
NOTICE OFFERING PUBLIC HEARING 
ON HIGHWAY 123 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT 

 
Haw Creek Str. & Apprs. (S) 

Highway 123 
AHTD Job 080444 

Johnson County 
 

 
The Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department is planning to replace the 
Highway 123 bridge over Haw Creek approximately 11.8 miles south of Highway 7 in 
Pope County. Two build alternatives are under consideration. The project is within the 
Ozark-St. Francis National Forest Big Piney Ranger District. 
 
Plans showing the project location and design features along with information related to 
the environmental study are available for public inspection at the Arkansas State 
Highway and Transportation Department’s District Engineer Office, District 8 
Headquarters, 372 Aspen Lane, Russellville, Arkansas. The Environmental Assessment 
will be available for public review at www.arkansashighways.com. 
 
Any interested citizen in the vicinity of the route may request that a public hearing be 
held regarding this proposed project and the economic effect of the construction by 
submitting a written request to the Arkansas State Highway and Transportation 
Department District 8 Headquarters, P.O. Box 70, Russellville, Arkansas 72811-0070 or 
an e-mail to environmentalpimeetings@ahtd.ar.gov, on or before Friday, January 29, 
2016. 
 
In the event requests are received, a notice of the date, time, and place of any public 
hearing to be held will be published and advertised in the local media.    
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In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, this Environmental Assessment (EA) 
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Alternative.  No significant adverse environmental effects were associated with any of the alternatives. 
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Title VI 

The  Arkansas  State  Highway  and  Transportation  Department  (AHTD)  ensures  full  compliance  with 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 by prohibiting discrimination against any person on the basis of 

race, color, national origin or sex  in the provision of benefits and services resulting  from  its  federally 

assisted programs and activities. The AHTD public involvement process did not exclude any individuals 

due to  income, race, color, religion, national origin, sex, age, or disability. For questions regarding the 

AHTD's Title VI Program, you may contact the Department’s EEO/DBE Section Head (ADA/504/Title VI 

Coordinator)  at  (501)  569‐2298  (Voice/TTY  711),  or  at  the  following  email  address: 

EEO_DBE_Section_Head@ahtd.ar.gov.   

 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Information 

Materials  can  be  provided  in  alternative  formats:  large  print,  Braille,  or  audiotape  for  people with 

disabilities  by  contacting  AHTD’s  EEO/DBE  Section  Head  (ADA/504/Title  VI  Coordinator)  at 

(501) 569‐2298  (Voice/TTY  711),  or  at  the  following  email  address: 

EEO_DBE_Section_Head@ahtd.ar.gov. Persons who are deaf or hard of hearing may contact the AHTD 

through the Arkansas Relay Service at 7‐1‐1. 
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What is a major collector? 

Collector highways, such as 
Highway 123, generally serve 
travel within counties and of 
shorter distances than 
arterials, such as Highway 7.  
Major collectors are 
distinguished from minor 
collectors by their links to 
business and industrial 
districts, major cities, or roads 
of higher classification, such 
as Highway 7. 

Bridge  M1863:  Highway  123  over  Haw  Creek  

Figure  1

Chapter 1: Purpose & Need 

What’s in Chapter 1? 

Chapter 1 explains the purpose of the project, why the Highway 123 bridge needs 

to be replaced, and who is leading the project. 

1.1  What is the Highway 123 Bridge Replacement project? 

The Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) 
is proposing to replace the Highway 123 bridge over Haw Creek, 
Bridge No. M1863 (Figure 1), approximately 6.3 miles south of 
Highway 7 in Johnson County. 

 

 

1.2  Why does the Highway 123 bridge over Haw Creek need to 
be replaced? 

Highway 123 

Highway 123 is functionally classified as a major collector and 
connects Interstate 40 in Clarksville to Highway 65 south of Harrison 
(Figure 2).  It crosses the Ozark-St. Francis National Forest, 
connecting several U.S. Forest Service (USFS) recreational areas and 
campgrounds, the Buffalo National River, the Gene Rush Buffalo River 
Management Area, and several state highways including an arterial 
route, Highway 7. 
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Project  Location  

Figure  2



Purpose  &  Need        3  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What was the Civilian Conservation 
Corps (CCC)? 

The CCC was a program 
implemented by President 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt to 
put young Americans to work 
following the Great 
Depression.  The CCC worked 
in Arkansas’s national forests 
and state-owned properties 
from 1933 to 1942.  More 
information on historic 
resources can be found in 
Section 3.5 of this EA.  

 

What does it mean when a bridge   
is  designated  as  Structurally 
Deficient? 

Bridges are considered 
Structurally Deficient if 
significant load carrying 
elements are found to be in 
poor condition due to 
deterioration and/or damage.  
If a bridge is Structurally 
Deficient with a sufficiency 
rating of less than 50 it 
qualifies for replacement using 
federal bridge funds.  The 
bridge over Haw Creek 
proposed to be replaced has a 
sufficiency rating of 35.2. 

 

 

In the project area (Figure 2), Highway 123 winds through the 
Ozark-St. Francis National Forest, providing recreational access to 
Haw Creek Falls Recreation Area and Campground and serving as the 
local link to arterial highways, primarily for logging trucks.  In the 
project area, the 2013 Average Daily Traffic was approximately 80 
vehicles per day projected to 200 vehicles per day by 2035.  Trucks 
account for approximately 3% of the total traffic. 

