cumulative Effect: No cumulative impact to farmland would occur, since no conversion or development of agricultural lands is proposed.
	No effect: Same as Alternative 7A. Project activities would not occur on agricultural lands and would not result in conversion to non-agricultural use. No impacts to prime or other important farmland resources would occur.
Cumulative Effect: No cumulative impacts would occur for this resource concern.
	No effect: Similar to Alternatives 7A and 7B, no agricultural lands are present within LOD for Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6, and no land conversion would occur. This Alternative would not impact prime or other important farmland resources.
Cumulative Effect: No cumulative impacts to farmland resources are expected.

	Water-Related Concerns
	
	
	
	

	Water Resources
	Significant adverse effect (long term): The No Action/FWOFI Alternative would not alter current floodplain or drainage conditions. Flooding would continue to impact water resources in the Study Area, leading to persistent erosion, sedimentation, degraded water quality, and flood damages to aquatic and riparian habitats.
Cumulative Effect: Continued flooding and unmanaged stormwater would contribute to cumulative watershed degradation over time.
	Minor effect/beneficial effect (long term): The Preferred Alternative would result in long-term beneficial effects to water resources by enhancing floodplain storage, reducing runoff, and restoring wetland and stream functionality. SMCs, SWQs, and NBS stormwater BMPs would improve infiltration, filtration, and overall aquatic ecosystem health. 
Cumulative Effect: This Alternative would contribute positively to cumulative watershed health by enhancing hydrologic function and water quality in combination with other conservation practices.
	Minor effect/beneficial effect (long term): Alternative 7B would improve flood control and reduce erosion, which would benefit water resources. However, the extensive use of riprap-armored channels would limit ecological restoration and natural filtration processes. Water resource improvements would be moderate and primarily limited to flood and sediment reduction.
Cumulative Effect: Cumulative effects would be neutral to slightly beneficial, as flood hazard reduction would be offset by the limited ecological enhancement compared to NBS-based designs.
	Minor effect/beneficial effect (long term): The MNMB Alternative would provide water resource improvements in Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 through SMCs and NBS BMPs, similar to the Preferred Alternative. These benefits include improved stormwater retention, filtration, and reduced erosion. However, without improvements in Sites 3 and 4, watershed-wide water resource functionality would not be fully addressed.
Cumulative Effect: Beneficial cumulative impacts would occur in treated subwatersheds, but limitations in coverage mean watershed-scale improvements would be incomplete.

	Waters of the U.S., Wetlands, & Special Aquatic Sites
	No effect: The No Action/FWOFI Alternative would result in no new ground disturbance and therefore no impacts to jurisdictional WOTUS. No permitting under the CWA would be required.
Cumulative Effect: No cumulative impacts are anticipated as no construction activities would occur.
	Beneficial effect (long term): Project activities would likely result in beneficial impacts to wetlands and aquatic resource functionality through NBS measures such as SMCs and SWQs. Impacts to WOTUS would require Section 404 permitting, likely under NWPs 3 and 27, with no compensatory mitigation expected due to the net improvement in aquatic resource function. 
Cumulative Effect: Long-term cumulative improvements to aquatic ecosystem function would result from this Alternative, especially in combination with other wetland conservation initiatives.
	Minor effect (long term): Project activities would likely result in impacts to WOTUS requiring an Individual Permit under Section 404 and compensatory mitigation due to the use of riprap-armored flood control channels. While this would provide flood control benefits, it would not improve aquatic resource functionality. Impacts would be minimized through compliance with permitting and mitigation requirements.
Cumulative Effect: Slight adverse to neutral cumulative impacts may occur due to habitat fragmentation and reduced wetland function despite mitigation.
	Minor to moderate effect (long term): The MNMB Alternative would impact WOTUS in Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6, requiring CWA Section 404 permitting. Like the Preferred Alternative, it would likely qualify for NWPs 3 and 27 due to the use of SMCs and other NBS measures. While benefits would occur in those four Project sites, the lack of improvements in Project sites 3 and 4 means aquatic resource benefits would be localized rather than watershed-wide. 
Cumulative Effect: Localized cumulative improvements would be expected where NBS is implemented, but watershed-wide benefits would be limited.

	Water Quality
	Adverse effect (long term): There would be no changes from existing conditions, and the Study Area would continue to experience erosion and sedimentation from unmanaged flooding. These conditions would continue to degrade water quality, particularly in stream channels and drainage infrastructure.
Cumulative Effect: Continued decline in water quality from unmanaged erosion and flood damage would contribute to broader regional water quality impairment
	Minor effect (short term): Construction activities would include earthwork and machinery operation that could affect water quality. However, adherence to the Arkansas DEQ STAA, Section 401 Water Quality Certification, NPDES permit, and associated SWPPP would minimize short-term water quality impacts.
Beneficial effect (long term): Water quality would improve through pollutant filtering and sediment/nutrient reduction via SMCs, SWQs, and other NBS BMPs. 
Cumulative Effect: Long-term improvements would support regional water quality goals and reduce non-point source pollution at the subwatershed scale.
	Minor effect (short term): Construction-phase compliance with applicable permits and BMPs would limit short-term water quality effects.
Beneficial effect (long term): Bank stabilization along riprap-armored flood control channels would reduce erosion and sedimentation. However, this Alternative would not improve nutrient loads, chemical filtration, or other water quality parameters due to the absence of widespread NBS. Improvements would be limited to areas where NBS are included.
Cumulative Effect: Cumulative improvements would be modest and focused primarily on sediment reduction; broader water quality gains would be limited.
	Minor effect (short term): Construction would involve similar erosion and sedimentation risks as Alternatives 7A and 7B, with permit compliance and BMPs required to minimize impacts.
Beneficial effect (long term): Water quality improvements would occur in Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 where SMCs and other NBS BMPs would provide pollutant filtration and infiltration benefits. However, because Project sites 3 and 4 would not be improved, the overall extent of water quality enhancement would be more limited than under the Preferred Alternative.
Cumulative Effect: Cumulative benefits would occur locally but not system-wide, limiting their contribution to watershed-scale water quality improvement.

