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Cedar Glade Pond Improvements 

Environmental Assessment 

Summary  

Buffalo National River proposes to improve the ponds and picnic area at Cedar Glade Recreation 
Area on the Erbie Campground road. In addition to the proposed improvements, Buffalo National 
River also proposes to conduct prescribed burns in the Cedar Glade Burn Unit. The proposed 
improvements are described as follows. 

The south pond and the picnic area at the river overlook would be upgraded to meet Architectural 
Barriers Act specifications. The north pond would be developed as a “youth-only” fishing area. Both 
ponds would be stocked with fish occasionally by the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission. 
Underbrush would be cleared by a prescribed burn within the boundary of the Cedar Glade Burn 
Unit. 

A new single-stall ROMTEC public bathroom would be installed in one of two potential locations 
adjacent to the existing parking area. The sites being considered would require fill material. The 
trail to the river overlook, the area around one picnic table and grill, and the trail to the south pond 
would be brought up to Architectural Barriers Act standards to provide access for the mobility 
impaired. Additional boulders or a post and rail system similar to that used in the Erbie 
Campground may be used to better define parking and pedestrian circulation in the parking area. 

Roadside vegetation, including overhanging branches, on the inside of the curve at the crossing 
would be cleared for approximately 200 feet to the west of the parking area to improve sight 
distance for pedestrians and the mobility impaired when crossing the road. Periodic mowing and 
trimming would be required to maintain good sight distance down the road. New signs would be 
installed along the Erbie Campground road in both directions from the parking lot warning drivers 
to slow down and beware of the road crossing. 

On the north side of the picnic area, the Buffalo River Trail would be enhanced to more clearly 
define where it enters the picnic area. On the south side of the picnic area, the existing flat stone 
steps would be reinstalled for a short distance (approximately 15 feet) to more clearly define where 
the trail enters the picnic area. The wooden rail on the stone wall at the river overlook would be 
replaced by a durable native wood and stained in accordance with NPS guidelines. One or two 
additional picnic sites may be installed and native stone may be used to define the picnic sites. An 
informational kiosk would be installed at the parking area where current regulations, public 
notices, and park conditions would be posted.  

Two new docks would be installed on the south pond. The north and south pond dams would be 
cleared of vegetation. Trees greater than twelve inches in diameter would be left in place and 
inspected annually to monitor their health and stability. Lower branches of these trees would be 
removed to facilitate fishing from the dam. 

A boardwalk would be constructed over the spillway and extended over the ground along the edge 
of the pond to provide access to the proposed new dock on the east side of the pond. A boardwalk 
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would be installed along the edge of the pond from the existing dock to the proposed new dock on 
the west side of the pond.  

The existing trail from the south pond to the north pond would retain its present character. Minor 
improvements such as drainage diversions would be installed on the steeper sections of the trail to 
reduce the erosion potential.  

Both ponds would be drained, dredged, refilled, and stocked with fish. BNR proposes to accomplish 
this by improving the existing trails to the ponds to create temporary access roads.  These access 
roads will be 16’ in width for the construction phase.  After construction, they will be revegetated to 
a width of 12’ to allow for re-stocking of the ponds by one-ton pickup trucks.  Six feet of this 
roadway to the south pond will be surfaced with material that will allow for access by wheel chairs.  
The trail to the north pond will not be surfaced.   The silt removed by dredging would be hauled off 
and spread out on hayfields currently maintained by BNR. 

In order to minimize the potential for wildfire in the Cedar Glade Burn Unit prescribed burns would 
be conducted on a 5-year rotation. Prescribed burns would be implemented according to National 
Park Service and Buffalo National River standard procedures between October 1 and March 1. 

This environmental assessment evaluates two alternatives: a no-action alternative and an action 
alternative. The no-action alternative describes the current condition if no facility improvements 
are constructed. The action alternative comprises the improvements described above.   

This environmental assessment has been prepared in compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) to provide the decision-making framework that 1) analyzes a reasonable range of 
alternatives to meet objectives of the proposal, 2) evaluates potential issues and effects to BNR’s 
resources and values, and 3) identifies mitigation measures to lessen the degree or extent of these 
effects. Resource topics included in this document because the resultant effects may be greater-
than-minor include visitor use and experience; and vegetation. All other resource topics were 
dismissed because the project would result in negligible or minor effects to those resources. No 
major effects are anticipated as a result of this project. Public scoping was conducted to assist with 
the development of this document and comments were received, mostly in support of the proposed 
project. 

Public Comment 

If you wish to comment on the environmental assessment, you may post comments online at 
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/buff or mail comments to: Superintendent; Buffalo National River, 
Visitor Improvements EA, 402 N. Walnut Street, Harrison, Arkansas.  

This environmental assessment will be on public review for 30 days. Before including your address, 
phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in your comment, you 
should be aware that your entire comment – including your personal identifying information – may 
be made publicly available at any time. Although you can ask us in your comment to withhold your 
personal identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do 
so.   

  

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/buff
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1 Purpose and Need 
 Introduction 1.1

Buffalo National River (BNR) is located in Newton, Searcy, Marion, and Baxter Counties in northern 
Arkansas. The administrative headquarters are located in Harrison, Arkansas. Containing 95,730 
acres, BNR was established by Public Law 92-237 on March 1, 1972 and is managed by the National 
Park Service (NPS). 16 United States Code (USC) § 460m-8 states the purpose of establishment: 
“….conserving and interpreting an area containing unique scenic and scientific features, and 
preserving as a free-flowing stream an important segment of the Buffalo River in Arkansas for the 
benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations….”. 16 USC § 460m-12 further directs: 
“The Secretary shall administer, protect, and develop BNR in accordance with the provisions of 
sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 of this title, as amended and supplemented; except that any other statutory 
authority available to the Secretary for the conservation and management of natural resources may 
be utilized to the extent he finds such authority will further the purposes of this subchapter. 
Management decisions for BNR are based in part on the 1977 Final Master Plan and in part on the 
2000 Resource Management Plan (RMP) for BNR, Arkansas. 

The purpose of this environmental assessment is to examine the environmental effects associated 
with the proposal to construct improvements to the Cedar Glade ponds and facilities at BNR in 
Newton County, Arkansas. The scope of this EA is limited to the improvements described in the 
proposed action. The following regulations and guidance documents guide the planning and 
completion of the projects proposed in the EA: 

NPS Organic Act of 1916 – Congress directed the U.S. Department of the Interior and NPS to 
manage units “to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wildlife therein 
and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them 
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations” (16 USC § 1). Congress reiterated this 
mandate in the Redwood National Park Expansion Act of 1978 by stating that the NPS must conduct 
its actions in a manner that will ensure no “derogation of the values and purposes for which these 
various areas have been established, except as may have been or shall be directly and specifically 
provided by Congress (16 USC § 1 a- 1). 

NPS’s Management Policies, 2006 require analysis of potential effects to determine whether or not 
actions would impair park resources. The fundamental purpose of the national park system, 
established by the Organic Act and reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act, as amended, begins 
with a mandate to conserve park resources and values. NPS managers must always seek ways to 
avoid, or to minimize to the greatest degree practicable, adversely impacting park resources and 
values.  

However, the laws do give the NPS the management discretion to allow adverse effects to park 
resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of a park, as long as 
the impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and values. Although Congress 
has given the NPS the management discretion to allow certain effects within a park, that discretion 
is limited by the statutory requirement that the NPS must leave park resources and values 
unimpaired, unless a particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise. The prohibited 
impairment is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, would 
harm the integrity of park resources or values. An impact to any park resource or value may, but 
does not necessarily, constitute an impairment, but an impact would be more likely to constitute an 
impairment when there is a major or severe adverse effect upon a resource or value whose 
conservation is:  
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 necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or 
proclamation of the park;  

 key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park; or  

 identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning 
documents.  

Impairment may result from NPS activities in managing the park, visitor activities, or activities 
undertaken by concessioners, contractors, and others operating in the park. The NPS’s threshold for 
considering whether there could be an impairment is based on whether an action would have major 
(or significant) effects. This EA identifies less than major effects for all resource topics. Guided by 
this analysis and the Superintendent’s professional judgment, there would be no impairment of 
BNR resources and values from implementation of either alternative. A thorough and complete 
impairment determination has been prepared and is included in Appendix A of this EA. 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, regulations of the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR §1508.9) – The purpose of NEPA is to encourage 
productive and enjoyable harmony between humans and the environment; to promote efforts 
which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and stimulate the health and welfare of 
humankind; and to enrich the understanding of the ecological systems and natural resources 
important to the Nation. NEPA requirements are satisfied by completion of a Categorical Exclusion 
(CatEx), Environmental Assessment (EA), Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), or a memo to the 
files documenting existing NEPA compliance that covers the current proposed activity. In the case 
of an EA or EIS, NEPA requirements are met by successful completion of the document and an 
accompanying decision document. 

Implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, Office of the 
Secretary, Interior (43 CFR Part 46) – Guidance for the implementation of NEPA found in the 
Departmental Manual (516 DM) are codified as actual regulations. This rule contains Departmental 
policies and procedures for compliance with NEPA, Executive Order (EO) 11514, EO 13352, and the 
CEQ regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). Department officials will use this rule in conjunction 
with and supplementary to these authorities. The Department believes that codifying the 
procedures in regulations that are consistent with NEPA and CEQ regulations will provide greater 
visibility to that which was previously contained in the DM and enhance cooperative conservation 
by highlighting opportunities for public engagement and input in the NEPA process. 

National Park Service Director’s Order (DO)-12 (Conservation Planning, Environmental 
Impact Analysis, and Decision-Making) – DO-12 is the NPS guidance for Conservation Planning, 
Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision Making. DO-12 states the guidelines for implementing 
NEPA according to NPS regulations. DO-12 meets all Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations for implementing NEPA. In some cases, the NPS has added requirements under DO-12 
that exceed the CEQ regulations. 

 Clean Water Act/Regulations – provides national recommended ambient water quality 
criteria and calls for no degradation of the nation’s surface waters. 

 Arkansas Water Quality Regulations – conserve waters of the State to protect, maintain 
and improve water quality. 

 Safe Drinking Water Act - The SDWA authorizes the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) to set maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for dangerous chemicals, waterborne 
bacteria and viruses in the public’s drinking water. 

 Executive Order 11990 – provides for the protection of wetlands. 
 Executive Order 11988 – provides for the protection of floodplains. 
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 Clean Water Act and Section 404 Regulations – provides for the protection of wetlands 
and waters of the United States. 

 Endangered Species Act/Section 7 – provides for the listing and protection of endangered 
and threatened species and their critical habitat; requires consultation under Section 7 if 
any listed species may be adversely affected. 

 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)/Section 106 – provides for the identification 
and protection of historic sites and structures. 

 Archeological Resource Protection Act – provides for the protection of archeological 
resources on public lands. 

 Executive Order 13007 – provides for protection of Indian sacred sites. 
 NPS Director’s Order #28, Cultural Resource Management Guidelines (1998b) – 

defines how the NPS will protect and manage cultural resources on NPS lands in accordance 
with the NPS Management Policies. Federal Cave Resource Protection Act (1988) – 
requires federal land managers to consider impacts of management activities on resources 
present in significant caves. NPS determined that all caves in National Park units are 
significant under the law. 

 Background 1.2

Federal facilities follow the Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS), developed by four 
federal agencies responsible for issuing standards under the Architectural Barriers Act (ABA), 
hereinafter referred to as “barrier-free.” Barrier-free standards for the Architectural Barriers Act of 
1968 which required "any building or facility, built or renovated, or leased with Federal funds, will 
be built to be accessible to and usable by physically disabled persons.” 

 Purpose and Need 1.3

Purpose 

 To provide a diverse range of off-river opportunities for barrier-free and youth fishing. 
 To improve barrier-free access to Cedar Glade Parking and Picnic Area. 
 To improve Cedar Glade trail to meet barrier-free standards. 
 To improve access to interpretational and educational opportunities. 
 To address public health issues. 
 To reduce the potential for wildfire in the surrounding forest. 

Need 

 Cedar Glade trail, parking lot and picnic area need improvements to meet current Barrier-
free standards. 

 There are currently not enough opportunities for barrier-free and Youth Fishing in the park 
for those without access to boats. 

 Public has requested that BNR provide more barrier-free compliant trails for outdoor 
enjoyment.  There is currently only one barrier-free compliant trail at Lost Valley in the 
upper district. 

 There are currently no toilets at the picnic area. 
 The public has requested more interpretational and education outreach for this area of the 

park. 
 The Cedar Glade area has received little use and thus, has not been included in the 

prescribed fire management program at BNR. The natural accumulation of fuels has reached 
a degree where wildfire could potentially destroy the entire stand. It is a necessary part of 
the proposed improvements in this EA, because if these improvements are made, then a 
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reduction in accumulated fuels by prescribed burning would be needed to minimize the 
hazard of fire to public safety. 