In the project area, Highway 123 consists of two 10-foot wide travel 
lanes and 2-foot wide paved shoulders.  These narrow shoulders and 
the skewed intersection at USFS Road 1202B do not meet current 
design standards and potentially pose additional safety concerns.   

Haw Creek Bridge 

The subject bridge over Haw Creek was originally built in 1936 by the 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC).  This bridge is a steel multi-beam 
bridge with rock masonry piers and abutments.  The original 
superstructure was replaced in 1960 with an asphalt overlay on 
corrugated metal decking. 

The Highway 123 bridge over Haw Creek at this location is classified 
as Structurally Deficient due to the loss of sections of the beams and 
metal deck panels which requires extensive and frequent patching of 
the pavement (Figure 3).  Significant scour is also undermining one of 
the abutments.  The bridge is load-posted, restricting the weight of 
vehicles allowed to use the bridge (Figure 3).   

Haw  Creek  Bridge  Patching  &  Weight  Limits  

Figure  3
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What is NEPA? 

The National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 
requires Federal agencies to 
consider the potential 
environmental consequences of 
their actions, document the 
analysis, and provide a public 
involvement process prior to 
project implementation.  
Federal agencies are subject to 
NEPA as part of their decision 
making process as part of their 
own projects, by providing 
funding to other organizations 
or agencies, through 
regulatory or permitting 
processes, or through the 
involvement of their resources 
or property. 

 

What are significant impacts? 

NEPA regulations do not 
provide specific thresholds to 
determine if project impacts 
are considered significant, but 
they do discuss the process 
that should be used to 
evaluate impacts. 

Consideration is given both to 
context, where the significance 
of impacts varies with the 
setting of the proposed action, 
and intensity, the severity of 
the impacts. 

 

 

 

 

1.3  What is the purpose of this project? 

The purpose of this project is to correct the problems with the 
Highway 123 bridge over Haw Creek, including the removal of current 
weight restrictions and structural deficiencies that would otherwise 
result in escalating maintenance costs and possible closure of 
Highway 123. 

1.4  What is the purpose of this Environmental Assessment? 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to: 

 Evaluate the environmental effects of replacing the 
Highway 123 bridge over Haw Creek. 

 Inform and receive feedback from the public and decision 
makers about the environmental effects of the project 
alternatives. 

 Determine whether effects are significant and require an 
Environmental Impact Statement or if the project effects can be 
sufficiently documented through an EA and Finding of No 
Significant Impacts (FONSI).  

1.5  Who is leading this project? 

This project is led by a partnership between the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and the AHTD.  The FHWA is involved 
because it is funding a portion of the project and has the primary 
responsibility for the content and accuracy of this NEPA document. 

The project is also being funded through state funds allocated to the 
AHTD.  The AHTD is responsible for administering and maintaining 
the state highway system, which includes Highway 123 and associated 
structures.  For these reasons, the AHTD is a co-lead agency with the 
FHWA. 

The USFS, specifically the Ozark-St. Francis National Forest, was 
invited to be a cooperating agency in the NEPA process.  The proposed 
project involves Ozark-St. Francis National Forest land, including the 
protected Gee Creek Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA).  See Section 3.4 
of this EA for more information on USFS and IRA impacts and 
Appendix A for USFS correspondence. 
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Why    would    you    consider    an  
alternative that does nothing? 

NEPA requires decision 
makers to consider a “no 
action” alternative in all 
NEPA studies. This 
alternative usually does not 
meet the project’s purpose and 
need but is used to compare 
the beneficial and adverse 
impacts of “action” 
alternatives and determine 
their significance. 

 

Chapter 2: Development of Alternatives 

What’s in Chapter 2? 

Chapter 2  identifies the project  limits and briefly describes how the alternatives 

were developed for this EA. 

2.1  What are the project limits and how were they chosen? 

The project limits include the area required to construct the new 
structure and approaches and remove the existing structure and 
approaches.  Building the new structure on new location allows for 
traffic to be maintained on the existing bridge during construction.  If 
Highway 123 were closed, the shortest detour using state highways 
would be approximately 60 miles (Figure 4). 

2.2  What alternatives were developed & evaluated in this EA? 

Three alternatives were considered for this project: the No Action 
Alternative and two build alternatives.  The proposed alignment for 
the two build alternatives, the Bridge and Culvert Alternatives, are 
shown in Figure 5. 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would provide only routine maintenance for 
the Highway 123 bridge over Haw Creek at this location.  By taking no 
action other than routine maintenance, the No Action Alternative 
would not address the weight restrictions on heavy trucks or the 
structural deficiencies associated with the bridge, requiring increasing 
maintenance to maintain the bridge for even lighter traffic and 
eventual closure of the bridge to all vehicular traffic. 

Bridge Alternative 

The Bridge Alternative (Figure 6) would replace the existing bridge 
with a new bridge structure approximately 90 feet downstream of the 
existing structure.  The proposed bridge would be a three span, 
160-foot long structure with a design life expectancy of 75 years.   

The bridge approaches would still have two 10-foot wide paved travel 
lanes but the shoulder width would increase from two feet to four feet. 

Figure  4

Detour  
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 Culvert  Alternative  

Figure  7

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Culvert Alternative 

The Culvert Alternative (Figure 7) would replace the existing bridge 
with a three-sided concrete arch culvert approximately 85 feet 
downstream of the existing structure.  The proposed structure would 
be a triple-barreled, 103-foot long structure with a design life 
expectancy of 75 years.  Highway 123 would still have two 10-foot wide 
paved travel lanes but the shoulder width would increase from two feet 
to four feet. 