	Floodplain Management
	Adverse effect (long term): Flood hazards would continue unabated; floodplain function would degrade under aging infrastructure. 
Cumulative Effect: Long-term unmanaged flooding would contribute to regional flood-storage loss and floodplain degradation.
	Beneficial effect (long term): Substantial flood-hazard reduction and restoration of floodplain storage through SMCs. Compliance: Meets 33 U.S.C. § 701b-12(b) via FMP prepared by City of Eudora with NRCS and Chicot County. 
Cumulative Effect: Positive regional benefit to floodplain capacity and resilience.
	Beneficial effect (long term): Reduces flood hazards but lacks natural floodplain restoration achieved under 7A. Compliance: FMP required per 33 U.S.C. § 701b-12(b). 
Cumulative Effect: Neutral to slightly positive regional effect.
	Beneficial effect (long term): Reduces flooding in Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 only; improves localized storage. Compliance: FMP per 33 U.S.C. § 701b-12(b).
Cumulative Effect: Localized positive benefit; no watershed-wide improvement.

	Regional Water Resource Plans (including coastal plans)
	Minor effect (long term): No flood reduction improvements would be implemented under this Alternative, and the City of Eudora would continue to require additional support to meet the goals and critical initiatives of the Arkansas Water Plan. The Project Purpose and Need would remain unmet.
Cumulative Effect: Persistent infrastructure needs would continue to hinder regional progress toward long-range water planning goals.
	Beneficial effect (long term): This Alternative would directly support multiple goals of the Arkansas Water Plan, including infrastructure optimization, reliability, and ecological protection. It also aligns with critical initiatives addressing insufficient infrastructure and maintenance needs while supporting sustainable land and water management.
Cumulative Effect: This Alternative would strongly advance cumulative progress toward regional water management and ecological restoration goals.
	Beneficial effect (long term): This Alternative would support infrastructure-related goals of the Arkansas Water Plan by addressing flood control needs and improving reliability. However, because it relies more heavily on traditional infrastructure, it does not support ecological restoration goals to the same extent as the Preferred Alternative.
Cumulative Effect: Moderate cumulative contributions to water resource planning goals would occur, though with limited ecological alignment.
	Beneficial effect (long term): This Alternative contributes to flood infrastructure improvement goals outlined in the Arkansas Water Plan at Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6. Although it does not include Project sites 3 and 4, and therefore contributes less comprehensively than Alternative 7A, its use of NBS elements supports both flood control and ecological function in a targeted and cost-efficient manner.
Cumulative Effect: This Alternative would contribute to cumulative improvements in select subwatersheds, although broader plan objectives would remain partially unmet.

	Plant and Animal-Related Concerns

	Fish and Wildlife 
	Adverse effect (long term): Fish and wildlife habitat would continue to be degraded by ongoing flood hazards, erosion, and water quality impacts. Vegetation that supports habitat functions would remain at risk of repeated damage or destruction during storm events.
Cumulative Effect: Continued degradation of habitat would contribute to cumulative losses in biodiversity and ecological function across the region.
	Minor effect (short term): Project activities may cause minor, temporary impacts to fish and wildlife during construction. BMPs and mitigation measures would be implemented to avoid significant adverse effects. 
Beneficial effect (long term): Project activities would restore and enhance habitat through installation of SMCs, SWQs, and other NBS measures, resulting in improved riparian, aquatic, and wetland habitat conditions in the Study Area.
Cumulative Effect: Restoration of stream corridors and riparian zones would yield long-term cumulative habitat benefits when combined with broader conservation efforts.
	Minor effect (short term): Similar construction-related impacts and avoidance measures as Alternative 7A. 
Minor effect (long term): While some habitat improvements would occur where limited NBS measures are used, long-term adverse impacts to aquatic species would result from the use of riprap-armored, trapezoidal channels, which degrade stream habitat structure and connectivity. These adverse effects would contribute to cumulative impacts on regional fish and wildlife habitat.
Cumulative Effect: Contributes to cumulative habitat fragmentation and reduced stream ecosystem integrity.
	Minor effect (short term): Similar temporary construction-related effects as Alternatives 7A and 7B, with implementation of BMPs and mitigation. 
Beneficial effect (long term): Fish and wildlife would benefit from the restoration of stream corridors and riparian habitat at Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6, which feature SMCs and NBS measures. While the MNMB Alternative covers fewer sites than 7A, it includes areas with the highest habitat enhancement potential and would improve conditions for aquatic and riparian species.
Cumulative Effect: Partial but meaningful contribution to cumulative ecological restoration in treated reaches.