 Relationship to Other Plans and Policies 1.4

Current plans and policy that pertain to this proposal include the 2000 BNR Resource Management 
Plan (NPS 2000) and the Management Policies 2006 (NPS 2006). The 1977 BNR Final Master Plan is 
being augmented by a new General Management Plan (GMP) that is currently being prepared by 
BNR staff. Following is more information on how this proposal meets the goals and objectives of 
these plans and policies: 

 This project is fully consistent with the goals and objectives of the 2000 BNR Resource 
Management Plan, which does not prohibit any of the improvements described in the 
proposed action. As of the preparation of this EA, the proposed Cedar Glade ponds and 
facilities improvements are also fully consistent with the goals and objectives, so far as they 
have yet been defined, of the new BNR GMP as it is currently being developed, as well as 
goals and objectives of the existing 1977 Final Master Plan. 

 The 2003 Fire Management Plan (FMP) and EA considers other fire-related effects within 
BNR. The proposed prescribed burning at Cedar Glade would be consistent with the effects 
described in the FMP EA for Unit IV – Natural Fire Management Unit (FMU). Since, however, 
the Cedar Glade area has not previously been a part of the regular prescribed fire rotation, 
but would need to be if the improvements proposed are implemented, it is included in this 
EA as part of the proposed action. 

 The proposal is consistent with the goals and objectives of the 2006 National Park Service 
Management Policies (Management Policies 2006) that state that major park facilities within 
park boundaries should be located so as to minimize effects to park resources. The Cedar 
Glade ponds and facilities already exist and the proposed improvements are fully consistent 
with the goals and objectives of the Management Policies 2006. 
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2 Alternatives 
 Alternatives Carried Forward 2.1

 Alternative A – No Action 2.1.1

Under this alternative none of the improvements described in the action alternative would be 
constructed. The existing facilities would continue to provide visitors with the same functions they 
have now. The ongoing operations at Cedar Glade such as mowing and weeding in the parking area, 
annual brushing of the trail, scheduled cleaning and trash removal at the picnic area, and daily law 
enforcement patrols would continue. The picnic area and ponds are currently open to all park 
visitors. Should the no-action alternative be selected, the NPS would respond to the future needs 
and conditions of these facilities without major actions or changes in the present course of action. 

 Alternative B – Improve Cedar Glade Ponds and Picnic Area 2.1.2

The proposed improvements described in this section include many components that may be 
implemented independently or to lesser degrees than described herein. This project may be 
implemented in part, or in whole, if approved, in phases as funding becomes available. The 
proposed improvements are described here in their potential entirety to ensure the effects analysis 
in Chapter 3 considers all of the potential effects of full build-out, even if the project never actually 
reaches that level of development. 

Under this alternative, the south pond and the picnic area at the river overlook would be upgraded 
to meet barrier-free specifications. The north pond would be developed as a “youth-only” fishing 
area. Both ponds would be stocked with bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), channel catfish (Ictalurus 
punctatus), and large-mouthed bass (Micropterus salmoides), all native species found in the Buffalo 
River, by the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission (AFGC). Underbrush would be cleared by a 
prescribed burn within the boundary of the Cedar Glade Burn Unit (CGBU) as shown in Figure 1. 

A new ADA compliant single-stall ROMTEC public bathroom would be installed in one of two 
potential locations as shown in Figure 2. The ROMTEC bathroom has a water-free vault toilet (no 
plumbing). Orientation of the ROMTEC relative to the sun is important to create proper venting 
circulation. The approximate size of the ROMTEC unit is 12 feet by 20 feet, which includes the 
building, space needed for access to the building, and space behind the building for access to the 
vault hatch. The sites being considered would require fill material. The overall footprint of the fill 
locations would be approximately 30 feet by 35 feet assuming five feet of fill and 3:1 slopes away 
from the building. 

The trail to the river overlook and the area around one picnic table and grill would be hardened to 
barrier-free standards by the emplacement of a geo-textile material covered with a base layer of 
sand and gravel and then coated with a soil stabilizing compound that will provide a usable surface. 
The table and grill at this picnic location would be replaced with a barrier-free compliant table and 
grill. The same treatment would be applied from the parking area to the edge of the road opposite 
to the beginning of the trail to the south pond. Additional boulders or a post and rail system similar 
to that used in the Erbie Campground may be used to better define parking and pedestrian 
circulation in the parking area. 
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Some grading and recontouring would be necessary to improve the transition from the road to the 
south pond trail. This would involve some minor excavation of the existing roadside ditch, 
replacement of the existing metal culvert and the placement of a geo-textile, sand and gravel, and 
soil stabilizing compound (as described for the overlook and picnic area trail) over the culvert that 
meets barrier-free specifications. Roadside vegetation, including overhanging branches, on the 
inside of the curve at the crossing would be cleared for approximately 200 feet to the west of the  

Figure 1. Project Location. 
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Figure 2. Proposed locations of ROMTEC bathroom and hardened surfaces for barrier-free 
compliance. 

parking area to improve sight distance for pedestrians and the mobility impaired when crossing the 
road. Ground cover vegetation in this area would be replaced by a durable, low-growing native 
grass species. Periodic mowing and trimming would be required to maintain good sight distance 
down the road. 
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The Buffalo River Trail (BRT) passes through the picnic area at the river overlook. On the north side 
of the picnic area, the trail would be enhanced to more clearly define where it enters the picnic 
area. On the south side of the picnic area, the existing flat stone steps would be reinstalled for a 
short distance (approximately 15 feet) to more clearly define where the trail enters the picnic area. 
If additional steps are necessary, similar stones would be used. The wooden rail on the stone wall at 
the river overlook would be replaced by a durable native wood and stained in accordance with NPS 
guidelines. A few small trees and branches below the overlook would be removed to restore the 
view of the river from the overlook. In the picnic area existing stumps and roots would be cleared 
and grubbed. One or two additional picnic sites may be installed and native stone may be used to 
define the picnic sites. 

New signs would be installed along the Erbie Campground road in both directions from the parking 
lot warning drivers to slow down and beware of the road crossing. An informational kiosk would be 
installed at the parking area where current regulations, public notices, and park conditions would 
be posted. The surface of the south pond trail would also receive geo-textile, sand and gravel, and a 
soil stabilizing compound to bring it up to barrier-free standards. The improved surface of the trail 
would have a minimum width of six feet. The south pond trail surface would extend right up to the 
edge of the existing dock. A few small trees may be removed to provide sufficient clearance for 
access to the pond by vehicle. Vehicle access would be restricted to authorized use. Drainage 
structures may be installed beneath the trail as necessary to prevent erosion of the trail surface. 
The existing recreation trails to both the south and north ponds would be extended around the 
ponds as shown in Figure 3. 

Two new docks would be installed on the south pond as shown in Figure 4. The dock on the east 
side would be approximately 20 feet wide and would extend approximately eight feet out from the 
bank. The dock on the west side would be approximately 10 feet wide and extend approximately 15 
feet out from the bank. The south pond dam would be cleared of vegetation. Trees twelve inches in 
diameter or smaller may be removed at ground level and the stumps either left in place or removed 
and the holes backfilled and compacted with earthen material. Trees greater than twelve inches in 
diameter would be left in place and inspected annually to monitor their health and stability. Lower 
branches of these trees would be removed to facilitate fishing from the dam. 

A compacted aggregate surface would be installed across the dam to the spillway. A material 
separation fabric/weed barrier may be placed between the aggregate and the ground. Existing 
debris in the spillway would be removed and replaced with rip-rap to provide a more reliable 
control of the flow of water from the pond and prevent erosion of the earthen dam. A boardwalk 
would be constructed over the spillway and extended over the ground along the edge of the pond to 
provide access to the proposed new dock on the east side of the pond. A boardwalk would be 
installed along the edge of the pond from the existing dock to the proposed new dock on the west 
side of the pond. Some small trees, shrubs, overhanging branches, and other vegetation would be 
removed to facilitate the construction and use of the new boardwalks. Some of the vegetation, such 
as branches and small trees may be placed in the pond to provide improved fish habitat. 

The existing trail from the south pond to the north pond would retain its present character. Minor 
improvements such as drainage diversions would be installed on the steeper sections of the trail to 
reduce the erosion potential. These diversions would be constructed of native stone and employed 
to the minimum degree necessary to be effective. Alternatively, the steeper sections of the trail 
would be abandoned and replaced by a new section of trail that circles around to the north pond at 
a slightly lower elevation, thus eliminating the steeper sections of the trail altogether. 

The north pond dam would be cleared of vegetation. Trees twelve inches in diameter or smaller 
may be removed at ground level and the stumps either left in place or removed and the holes  



   Cedar Glade Pond Improvements Environmental Assessment 

 

Buffalo National River  9 

 Figure 3. Proposed recreation trails to and around the south and north ponds. 
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 Figure 4. Proposed location of barrier-free compliant fishing platform and trail. 
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backfilled and compacted with earthen material. Trees greater than twelve inches in diameter 
would be left in place and inspected annually to monitor their health and stability. Lower branches 
of these trees would be removed to facilitate fishing from the dam. A compacted aggregate surface 
would be installed across the dam to the spillway. A material separation fabric/weed barrier may 
be placed between the aggregate and the ground. Existing debris in the spillway would be removed 
and replaced with rip-rap to provide a more reliable control of the flow of water from the pond and 
prevent erosion of the earthen dam. 

Both ponds presently have an accumulation of silt of approximately one quarter of the total volume. 
The ponds would be dredged, refilled, and stocked with fish. BNR proposes to accomplish this by 
creating a sixteen foot wide temporary access road to each pond following the access trails to the 
ponds, aligned as shown in Figure 5.  These temporary access roads would be used to bring an 
excavator and dump trucks up to each pond. The excavator would remove the silt from the ponds 
and place it into the dump trucks for removal from the site. The silt would be spread out on hay 
fields currently maintained by BNR. After construction, they will be revegetated to a width of 12’ to 
allow for re-stocking of the ponds by one-ton pickup trucks.  Six feet of this roadway to the south 
pond will be surfaced with material that will allow for access by wheel chairs.  The trail to the north 
pond will not be surfaced. Figure 6 shows the portions of the recreation trails that would be used 
for re-stocking the ponds. 

Before the silt removal, each pond would be drained. Trash pumps would be used to accomplish 
this task with the end of the intake hose suspended on the water’s surface to minimize the 
incidental uptake of silt. This operation would be timed to take place following a period of dry 
weather when the water column of the ponds is relatively clear. The outlet hose would be placed 
into the drainage below each pond’s spillway where hay bales would be used as a silt fence to filter 
any sediment that still manages to be sucked up by the pump. Any silt that is trapped by the hay 
bales would be removed by hand using shovels and hauled off-site to a hay field. Pumping would be 
stopped when the water level in each pond is too low to avoid sucking silt up off the bottom. 

In order to minimize the potential for wildfire in the CGBU prescribed burns would be conducted on 
a 5-year rotation. Prescribed burns would be implemented according to NPS and BNR standard 
procedures between October 1 and March 1. 
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Figure 5. Temporary construction roads for dredging the ponds. 
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Figure 6. Portions of the recreation trails that would be maintained for fish re-stocking access. 
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 Alternatives Considered, but Dismissed from Further Analysis 2.2

Alternative B was designed to include all of the ideas that have been proposed to meet the purpose 
and need for the project. It defines all of the potential actions that may be incorporated into the 
final project. No other activities have been considered for the project area. 

 Alternative Summaries 2.3

Table 1 summarizes the major components of Alternatives A and B, and compares the ability of 
these alternatives to meet the project objectives (the objectives for this project are identified in the 
Purpose and Need chapter). As shown in the following table, Alternative B meets each of the 
objectives identified for this project, while Alternative A meets almost none of the objectives. 

Table 1 – Summary of alternatives and how each alternative meets project objectives. 

Alternative Elements  Alternative A – No Action 
Alternative B – Construct 

Improvements 

Upgrade South Pond to 
barrier-free 
specifications. 

The South Pond would remain 
accessible only to those who are 
not mobility impaired. 

Provides a barrier-free compliant 
access trail, boardwalks, and 
fishing platforms (docks) for the 
South Pond. 

Upgrade Picnic area at 
river overlook to 
barrier-free 
specifications 

Existing access to the picnic area 
is marginally accessible to the 
mobility impaired and would 
remain so. 

Provides a barrier-free compliant 
trail, picnic table and grill for the 
picnic area at the overlook. 

North Pond developed 
as “youth-only” fishing 
area. 

The North Pond would remain 
open to all visitors. 

BNR would create a regulatory 
policy that establishes the North 
Pond as a “youth-only” fishing 
area with appropriate 
enforcement measures. 

Reduce fuel loading 
throughout burn unit. 

Fuel loading would continue to 
increase until a wildfire burns it 
off. 

Prescribed burns would be 
conducted on a periodic basis in 
the CGBU. 

Install bathroom facility 
near the parking area. 

No bathroom facility installed. 
Visitors would continue to use 
the woods as a restroom. 

A ROMTEC bathroom would be 
installed at the CGBU Parking 
Area. 

Improve parking area. The existing parking area would 
remain the same. 

Boulders would be repositioned 
and added as necessary to the 
parking area along with a post-
and-rail system to improve 
pedestrian and vehicle 
circulation.  
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Install two new docks 
and a boardwalk at 
South Pond. 

The South Pond would continue 
to have only one dock that is not 
currently accessible by the 
mobility impaired. 

Docks would be constructed on 
the east and west sides of the 
South Pond with a barrier-free 
compliant boardwalk to each of 
them. 

Improve BRT ingress 
and egress from picnic 
area at river overlook. 

The BRT ingress and egress 
would remain somewhat 
unobvious. 