Build  Alternatives:  Proposed  Alignment  

Figure  5

Figure  6

Bridge  Alternative  
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How would a  four‐sided box  culvert prevent 
passage of aquatic species? 

Because four-sided box culverts have a 
solid, flat, concrete bottom, water depth 
decreases and water velocity increases, 
resulting in scour immediately 
downstream (Figure 8).  This scour 
lowers the stream elevation, creating a 
“waterfall” as water exits the box 
culvert.  The scour and shallow depths 
within the box culvert prevent aquatic 
species such as fish and invertebrates 
from moving upstream. 

 

Which tribal governments were  
contacted? 

 Absentee Shawnee Tribe 

 Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town of 
Oklahoma 

 Caddo Nation 

 Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma 

 Chickasaw Nation 

 Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 

 Delaware Nation 

 Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 

 Jena Band of the Choctaw Indians 

 Kialegee Tribal Town 

 Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 

 Mississippi Band of the Choctaw 
Indians 

 Muscogee (Creek) Nation 

 Osage Nation 

 Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 

 Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma 

 Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 

 Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 

 Thlopthlocco Tribal Town 

 Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 

 United Keetowah Band of Cherokee 
Indians 

 Wichita and Affiliated Tribes 

2.3  How were these alternatives developed? 

Initially, a standard four-sided reinforced concrete box 
culvert was proposed to replace the existing bridge.  This 
box culvert structure was designed using standard 
specifications with six 12-foot wide boxes.  A bottomless 
arch culvert (Culvert Alternative) was designed to provide 
a natural passage for fish and widened with longer spans 
for recreational usage because of concerns from the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and USFS regarding the 
restriction of upstream fish passage and safety for boaters on 
Haw Creek.  The Bridge Alternative was added to determine if 
stream impacts associated with channel excavation for the 
installation of the culvert could be reduced. 

2.4  How has the public been involved? 

The AHTD and the USFS provided the opportunity for early 
public input into the development of the proposed project 
through the USFS scoping process.  Letters were sent to 
adjacent property owners and an Ozark-St. Francis National 
Forest citizen contact list.  No comments were received. 

2.5  How have tribal governments been involved? 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires 
federal agencies to consult with tribes where projects could 
affect tribal areas with historical or cultural significance.  The 
FHWA initiated tribal coordination during the scoping process 
with the tribes that have an active cultural interest in the 
area. 

The Tribal Historic Preservation Officers were given the 
opportunity to comment on the proposed project.  No objections 
to the proposed project were received. 

2.6  Which of these alternatives will be considered? 

All three alternatives considered in this chapter are reasonable 
under NEPA regulations.  The No Action Alternative does not 
meet the project’s purpose and need but will be considered in 
the EA as a baseline comparison of impacts against the build 
alternatives. Both build alternatives meet the project’s purpose 
and need and will be discussed in the remainder of this EA. 

Aquatic  Passage  
Restriction  Example  

Figure  8
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Chapter 3: Project Effects  

What’s in Chapter 3? 

Chapter 3  identifies permanent and construction  impacts that are expected as a 

result  of  the  proposed  project.   Only  elements  that would  be  affected  by  the 

project are discussed.   The  impact areas discussed  in Chapter 3 are summarized 

in Table 2, found in Chapter 4. 

3.1  How would the project affect traffic and safety? 

How would traffic patterns and volumes on Highway 123 and intersecting roads 
change with the project? 

Normal traffic patterns would not change with the construction of 
either build alternative or the No Action Alternative.  Traffic will be 
maintained on the existing structure during construction of either 
build alternative, although short-term lane closures may be required 
as the new approaches are tied into existing Highway 123. 

The No Action Alternative does not involve any improvements to the 
Highway 123 bridge over Haw Creek, so the existing weight limits 
would remain in place, resulting in substantial detour routes for heavy 
vehicles.  Eventually, as the structural deterioration worsens, the 
bridge would likely have to be closed to traffic resulting in the detour 
of all vehicles. 

How would the project affect safety? 

The realignment of the intersection of Highway 123 and Forest 
Road 1202B west of the bridge as part of both build alternatives would 
correct safety concerns associated with dangerously-skewed 
intersections with limited sight distance. 

The build alternatives would also prevent safety concerns associated 
with the No Action Alternative: the collapse of a failing bridge or the 
severance of emergency access on Highway 123 if the bridge were 
closed to traffic.  
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Table  1  

Cost  of  Alternatives  

A l t e rna t i ve   To ta l  Cos t   Roadway  Cos t B r i dge  Cos t   R i gh t  o f  Way  Cos t*  

No  Ac t i on   $0   $0   $0   $0  

B r i dge   $874 , 800   $207 , 000   $600 , 000   $67 ,800  

Cu l ve r t   $828 , 500   $231 , 000   $530 , 000   $67 ,500  

* Inc ludes  r i gh t  o f  way  acqu is i t i on  &  pe rsona l  p roper ty  re loca t i on  cos ts .  

3.2  How much would the proposed project cost? 

Using 2015 dollars, the Bridge Alternative is estimated to have a total 
project cost of $874,800.  The Culvert Alternative is estimated to have 
a total project cost of $828,500.  The No Action Alternative would not 
result in any construction and would only involve the cost of 
maintaining the road and bridge.  Breakdowns of construction costs 
can be found below in Table 1 and later in this EA in Table 2. 