	Threatened and Endangered Species
	Minor effect (long term): No improvements or mitigation actions would be implemented that may provide habitat for ESA listed species. 
Cumulative Effect: Ongoing habitat degradation would contribute to cumulative stress on ESA-listed species in the region.
	No effect (long term): Section 7 consultation with USFWS determined no effect on all ESA listed species, except for the tricolored bat, which was determined that the Project “may affect, is unlikely to adversely affect” the species 
Cumulative Effect: No significant cumulative impacts are anticipated due to lack of ESA species presence.
	No effect (long term): Alternative 7B would have the same species effects determinations as Alternative 7A: the Project would have no effect on all ESA listed species, except for the tricolored bat, which was determined that the Project “may affect, is unlikely to adversely affect” the species.
Cumulative Effect: No significant cumulative impacts are anticipated due to lack of ESA species presence.
	No effect (long term): Though fewer sites are included, Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 would have the same species effects determination as Alternative 7A: the Project would have no effect on all ESA listed species, except for the tricolored bat, which was determined that the Project “may affect, is unlikely to adversely affect” the species.
Cumulative Effect: No significant cumulative impacts are anticipated due to lack of ESA species presence.

	Migratory Birds
	Adverse effect (long term): Migratory birds would continue to be affected by habitat degradation from flood events, including erosion and vegetation loss in riparian and wetland areas. No restoration or protective measures would be implemented.
Cumulative Effect: Declining habitat quality would contribute to cumulative regional losses in migratory bird populations.
	Minor effect (short term): Construction would require pre-construction nest surveys and adherence to mitigation measures/BMPs under the MBTA to prevent impacts or take of migratory birds. 
Beneficial effect (long term): Expansion and restoration of riparian and wetland habitats would increase available nesting, roosting, and foraging areas. 
Cumulative Effect: The Preferred Alternative would contribute to cumulative regional gains in migratory bird habitat through riparian and wetland enhancement.
	Minor effect (short term): Same pre-construction survey and mitigation requirements as Alternative 7A. 
Minor effect (long term): Some habitat gains in areas with NBS features; however, riprap-armored channels would result in net riparian habitat loss and diminished long-term value for migratory birds.
Cumulative Effect: Contributes minimally to habitat enhancement and may slightly degrade regional habitat quality due to vegetation loss.
	Minor effect (short term): Same nest survey and MBTA mitigation requirements as other Action Alternatives. 
Beneficial effect (long term): This Alternative includes SMCs in Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6, which would restore riparian habitat and improve habitat connectivity for migratory birds in those subwatersheds. Though less extensive than 7A, the habitat improvements are still expected to benefit migratory birds.
Cumulative Effect: Contributes positively to local habitat availability for migratory birds, though on a smaller scale than the Preferred Alternative.

	Bald and Golden Eagles
	Minor effect (long term): No improvements or mitigation actions would be implemented that may provide habitat for bald eagles.
Cumulative Effect: Cumulative loss of large trees and riparian nesting habitat could reduce suitable bald eagle territory in the region.
	No effect (long term): No suitable nesting habitat is present in the LOD, therefore this alternative will not harm and will not cause a take of bald or golden eagles.
Beneficial effect (long term): Restoration of riparian areas and forested corridors would increase suitable nesting habitat for bald eagles over time.
Cumulative Effect: The Alternative would enhance bald eagle habitat and contribute to broader conservation outcomes for this species.
	No effect (long term): No suitable nesting habitat is present in the LOD, therefore this alternative will not harm and will not cause a take of bald or golden eagles.
Minor effect (long term): Some riparian forest loss would occur along riprap-armored flood control channels. No riparian forest restoration would occur, reducing long-term nesting suitability.
Cumulative Effect: No other projects were identified that would impact bald eagles in the Study Area, and no adverse cumulative impacts are anticipated.

	No effect (long term): No suitable nesting habitat is present in the LOD, therefore this alternative will not harm and will not cause a take of bald or golden eagles.
Beneficial effect (long term): Riparian enhancements in Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 would improve potential eagle nesting habitat.
Cumulative Effect: Positive cumulative impact on eagle habitat availability within treated reaches, though not across the entire watershed.

	Invasive Species
	No effect: Invasive species presence would remain similar to existing conditions.
Cumulative Effect: Existing populations would persist, contributing to the regional spread of invasive plant and animal species.
	Minor effect (short term): Construction BMPs would follow ArDOT standards to prevent the spread of invasive species.
Beneficial effect (long term): Native vegetation planting and active invasive species control would reduce non-native species proliferation over time.
Cumulative Effect: Implementation of BMPs and native revegetation would support cumulative regional efforts to control invasive species.
	Minor effect (short term): Same BMPs as Alternative 7A would be applied.
Minor effect (long term): Some beneficial effects from revegetation, but less native species coverage and control than 7A.
Cumulative Effect: Limited contribution to invasive species management relative to the Preferred Alternative.
	Minor effect (short term): Same invasive species control BMPs would be used during construction.
Beneficial effect (long term): Native plantings in Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 would reduce invasive species establishment locally.
Cumulative Effect: Benefits would occur in treated areas, contributing to localized reduction of invasive species pressure.

	Natural Areas
	Adverse effect (long term): Flooding and erosion would continue to damage remaining riparian and forested areas, degrading natural features over time.
Cumulative Effect: Long-term erosion and vegetation loss would contribute to cumulative degradation of remaining undeveloped areas.
	Minor effect (short term): Temporary vegetation removal would be offset by long-term habitat restoration.
Beneficial effect (long term): Increased natural area coverage through restoration of stream corridors and wetland-riparian habitats.
Cumulative Effect: Would enhance regional natural area quality and habitat connectivity.
	Minor effect (short term): Similar vegetation removal during construction.
No effect (long term): No significant improvement or further degradation of natural areas would occur.
Cumulative Effect: Neutral contribution to cumulative conditions of natural areas.
	Minor effect (short term): Localized construction impacts similar to other Action Alternatives.
Beneficial effect (long term): Restoration of natural vegetation and habitat structure at Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6.
Cumulative Effect: Localized gains in natural area quality, with minimal contribution at the watershed scale.