Stone borders and steps would be 
installed to better define the trail 
ingress and egress from the 
overlook picnic area. 

Replace wooden rail on 
the stone wall at the 
river overlook. 

The existing wooden rail would 
continue to deteriorate until it is 
no longer safe. 

The existing wooden rail would 
be replaced with a native species 
of wood and stained according to 
NPS guidelines. 

Trim trees at overlook 
to restore view of the 
river. 

The river would remain difficult 
to view from the overlook. 

Tree tops would be trimmed as 
necessary to restore the view of 
the river from the overlook. 

Install new signs and an 
informational kiosk at 
the parking area. 

The existing signage at the 
parking area would remain the 
same. 

A new informational kiosk would 
be installed at the parking area 
with a map of the area and 
current regulations pertaining to 
the ponds and picnic area. 

Stabilize soils and install 
drainage structures in 
trail to South Pond. 

The trail to the South Pond 
would remain unimproved and 
subject to erosion from foot 
traffic. 

Geo-textile material with sand 
and gravel would be emplaced 
with a soil stabilizing compound 
along the path to the South Pond. 

Remove lower branches, 
understory trees, and 
shrubs from both pond 
dams. 

Shrubs and understory would 
continue to pose an impediment 
to fishing from the dams. 

Shrubs, vines, low branches, and 
trees under 12 inches in diameter 
would be removed from both 
pond dams. 

Clear debris from 
spillways and install 
improved flow control 
structures. 

The existing spillways would 
remain subject to debris loading 
and blowouts causing occasional 
pond level fluctuations. 

The existing spillways would be 
removed and replaced with rip-
rap. 

Remove silt from both 
ponds, refill and stock 
with fish. 

The ponds would remain shallow 
with reduced quality as fish 
habitat. 

Both ponds would be dredged to 
remove the accumulated silt. 

Project objectives Meets Project Objectives? Meets Project Objectives? 
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Provide a diverse range 
of off-river 
opportunities for 
barrier-free and youth 
fishing within BNR. 

No. BNR presently has no 
opportunities for off-river 
barrier-free or youth fishing. 

Yes. The proposed trail 
improvements, docks, and 
boardwalk at the South Pond 
would provide access to the 
mobility impaired. Restricting 
fishing in the North Pond to 
“youth-only” would result in the 
first and only off-river “youth-
only” fishing opportunity at BNR. 

Improve ADA access to 
CGBU Parking and Picnic 
Area. 

No. The parking and picnic areas 
would remain as they are and 
while not inaccessible to the 
mobility impaired, they would 
remain non-compliant with ADA 
standards. 

Yes. The proposed improvements 
to the parking lot surface and 
vehicle and pedestrian traffic flow 
would bring parking lot and 
picnic area into ADA and barrier-
free compliance. 

Improve CGBU trail to 
meet barrier-free 
standards. 

No. The present condition of the 
trail is not sufficient for use by 
the mobility impaired and no 
changes would be made to 
improve it. 

Yes. Soil stabilization, widening, 
leveling, and the installation of 
minor drainage structures would 
make the trail barrier-free 
compliant. 

Improve access to 
interpretational and 
educational 
opportunities. 

No. Proposed signs and an 
informational kiosk would not be 
constructed. There would be no 
change to the status of the two 
ponds. 

Yes. Signs and an informational 
kiosk, along with youth fishing 
programs coordinated by the 
AGFC would substantially 
improve access to 
interpretational and education 
opportunities at CGBU. 

Address public health 
issues. 

No. Visitors would continue to 
use the woods as a restroom and 
the hazard of wildfire would 
continue to grow. 

Yes. The proposed new ROMTEC 
restroom adjacent to the parking 
area would improve the sanitary 
condition of the area and 
prescribed, controlled burns 
would reduce the hazard of 
wildfire. 

Table 2 summarizes the anticipated environmental effects for Alternatives A and B. Only those 
impact topics that have been carried forward for further analysis are included in this table. The 
Environmental Consequences chapter provides a more detailed explanation of these effects.  



   Cedar Glade Pond Improvements Environmental Assessment 

 

Buffalo National River  17 

Table 2 – Environmental effects summary by alternative. 

Impact Topic Alternative A – No Action Alternative B – Preferable Alternative 

Water 
Resources 

There would be no change to water 
quality in the mainstem of the 
Buffalo River unless a high-intensity 
wildfire were to occur in the CGBU. 
In this case, a high volume of ash and 
no vegetation or topsoil to hold it in 
place during a storm event could 
potentially lead to degradation of 
the river from severe runoff. This 
degradation would potentially be 
direct, adverse, short-term, and 
major. 

Pond draining activities could potentially 
lead to increased turbidity and a 
corresponding decreased water quality 
from silt in the ponds being pumped out 
and drained into river. This potential water 
quality degradation would be mitigated by 
timing draining activities to follow a dry 
period when the water column in the 
ponds is relatively clear, floating or 
otherwise maintaining the pump intake on 
the pond surfaces and stopping pumping 
before the intake begins to suck sediment 
off the bottom of the ponds, and by placing 
hay bale silt fences in the downstream 
drainages below the pump outlet to trap 
any remaining sediment that manages to 
make it into the pump. This sediment 
would be removed and disposed off site on 
a BNR hayfield where it would be 
assimilated into the topsoil. The 
anticipated rate of pumping would result in 
a flow of approximately two cubic feet per 
second of pond water entering the Buffalo 
River during the draining process. This 
would amount to less than ten percent of 
the flow in the river during any month of 
the year. The effects of this alternative 
would be direct, adverse, short-term, and 
negligible. 

Archeological 
Resources 

There would be no immediate 
change to existing archeological 
resources in the CGBU; however, a 
catastrophic, stand-replacing 
wildfire would likely result in the 
permanent loss of some 
archaeological resources. 

Prescribed burning is the only activity 
associated with this alternative that could 
potentially have an adverse effect on 
archaeological resources. Surface 
archaeological features could be burned or 
cracked from fire. Archaeological resources 
in the area have been located and 
identified in the CGBU that would be 
protected from prescribed burning. The 
effects of this alternative would be direct, 
potentially adverse, long-term, and 
negligible. 
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Impact Topic Alternative A – No Action Alternative B – Preferable Alternative 

Special Status 
Species 

There would be no immediate 
change to special status species in or 
near the CGBU. Catastrophic, stand-
replacing wildfire could potentially 
be harmful to special status species 
if they happen to be present when 
such a fire occurred. These effects 
would be direct, adverse, potentially 
long-term, and major. 

No effects would occur to State or federally 
protected species because none appear to 
be present in the areas potentially affected 
by the proposed improvements. Habitat for 
two state threatened plant species, 
Alabama snow wreath (Neviusia 
alabamensis) and ovate-leaved catchfly 
(Silene ovata), is marginally present in the 
CGBU. Clearing and grubbing activities to 
provide access to the ponds by an 
excavator and dump trucks would affect 
this habitat. A BNR botanist would conduct 
an intensive survey for these two species in 
these areas prior to clearing. If individuals 
or populations of these species are found 
during this pre-construction survey, then 
Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission 
biologists would be consulted to identify 
and appropriate mitigation plan to prevent 
adverse effects to them. Prescribed burns 
would occur between the late fall and early 
spring months thus eliminating potential 
adverse effects to nesting migratory birds 
or roosting protected species of bats. 

Visitor Use 
and 
Experience 

There would be no change to visitor 
use or experience in the CGBU. 

Noise and dust from construction activities 
would adversely affect visitor use and 
experience; however all construction-
related effects would be temporary and 
cease following construction activities. 
Construction activities would result in 
temporary inconveniences to visitors; 
however, there are no plans to close the 
area for extended periods while 
construction is going on. The overall effects 
of construction would be direct, adverse, 
local, short-term, and minor. Most of the 
proposed improvements are driven by 
visitor needs, consequently, it is expected 
that the overall post-construction visitor 
use and experience would be direct, 
beneficial, local, long-term, and moderate. 

 

 Environmentally Preferable Alternative 2.4

The environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that will promote the national 
environmental policy as expressed in NEPA's Section 101.  Ordinarily, this means the alternative 
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that causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment; it also means the 
alternative which best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources. 

Alternative A, no-action, protects and preserves historic, cultural and natural resources insofar as 
no ground disturbing activities, other than the superficial maintenance activities at Cedar Glade, 
would take place. Wildfire hazard would continue to increase and present a corresponding 
increasing hazard to natural resources and river water quality. Also, the lack of a bathroom facility 
would continue to leave visitors with no alternative to using the woods as a restroom. 

Alternative B, improve Cedar Glade ponds and picnic area, is the environmentally preferable 
alternative because the proposed construction, namely the improvements to the pond spillways, 
trail to the South Pond, installation of a restroom, and controlled burning activities would result in 
improved river water quality and enhanced protection and preservation of natural resources. 

No new information came forward from public scoping or consultation with other agencies to 
necessitate the development of any new alternatives, other than those described and evaluated in 
this document. Because it meets the purpose and need for the project, the project objectives, and is 
the environmentally preferable alternative, Alternative B is also recommended as the NPS 
preferable alternative. For the remainder of the document, Alternative B will be referred to as the 
Preferable Alternative. 
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3 Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences 

 Impact Topics Dismissed from Detailed Analysis 3.1

In this section of the EA, NPS provides a limited evaluation and explanation as to why some impact 
topics are not evaluated in more detail. Impact topics are dismissed from further evaluation in this 
EA if:  

 they do not exist in the analysis area, or 

 they would not be affected by the proposal, or the likelihood of effects are not reasonably 
expected, or  

 through the application of mitigation measures, there would be minor or less effects (i.e. no 
measurable effects) from the proposal, and there is little controversy on the subject or 
reasons to otherwise include the topic.  

Due to there being no effect or no measurable effects, there would either be no contribution 
towards cumulative effects or the contribution would be low. For each issue or topic presented 
below, if the resource is found in the analysis area or the issue is applicable to the proposal, then a 
limited analysis of direct and indirect, and cumulative effects is presented. There is no impairment 
analysis included in the limited evaluations for the dismissed topics because the NPS’s threshold for 
considering whether there could be impairment is based on “major” effects.  

 Geology, Topography, and Soils 3.1.1

According to the NPS’s Management Policies 2006, the NPS will preserve and protect geologic 
resources and features from adverse effects of human activity, while allowing natural processes to 
continue (NPS 2006). These policies also state that the NPS will strive to understand and preserve 
the soil resources of park units and to prevent, to the extent possible, the unnatural erosion, 
physical removal, or contamination of the soil, or its contamination of other resources. 

While there are significant topographic and geologic features within BNR, none of these features 
are found within the area that would be affected by proposed improvements at the CGBU. Clearing 
and grubbing activities to provide access to the ponds by an excavator and haul trucks would create 
a temporary soil erosion hazard; however, best management practices would be employed to 
minimize erosion during pond dredging and a revegetation/reseeding plan would be implemented 
afterwards for long-term erosion control. Any sediment runoff that might manage to make it into 
the creek above the ponds would be trapped by the pond before it could reach the Buffalo River. 
The Preferred Alternative would result in negligible, short-term adverse effects to soils and no 
effects to topography or geology.  Further, such effects would not result in any unacceptable effects; 
the proposed improvements are consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS Management Policies 2006.  
Because these effects would be negligible or less in degree and would not result in any 
unacceptable impacts, this topic is dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

 Floodplains  3.1.2

Executive Order 11988 Floodplain Management requires all federal agencies to avoid construction 
within the 100-year floodplain unless no other practicable alternative exists. The NPS under 
Management Policies 2006 and Director’s Order 77-2 Floodplain Management will strive to preserve 
floodplain values and minimize hazardous floodplain conditions. According to Director’s Order 77-2 
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Floodplain Management, certain construction within a 100-year floodplain requires preparation of a 
statement of findings for floodplains.  

The proposed improvements described in the preferable alternative are all well above the 
regulatory floodplain of the Buffalo River. Three artificial floodplains exist in the uplands around 
the two ponds in the CGDUA. Two are located around the inlets to the two ponds and one is located 
near the existing dock at the south pond where the access trail comes in. According to DO 77-2, the 
effects to these artificial floodplains would be transitive and inconsequential; therefore, no 
floodplain statement of findings is required. A memorandum for the record that provides details of 
this determination is located in Appendix D of this EA. Because effects to floodplains would be 
negligible or less in degree and would not result in any unacceptable impacts, this topic is 
dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

 Wetlands  3.1.3

Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wetlands requires all federal agencies to minimize the 
destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and 
beneficial values of wetlands in carrying out the agency's responsibilities. The NPS under 
Management Policies 2006 and Director's Order 77-1: Wetland Protection requires parks to protect 
and preserve wetlands.  A wetland statement of findings must be prepared if an NPS action has the 
potential to have an adverse impact on wetlands (unless the action is "excepted").  Those actions 
that involve placing of dredged or fill materials in wetlands or other "waters of the U.S.” must 
comply with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act as well. 