3.3  How would  the  project  affect  properties  and  land  use  in 
the area? 

The project is located within the Boston Mountain Ecoregion.  The 
Boston Mountains are one of the Ozark Plateaus and are characterized 
as mountainous and typically forested, as found in the immediate 
project area.  Numerous rock outcrops are seen on the steep slopes 
southwest of the bridge and tabletop-like ledges line the western side 
of Haw Creek.   

The build alternatives have been designed to avoid impacting the steep 
slopes and ledges and will primarily be impacting hardwood forest, 
undeveloped property mostly within the Ozark-St. Francis National 
Forest.  A small amount of cleared private property (0.3 acre) will be 
impacted for either build alternative.  This property appears to be used 
only intermittently, likely for hunting and other seasonal recreational 
uses.  A structure on private property will be impacted, but no 
relocations are anticipated with either build alternative.  Figure 9 
shows the location of proposed right of way and temporary construction 
easements.  The shaded area identifies the additional right of way 
needed for construction of the Bridge Alternative.  Total right of way 
acreages can be found in Table 2. 



10        AHTD   Job  080444:  Highway  123  Bridge  Replacement  EA  
 
 

 

Most of the surrounding areas are undeveloped USFS property (see 
Figure 9 and Section 3.4).  No development is anticipated to occur 
through the proposed project corridor and surrounding areas, 
regardless of the implementation of this project.  No cumulative land 
use impacts are expected outside of the direct land use conversions 
outlined above.   

The No Action Alternative would not result in any right of way 
acquisition, relocations, or land use changes, and would not encourage 
any additional development in or around the project area.  No indirect 
or cumulative impacts related to land use are expected with the No 
Action Alternative. 

Build  Alternatives:  Property   Impacts  

Figure  9
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3.4  Would the project affect any public lands? 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 
1966 prohibits the use of publicly owned parks, national wildlife and 
refuge areas, and significant historic sites unless it can be shown that: 
1) There is no prudent and feasible alternative that meets the project’s 
purpose and need that would avoid use of the land; and 2) All possible 
planning to minimize harm to the property has been examined.  
Impacts to the Ozark-St. Francis National Forest and the Gee Creek 
IRA are discussed below.  These properties are not considered Section 
4(f) resources as they both function as multiple-use public land 
holdings as described by FHWA Section 4(f) policy.  There is no Section 
4(f) recreational or wildlife properties impacted by any of the 
alternatives under consideration. 

Ozark‐St. Francis National Forest 

The Ozark-St. Francis National Forest was established in 1908 as the 
Ozark National Forest (now managed jointly with the St. Francis 
National Forest) and covers 1.2 million acres in the state of Arkansas.  
Approximately 1.0 acre of Ozark-St. Francis National Forest land 
would be required for the Bridge Alternative and 0.9 acre for the 
Culvert Alternative, as seen in Figure 9.  No USFS recreational 
facilities would be impacted by either alternative.  The No Action 
Alternative would not involve Ozark-St. Francis National Forest lands, 
although load restrictions on the existing bridge currently affect 
logging traffic in the Ozark-St. Francis National Forest.  If 
deterioration of the existing bridge leads to its closure, recreational 
users, especially those accessing the Haw Creek Falls Recreation Area 
on Highway 123 south of the proposed project, would also be affected.   

Gee Creek IRA 

IRAs are areas within USFS lands that were designated as “Roadless” 
under the Roadless Area Conservation Rule on January 12, 2001.  
Approximately 0.2 acre of proposed right of way acquired from the 
USFS for the Bridge Alternative is within the Gee Creek IRA and 0.1 
acre for the Culvert Alternative, as seen in Figure 9. 

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule allows for road construction to 
improve road safety concerns (36 CFR 294.12(b)(5)).  The proposed 
right of way within the Gee Creek IRA is needed to realign the skewed 
intersection of USFS Road 1202B and Highway 123 to increase safety.  
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What is a historic property? 

Cultural resources include 
elements of the built 
environment (buildings, 
structures, or objects) or 
evidence of past human 
activity (archeological sites).  
Those that are listed on or 
eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) are defined as 
historic properties. 

 

Cultural Resources Report 

A Cultural Resources Survey of 
AHTD Job Number 080444, 
Haw Creek Str. & Apprs., 
Johnson County can be 
obtained through the AHTD 
Environmental Division. 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposed bridge replacement also addresses safety concerns with a 
failing bridge or closing a highway, severing emergency access routes. 

The No Action Alternative would not impact any IRAs. 

3.5  How would the project affect cultural resources? 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires agencies 
to consider the effects of Federal actions on historic properties. In 
compliance with Section 106 requirements, AHTD cultural resource 
specialists consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
and Native American tribes.   

Preliminary records reviews with the Arkansas Archeological Survey 
and Arkansas Historic Preservation Program, as well as early maps of 
the project area, were checked for indications of known archeological 
sites or historic structures.  An archeological survey of the project area 
was also performed as well as a cultural resources survey to check for 
historic structures. 