	Riparian Areas
	Adverse effect (long term): Riparian corridors would continue to degrade due to unchecked erosion, vegetation loss, and lack of management.
Cumulative Effect: Regional decline in riparian health would continue unchecked.
	Minor effect (short term): Tree removal for channel improvements would occur, but planting plans would restore riparian habitat.
Beneficial effect (long term): Approximately 23.7 acres of riparian reforestation would occur, improving coverage and connectivity.
Cumulative Effect: Significant positive contribution to regional riparian restoration goals.
	Minor effect (short term): Vegetation would be removed for channel capacity expansion.
Minor adverse effect (long term): Net loss of riparian forest area would occur, with limited restoration.
Cumulative Effect: Contributes to cumulative riparian habitat loss in the region.
	Minor effect (short term): Similar vegetation removal and restoration in Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6.
Beneficial effect (long term): Restoration of riparian functions in treated reaches using SMCs and NBS BMPs.
Cumulative Effect: Positive impacts in select subwatersheds; incomplete benefit region-wide.

	Forest Resources
	Adverse effect (long term): Forested areas would remain vulnerable to flooding and erosion, leading to vegetation degradation and long-term loss of tree cover.
Cumulative Effect: Would contribute to regional forest fragmentation and loss.
	Minor effect (short term): 9.9 acres of forest would be removed during construction.
Beneficial effect (long term): 23.7 acres of riparian forest would be restored, resulting in net forest gain and improved habitat connectivity.
Cumulative Effect: Long-term cumulative benefits to regional forest cover and connectivity.
	Minor effect (short term): 17.3 acres of forest would be removed for channel widening.
Minor adverse effect (long term): No reforestation would occur, leading to net loss of forest resources.
Cumulative Effect: Adds to long-term regional loss of forest habitat.
	Minor effect (short term): Some forest removal would occur at Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6.
Beneficial effect (long term): Targeted forest restoration would occur in those areas, with net positive effect in those reaches.
Cumulative Effect: Beneficial in treated areas, but lacking full-scale reforestation benefit seen in Alternative 7A.

	Human Use-Related Concerns

	Cultural Resources/Historic Properties and Tribal Consultation
	Adverse effect (long term): Ongoing flooding would damage the American Legion Post #127 and “Eudora Under the Hill.” No Section 106 consultation or protection would occur.
Cumulative Effect: Continued flood exposure would contribute to regional deterioration of historic resources..
	Minor effect (short term): Section 106 consultation required under typical APA with AHPP/SHPO and seven Tribes. 
Finding of Effect: No Adverse Effect anticipated after Class III survey and consultation per statewide PA.
Beneficial effect (long term): Flood-risk reduction protects historic sites.
Cumulative Effect: Supports regional heritage preservation through risk reduction.
	Minor effect (short term): Same as 7A; consultation under PA procedures. 
Finding of Effect: No Adverse Effect.
Cumulative Effect: Positive regional heritage protection.
	Minor effect (short term): Consultation and survey for Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 per PA. 
Finding of Effect: No Adverse Effect.
Cumulative Effect: Localized beneficial effect on historic resource preservation.

	Local, Regional, and National Economy
	Adverse effect (long term): Flood damages reduce productivity and increase Federal disaster costs.
Cumulative Effect: Persistent flood losses contribute to local economic decline and national NFIP and disaster-relief expenditures.
	Beneficial effect (long term): Reduces flood losses and stabilizes local economy. O&M: City of Eudora responsible per WFPO agreement; lower cost than traditional systems. 
Regional Impact: Short-term jobs and environmental-services growth. 
National Impact: Positive net benefit (BCR = 2.53); reduced NFIP claims.
Cumulative Effect: Supports regional revitalization and resilience.
	Beneficial effect (long term): Comparable local/regional benefits but higher O&M for riprap maintenance; fewer training and workforce co-benefits. 
National Impact: Lower efficiency (BCR = 0.68).
Cumulative Effect: Positive but less than 7A.
	Beneficial effect (long term): Localized economic gains; highest national efficiency (BCR = 2.81). O&M: City responsible for Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6. 
Cumulative Effect: Moderate benefit within limited project footprint.

	Public Health and Safety
	Adverse effect (long term): Continued flood risks would endanger residents’ safety, limit emergency access, and expose the community to waterborne contaminants.
Cumulative Effect: Prolonged public exposure to flood risks would contribute to cumulative health disparities and infrastructure vulnerabilities.
	Beneficial effect (long term): Flood reduction improvements would improve public safety by reducing damages to homes and businesses and reducing road inundation during flood events. The Preferred Alternative would also result in water quality improvements, which is beneficial for public health and safety.
Cumulative Effect: Provides long-term cumulative benefits to public health and safety through hazard mitigation.
	Beneficial effect (long term): Flood reduction improvements would improve public safety by reducing damages to homes and businesses and reducing road inundation during flood events. Alternative 7B would result in some water quality improvements due to reductions in erosion and sedimentation, though this Alternative would not provide the same level of chemical filtration and other reduction in contaminants as the Preferred Alternative.
Cumulative Effect: Contributes positively to public health resilience, though not as comprehensively as 7A.
	Beneficial effect (long term): Reduces flood exposure and related health risks in the most cost-efficient manner.
Cumulative Effect: Partial cumulative benefit for public health and emergency preparedness in treated subwatersheds.