Two artificial wetlands occur at the inlets to the ponds. The total acreage of these two wetlands is 
approximately 0.28 acres. According to DO 77-1, these artificial wetlands fall within the excepted 
category H of DO 77-1: Actions designed to restore degraded (or completely lost) wetland, stream, 
riparian, or other aquatic habitats or ecological processes [Some “artificial wetlands” may have 
been constructed on sites which were originally 100 percent upland habitat (e.g., wetlands 
sustained by water pumps or other means). Restoration of such sites to upland habitat may also be 
considered under this exception.]; therefore, a wetland statement of findings is not required. A 
memorandum for the record that provides details of this determination is located in Appendix E of 
this EA. Because effects to wetlands would be negligible or less in degree and would not result in 
any unacceptable impacts, this topic is dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

The preferable alternative meets the definition of use for Nationwide Permit 27, Aquatic Habitat 
Restoration, Establishment and Enhancement Activities authorized by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, which requires an approved delineation and pre-construction notification to the district 
engineer.  It qualifies for the blanket ADEQ Section 401 Water Quality Certification. A copy of the 
blanket water quality certification letter is located in Appendix E of this EA. 

 Vegetation  3.1.4

According to the NPS’s Management Policies 2006, the NPS strives to maintain all components and 
processes of naturally evolving park unit ecosystems, including the natural abundance, diversity, 
and ecological integrity of plants (NPS 2006). 

Plant communities at BNR are rich and diverse. The ridges, bluffs, hillsides and valleys provide a 
variety of habitats, supporting over 1,500 species of plants. The major forest types are Floodplain, 
Mixed Hardwood, Oak-Hickory, Oak-Pine, Cedar Glade, and Beech Forests, cultivated fields (mostly 
consisting of hay and other cattle forage grasses), fields being restored to warm grass communities, 
and abandoned fields at different stages of ecological succession are present throughout the area 
(NPS 2005). 
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Approximately one-quarter acre of upland hardwood forest vegetation would be cleared to provide 
access to the ponds by an excavator and haul trucks. Disturbed areas not permanently covered by 
gravel would be rehabilitated and vegetation restored following construction; therefore, removal 
and/or disturbance of vegetation in the project area is expected to result in negligible adverse 
effects to vegetation. Further, such negligible effects would not result in any unacceptable effects; 
the proposed actions are consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS Management Policies 2006. Because these 
effects are minor or less in degree and would not result in any unacceptable effects, this topic is 
dismissed from further analysis in this EA.  

 Wildlife  3.1.5

According to the NPS’s Management Policies 2006, the NPS strives to maintain all components and 
processes of naturally evolving park unit ecosystems, including the natural abundance, diversity, 
and ecological integrity of animals (NPS 2006). Wildlife commonly found at BNR include elk, white-
tailed deer, raccoon, opossum, bobcat, mink, black bear and beaver (NPS 2005) along with 
increasing numbers of feral pigs. Elk populations have slowly increased since their re-introduction 
to the area in 1981 and sightings are common in the upper district of BNR. The lack of natural 
predators has left hunters and disease events to regulate most ungulate populations. Many 
fluctuate at or near ecological carrying capacity. 

Most of the proposed improvements would occur in areas that are already developed and receive 
frequent human visitation. Wildlife typically avoid these areas during daylight hours to avoid 
humans. Disturbed areas would be revegetated and rehabilitated following construction, which 
would result in a negligible to minor adverse impact to the wildlife and wildlife habitat in the 
immediate area of construction. There would be no overall loss of wildlife habitat. 

During construction, noise would also increase, which may disturb wildlife in the general area. 
Construction-related noise would be temporary and existing sound conditions would resume 
following construction activities. Therefore, the temporary noise from construction would have a 
negligible adverse effect on wildlife.  

Further, such negligible effects would not result in any unacceptable effects; the proposed actions 
are consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS Management Policies 2006. Because these effects are minor or 
less in degree and would not result in any unacceptable effects, this topic is dismissed from further 
analysis in this EA.  

 Ethnographic Resources 3.1.6

NPS’s Director’s Order-28 Cultural Resource Management defines ethnographic resources as any 
site, structure, object, landscape, or natural resource feature assigned traditional legendary, 
religious, subsistence, or other significance in the cultural system of a group traditionally associated 
with it. According to DO-28 and Executive Order 13007 on sacred sites, the NPS should try to 
preserve and protect ethnographic resources. 

Ethnography is concerned with contemporary peoples associated with the national river, with their 
cultural systems or ways of life, and with the related technology, sites, structures, other material 
features, and natural resources within its boundaries. These groups typically assign significance to 
places closely linked with their own sense of purpose, existence as a community, and development 
as ethnically distinctive peoples. Important places may support subsistence or ceremonial activities 
or represent birthplaces of significant individuals or group origin sites. Both culturally affiliated 
American Indian tribes recognized by the federal government and white ethnic groups, which have 
endured for two generations or more within the boundaries, are considered traditional users. 
Ethnographic resources are subsistence and ceremonial locales and sites, structures, objects, and 
rural landscapes assigned cultural significance by traditional users. Natural resources may have 
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heritage significance in activities and beliefs related to, for example, religion, healing, and 
subsistence. Some peoples’ religious beliefs also require quarrying certain minerals or collecting 
certain plants in specific places for sacred or medicinal purposes. 

Certain contemporary Native American and other communities are permitted by law, regulation, or 
policy to pursue customary religious, subsistence, and other cultural uses of park resources with 
which they are traditionally associated. Such continuing use is often essential to the survival of 
family, community, or regional cultural systems, including patterns of belief and economic and 
religious life. Recognizing that its resource protection mandate affects this human use and cultural 
context of park resources, the NPS will plan and execute programs in ways that safeguard cultural 
and natural resources while reflecting informed concern for the contemporary peoples and cultures 
traditionally associated with them. 

Ethnographic surveys or studies are not currently available for BNR due to staffing and funding 
constraints. In 2000, the NPS contracted for a cultural affiliation study in order to determine which 
federally recognized Native American tribes are affiliated with BNR. The study is in draft form at 
this time. Ten tribes have been reported to be culturally affiliated with BNR: 

 the Absentee Shawnee Tribe; 
 the Caddo Tribe of Oklahoma; 
 the Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma; 
 the Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma; 
 the Osage Tribe of Oklahoma; 
 the Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma, 
 the Shawnee Tribe; 
 the Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana; 
 the United Keetoowah Band of the Cherokee Nation, and; 
 the Wichita and Affiliated Tribes. 

BNR staff have attempted to contact the affiliated Tribes through normal channels; however, none 
of the Tribes have demonstrated any interest in the proposed actions. The lack of responses is 
interpreted to indicate that no effects to significant ethnographic resources would be expected. The 
proposed actions, therefore, are consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS Management Policies 2006. Because 
there would be no effects to ethnographic resources, this topic is dismissed from further analysis in 
this EA. 

 Paleontological Resources 3.1.7

According to Management Policies 2006, paleontological resources (fossils), including both organic 
and mineralized remains in body or trace form, will be protected, preserved, and managed for 
public education, interpretation, and scientific research (NPS 2006). At BNR, paleontological 
resources are generally restricted to caves. No paleontological resources are known to occur within 
the APE of the Preferred Alternative.  

There would be no effects to paleontological resources. Further, there would be no unacceptable 
effects; the proposed actions are consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS Management Policies 2006. Because 
these effects are minor or less in degree and would not result in any unacceptable effects, this topic 
is dismissed from further analysis in this EA.  

 Air Quality  3.1.8

The Clean Air Act of 1963 (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) was established to promote the public health and 
welfare by protecting and enhancing the nation’s air quality. The act establishes specific programs 
that provide special protection for air resources and air quality related values associated with NPS 
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units. Section 118 of the Clean Air Act requires a park unit to meet all federal, state, and local air 
pollution standards. The majority of BNR, including all of the improvement project locations, is 
designated as a Class II air quality area under the Clean Air Act as amended (NPS 2003a). A Class II 
designation indicates the maximum allowable increase in concentrations of pollutants over baseline 
concentrations of sulfur dioxide and particulate matter as specified in §163 of the Clean Air Act. 
State air quality laws and regulations are available on-line at the Arkansas Department of 
Environmental Quality website (ADEQ 2010).  

Construction activities such as hauling materials and operating heavy equipment could result in 
temporary increases of vehicle exhaust, emissions, and fugitive dust in the general project area. Any 
exhaust, emissions, and fugitive dust generated from construction activities would be temporary 
and localized and would likely dissipate rapidly because air stagnation at BNR is rare. Overall, the 
project could result in a negligible degradation of local air quality; however, such effects would be 
very short-term, lasting only while construction activities involving heavy equipment are being 
used. The Class II air quality designation for BNR would not be affected by the proposed action. 
Further, because the Class II air quality would not be affected, there would be no unacceptable 
effects; the proposed actions are consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS Management Policies 2006. 
Because there would be no effects on air quality, and the proposed actions would not result in any 
unacceptable effects, this topic is dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

 Soundscape Management  3.1.9

In accordance with Management Policies 2006 and Director’s Order-47 Sound Preservation and 
Noise Management; an important component of the NPS’s mission is the preservation of natural 
soundscapes associated with NPS units (NPS 2006). Natural soundscapes exist in the absence of 
human-caused sound. The natural ambient soundscape is the aggregate of all the natural sounds 
that occur in park units, together with the physical capacity for transmitting natural sounds. 
Natural sounds occur within and beyond the range of sounds that humans can perceive and can be 
transmitted through air, water, or solid materials. The frequencies, magnitudes, and durations of 
human-caused sound considered acceptable varies among NPS units as well as potentially 
throughout each park unit, being generally greater in developed areas and less in undeveloped 
areas. 

During construction, human-caused sounds would likely increase due to construction activities, 
equipment, vehicular traffic, and construction crews. Any sounds generated from construction 
would be short-term, lasting only as long as the construction activity is generating the sounds, 
would generally be confined to the immediate vicinity of the construction activities, and would have 
a minor adverse effect on visitors and employees. Operation of the facilities upon completion of 
construction may result in a negligible increase in human-caused sounds at the CGBU in the parking 
lot, picnic area, and around the ponds if visitation to these areas increases as anticipated. Such 
negligible effects are consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS Management Policies 2006. Because these 
effects would be negligible or less in degree and would not result in any unacceptable effects, this 
topic is dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

 Lightscape Management  3.1.10

In accordance with Management Policies 2006, the NPS strives to preserve natural ambient 
lightscapes, which are natural resources and values that exist in the absence of human caused light 
(NPS 2006). BNR strives to limit the use of artificial outdoor lighting to that which is necessary for 
basic safety requirements. There are no lights at the CGBU and no new lights are included in the 
Preferred Alternative; therefore, there would be no effects to the natural ambient lightscape as a 
result of the proposed improvements. Because there would be no effect to the Lightscape, this topic 
is dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 
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 Socioeconomics 3.1.11

The proposed action would change neither local nor regional land use nor appreciably affect local 
businesses or other agencies in an adverse way. Implementation of the proposed action could 
provide a negligible beneficial impact to local small businesses, such as bait and tackle stores, due 
to improved fishing opportunities at the ponds in the CGBU. Because the effects to the 
socioeconomic environment would be negligible and likely beneficial, this topic is dismissed from 
further analysis in this EA. 

 Prime and Unique Farmlands  3.1.12

The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981, as amended, requires federal agencies to consider 
adverse effects to prime and unique farmlands that would result in the conversion of these lands to 
non-agricultural uses. Prime or unique farmland is classified by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and is defined as soil that particularly produces 
general crops such as common foods, forage, fiber, and oil seed; unique farmland produces specialty 
crops such as fruits, vegetables, and nuts. Both categories require that the land be available for 
farming uses. None of the land that would be affected by the proposed action is available for 
farming and, therefore, do not meet these criteria. Because there would be no effects on prime or 
unique farmlands, this topic is dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

 Indian Trust Resources  3.1.13

Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any anticipated effects to Indian trust resources from a 
proposed project or action by the Department of Interior agencies be explicitly addressed in 
environmental documents. The federal Indian trust responsibility is a legally enforceable fiduciary 
obligation on the part of the United States to protect tribal lands, assets, resources, and treaty 
rights, and it represents a duty to carry out the mandates of federal law with respect to American 
Indian and Alaska Native tribes. 

There are no Indian trust resources at BNR. The lands comprising the river are not held in trust by 
the Secretary of the Interior for the benefit of Indians due to their status as Indians. Because there 
are no Indian trust resources, this topic is dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

 Environmental Justice  3.1.14

Executive Order 12898 General Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations requires all federal agencies to incorporate environmental justice into 
their missions by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of their programs and policies on minorities and low-income populations and 
communities. Because the proposed improvements would be available to the benefit of all visitors 
regardless of race or income, and the construction workforces would not be hired based on their 
race or income, the proposed action would not have disproportionate health or environmental 
effects on minorities or low-income populations or communities. Because there would be no 
disproportionate effects, this topic is dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

 Climate Change and Sustainability 3.1.15

Although climatologists are unsure about the long-term results of global climate change, it is clear 
that the planet is always experiencing cyclic warming and cooling trends that affect ocean currents, 
sea levels, polar sea ice, and global weather patterns. Although these changes will likely affect 
winter precipitation patterns and amounts in the parks, it would be speculative to predict localized 
changes in temperature, precipitation, or other weather changes, in part because there are many 
variables that are not fully understood and there may be variables not currently defined. Therefore, 
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the analysis in this document is based on past and current weather patterns and the effects of 
future climate changes are not discussed further in this EA. 