One new historic archeological site, likely associated with the CCC and 
the Ozark-St. Francis National Forest’s Fort Douglas District shop, 
was identified.  The site has been determined to be eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places under Criteria A 
for its association with the National Forest and the CCC program 
(1933-1942), rendering it subject to protection under Section 4(f) of the 
USDOT Act of 1966.  The alignments of the build alternatives were 
developed downstream of the existing bridge in order to avoid the CCC 
site.  No historic Section 4(f) resources, including this site, would be 
impacted under any of the proposed alternatives. 

The bridge to be replaced was also built by the CCC in 1936.  Because 
a substantial amount of the structure has been altered or replaced, 
including the decking, it was determined to be ineligible for inclusion 
in the National Register of Historic Places and is not subject to 
Section 4(f) protection. 

From these records checks, field observations, and surveys, it has been 
determined that none of the alternatives impact known historic 
properties and have a very low likelihood of impacting undiscovered 
cultural resources.  Coordination with the SHPO, including the 
submission of a cultural resources report, resulted in a finding of “no 
adverse effect.”  SHPO clearance can be found in Appendix B. 
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Typical  View   in  Project  Area  

 

Why are visual impacts important? 

Visual impacts caused by a 
highway project are seen both 
by people traveling on the road 
and by neighbors adjacent to 
it. People are rightly 
concerned with the visual 
character of the highways 
traversing their town or city: 
research shows that not only 
do these first impressions 
count in how a community is 
perceived, but they also affect 
the community's social civility 
and economic vitality. (FHWA 
Guidelines for the Visual 
Impact Assessment of Highway 
Projects). 

 

 

3.6  How would the project affect views? 

The proposed project is located in the Big Piney Ranger District of the 
Ozark-St. Francis National Forest.  The landscape of the Big Piney 
Ranger District is naturally forested with some evidence of human 
development in the form of roads, pastures, small towns and 
communities, and occasional residential clearings.  The typical 
topography includes broad rounded ridges, terraces, bluff tops, and 
rugged mountains with sharply-defined narrow valleys.    

The 1.7 mile segment of Highway 123 between Haw Creek Falls 
Recreational Area and Big Piney Creek was considered the project 
corridor.  Many of the landscape features that typify the Big Piney 
Ranger District appear in the project corridor.  See Figure 10 for an 
example of the view on Highway 123 in the project area. 

 

The project area is located approximately midway along the project 
corridor.  Heading eastward from Haw Creek Falls Recreational Area, 
travelers enter the beginning of the project as the roadway curves 
sharply to the southeast and drops down to cross Haw Creek.  Haw 
Creek is visible both up and downstream of the bridge.  Riparian 
vegetation, rock ledges, and rock outcroppings line the banks of the 

Figure  10
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What are hazardous materials? 

A hazardous material is any 
item or chemical that can 
cause harm to people, plants, 
or animals when released into 
the environment. 

 

 

 

 

stream.  The roadway gains elevation and curves eastward near the 
end of the project, passing between a steep ridge and a level clearing 
that once served as a private campground. 

The Haw Creek bridge deck is in poor condition and the pavement has 
been patched in several places (Figure 3). The bridge guardrails are 
comprised of galvanized steel beams bolted to rough wood posts. The 
weight and speed limit signs and safety chevrons are irregularly tilted, 
possibly as a result of flood damage to the posts.  

The majority of travelers through the project corridor are presumed to 
be recreationists and tourists.  Multiple chambers of commerce and 
tourism websites and publications reference Highway 123’s scenic 
qualities.  According to the USFS scenery management system, 
Highway 123’s scenic qualities have public value and the preservation 
of these qualities is important.  Several scenery transitions occur in the 
immediate project area.  All of these factors predict a high level of 
viewer sensitivity to changes in visual quality. 

The construction of either alternative would involve clearing of new 
right of way (less than two acres).  Clearing trees and vegetation would 
cause changes to the visual resources of the natural environment, 
adversely affecting the sensitivity of travelers and resulting in 
temporary visual quality impacts.  These impacts will be minor and 
will lessen considerably over time as vegetation is reestablished.  

Replacing the existing deteriorated bridge and damaged signposts with 
a new structure and straight signposts may increase the viewer’s sense 
of coherence through the corridor, creating a beneficial visual quality 
impact.  Straightening the bridge approaches could increase the 
visibility of Haw Creek and the duration of views, also creating a 
beneficial visual quality impact. 

3.7  Would any hazardous materials be created or affected? 

A visual survey and database search were performed to determine if 
any hazardous materials were located in the project area.  No 
hazardous materials, landfill sites, leaking underground storage tanks, 
or hazardous areas were noted within the immediate project area. 

If hazardous materials are identified, observed or accidentally 
uncovered by any AHTD personnel, contracting company(s), or state 
regulating agency, it would be the AHTD’s responsibility to determine 
the type, size and extent of contamination.  The AHTD would develop 
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Culvert  Alternative  Excavation  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What is mitigation? 

Impacts to natural resources, 
such as streams or wetlands, 
are often unavoidable during 
highway construction projects. 
Restoration, establishment, 
enhancement, or preservation 
of wetlands and streams may 
be legally required under the 
Clean Water Act, depending 
on the severity of the impacts. 

 

a remediation plan and coordinate disposal methods to be employed for 
the type of contamination identified.  All remediation work would be 
conducted in conformance with the ADEQ, Environmental Protection 
Agency, and Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
regulations. 

3.8  How would natural water resources be affected? 

Streams 

The typical design of a four-sided six-barreled box culvert will not be 
used since it could lead to the blockage of passage for aquatic species.  
Both build alternatives will provide passage up and down Haw Creek 
for aquatic organisms.  