	Scenic Beauty
	Adverse effect (long term): No changes would be made to the visual composition of the landscape from existing conditions due to construction activities associated with the Project. However, larger and more frequent flood events can result in significant effects on local scenic beauty due to flood damages.
Cumulative Effect: Visual quality of the landscape would continue to decline.
	Minor effect (short term): During the construction phase, some temporary effects to the viewshed would occur.
Beneficial effect (long term): The Preferred Alternative would result in benefits to the community’s scenic beauty by incorporating NBS-focused drainage improvements throughout the City of Eudora.
Cumulative Effect: Supports long-term visual enhancement and landscape restoration.
	Minor effect (short term): During the construction phase, some temporary effects to the viewshed would occur.
Minor effect (long term): There would be changes in the viewshed of the Study Area, primarily along riprap-armored flood control channels and where the limited NBS measures would occur. Riprap-armored flood control channels would be altered to trapezoidal, riprap-lined channels typical of traditional urban drainage improvements throughout the region as opposed to the NCD proposed under Alternative 7A. The traditional design of riprap-armored flood control channels would not include improved riparian vegetation corridors and would not be considered to improve the visual appeal of the landscape.
Cumulative Effect: Modest contribution to landscape enhancement.
	Minor effect (short term): Temporary construction impacts similar to other Action Alternatives.
Beneficial effect (long term): Visual improvements in Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 due to SMCs and vegetative features.
Cumulative Effect: Positive visual improvements in targeted areas.

	Parklands (including National Parks, Monuments, and Historical Sites)
	No effect: There would be no change from existing conditions for parklands in the area.
Cumulative Effect: Indirect degradation of recreational access could continue.
	No effect: There are no parklands within the LOD, and there would be no direct effects to parklands within the Study Area. Some Project activities will occur along U.S. Highway 65, adjacent to the park, which is projected to result in improved flood hazard conditions along this road.
Cumulative Effect: Project supports cumulative preservation of recreational access.
	No effect: There are no parklands within the LOD, and there would be no direct effects to parklands within the Study Area. Some Project activities will occur along U.S. Highway 65 adjacent to the park, which is projected to result in improved flood hazard conditions along this road.
Cumulative Effect: Maintains current park access and conditions.
	No effect: There are no parklands within the LOD, and there would be no direct effects to parklands within the Study Area. Some Project activities will occur along U.S. Highway 65, adjacent to the park, which is projected to result in improved flood hazard conditions along this road.
Cumulative Effect: Project supports cumulative preservation of recreational access.

	Land Use
	No effect: Existing patterns remain unchanged.
Cumulative Effect: No direct change; continued flood risk could discourage reinvestment in flood-prone areas.
	Minor effect: ≈44.2 ac acquired (38.3 ac ROW/easements, 5.9 ac conservation) and 7 residential and one public facility relocation per URA (49 CFR Part 24; NWPM § 501.80A.14.g). Includes moving, housing, closing, and contingency allowances. Public input documented at April 9 2024 meeting; no objections received.
Cumulative Effect: Minor localized land-use change offset by public safety and environmental benefits.
	Minor effect: Same acquisition and relocation needs as 7A; identical landowner input and cost basis.
Cumulative Effect: Neutral relative to 7A.
	Minor effect: Reduced ROW acquisition; same structure acquisition and relocation needs as 7A; identical landowner input and cost basis.
Cumulative Effect: Minor localized land-use change offset by public safety and environmental benefits.

	Other Concerns

	Groundwater 
	No effect: Existing conditions unchanged.
Cumulative Effect: No contribution to regional recharge; ongoing runoff may continue minor indirect effects on quality.
	Beneficial effect: SMCs and NBS BMPs enhance infiltration and recharge. Short-term construction effects negligible with BMPs. 
Cumulative Effect: Positive regional benefit to groundwater sustainability.
	Negligible effect: Traditional design limits infiltration and recharge.  
Cumulative Effect: Minimal regional benefit.
	Beneficial effect: Localized recharge improvement in Project sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 through NBS features. 
Cumulative Effect: Positive localized benefit; no adverse effects anticipated.



Table 4. Mitigation, Minimization, and Avoidance Measures
	Resource
	Mitigation Measures and BMPs

	General Construction 
	During construction, site mitigation measures would include erosion and sediment control, dust control, and other practices identified during the design process and as outlined in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). BMPs during construction would be implemented to minimize the mobilization of the sediment into stream systems. Additionally, proper construction phasing and ingress/egress points would be utilized to reduce soil compaction during construction. Typical BMPs include silt fencing, bank stabilization, construction entrances, sediment storage, matting, and grassing/vegetative cover.

	Air Quality
	The Project shall comply with all general air quality rules and regulations for Arkansas as part of the Arkansas State Implementation Plan (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2024c), as well as any other local air quality regulations. Fugitive dust control will be required to minimize the impact of fugitive dust beyond site limits. Appropriate mitigation, such as sprinkling or utilizing dust suppression techniques, shall be implemented during construction.

	Noise
	All construction activities must abide by local (city/county) noise ordinances. Construction activity will occur during daylight hours, at times when increased noise levels are more tolerable. Machinery used on site will have all working noise abatement measures in working order. A City of Eudora representative will be available to respond to any noise complaints from the surrounding community.

	WOTUS
	The Project must obtain CWA Section 404 permits prior to construction and must comply with all requirements of the permit. It is not anticipated that implementation of the Project will result in adverse impacts to the aquatic function of any WOTUS that would require mitigation offsets. 

	Water Quality
	An Arkansas DEQ STAA, Section 401 Water Quality Certification, NPDES permit must be obtained for construction. To apply for the permit, a SWPPP must be prepared and maintained to prevent and limit soil erosion during construction activities. The Project must follow all conditions of the permit and any BMP requirements from the Arkansas DEQ
To ensure that accidental spills do not enter waters, the storage of petroleum-based fuels and other hazardous materials and the refueling of construction machinery shall not occur outside of approved designated staging areas. Furthermore, the Project would comply with Federal and State water quality standards and toxic effluent standards to minimize any potential adverse impacts from discharges to WOTUS or wetlands.