 Cumulative Impacts Scenario 3.2

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, which implement the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4321 et seq.), require assessment of cumulative effects in 
the decision-making process for federal projects. Cumulative effects are defined as "the impact on 
the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-
federal) or person undertakes such other actions" (40 CFR 1508.7). Cumulative effects are 
considered for both the no-action and preferable alternative.  

Cumulative effects were determined by combining the effects of the preferable alternative with 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Therefore, it was necessary to 
identify other ongoing or reasonably foreseeable future projects at BNR and, if applicable, the 
surrounding region. Because the scope of this project is relatively small, the geographic and 
temporal scope of the cumulative analysis is similarly small. The geographic scope for this analysis 
includes actions within BNR’s boundaries, while the temporal scope includes projects within a 
range of approximately ten years. Given this, the following projects were identified for the purpose 
of conducting the cumulative effects analysis, listed from past to future: 

 Development of Fire Management Plan, 2003: The fire management plan was completed in 
March 2003. One of the primary actions prescribed by the plan is the reduction of hazardous 
fuels and maintenance of ecosystem health and diversity through prescribed burning. 

 Buffalo River Trail, 2003 and ongoing: This is a planned 26 mile extension of the Ozark 
Highland Trail with portions passing through BNR. This is currently designated as a pedestrian 
hiking trail only and there are no plans presently being considered to change this designation. 

 Development of a Water Resources Management Plan, 2004: This plan presents a carefully 
laid out list of recommendations that includes, among others, recommendations to reduce 
erosion of streambanks and restore riparian areas at a total of 14 and 26 locations, respectively. 

 Development of a Streambank Management Plan, 2005: This plan was developed as an 
outgrowth of the Water Resources Management Plan. It describes a preferable alternative for 
the stabilization of streambanks and restoration of riparian areas along the river. 

 Development of a General Management Plan, Ongoing: Some topics that may be included in 
the GMP are vehicle launch ramps for johnboats, creating ADA access to the river at Hasty 
Landing, conversion of the campgrounds at Hasty Landing and Lost Valley to day-use only 
areas, development of an overflow parking lot at Hasty Landing at the top of the hill, and 
expanded horse trailer parking areas and campgrounds at various locations within BNR. 

 Facilities Improvements at Rush Landing, Spring Creek Trailhead, Hasty Landing, and 
Lost Valley, 2011: The EA for these improvements was completed in 2010 and a FONSI was 
signed in 2011. Construction of these projects began in the fall of 2011. These improvements 
include traffic, pedestrian, parking, and drainage improvements at Rush Landing, a parking 
facility at the Spring Creek trailhead, drainage, parking, and restroom facility improvements at 
Hasty Landing, and ABA and safety improvements at Lost Valley. 

 Impact Topics Retained for Detailed Analysis 3.3

Impact topics for this project have been identified on the basis of federal laws, regulations, and 
orders; Management Policies 2006; and NPS knowledge of resources at BNR. Impact topics that are 
carried forward for further analysis in this environmental assessment are listed below along with 
the reasons why the impact topic is further analyzed. For each of these topics, the text also 
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describes the existing setting or baseline conditions (i.e. affected environment) within the project 
area. This information will be used to analyze the effects of the two alternatives against the current 
conditions of the project area. 

In this section and the following section on Impact Topics Dismissed from Further Analysis, the NPS 
takes a “hard look” at all potential effects by considering the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects 
of the proposed action on the environment, along with connected and cumulative actions. Effects 
are described in terms of context and duration. The context or extent of the impact is described as 
localized or widespread. The duration of effects is described as short-term, ranging from days to 
three years in duration, or long-term, extending up to 20 years or longer. The intensity and type of 
impact is described as negligible, minor, moderate, or major, and as beneficial or adverse. The NPS 
equates “major” effects as “significant” effects. The identification of “major” effects would trigger 
the need for an EIS. Where the intensity of an impact could be described quantitatively, the 
numerical data is presented; however, most impact analyses are qualitative and use best 
professional judgment in making the assessment.  

The NPS defines “measurable” effects as moderate or greater effects. It equates “no measurable 
effects” as minor or less effects. “No measurable effect” is used by the NPS in determining if a 
categorical exclusion applies or if impact topics may be dismissed from further evaluation in an EA 
or EIS. The use of “no measurable effects” in this EA pertains to whether the NPS dismisses an 
impact topic from further detailed evaluation in the EA. The reason the NPS uses “no measurable 
effects” to determine whether impact topics are dismissed from further evaluation is to concentrate 
on the issues that are truly significant to the action in question, rather than amassing needless 
detail, in accordance with CEQ regulations at 1500.1(b). 

Topics analyzed in this chapter include water resources, archaeological resources, biological 
resources, and visitor use and experience. Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, as well as 
impairment are analyzed for each resource topic carried forward. Potential effects are described in 
terms of type, context, duration, and intensity. General definitions are defined as follows, while 
more specific impact thresholds are given for each resource at the beginning of each resource 
section. 

 Type describes the classification of the impact as either beneficial or adverse, direct or indirect: 
- Beneficial: A positive change in the condition or appearance of the resource or a change that 

moves the resource toward a desired condition. 
- Adverse: A change that moves the resource away from a desired condition or detracts from 

its appearance or condition. 
- Direct: An effect that is caused by an action and occurs in the same time and place. 
- Indirect: An effect that is caused by an action but is later in time or farther removed in 

distance, but is still reasonably foreseeable. 
 Context describes the area or location in which the impact will occur. Are the effects site-

specific, local, regional, or even broader? 
 Duration describes the length of time an effect will occur, either short-term or long-term: 

- Short-term effects generally last only during construction, and the resources resume their 
pre-construction conditions following construction. 

- Long-term effects last beyond the construction period, and the resources may not resume 
their pre-construction conditions for a longer period of time following construction. 

 Intensity describes the degree, level, or strength of an impact. For this analysis, intensity has 
been categorized into negligible, minor, moderate, and major. Because definitions of intensity 
vary by resource topic, intensity definitions are provided separately for each impact topic 
analyzed in this environmental assessment. 
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 Archaeological Resources 3.3.1

Affected Environment 

BNR contains numerous prehistoric and historic archeological sites, over 500 recorded as of 2003, 
spanning almost 10,000 years of human history (NPS 2003). A common occurrence at BNR is the 
overlay of historic structure upon historic archeological site upon prehistoric archeological site. Site 
condition varies from good to destroyed, with impact levels varying from low to severe. 

Structural sites have recently been added to the finds within BNR boundaries. The discovery of a 
baking oven in the Boxley area and the remains of the first known prehistoric house structure in the 
Arkansas Ozarks (at Erbie) demonstrate the high significance of this largely unknown resource. 
Until recently, the Native Americans occupying the Ozarks were believed to make use of natural 
bluffs and caves for shelter rather than constructing dwellings. Archeological testing during 
planning prior to the development of the Erbie campground (1986-87) revealed post molds that 
indicated the use of constructed "pole house" shelters comparable to Mississippian sites elsewhere 
in the southeast. Burial sites have been discovered within the boundaries of the national river and 
are protected by federal and State laws (NPS 2003). 

Known historic archeological sites cover a period beginning in the early 1800s when modern Native 
Americans such as the Osage and the Cherokee were present. Most of the historic archeological 
sites are associated with nineteenth and twentieth century Euro-American settlements. These sites 
vary from vegetation-covered areas with no above ground resources, to abandoned farms, 
communities, and industries. Civil War engagements are reported to have taken place at various 
locations along the river. Sites associated with the region-wide mining of lead and zinc include the 
sites in the Rush Historic District as well as numerous unstudied sites in the Lower Buffalo 
Wilderness. Other known sites are associated with the processing of guano from bat caves to 
produce gunpowder. Sites associated with the logging industry, including major milling sites and 
"tie slides," where logs were pushed off ridges to glide down to the river to waiting rafts (NPS 
2003). 

A comprehensive cultural landscape inventory has not been funded for BNR. There are some who 
believe that the entire national river may be one large cultural landscape in which are contained 
smaller, distinct elements. Although it is unknown which distinct cultural landscapes exist within 
BNR's boundaries, BNR treats designated historic districts as potential cultural landscapes. Other 
potential areas include community sites, Civil War sites, and agricultural settlement areas. For the 
most part, fence-lines and old roadways are left in place to mark settlement patterns. Special use 
hay permits and historic leases maintain selected pastoral landscapes.  

Standing structures and ruins are the most visible part of the overall national river cultural 
landscape and are scattered throughout its boundary.  Settlement occurred along the river's length, 
in fertile tributary valleys, and along forested slopes. Structures or other remains are virtually 
everywhere, whether still in use as part of active farms or long abandoned. The NPS’s List of 
Classified Structures (structures on or eligible for the National Register) for BNR lists 256 
structures. Under a 1988 Memorandum of Agreement with the Arkansas State Historic 
Preservation Officer, structures, including those in Wilderness, will be inventoried and 
determinations of National Register eligibility made. However, staff and funding constraints have 
focused National Register evaluations towards areas slated for development with the result that 
only a few Wilderness area structures have been evaluated. 

Euro-Americans began settling the surrounding area in the 1820s. The oldest standing structures in 
the park, remains of the Parker-Hickman farm, date to the 1840s and are located 3.5 miles west of 
the project area along Erbie Campground road. 
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A Class III Archaeological Survey of the entire CGBU was conducted by NPS archaeologist Melissa 
Baier during the fall and winter months of 2011-2012. The results of this survey are contained in a 
report (NPS 2012) prepared for internal use by NPS. The archeological investigation indicates that 
human occupation of the landscape was relatively continuous from prehistory through modern 
times. Excavations at one site in the project area recovered artifacts that date from the Dalton 
period. Most of the prehistoric sites within the CGBU and within the park as a whole suggest that 
early inhabitants of the park [(8500-7900 BC) through the Mississippian (AD 1000-1600) period] 
practiced a transient hunter-gatherer lifestyle. These prehistoric sites consist primarily of 
campsites containing domestic debris including stone flakes from tool making with some locations 
showing signs of specialized activities such as hickory nut processing. Most of these artifacts are 
located below the ground surface. One prehistoric site with surface features located within the 
project area has been recommended as eligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) under Criterion D (partially because of the presence of subsurface hearth features). 

Evidence of historic occupation of the CGBU includes foundations, wells, artifact scatters, fences, 
and a historic cemetery. The cemetery is a privately owned parcel within the park boundary. One of 
the historic sites within the CGBU contains flammable materials including a portion of a collapsed 
wooden structure. The other foundations are constructed of either poured concrete or native stone. 

Intensity Level Definitions 

In addition to the National Historic Preservation Act and the NPS Management Policies 2006, the 
NPS’s Director’s Order-28B Archeology affirms a long-term commitment to the appropriate 
investigation, documentation, preservation, interpretation, and protection of archeological 
resources inside units of the National Park System. As one of the principal stewards of America's 
heritage, the NPS is charged with the preservation of the commemorative, educational, scientific, 
and traditional cultural values of archeological resources for the benefit and enjoyment of present 
and future generations. Archeological resources are nonrenewable and irreplaceable, so it is 
important that all management decisions and activities throughout the National Park System reflect 
a commitment to the conservation of archeological resources as elements of our national heritage.  

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (PL 89-665, 80 Stat 915-919, 16 USC 470 et seq.) 
established a federal historic preservation program. It authorized the Secretary of the Interior to 
(1) expand and maintain a national register of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects 
significant in American history; (2) establish a program of matching grants-in-aid to states for 
historical preservation; and (3) establish a program of matching grants-in-aid to the National Trust 
for Historic Preservation. The act also established the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP). The Director of the NPS or his or her designee is to be the Executive Director of the Council. 
A 1980 amendment to this act places specific responsibilities on federal agencies in terms of 
historic preservation and the conducting of their own programs, planning, and projects (Section 
110). 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act or NHPA requires federal agencies to conduct 
surveys to determine the location of: potentially historic or prehistoric sites; districts; structures; 
buildings; or objects that may be eligible for nomination to the Federal Register.  The surveys are to 
be completed prior to initiating any actions that could produce adverse impacts to those resources.  
If resources are detected by surveys, the land agency must prepare an Assessment of Effect Form 
and a statement describing any mitigation that would be needed to document the site or otherwise 
protect it from adverse impacts.  The assessment of significance and proposed mitigation must be 
submitted to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), ACHP, and affiliated Tribes for 
consultation and comment before the initiation of the project.  In the context of the preferable 
alternative, the requirements of NHPA, Section 106, dictate that BNR must conduct cultural 
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resource surveys prior to ground disturbing activities and submit the results of those surveys along 
with any Assessment of Effect Forms and proposed mitigation to the SHPO, ACHP, and Tribes for 
review and consultation. The thresholds for this impact assessment are as follows: 

Negligible: The activity would affect archeological resources, National Register of Historic 
Places, and cultural landscapes at the lowest levels of detection—barely perceptible 
and not measurable.  

Minor: The activity would affect an archeological site(s) with modest data potential. The 
effect does not alter the character defining features of a National Register of Historic 
Places eligible or listed structure, district, or cultural landscape. 

Moderate: The activity would affect an archeological site(s) with high data potential. For a 
National Register eligible or listed structure, district, or cultural landscape, the effect 
changes a character defining feature(s) of the resource, but does not diminish the 
integrity of the resource to the extent that its National Register eligibility is 
jeopardized. 