The Culvert Alternative would require channel excavation to allow for 
precast culvert sections to be placed.  Additionally, a work road of 
approximately 1,540 square feet, consisting of 110 cubic yards of fill 
material, will be temporarily placed downstream of the proposed 
structure.  The excavated portion of the channel should, over time, 
reestablish a natural stream channel bottom.  The purple shaded area 
in Figure 11 shows the proposed excavation associated with the 
Culvert Alternative based on the preliminary design. 

 

The Bridge Alternative will only require minimal excavation for the 
piers but will also require a work road.  Information about the type 
and amount of fill needed for the work road is unknown until the 
design phase if the Bridge Alternative is chosen.   

Since both alternatives would impact less than 0.5 acre and 300 linear 
feet of jurisdictional waters, neither alternative would require 
mitigation and the project should be allowed under the terms of a 
USACE Section 404 Nationwide Permit 14 for Linear Transportation 
Projects, as defined in Federal Register 77(34): 10183-10290.  The 

Figure  11
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Where  can  I  find AHTD  sediment 
and      erosion     control     best 
practices? 

Any potential sediment-
related impacts to Big Piney 
Creek are mitigated by Section 
110 of the AHTD Standard 
Specifications, 2014 Edition: 
Protection of Water Quality 
and Wetlands and the 
measures to be outlined in the 
Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan required as 
part of the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System 
Permit issued by the Arkansas 
Department of Environmental 
Quality. 

 

What is a floodplain? 

Floodplains are land areas 
that become covered by water 
in a flood event.  Special flood 
hazard areas, also known as 
100-year floodplains, are areas 
that would be covered by a 
100-year flood event.  This is 
the floodplain commonly used 
for insurance and regulatory 
purposes.   

 

What is a flood event? 

Specific flood events, such as a 
25-year or 100-year flood 
event, involve flood waters 
covering the associated 
floodplain.  A 100-year flood 
event has a 1% chance of 
occurring in any given year, a 
25-year flood event has a 4% 
chance of occurring in any 
given year, and a 7-year flood 
event has a 14% chance of 
occurring in any given year. 

 

 

AHTD will obtain all required waterway and stormwater permits 
before construction begins. 

The No Action Alternative does involve impacts to Haw Creek as the 
structural deficiencies, especially the loss of the metal decking, have 
resulted in concrete and asphalt separating from the bridge 
superstructure and falling into the stream.  As the bridge continues to 
deteriorate under the No Action Alternative, impacts to Haw Creek 
would likely increase, and could result in the bridge eventually being 
closed and ultimately collapsing into the stream.  

National Wild & Scenic Rivers 

Haw Creek is a tributary to the Big Piney Creek, a designated 
National Wild and Scenic River and Arkansas Extraordinary Resource 
Water. The project is located on Haw Creek approximately 0.5 mile 
upstream of the confluence of the two streams. Both the culvert and 
bridge alternatives have the potential to temporarily increase 
sediments in Haw Creek, which, in turn, have the potential to reach 
Big Piney Creek. These temporary impacts would not threaten the 
long-term outstanding qualities of scenery, recreation, fish, botany, or 
geology designations of Big Piney Creek.  Any potential 
sediment-related impacts to Big Piney Creek, resulting from the 
implementation of either build alternative, will be limited by AHTD 
sediment and erosion control management practices.  These controls 
will lessen the likelihood of impacts to Big Piney Creek as a result of 
either build alternative. 

3.9  Would the project cause flooding in surrounding areas? 

The project was reviewed to identify any encroachments into special 
flood hazard areas, also known as the 100-year floodplain, as shown on 
the Flood Insurance Rate Maps issued by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency.  No special flood hazard areas were identified 
within the project area and no adverse impacts to floodplains are 
expected with either build alternative.  

The existing structure is lower than current design standards allow as 
the highway is overtopped by floodwaters at approximately a 7-year 
flood event.  The proposed improvements would raise the elevation of 
the highway and bridge to a 25-year flood design, meaning that in the 
case of a 25-year flood event, the highway and structure over Haw 
Creek will not be overtopped. 
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What  is  the  difference  between 
threatened       and       endangered 
species? 

An endangered species is one 
that is in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range.  
Endangered species receive 
the highest level of protection. 
A threatened species is one 
that is likely to become 
endangered in the near future.  
Both threatened and 
endangered species receive 
federal protection under the 
Endangered Species Act.  
Sensitive species are not 
protected by the Endangered 
Species Act but have been 
identified by the USFS 
Regional Forester as having 
population viability concerns. 

 

What are indirect impacts? 

An indirect effect is a 
reasonably foreseeable effect 
that may be caused by a 
project but would occur in the 
future or outside of the project 
area.   

 

 

What are cumulative impacts? 

Cumulative effects result from 
the total effects of a proposed 
project, when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects or 
actions.  Cumulative effects 
are studied so that the public, 
decision-makers, and project 
proponents take time to 
consider the “big picture” 
effects a project could have on 
the community and 
environment.  

Although both structures would have a 25-year flood design, the bridge 
would be approximately three feet higher to provide clearance between 
the 25-year flood event and the lowest point of the bridge for greater 
protection of bridge elements. 