	Floodplains
	The City of Eudora will coordinate all required permits with the floodplain administrator prior to the undertaking of construction activities and will maintain all noted permit conditions. No increases in flood levels will occur due to the construction of the Preferred Alternative, and the undertaking of the Preferred Alternative will not negatively impact the surrounding community.

	Migratory Birds
	To prevent harm or disruption to active migratory bird nests that may occur in the Project limits, clearing and grubbing of vegetation should be conducted prior to March 1 or after August 31, to the maximum extent possible, to avoid the period when most local bird species nest and breed. If vegetation removal must be conducted between March 1 and August 31, the SLOs must employ a qualified biologist to survey the area slated for disturbance no more than 5–10 days preceding clearing and grubbing. Active bird nests should be protected from disturbance until the young have fledged or until the nest is no longer active, as determined by the qualified biologist. 

	Invasive Species
	Construction activities associated with stream restoration, grading, and site disturbance could create conditions conducive to the introduction or spread of invasive vegetation within disturbed areas. The Project shall implement the Arkansas Department of Transportation (ArDOT) standard invasive species construction BMPs to prevent establishment or spread of invasive plant species, including cleaning of equipment prior to site entry, use of certified weed-free materials, and post-construction monitoring and treatment as necessary.

	Cultural Resources
	The Project must complete all NHPA Section 106 consultation requirements as outlined in the PA with the NRCS, AHPP/ SHPO, ACHP (if their involvement is requested by a consultation partner), and Federally Recognized Tribes prior to construction and must adhere to any mitigation measures and/or BMPs as determined during consultation. 
If any cultural, historic, archeological, or Tribal resources are encountered during construction, construction must halt immediately, and the NRCS, AHPP/SHPO, ACHP (if their involvement is requested by a consultation partner), and/or Federally Recognized Tribes must be consulted before proceeding with construction. 



Will the proposed action or action alternatives (if any) make an irreversible or irretrievable commitment of Federal resources? 
Yes. The Preferred Alternative would require construction equipment and materials and other energy in the form of labor and fossil fuels. Using these items would be generally irretrievable with the exception of items that can be salvaged during decommissioning and removal of some existing streets and residential structures [as part of Limits of Disturbance (LOD) buyouts]. The expenditure of financial resources is irretrievable in the short-term, but the investment would reduce long-term flood risks to homes, businesses, roads, and other critical infrastructure in the City of Eudora. 
How will the irreversible or irretrievable commitment of Federal resources, if any, contribute to a loss of long-term productivity for the human environment? 
The commitment of resources is not expected to result in a loss of long-term productivity. Instead, the Project would increase long-term productivity of the human environment by:
· Reducing flood damages 
· Improving land stability 
· Enhancing ecosystem function
Endangered Species Act
[bookmark: _Hlk85017679]The pertinent subject matter expert(s) reviewed the proposed action (and action alternatives, if any) and documented determinations for threatened, endangered, proposed and/or candidate species (TEPC) and/or critical habitat in a biological assessment. A “may affect, likely to adversely affect” determination was reached for the following species:
No species were determined to have a “may affect, likely to adversely affect” determination during Section 7 consultations. 
A biological habitat assessment report was completed by Headway Environmental on August 5, 2026. Based on a review of the USFWS’s IPaC report, no designated or proposed critical habitat occurs within the Study Area. A biological survey was completed for the Project to assess potential suitable habitat for federally listed, proposed, candidate, and state-protected species within the Study Area. Special attention was provided to the tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus), piping plover (Charadrius melodus), eastern black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis ssp. Jamaicensis), rufa red knot (Calidris canutus rufa), alligator snapping turtle (Macrochelys temminckii), monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), and pondberry (Lindera melissifolia), as these species were identified by the USFWS IPaC report as having potential to occur within or near the Study Area. No suitable habitat for the eastern black rail, piping plover, rufa red knot, alligator snapping turtle, or pondberry was observed during the site visit, and no milkweed host plants were observed for the monarch butterfly. Forested and riparian habitat within portions of the Study Area may provide limited foraging opportunities for the tricolored bat; however, no suitable summer roosting habitat or suitable roosting features were identified within the assessed bridges and culverts, and no evidence of bat use was observed. The AFO Arkansas Multi-Species Determination Key resulted in no effect determinations for the eastern black rail, piping plover, rufa red knot, and pondberry and provided a “no jeopardy” determination for species proposed for listing. The Northern Long-eared Bat and Tricolored Bat Range-wide Determination Key returned a may affect result for the tricolored bat under the DKey’s broader screening criteria. Based on the project-specific biological effects analysis, it was determined that the Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the tricolored bat. This recommendation supports the lead federal agency’s separate evaluation under Section 7(a)(4) of whether the Project is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species. On August 11,2026, the USFWS concurred with the above determinations. Copies of the USFWS Section 7 consultation documentation is provided in Appendix A of the Plan-EA.
[bookmark: _Toc196911487]Table 5: Applicable proposal record documentation to support ESA compliance
	Documentation Type
	File Name (if applicable/needed)

	Biological Habitat Assessment (BHA)
	Plan-EA Appendix E

	USFWS IPaC Species List
	Plan-EA Appendix E

	Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation Documentation 
	Plan-EA Appendix A