Major: The activity would affect an archeological site(s) with exceptional data potential. For 
a National Register eligible or listed structure, district, or cultural landscape, the 
effect changes a character defining feature(s) of the resource, diminishing the 
integrity of the resource to the extent that it is no longer eligible to be listed in the 
National Register. 

Duration: Short term – Effects on the natural elements of a cultural landscape may be short- 
term (e.g., three to five years until new vegetation grows or historic plantings are 
restored, etc.) 

Long term – Most cultural resources are nonrenewable, so effects would be long 
term. 

Effects of Alternative A (No-Action Alternative) 

Without the implementation of prescribed burns in the CGBU fuel loading would continue to 
increase until it experiences a wildfire. Such a wildfire would not provide an opportunity for the 
exclusion of surface artifacts or historic structures, consequently the No-Action Alternative would 
lead to long-term, potentially major, local, direct, adverse effects to archaeological resources. 

Effects of Alternative B (Preferable Alternative) 

The archaeological features referred to in this analysis are identified and located in more specific 
detail in the Class III Archaeological Survey Report (NPS 2012) prepared for Cedar Glade. Artifacts 
located beneath the ground surface would not be affected by a prescribed fire regime. The 
prehistoric site with NHRP recommended eligibility would need to be excluded from prescribed 
burns in order to protect the integrity of surface hearth features. Exclusion would be performed by 
removing flammable materials around the site with a leaf blower. 

The historic cemetery would need to be excluded from prescribed burns to prevent damage to the 
fence and the headstones. The historic site within the CGBU that contains flammable materials 
including a portion of a collapsed wooden structure, would need to be protected from fire. This site 
would need to be excluded from the prescribed burn through the use of leaf blowers. Other 
foundations at this site are constructed of either poured concrete or native stone and concrete and 
should be unaffected by fire; however, measures such as hand-clearing would be employed to 
reduce fire temperatures in these locations to prevent cracking and crazing of the stone and 
concrete. In addition, the Arkansas SHPO recommends that historic fences be protected from fire. 
There is one fence that would need to be excluded from the prescribed burn. 
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The Preferable Alternative was designed to avoid archaeological resources in the area of potential 
effect. As long as the recommendations described here are followed, construction and increased 
visitation of the area related to the Preferable Alternative would have a negligible, local, direct, 
long-term, adverse effect on archaeological resources. No indirect or cumulative effects were 
identified for archaeological resources. 

 Special Status Species 3.3.2

Affected Environment 

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 requires examination of potential effects on all federally-listed 
threatened, endangered, and candidate species. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires all 
federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that any action 
authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency does not jeopardize the continued existence of 
listed species or critical habitats. In addition, the Management Policies 2006 and Director’s Order-77 
Natural Resources Management Guidelines require the NPS to examine the effects on federal 
candidate species, as well as state-listed threatened, endangered, candidate, rare, declining, and 
sensitive species (NPS 2006). For the purposes of this analysis, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission (AGFC) were contacted with regards to 
federally- and state-listed species to determine those species that could potentially occur on or near 
the project area. A Biological Evaluation (BE) was prepared for this project and included in in 
Appendix B of this EA. 

The APE for special status species includes all of the land within the CGBU boundary as shown in 
Figure 1 of this EA, the mainstem of Buffalo River along the northern boundary of the CGBU and the 
reach of the river immediately downstream for approximately 0.5 mile. 

Letters were sent to the USFWS and the AGFC requesting input regarding protected species in the 
vicinity of the facilities where improvements are proposed. One response has been received from 
the USFWS. A copy of the letters and the USFWS response are included in Appendix B. Thirteen 
protected species are identified for Newton County on the USFWS Arkansas Field Office website 
(USFWS 2011) and the Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission website (ANHC 2011) and are 
presented in Table 3. A complete list, including those not protected, but listed for inventory, by the 
Arkansas Natural Heritage for Newton County are presented in Appendix B. 

Table 3 – Federal and State protected species known to occur within BNR. 

Scientific Name Common Name Federal Status State Status 

Birds 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle BGEPA INV 

Fish 

Etheostoma moorei Yellowcheek darter C INV 

Invertebrates 

Quadrula cylindrica cylindrica Rabbitsfoot C INV 

Epioblasma triquetra Snuffbox E - 

Mammals 

Corynorhinus townsendii ingens Ozark big-eared bat E INV 
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Myotis grisescens Gray bat E INV 

Myotis sodalis Indiana bat E INV 

Plants 

Dodecatheon frenchii French’s shooting star - T 

Neviusia alabamensis Alabama snow wreath - T 

Silene ovata Ovate-leaved catchfly - T 

Silene regia Royal catchfly - T 

Trichomanes petersii Dwarf bristle fern - T 

BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

E = Endangered 

T = Threatened 

PE = Proposed Endangered 

C = Candidate 

INV = Inventory Element (Species for which the ANHC is currently conducting active inventory work and for which there is a 
conservation concern.) 

 

Bald eagles are protected by the Bald and Golden Eagles Protection Act. As of 2003, each winter for 
most of the previous twelve years, an eagle survey was performed by BNR staff. The survey was 
conducted as a one-day, intensive search designed to cover as much of the river as possible. The 
lower sections of the river have a wintering population of approximately one eagle per two river 
miles. (NPS unpublished records). There have been no nesting pairs of this eagle found within the 
boundary of BNR since the species was removed from protection under the Endangered Species 
Act. 

Yellowcheek darters (Etheostoma moorei) are only known to occur in the Little Red River basin 
above Greer’s Ferry Lake and are not present in BNR (Hodges 2010). 

Snuffbox mussels (Epioblasma triquetra) are listed by USFWS as endangered under ESA. Snuffbox 
has only been found in the lower wilderness section of the river.  Characteristic habitat for this 
species is present in the Buffalo River on the northern boundary of the project area; however, this 
species was not found during a survey conducted in the mainstem of Buffalo River along the 
northern boundary of the project area by BNR fisheries biologists on April 27, 2012, (Hodges 2012). 

Rabbitsfoot mussels (Quadrula cylindrica cylindrica) are a candidate for federal protection under 
ESA. Characteristic habitat for this species is present in the Buffalo River on the northern boundary 
of the project area; however, this species was not found during a survey conducted in the mainstem 
of Buffalo River along the northern boundary of the project area by BNR fisheries biologists on 
April 27, 2012, (Hodges 2012). 

The Ozark big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii ingens)is listed by the USFWS as endangered 
under ESA and is a state inventory species. They roost in caves and mines year round. Caves are 
typically located in limestone karst regions dominated by mature hardwood forests of hickory, 
beech, maple, and hemlock. Colonies are small, generally under 1,000 individuals. They tend to 
roost near the entrances of caves and mines and have been found roosting in rock overhangs, talus 
piles, and other fairly exposed locations (NPS 2010). These are large bats which prefer to forage in 
open forests or on forest edge (USFWS 1995). Ozark big-eared bats forage over fields, streams, 
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forest edges, mountain slopes, cliff faces, and in clearings. They feed primarily on small moths, 
though they will also catch and eat beetles (NPS 2010). 

Their summer roost requirements are variable. They may roost in caves proper, or in fractures in 
limestone or sandstone bluffs. Sandstone bluffs are present in the northern portion of the CGBU 
along the rim of the Buffalo River. These bluffs contain fractures, some of which may be suitable for 
summer roosting. 

The gray bat (Myotis grisescens) is listed by the USFWS as endangered under ESA and is a state 
inventory species. Roosting sites are nearly exclusively restricted to caves throughout the year, 
though only a few percent of available caves are. The proximity of the CGBU to known roosting sites 
implies that some foraging by these bats may occur here. 

Indiana bats are listed by the USFWS as endangered under ESA and are a state inventory species. 
They roost in caves during the winter in colonies of up to 100,000 individuals. In the summer they 
tend to roost and raise their young under the sloughing bark of snags and under the bark of 
shagbark hickory (Carya ovata), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), elm (Ulmus sp.), cottonwood 
(Populus deltoides) and other trees with large loose bark plates.  

Indiana bats are found in four hibernacula at BNR. These bats have not been captured at BNR in the 
summer months, but it is the possible that a maternity colony exists in the area. There are no 
confirmed maternity colonies in the state. A lack of suitable summer roost trees does not seem to be 
a limiting factor in this species recovery; potential roost trees are regularly recruited from dead and 
dying trees. Potential roost trees for this species occur in the CGBU; however, no caves for winter 
hibernation are present are found there.  

French’s shooting star (Dodecatheon frenchii) is listed as threatened by the State of Arkansas. It has 
a small geographic range extending from southern Illinois to eastern Missouri and Arkansas, 
Indiana and western Kentucky. To date, the species is found in only two counties within the state, 
Newton (numerous occurrences) and Cleburne (one occurrence). Characteristic habitat for this 
species does not occur within the project area and it was not found during a biological survey of the 
CGBU conducted in 2011 in support of the BE prepared for this project. 

Alabama snow wreath is listed as threatened by the State of Arkansas.  It is rare throughout its 
range, with widely scattered 'populations' that are mostly or entirely clonal. Characteristic habitat 
for this species may be marginally present within the project area. During the biological survey of 
the CGBU conducted by PFE (2011) this species was not found. Because this distinctive species 
would be relatively easy to detect, particularly when it is blooming, it is unlikely that it occurs in the 
project area. 

Ovate-leaved catchfly is listed as threatened by the State of Arkansas.  It is rare throughout its 
range. It occurs from southwest Virginia, south to Georgia, and west to southeast Illinois and 
northern Arkansas. This species was not found in the project area during the survey conducted by 
Pathfinder Environmental in 2011. Because this distinctive species would be relatively easy to 
detect, particularly when it is blooming, it is unlikely that it occurs in the project area. 

Royal catchfly (Silene regia) is listed as threatened by the State of Arkansas. Characteristic habitat 
for this species does not occur within the project area and it was not observed during the biological 
survey conducted by Pathfinder Environmental in 2011. 

Dwarf bristle fern (Trichomanes petersii) is listed as threatened by the State of Arkansas. 
Characteristic habitat for this species does not occur within the project area and it was not 
observed during the biological survey conducted by Pathfinder Environmental in 2011. 
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Intensity Level Definitions 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act defines the responsibilities of federal agencies considering 
activities that have potential for adversely affecting federally protected or sensitive species. 
Agencies are required to determine if a proposed action may have an adverse effect on protected 
species and, if so, consult with the USFWS to identify appropriate mitigation. The State of Arkansas 
also maintains a list of State protected and sensitive species. The term, “sensitive species”, for the 
purposes of this EA refers to those species not specifically afforded protection by either the State or 
federal governments, but could potentially be protected in the near future, thus planning should 
include efforts to avoid adverse effects to these species in order not to further contribute to their 
decline. The thresholds for this impact assessment are as follows: 

Negligible: The action may result in a change to a population of a species or designated critical 
habitat, but the change would be so small that it would not result in a detectable 
adverse effect to the species. 

Minor: The action may result in a change to a population of a species or designated critical 
habitat. The change would be measurable, but would not be likely to adversely affect 
the species. 

Moderate: The action would result in some change to a population of a species or designated 
critical habitat. The change would be measurable and would be likely to adversely 
affect the species. 

Major: The action would result in a noticeable change to a population of a species or 
designated critical habitat. The action would result in a take, as defined by the 
Endangered Species Act, of one or more individuals of the species. The change to the 
population would be measurable and would adversely affect the species. 

Duration: Very short-term – the species would be expected to recover fully within one year. 

 Short-term – the species would be expected to recover fully within two years. 

 Long-term – the species would take longer than two years to fully recover, if at all. 

Effects of Alternative A (No-Action Alternative) 

Without the implementation of prescribed burns in the CGBU fuel loading would continue to 
increase until it experiences a wildfire. Such a wildfire would likely burn with a much higher 
intensity than a prescribed burn and be more likely to destroy desirable habitat for special status 
species, consequently the No-Action Alternative would lead to, potentially major, local, direct, long-
term adverse effects to special status species. 

Effects of Alternative B (Preferable Alternative) 

Because no bald eagles or bald eagle nests have been observed in the CGBU, no effects to this 
species would be expected. If a bald eagle is observed within a quarter mile of the CGBU when a 
prescribed burn is scheduled or during construction activities related to the Preferred Alternative, 
then such activities would be halted until the bald eagle left the area of its own volition. 

There would be no effect to yellowcheek darters because they are not present in the APE for the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Neither rabbitsfoot nor snuffbox mussels would be affected by the Preferred Alternative because 
they are not presently found in the mainstem of the Buffalo River near the CGBU and the only 
activity that might affect these species, if they did occur there, would be draining the ponds prior to 
excavation. Since the ponds would be drained in a manner that would almost completely eliminate 
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turbidity from sediment, even if these species did occur in the reach of the Buffalo River below 
immediately downstream of the confluence of the two pond drainages, the water quality in the 
Buffalo River would not be sufficiently diminished to cause them harm. Also, stormwater runoff 
from other prescribed burn areas within BNR have not been found to adversely affect water quality 
in the mainstem of the Buffalo River (NPS 2003a) 

There would be no effects to Ozark big-eared bats, gray bats, or Indiana bats expected as a result of 
activities proposed in the preferred alternative because the only activity with any potential to affect 
them is prescribed burning, which would occur while these species are hibernating in caves or 
abandoned mine shafts located outside of the APE. 