3.10  Would any protected species be impacted by the project? 

The endangered gray bat (Myotis grisescens), the endangered Indiana 
bat (Myotis sodalis), and the threatened northern long-eared bat 
(Myotis septentrionalis) are known to occur within the project area. 
Clearing trees on the proposed right of way may impact these species 
by removing potential roost trees, creating larger open habitat, or 
altering foraging areas. These impacts will be limited by restricting the 
clearing of trees to the winter hibernating months and placing 
restrictions on the time of day construction can occur during the 
summer.  With these special provisions, is it anticipated that no 
species are likely to be adversely affected by either build alternative.  
The Biological Evaluation, prepared in cooperation with the USFS, can 
be found in Appendix C and includes more information on these 
endangered, threatened, and sensitive species.  Final USFWS 
concurrence and clearance will be obtained once a Preferred 
Alternative is identified. 

3.11  Does the project have any indirect impacts? 

Replacing the Highway 123 bridge over Haw Creek with either build 
alternative is unlikely to induce any additional development of the 
area as it is primarily within the Ozark-St. Francis National Forest 
and no other improvements are proposed.  The No Action Alternative 
involves no work other than regular maintenance and would not result 
in any indirect effects other than the continued deterioration and 
eventual failure of the subject bridge. 

None of the alternatives considered are expected to result in adverse 
indirect impacts on any natural, cultural, social, or economic resources. 

3.12  Does the project have any cumulative impacts? 

Ozark‐St. Francis National Forest 

There are no other AHTD projects near the proposed project that would 
require USFS property.  The AHTD does have other projects that are 
programmed or under construction in the Ozark-St. Francis National 
Forest.  Projects under construction within the Ozark-St. Francis 
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National Forest include two road reconstruction and paving projects on 
Highway 220 and Baxter County Road 73, a passing lane project on 
Highway 7, and an emergency landslide repair project on Highway 23.  
Programmed projects include six passing lane projects on Highway 7, 
two bridge replacement projects on Highway 59, and an additional road 
reconstruction and paving project on Baxter County Road 73.  
Cumulatively, these projects are not expected to result in significant 
impacts to the 1.2 million acres of the Ozark-St. Francis National Forest 
and will support USFS transportation needs. 

The USFS does not have any proposed projects in the area that would 
require the conversion of USFS property to other uses.  None of the 
project alternatives would result in significant cumulative impacts to 
the Ozark-St. Francis National Forest. 

Gee Creek IRA 

The subject project is the only AHTD project programmed or under 
construction impacting the Gee Creek IRA.  None of the alternatives 
would result in significant cumulative impacts to Gee Creek IRA.  
Before future projects are allowed to occur within an IRA, including Gee 
Creek IRA, the USFS will review the project and assess its impacts to 
the IRA. 

National Wild & Scenic Rivers – Big Piney Creek & Tributaries 

There are no other AHTD projects directly on Big Piney Creek or its 
tributaries other than the proposed project, but there are the above-
mentioned passing lane projects on Highway 7 within the Big Piney 
Creek watershed that have the potential to contribute runoff to Big 
Piney Creek and its tributaries.  The USFS has had two recent projects 
within the Big Piney Creek watershed: a stream stabilization project on 
Big Piney Creek near Highway 123 and a 5,730-acre prescribed burn 
south of Haw Creek and west of Big Piney Creek.   

While the USFS and AHTD projects have the potential to affect Big 
Piney Creek, the cumulative impacts of these projects and the proposed 
bridge replacement over Haw Creek will not result in significant 
cumulative impacts to Big Piney Creek.  Any impacts are expected to be 
temporary and minor while these projects are constructed and will 
lessen over time. 
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What is air quality attainment? 

Areas are considered in 
attainment for air pollutants 
when measured levels are 
below the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards set by 
the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

 

 

 

What is noise? 

Sound is anything we hear, 
while noise is unwanted or 
undesirable sound.  Traffic 
noise is a combination of the 
noises produced by vehicle 
engines, exhaust, and tires. 

Highway 123 Visual Quality 

The only other known activity affecting the visual quality of 
Highway 123 in the project area is the USFS prescribed burn.  This 
5,730-acre prescribed burn runs along Highway 123 south of Haw 
Creek from Forest Road 93207D to the Highway 123 bridge over Haw 
Creek.  The negative effects of the burn, most commonly observed as 
black marks on trees, will be visible from Highway 123 but are 
expected to only last for a single growing season. Overall, prescribed 
burns contribute positively to scenic quality by clearing underbrush, 
discouraging the growth of invasive species, and encouraging greater 
plant species diversity, especially for native flowering plants.  The 
cumulative scenic impacts of the Highway 123 bridge replacement over 
Haw Creek and the prescribed burn are anticipated to be only 
temporary and minor. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Information on cumulative impacts to endangered, threatened, and 
sensitive species can be found in the Biological Evaluation in 
Appendix C.  None of the project alternatives are expected to 
contribute to significant cumulative impacts to any listed species. 

3.13  What other resource areas were examined but not  found to 
be present or impacted? 

Air Quality 

This project is located in an area that is designated as in attainment 
for all transportation pollutants.  Therefore, the conformity procedures 
of the Clean Air Act, as amended, do not apply. 

Landforms & Geology 

The landforms and geological resources referenced in Section 3.3 were 
avoided in the design process and will not be impacted by the No 
Action Alternative or either of the build alternatives. 