[bookmark: _Toc196911831]National Historic Preservation Act – Section 106 Review
The pertinent subject matter expert has reviewed the proposed action (and action alternatives, if any) and made the following determination:
NRCS Arkansas, in coordination with the AHPP/SHPO, ACHP, and Federally Recognized Tribes, has established a statewide PA for compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA for all PL 83-566 Watershed Projects in Arkansas. The PA was executed on August 4, 2025. The statewide PA establishes the uniform procedures NRCS Arkansas will follow for all future watershed projects, including: defining the APE; identifying and evaluating historic properties; consulting with the SHPO, ACHP, and Federally Recognized Tribes; determining findings of effect; and resolving adverse effects in accordance with 36 CFR 800.5 and 800.14(b). For the Eudora Project, Section 106 consultation during the design phase will transition to these PA procedures.
To support this Plan-EA prior to completion of NHPA Section 106 surveys and consultations, a preliminary Area of Potential Effect (APE) was assumed for the Preferred Alternative. The preliminary APE includes all areas of ground disturbance and staging (the LOD) plus a 100-foot buffer to account for indirect effects. The final APE will be confirmed by NRCS in consultation with the AHPP/SHPO and consulting Tribes consistent with the statewide PA. Two cultural resources were identified within or adjacent to the APE:
· American Legion Post #127 (NRHP-listed) 
· “Eudora Under the Hill” historic marker area 
No other historic properties, archaeological sites, or cemeteries were identified within the preliminary APE (Saatkamp 2023). During design, NRCS will conduct the Class III survey and continue Section 106 consultation with the AHPP/SHPO, ACHP (if requested), and Federally Recognized Tribes in accordance with the statewide PA. Determinations of effect—no historic properties affected, no adverse effect, or adverse effect—will be made in consultation with those parties as defined in 36 CFR 800.5. Construction will not proceed until consultation is complete. If previously unknown resources are discovered during construction, work will stop and the appropriate consultation procedures under the PA will be followed.
[bookmark: _Toc196911488]Table 6: Applicable proposal record documentation to support NHPA compliance
	Documentation Type
	File Name (if applicable/needed)

	Programmatic Agreement 
	Plan-EA Appendix A

	Section 106 Consultation Records
	Project administrative record (NRCS Arkansas State Office)

	Cultural Resources Survey 
	(Class III Survey to be completed during the design phase)


[bookmark: _Toc196911832]Consultation with Federally Recognized Tribes
Consultation with federally recognized tribes was conducted as follows:
Tribal consultation was initiated during Project scoping in October 2023 using the HUD Tribal Directory Assessment Tool to identify potentially affected Tribes, resulting in outreach to seven Federally Recognized Tribes; responses were limited and did not identify concerns at that stage. A statewide PA executed in August 2025 expanded consultation to 21 Tribes, and formal NHPA Section 106 consultation was initiated in February 2026. Consultation is ongoing, with several Tribes deferring and one requesting additional information, and will continue through the design phase in coordination with participating Tribes in accordance with the PA and applicable regulations. Consultation will be completed prior to construction.
[bookmark: _Toc196911489]Table 7: Applicable proposal record documentation to support tribal consultation
	Documentation Type
	File Name (if applicable/needed)

	Tribal Consultation Letters (October 27, 2023)
	Plan-EA Appendix A; Project administrative record (NRCS Arkansas State Office)

	Consultation Tracking Documentation
	Project administrative record (NRCS Arkansas State Office)

	Programmatic Agreement
	Plan-EA Appendix A


[bookmark: _Toc196911833]Clean Water Act
The pertinent subject matter expert has reviewed the proposed action (and action alternatives, if any) and made the following determination:
A delineation of potential Waters of the U.S. (WOTUS) within the Study Area, including wetlands and other aquatic features, would be required during the Design Phase of the Project. Although Project activities under the Preferred Alternative are designed to result in beneficial effects to aquatic ecosystems through natural channel restoration, floodplain connectivity, and wetland enhancements, some activities would occur within or adjacent to potential jurisdictional features and would require Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permitting from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).
This Project would likely be eligible for the following Nationwide Permits (NWP):
NWP 27: Aquatic Habitat Restoration, Enhancement, and Establishment Activities. There are no impact limitations or compensatory mitigation requirements associated with this permit as the Project is required to provide a net increase in aquatic resource functions and services.
NPW 3: Maintenance. If any roadside ditches associated with cleanout, repair, reprofile, and/or realign activities are determined to be jurisdictional WOTUS, these activities could be permitted under NWP 3. However, under the current interpretation of WOTUS, these features are considered unlikely to be considered jurisdictional by the USACE, although only the USACE can confirm jurisdictional determinations.
Because the Preferred Alternative uses nature-based solutions and aims to improve aquatic habitat and hydrologic function, it is anticipated to result in long-term beneficial effects to WOTUS. Adherence to CWA permitting requirements would avoid and minimize temporary construction-related impacts. At this time, no other projects have been identified in or near the Study Area that would affect jurisdictional waters. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative is not expected to contribute to significant cumulative impacts to WOTUS in combination with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions.
[bookmark: _Toc196911490]Table 8: Applicable proposal record documentation to support CWA compliance
	Documentation Type
	File Name (if applicable/needed)

	Wetland Delineation Report 
	(to be completed during the Design Phase of the Project)

	Section 404 Permit Application 
	(to be completed during the Design Phase of the Project)

	Section 401 Certification Documentation 
	(to be completed during the Design Phase of the Project)

	NPDES Permit and SWPPP
	(to be completed during the Design Phase of the Project)