Since neither French’s shooting star, royal catchfly, nor Dwarf bristle fern are known to occur 
within the project area and were not found during the 2011 biological survey of the CGBU, no 
effects to these species are anticipated. A survey for Alabama snow wreath and ovate-leaved 
catchfly should be conducted in the spring or early summer, while they are blooming, and 
immediately prior to the proposed clearing activities associated with dredging the ponds and in the 
year preceding a planned prescribed burn in the CGBU to definitively determine their presence or 
absence. If either species is found during this survey, biologists from the ANHC should be consulted 
to determine the best methods for mitigating potential impacts to them. If this recommendation is 
followed, effects to these species would be minor or less, local, direct, and short-term. If they are 
not found, no effects to these species as a result of the Preferred Alternative would be expected. 

The BE prepared for the Preferred Alternative in this EA (PFE 2012) included analysis of potential 
effects to State of Arkansas inventory species.  In addition to the species just described, wood frog 
(Rana sylvatica), Swainson’s warbler (Limnothlypis swainsonii), an isopod (Lirceus bicuspidatus), a 
ground beetle (Scaphinotus inflectus), Ozark beetle (Pseudactium ursum), and the woodland tiger 
beetle (Cicindela unipunctata) were identified as having some potential for being affected by the 
Preferred Alternative. The potential effects to these species were analyzed in detail in the BE (PFE 
2012), the results of which are presented here. 

If individuals of wood frogs do exist within the project footprint, they would potentially be subject 
to elimination from clearing and grubbing activities during construction. The loss of these 
individuals, which did not appear to be present in 2011, would not be expected to cause a trend 
toward federal listing or loss of species viability. Because of the overall security and wide range of 
this species, the anticipated effects to this species would be negligible, local, direct, adverse, and 
potentially long-term. 

The only activity associated with the Preferred Alternative with potential for affecting Swainson’s 
warbler is prescribed burning. As long as prescribed burns are conducted outside of the nesting 
season, no effects to this species would be expected. Prescribed burning may ultimately benefit this 
species through improved nesting habitat.  The Preferred Alternative would be expected to result in 
negligible, local, direct, long-term, and potentially beneficial effects to this species. 

The potential effects of prescribed burning, which is the only activity associated with the Preferred 
Alternative with potential for affecting the isopod (Lirceus bicuspidatus), are not well known and 
may be beneficial when compared to the potential effects of an uncontrolled wildfire. As long as 
best management practices are employed to minimize runoff during dredging operations in the 
ponds, the Preferred Alternative would be expected to result in negligible, local, direct, short- or 
possibly long-term, potentially adverse or beneficial effects to this species. 

If any individuals of the three beetle species do exist within the APE, they could potentially be 
affected by the Preferred Alternative. Habitat for this species is abundant throughout the known 
range of this species. Consequently, the low probability of their occurrence within the project area 
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combined with the high probability of their presence elsewhere within their ranges implies that the 
loss of individuals, which did not appear to be present in 2011, would not be expected to cause a 
trend toward federal or State listing or loss of species viability.  The small scale of the proposed 
project combined with the potential long-term benefits to overall forest quality and the reduction of 
catastrophic wildfire hazard indicate that adverse effects to these species are unlikely. The 
anticipated effects of the Preferred Alternative to these species would be negligible, local, direct, 
short-term, and potentially adverse or beneficial. No indirect or cumulative effects were identified 
for special status species. 

 Water Resources 3.3.3

Affected Environment 

BNR drains an elongated basin, approximately 22 miles wide by 70 miles long, and covers 1,338 
square miles. Flowing from the Boston Mountains in the west to the White River in the east, it 
follows a 153-mile winding course. Small tributaries enter at intervals. The geology and hydrology 
of the BNR watershed is unique because of a combination of factors such as karst geomorphology, 
steep topography, shallow soils and highly integrated ground/surface water. The river has 24 major 
tributaries within the BNR boundary (NPS 2004). 

The Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality has designated BNR and Richland Creek (a 
tributary) as “Extraordinary National Resource Waters,” providing the highest water quality 
standards and protection through a policy of non-degradation. The water quality of the river has 
remained relatively unpolluted due to the large amount of forested land, few point source pollution 
sources, and a relatively sparse population within the watershed. Water quality problems are 
related to high fecal coliform bacteria levels, sediment, loading, and nutrient enrichment from a 
variety of animal operations, sewage treatment operations, inadequate rural septic systems, and 
runoff from bare ground. Following several short-term water quality studies in the 1970s and early 
1980s, the NPS initiated a regular water monitoring program in 1985. 

All stream channels naturally shift and meander over time in the absence of human activity within 
their watershed, thus causing a certain amount of natural turbidity. Within the steep terrain of the 
Ozarks, stormwater runoff from unpaved roads and cleared land carries both fine and coarse 
sediments to tributaries of BNR. The dominant source of turbidity during high flow is from erosion 
of road surfaces and ditches, cattle pastures and other cleared land, and unprotected rapidly 
eroding cut-banks (NPS 2004). This turbidity results in an unnatural decrease in stream channel 
stability, eroding stream banks, and degraded aquatic habitat. One of the NPS’s objectives at BNR is 
to identify the specific locations of these human-caused sources of turbidity and take action, where 
possible, to reduce or eliminate them. 

A proposal for water impoundments was the key issue, among others, as an immediate threat to 
one of America’s last, untouched wild rivers, leading to the establishment of BNR. BNR’s enabling 
legislation prohibits the federal licensing of water-related projects on or directly affecting the river. 
The potential development of impoundments or diversion projects on major tributaries outside 
BNR boundaries remains a local issue and obtaining instream flow data to address this issue is a 
critical need. The APE for water resources includes the two tributaries on which the ponds are 
currently located and the mainstem of the Buffalo River adjacent to the CGBU and for a distance of 
0.5 mile downstream from the point where the river leaves the CGBU. 

Intensity Level Definitions 

The enabling legislation for BNR (Public Law 92-237) stipulates specific protections under Section 
4 by stating that  “…no department (including the NPS) shall assist by loan, grant, license, or 
otherwise in the construction of any water resources project that would have a direct and adverse 
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effect on the values for which such river was established, as determined by the Secretary [of 
Interior].  Nothing contained in the foregoing sentence, however, shall preclude licensing of, or 
assistance to, developments below or above the Buffalo National River or on any stream tributary 
thereto which will not invade or unreasonably diminish the scenic, recreational, and fish and 
wildlife values present in the area on the date of approval of this Act.”   

The park is required to make a written evaluation and determination of the effects of projects that 
may have a direct or adverse effect on the values of the river. The values and purposes of the river 
include free-flow, water quality, scenic, and scientific features. Any water resources project that 
would be determined by the park to have a direct and adverse effect on or invade or unreasonably 
diminish the free-flow or the values of the river is prohibited under the law. BNR is afforded 
considerable protection from and statutory authority over internal and external disturbances under 
the Organic Act (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.) and through specific language (section 4 of the Act) 
that further limits construction activities that may harm the river from within the river corridor, up 
and downstream on the mainstem, or on its tributaries. 

BNR was established to preserve and protect its most important resource, the river, for the benefit 
and enjoyment of the public. The methodology used for assessing effects to water quality is based 
on how the proposed improvements would affect the river’s primary resource during construction 
and afterwards. Context is defined with the intensity as the two are directly related. The thresholds 
for this impact assessment are as follows: 

Negligible:  Changes to water quality would be either undetectable or, if detectable, would have 
effects that would be considered slight and short-term. If detectable, these changes 
would be undetectable beyond 0.25 mile downstream. 

Minor: Changes in water quality would be measurable, although the changes would be 
small and undetectable at a distance of 0.5 mile downstream. No mitigation measure 
would be necessary. 

Moderate: Changes in water quality would be measurable and apparent, but would be 
undetectable at a distance of one mile downstream. Mitigation measures would be 
necessary and the measures would likely be successful. 

Major:  Changes in water quality would be readily measurable, would have substantial and 
possibly permanent consequences, and would be noticed far downstream, well 
beyond a mile. Mitigation measures would be necessary and their success would not 
be guaranteed. 

Duration: Very short-term – Recovers immediately following the end of the storm event and 
return of the river to its pre-storm level. 

Short-term – Recovers in less than one year. 

Long-term – Takes more than one year to recover. 

Effects of Alternative A (No-Action Alternative) 

Without the implementation of prescribed burns in the CGBU fuel loading would continue to 
increase until it experiences a wildfire. The high intensity of such a wildfire would be more likely to 
generate large amounts of ash and eliminate natural barriers to runoff created by vegetation and 
topsoil. Stormwater runoff following this kind of wildfire would carry large amounts of ash and 
debris into the mainstem of the Buffalo River resulting in potentially severe adverse effects to the 
water quality in the river. The No-Action Alternative would be expected to lead to potentially major, 
local and remote, direct, short- and long-term, adverse effects to water quality at BNR. 
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Effects of Alternative B (Preferable Alternative) 

The three potential sources of effects to water quality that could result from the Preferred 
Alternative are the pond draining, sediment disposal, and prescribed burns. Sediment loading in the 
water column of the ponds as a result of runoff from a heavy rainstorm or stirring up sediment 
from the bottom of the ponds during pumping operations to drain the ponds could result in 
increased turbidity and corresponding decreased water quality in the mainstem of the Buffalo River 
until draining has been completed. This source would be mitigated by limiting the draining 
activities to periods when turbidity from sediment in the ponds is minimal and keeping the pump 
intake off the bottom of the ponds. 

Sediments would be hauled away from the CGBU and spread out on hayfields maintained by BNR. 
Grasses growing in these low-lying fields would benefit from the rich silt and hold it in place during 
storm events. Some ash from prescribed burns would eventually make its way into the Buffalo 
River; however, experience has shown that ash runoff from prescribed burns at BNR do not result 
in noticeable adverse effects to water quality in the river. The Preferred Alternative would be 
expected to result in negligible, local, direct, short-term, adverse effects to water quality at BNR. No 
indirect or cumulative effects were identified for water resources. 

 Visitor Use and Experience 3.3.4

Affected Environment 

Visitation statistics are kept by the NPS at all of the national parks, rivers, and monuments. 
Visitation data for BNR can be found online at: http://www.nature.nps.gov/stats/park.cfm (see 
Appendix C). An explanation of how the counting is done can also be found at this website. 
December, January and February are the periods of lowest visitation with less than 50,000 visitors 
per month in 2011. Visitation peaked in June 2009 with over 300,000 visitors that month. Total 
visitation in 2011 was 1,169,802. 

The primary visitor activity is touring the river, which is the main attraction (NPS 2000). The clean, 
free-flowing waters of the BNR, set off by the surrounding bluffs, cliffs, woods and pastoral lands, 
constitute a visual resource enjoyed by visitors. BNR has two major highway crossings, a number of 
smaller ones, and 47 access points, providing for dispersed entry to this linear park (NPS 2003a). 
Popular outdoor recreational and educational activities at BNR include hunting, fishing, camping, 
hiking, interpretive programs, horseback riding, and of course, floating the river by raft, canoe, or 
kayak. Numerous trails wind their way through BNR providing hikers and equestrians multiple 
opportunities to enjoy the Ozark Mountains with their rich variety of forests and pastures. 

The CGBU currently receives visitors to the picnic area and the two ponds. It also provides access to 
the Buffalo River Trail (BRT), which passes through the picnic area. There are no official counts of 
the number of visitors it receives; however, all traffic to and from the Erbie Campground area 
passes through the CGBU and directly by the parking area for the picnic area and ponds. The traffic 
count for the Erbie Campground area for all of 2011 was 8,179. It can probably be safely assumed 
that between two and five percent of this traffic (from 160 to 400) may have been by visitors to the 
CGBU. 

Intensity Level Definitions 

According to Management Policies 2006, the enjoyment of park resources and values by people is 
part of the fundamental purpose of all park units (NPS 2006). The NPS is committed to providing 
appropriate, high quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks, and will maintain within the 
parks an atmosphere that is open, inviting, and accessible to every segment of society. Further, the 
NPS will provide opportunities for forms of enjoyment that are uniquely suited and appropriate to 
the superlative natural and cultural resources found in the parks. The NPS Management Policies 
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2006 also state that scenic views and visual resources are considered highly valued associated 
characteristics that the NPS should strive to protect. 

BNR was established to preserve and protect the river for the benefit and enjoyment of the public. 
The APE for visitor use and experience is the area shown in Figure 1. The methodology used for 
assessing effects to visitor use and experience is based on how the proposed improvements at the 
CGBU would affect the visitor, particularly with regards to the visitors’ use and enjoyment of the 
river and natural environment. The thresholds for this impact assessment are as follows: 

Negligible:  Visitors would not be affected or changes in visitor use and/or experience would be 
below or at the level of detection. The visitor would not likely be aware of the effects 
associated with the alternative. 

Minor: Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be detectable, although the changes 
would be slight. The visitor would be aware of the effects associated with the 
alternative, but the effects would be slight. 

Moderate: Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be readily apparent. The visitor 
would be aware of the effects associated with the alternative, and would likely be 
able to express an opinion about the changes. 