Noise 

Noise predictions have been made for this project utilizing the FHWA’s 
Traffic Noise Model 2.5 procedures.  These procedures indicate that 
noise levels are below the FHWA noise criteria beyond the project’s 
proposed right of way limits.  Any increases in roadway noise levels 
will not be the result of the proposed project, but instead a result of 
traffic volume increases during the planning period (Year 2035); 
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What is Important Farmland? 

Important Farmland is defined 
by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) as land 
suited to food, feed, forage, 
fiber, and oilseed crops.  Prime 
Farmland has the best 
combination of physical and 
chemical characteristics for 
the production of crops, while 
Farmland of Statewide 
Importance is land other than 
Prime Farmland which has a 
good combination of these 
characteristics 

 

What is EJ/Title VI? 

An EJ evaluation determines 
whether low-income or 
minority populations would 
suffer disproportionately high 
and adverse effects from an 
action. 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 (Title VI) prohibits 
discrimination on the basis of 
race, color, sex, national 
origin, religion or disability 
under any program or activity 
receiving Federal financial 
assistance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What is a wetland? 

Wetlands are areas typically 
inundated or saturated by 
surface or groundwater to the 
extent that they can support 
vegetation adapted for life in 
wet soil conditions. 

 

therefore, any noise level increases will occur independently of this 
proposed project.  No project-related noise impacts are anticipated. 

Important Farmland 

Most of the agriculture activity in the project area is related to timber 
production on USFS lands.  Right of way acquisition for the proposed 
project would not significantly reduce the amount of land in the 
Ozark-St. Francis National Forest, as discussed in Section 3.5.  No 
Important Farmland would be impacted by any of the alternatives. 

Environmental Justice 

Through a review of U.S. Census Data, the  Health and Human 
Services Poverty Guidelines (Federal Register, February, 2000), and 
making field observations, a determination was made that the 
proposed project will not have any adverse or disproportionate impacts 
on Environmental Justice (EJ)/Title VI populations. Therefore, in 
accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 12898, Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and FHWA Order 6640.23, no further 
analysis is necessary. 

Public Water Supplies 

The Arkansas Department of Health database of public water supplies 
was examined to determine if any surface water intakes, wellheads, or 
associated protection areas of either type were present in the project 
area.  No known public water supplies are located in or near the 
project area. 

Utilities 

The AHTD Right of Way Division’s Utility Section was contacted to 
determine if any public or private utilities would be impacted by the 
proposed project.  No utilities are anticipated to be impacted by any of 
the project’s alternatives. 

Wetlands 

There were no jurisdictional wetlands identified within the proposed 
right of way of the build alternatives.  None of the alternatives would 
impact jurisdictional wetlands. 
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Chapter 4: Recommendations 

What’s in Chapter 4? 

Chapter 4 contains the results and conclusions of this Environmental Assessment. 

4.1  What are the results of this EA? 

The environmental analysis of the proposed project did not identify 
any significant impacts to the natural and social environment as a 
result of any of the alternatives.  A summary of the impacts of these 
alternatives can be found in Table 2. 

Table  2  

Alternative   Impact  Comparison  

A l t e rna t i ve  
To ta l  

Cos t  

Roadway  

Cos t  

Br i dge  

Cos t  

R i gh t  o f  

Way  

Cos t*  

Leng th  

( l i n e a r  

f e e t )  

P roposed  

ROW  

( a c r e s )  

USFS  

ROW  

( a c r e s )  

I RA  

ROW  

( a c r e s )  

Haw  Creek  

Impac t s  

No  Ac t i on   0   0   0   0   N/A   0   0   0  
Section   loss  

in  stream  

B r i dge   $874,800   $207,000   $600,000 $67,800   794   1.8   1.0   0.2  
Work  roads  

only  

Cu l ve r t   $828,500   $231,000   $530,000 $67,500   961   1.7   0.9   0.1  

Work  roads  

&  channel  

excavation

*R igh t  o f  way  cos t  i nc ludes  r i gh t  o f  way  acqu is i t i on  and  pe rsona l  p roper ty  re loca t i on  cos ts .  

4.2  Is the NEPA process finished? 

After this EA is signed by the FHWA and approved for public 
dissemination, a public hearing and 30-day comment period will be 
offered jointly with the USFS as a NEPA cooperating agency. 

After a review of comments received from citizens, public officials, and 
governmental agencies, the next step in the environmental process will 
be to identify a Preferred Alternative based on the information 
contained in the EA and the comments received. 

After the Preferred Alternative design is finalized, a FONSI document 
will be prepared by the AHTD and submitted to the FHWA.  Approval 
of the FONSI by the FHWA will identify the Selected Alternative and 
conclude the NEPA process. 
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Reference Page: Acronyms 

AHTD Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department 

CCC Civilian Conservation Corps 

EA  Environmental Assessment 

EJ  Environmental Justice 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FONSI Finding of No Significant Impacts 

IRA  Inventoried Roadless Area 

NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 

SHPO  State Historic Preservation Officer 

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

USDA  U.S. Department of Agriculture 

USDOT U.S. Department of Transportation 

USFS  U.S. Forest Service 

USFWS U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

 

 



 

 

Appendix A: U.S. Forest Service Correspondence 



 

 

 



Appendix  A:  USFS  Correspondence        A ‐1  

 

 

 

  



 

 

 



 

 

Appendix B: State Historic Preservation Officer Clearance 
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Appendix C: Biological Evaluation 
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