[bookmark: _Toc196911834]Clean Air Act
The pertinent subject matter expert has reviewed the proposed action (and action alternatives, if any) and made the following determination:
The project will not result in permanent air emissions and no modifications or further coordination needs to occur to ensure compliance.
Determination: No significant adverse effect to air quality. The Planning Area is within attainment of the EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The Project would result in minor, temporary emissions during construction from equipment and vehicle use. These impacts would be short-term and localized. No long-term air quality impacts are anticipated, and the Project would not result in exceedance of any NAAQS. BMPs such as dust control and equipment maintenance will be implemented during construction to minimize emissions.
[bookmark: _Toc196911835]Special Management Area Considerations
The pertinent subject matter expert has reviewed the proposed action (and action alternatives, if any) and made the following determinations based on special management area presence, proximity, or lack of:
No activities are proposed within or in the vicinity of Special Management Areas.
Determination: No adverse effects to special management areas. Project activities occur primarily within developed and previously disturbed areas. The only nearby managed resource is Eudora City Park, which is outside the limits of disturbance and would not be directly affected. Some drainage improvements would occur along U.S. Highway 65, immediately adjacent to the park. These improvements are projected to reduce flood risks along this corridor, resulting in indirect beneficial effects to park access and use. On April 14, 2024, the Project team contacted the Arkansas Department of Parks, Heritage and Tourism (ADPHT) to share preliminary design plans and request feedback, including information on ditch maintenance near Eudora City Park. On May 24, 2024, ADPHT responded that “based on the information provided for the City of Eudora, it appears unlikely that the proposed drainage improvements will directly affect public outdoor recreation sites monitored by our program.”
[bookmark: _Toc196911836]Pertinent Executive Orders
The applicable subject matter experts have determined the proposed action (and action alternatives, if any) are in compliance with the following Executive Orders (EO), which were deemed pertinent based on the nature of the proposal:
[bookmark: _Hlk53041505]EO 11988 – Floodplain Management
The Project occurs within the 100-year floodplain and is specifically designed to reduce flood risk and improve floodplain function. The Preferred Alternative:
· Reduce flood hazards to structures and infrastructure 
· Improve floodplain storage and conveyance 
· Comply with NFIP requirements and local floodplain ordinances 
The Project includes preparation and implementation of a Floodplain Management Plan (FMP) consistent with NRCS requirements.
EO 11990 – Protection of Wetlands
Wetlands and other aquatic resources are present within the Study Area. The Preferred Alternative:
· Avoids and minimizes impacts to wetlands where practicable 
· Utilizes nature-based solutions that enhance wetland function 
· Will comply with CWA permitting requirements 
Long-term effects include improved wetland function, water quality, and hydrologic connectivity.
EO 13007 – Indian Sacred Sites
No known Indian sacred sites have been identified within the Study Area. Tribal consultation has been initiated and will continue under the PA. If any sites are identified, appropriate avoidance and protection measures will be implemented.
EO 13112 – Invasive Species
The Project includes measures to prevent the introduction and spread of invasive species, including:
· Implementation of construction BMPs 
· Use of native vegetation in revegetation efforts 
· Post-construction monitoring and control 
Long-term effects are expected to reduce invasive species presence and improve native plant communities.
EO 13186 – Migratory Birds
Project activities may temporarily affect migratory bird habitat during construction due to vegetation clearing. To prevent harm or disruption to active migratory bird nests that may occur in the Project limits, clearing and grubbing of vegetation should be conducted prior to March 1 or after August 31, to the maximum extent possible, to avoid the period when most local bird species nest and breed. If vegetation removal must be conducted between March 1 and August 31, the SLOs must employ a qualified biologist to survey the area slated for disturbance no more than 5–10 days preceding clearing and grubbing. Active bird nests should be protected from disturbance until the young have fledged or until the nest is no longer active, as determined by the qualified biologist.
Long-term effects include increased habitat availability through restoration of riparian and vegetated areas.
[bookmark: _Toc196911494]Table 9: Applicable proposal record documentation to support EO compliance
	Documentation Type
	File Name (if applicable/needed)

	Floodplain Management Plan
	To be completed during the Design Phase of (the Project)

	Wetland Delineation and Section 404 permitting documentation 
	To be completed during the Design Phase of (the Project)

	SWPPP and BMP Plans
	To be completed during the Design Phase of (the Project)

	USFWS Coordination / Consultation Documentation
	Plan-EA Appendix A

	Tribal Consultation Records
	To be completed during the Design Phase of (the Project)


[bookmark: _Certifying_Statement_for]Certifying Statement for EA Page Limit and Deadline
The Responsible Official certifies that this EA:  
​​ ☒​ Demonstrates the agency has thoroughly considered the factors mandated by NEPA;  
​​ ☒​ Represents the agency’s good-faith effort to prioritize documentation of the substantive issues and most important considerations required by NEPA within the congressionally mandated page limits;  
​​ ☒​ Reflects the agency's expert judgment;  
​​ ☒​ Addressed briefly, or left unaddressed, any issues or considerations that were, in the agency’s judgment, comparatively not of a substantive nature; 
​​ ☒​ ​ Represents the agency’s good-faith effort to fulfill NEPA’s requirements within the Congressional timeline (or within the minimally extended timeline) and this effort is substantially complete; and 
​​☒​ Contains analysis that is adequate to inform and reasonably explain the responsible official’s final decision regarding the proposed action or selected alternative. 




Appendices
Consultation and public coordination documentation (Appendix A), Project maps (Appendix B), Other Supporting Maps (Appendix C), Investigations and Analysis Report (Appendix D), and Other Supporting Information, including the USFWS IPaC and Biological Habitat Assessment Report (Appendix E) are provided in the Plan-EA document. 
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