Major:  Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be readily apparent. The visitor 
would be aware of the effects associated with the alternative, and would likely 
express a strong opinion about the changes. 

Duration: Short-term – the effects would not be noticeable and visitors would be unlikely to 
express an unsolicited opinion after one year. 

 Long-term – the effects would continue to be noticeable and visitors would be likely 
to express an unsolicited opinion after one year. 

Effects of Alternative A (No-Action Alternative) 

Visitation to the CGBU would remain relatively unchanged and would likely follow overall trends 
for BNR in general. If a high-intensity wildfire swept through the area, visitation would necessarily 
be restricted for a period of time adequate for sufficient recovery of the biological environment for 
it to be safe and desirable to reenter. The No-Action Alternative would potentially have a major, 
local, direct, long-term, adverse effect on visitor use and experience. 

Effects of Alternative B (Preferable Alternative) 

The ponds would be closed to access during construction activities related to the Preferred 
Alternative starting with clearing activities to create access for the excavator to the ponds and 
improvements to the parking area and ending after all the improvements have been completed. The 
area would also be closed immediately prior to and during prescribed burns. These effects to visitor 
use and experience would be moderate, local, direct, short-term and adverse in the APE.  Once 
construction related to the Preferred Alternative was completed, the improvements to the ponds 
would be expected to result in an increase in visitors to both the picnic area and the two ponds. The 
ponds would likely see the largest increase as a direct result of the improved fishing opportunities 
for both the mobility impaired and young visitors. These effects would potentially be moderate, 
local, direct, long-term and beneficial to visitor use and experience. No indirect or cumulative 
effects were identified to visitor use and experience. 

 Unacceptable Impacts 3.4

As described in Purpose and Need, the NPS must prevent any activities that would impair BNR 
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resources and values. The impact threshold at which impairment occurs is not always readily 
apparent. Therefore, NPS will apply a standard that offers greater assurance that impairment will 
not occur. NPS will do this by avoiding effects that it determines to be unacceptable. These are 
effects that fall short of impairment, but are still not acceptable within a particular park’s 
environment. Park managers must not allow uses that would cause unacceptable effects; they must 
evaluate existing or proposed uses and determine whether the associated effects on park resources 
and values are acceptable. Virtually every form of human activity that takes place within a park has 
some degree of effect on park resources or values, but that does not mean the impact is 
unacceptable or that a particular use must be disallowed. To determine if unacceptable effects 
could occur to the resources and values of the parks, the effects of proposed actions in this 
environmental assessment were evaluated based on monitoring information, published research, 
and professional expertise, and compared to the guidance on unacceptable effects provided in 
Management Policies 1.4.7.1 that defines unacceptable effects as effects that, individually or 
cumulatively, would: 

 Be inconsistent with a park’s purposes or values, or  

 Impede the attainment of a park’s desired future conditions for natural and cultural resources 
as identified through the park’s planning process, or  

 Create an unsafe or unhealthful environment for visitors or employees, or  

 Diminish opportunities for current or future generations to enjoy, learn about, or be inspired by 
park resources or values, or  

 Unreasonably interfere with:  

- Park programs or activities, or  

- An appropriate use, or  

- The atmosphere of peace and tranquility, or the natural soundscape maintained in wilderness 
and natural, historic, or commemorative locations within the park.  

- NPS concessioner or contractor operations or services.  

By preventing unacceptable effects, park managers also ensure that the proposed use of park 
resources will not conflict with the conservation of those resources. In this manner, the park 
managers ensure compliance with the Organic Act’s separate mandate to conserve park resources 
and values. Using the guidance above (see bullets), the following text analyzes the potential for 
unacceptable effects for all alternatives carried forward in this Environmental Assessment. 

 Both alternatives are consistent with the river’s purposes and values. The river was established: 

“…for the purposes of conserving and interpreting an area containing unique scenic and 
scientific features, and preserving as a free flowing stream and important segment of the 
Buffalo River in Arkansas for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations…” 

Under both the No-Action Alternative and the Preferable Alternative, there would be no change 
to the river’s purposes or values. The Preferable Alternative would not alter scientific features 
or the flow of the river. Upgrades to the CGBU to barrier-free and ADA compliance, as described 
in the preferable alternative, would not change the unique scenic features of this area. 

 Neither alternative impedes the attainment of the parks’ desired future conditions for natural 
and cultural resources as this project is consistent with previous planning efforts and 
represents only slight changes to existing conditions at the CGBU. 
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 Under the No Action Alternative the existing condition of a high potential for wildfire due to fuel 
loading could eventually lead to a catastrophic loss of the forest and topsoils in the CGBU. This 
potential loss is reduced by the Preferable Alternative. 

 Under either alternative, visitors would continue to have opportunities to enjoy, learn about, or 
be inspired by BNR resources and values. Neither alternative would change the overall 
opportunities available to visitors including interpretive talks, evening programs, hours of 
operation, scenic drives, or access to facilities. The No-Action Alternative would maintain visitor 
use and experience exactly as it is now. The Preferable Alternative would result in some small, 
short-term inconveniences to BNR visitors during construction, but in the long-term would 
enhance and improve visitor enjoyment. 

 Both alternatives provide for facilities that do not unreasonably interfere with BNR programs, 
an appropriate use, the natural atmosphere, or concessioner activities. The No-Action 
Alternative would not involve construction-related activities, and thereby maintain the existing 
conveniences and current atmosphere. During construction of the improvements proposed 
under the Preferable Alternative there would be short-term, temporary disturbances to visitors 
as a result of noise, dust, limited parking, trail construction activities, and construction 
equipment; however, these inconveniences would be limited to the construction period only 
and would not interfere with BNR programs, activities, appropriate uses, the atmosphere of 
peace and tranquility, or the natural soundscape maintained in wilderness and natural or 
historic locations within BNR.  

Overall, the analysis of effects on resources, BNR operations, and employee and visitor health and 
safety indicated that there are no major adverse effects under either alternative; effects were 
analyzed as negligible to moderate. Based on this, and the above analysis, there would be no 
unacceptable effects from either alternative. 
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4 Mitigation Measures 
 

Archaeological Resources 

The archaeological features referred to in this analysis are identified and located in more specific 
detail in the Class III Archaeological Survey Report (NPS 2012) prepared for Cedar Glade. 

1. The prehistoric site with NHRP recommended eligibility will be excluded from prescribed 
burns in order to protect the integrity of surface hearth features. Exclusion will be 
performed by removing flammable materials around the site with a leaf blower. 

2. The historic cemetery will be excluded from prescribed burns to prevent damage to the 
fence and the headstones. 

3. The historic site within the CGBU contains flammable materials including a portion of a 
collapsed wooden structure, will be protected from fire. This site will be excluded from the 
prescribed burn through the use of leaf blowers. Other foundations at this site will be 
protected by hand-clearing to reduce fire temperatures in these locations to prevent 
cracking and crazing of the stone and concrete. 

4. There is one fence that will be excluded from the prescribed burn. 

Special Status Species and Water Quality 

1. Prescribed burns will be conducted from late fall to early spring to prevent accidental take 
of migratory and protected birds that may be nesting in the area and to avoid disturbance of 
any protected bats that may be using the area for summer roosting. 

2. A preconstruction survey for Alabama snow wreath and ovate-leaved catchfly will be 
conducted during the spring or early summer immediately prior to the initiation of clearing 
activities for heavy equipment access to the ponds. 

3. The pump intake used to drain the ponds prior to dredging will be floated or otherwise 
suspended on the surface of the ponds and pumping will be stopped when the water level is 
too low to avoid the suction of sediment on the bottom of the pond into the pump. 

4. Pond draining will take place during a period when the water column in the ponds is 
relatively clear and free of suspended sediments. 

5. Burlap bags filled with sand and pea gravel will be placed in a dam configuration in the 
drainages below the pump outlet to filter coarse sediments out and act as a silt fence to trap 
any sediment that manages to be sucked out of the ponds during draining. Sediment 
trapped by these silt fences will be removed by hand using shovels and hauled off the site to 
be spread on a BNR hayfield. 

6. All sediment removed from the ponds by dredging activities will be hauled off the site and 
spread on hayfields maintained by BNR. 

7. Other best management practices will be employed where practicable to minimize erosion 
during and after dredging activities. 

8. All areas disturbed by clearing and grubbing will be revegetated by following a revegetation 
plan prepared by BNR biologists for the project. 



   Cedar Glade Pond Improvements Environmental Assessment 

 

Buffalo National River  43 

Visitor Use and Experience 

1. Closures to the Cedar Glade will be kept to the minimum necessary to complete the 
improvements in a safe and efficient manner. 
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6 Consultation and Coordination 
 Internal Scoping 6.1

Internal scoping was conducted by an interdisciplinary team of professionals from BNR. 
Interdisciplinary team members met on February 24, 2011, to discuss the purpose and need for the 
project and various objectives. The team has also gathered background information and discussed 
public outreach for the project. Over the course of the project, team members have conducted 
individual site visits to view and evaluate the proposed action. The results of the February 2011 
meeting are summarized and presented in Appendix F of this EA. 

 External Scoping 6.2

Scoping is a process to identify the resources that may be affected by a project proposal, and to 
explore possible alternative ways of achieving the proposal while minimizing adverse effects. BNR 
conducted internal scoping with appropriate NPS staff, as described in more detail in the 
Consultation and Coordination chapter. BNR also conducted external scoping with the public, 
interested/affected groups, and Native American tribes. 

External scoping was initiated with the distribution of a scoping letter to inform the public of the 
proposal to improve the Cedar Glade ponds and facilities at BNR and to generate input for the 
preparation of this environmental assessment. The scoping letter dated April 4, 2011 was mailed to 
over 200 residents in the northern Arkansas region including landowners adjacent to the river. In 
addition, the scoping letter was mailed to various federal and State agencies, affiliated Native 
American tribes, local governments, and local news organizations. Scoping information was also 
posted on the NPS Planning, Environment and Public Comment (PEPC) website. 

During the 30-day scoping period, two public responses were received. One respondent simply 
indicated support for the project and its objectives with a reminder to keep safety in mind. The 
other respondent indicated support for the project with the following recommendations: 1) 
maintain the secluded nature of the ponds; 2) no path or walkway should encircle either pond; 3) 
one side should be left natural; 4) two piers should be built only if they cannot both be seen at once; 
5) do not widen the trail to the south pond as it is wide enough already for wheelchair access; 6) 
maintain the narrow, natural, single-file condition of the path to the north pond; 7) establish a safe 
wheelchair crossing from the parking area to the south pond trail. This second respondent also 
noted that the Erbie Campground road may not be sufficiently well maintained for the types of 
vehicles that are sometimes used to transport the mobility impaired. 

 Agency Consultation 6.3

In accordance with the Endangered Species Act, the NPS contacted the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
with regards to federally listed special status species, and in accordance with NPS policy, BNR also 
contacted the AGFC with regards to state-listed species. The results of these consultations are 
described in the Special Status Species section in the Purpose and Need chapter. 

In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the NPS sent a letter 
providing the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program State Historic Preservation Officer an 
opportunity to comment on the effects of this project. The results of this consultation are described 
in the Cultural Resources section in the Environmental Consequences chapter. 
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 Native American Consultation 6.4

Ten Native American tribes were contacted at the beginning of this project to determine if there 
were any ethnographic resources in the project area and if they wanted to be involved in the 
environmental compliance process, including: 

 Absentee Shawnee 
 Caddo Indian Tribe of Oklahoma 
 Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma 
 Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
 Osage Tribe of Oklahoma 
 Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma 
 The Shawnee Tribe 
 Tunica-Biloxi Tribe 
 United Keetoowah Band of the Cherokee Indian Nation 
 Wichita and Affiliated Tribes 

None of these tribes responded. 

 Environmental Assessment Review and List of Recipients 6.5

The environmental assessment will be released for public review in August 2012. To inform the 
public of the availability of the environmental assessment, the NPS will publish and distribute a 
letter to various agencies, tribes, and members of the public on BNR’s mailing list, as well as publish 
a press release in local and regional newspapers. Copies of the environmental assessment will be 
provided to interested individuals, upon request. Copies of the document will also be available for 
review at the BNR Headquarters in Harrison, Arkansas and on the internet at 
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/buff. 

The environmental assessment is subject to a 30-day public comment period. During this time, the 
public is encouraged to submit their written comments to the NPS address provided at the 
beginning of this document. Following the close of the comment period, all public comments will be 
reviewed and analyzed, prior to the release of a decision document. The NPS will issue responses to 
substantive comments received during the public comment period, and will make appropriate 
changes to the environmental assessment, as needed. 

 List of Preparers 6.6

From the NPS, BNR, Arkansas: 

 Kevin Cheri, Superintendent 
 Barbara Wilson, Chief, Fire and Resources 
 Missy Baier, Archaeologist 
 Mark Foster, Chief, Facilities Maintenance 
 John Deming, Supervisor, Roads and Trails 
 Carl David Scott, Botanist 
 Faron Usrey, Hydrologist/Aquatic Ecologist 
 Chuck Bitting, Geologist/NEPA Specialist 
 Shawn Hodges, Fisheries Biologist 
 Becky Brock, Concessions Specialist 
 Lee Buschkowsky, Upper District Ranger 

with Devin Kennemore, Environmental Project Manager, Pathfinder Environmental LLC. 
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