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Chapter I. 

Purpose and Need for Action 

This chapter describes the project location, the purpose and need for action, and proposed action. 

This chapter also references direction from the Revised Land Resource Management Plan 

(RLRMP) and Big Piney Creek Wild and Scenic River Management plan and includes decisions 

to be made, other issues, concerns and opportunities. 

 

A. Location of Project Area 

The Ft. Douglas stream bank stabilization project area is in Township 12 North, Range 21 West, 

Section 20.  It is on Big Piney Creek north of the State Highway 123 bridge and just upstream of 

the confluence with Haw Creek. 

                                                                                                                                                    

The Ft. Douglas stream bank stabilization project involves a cut bank on the east bank of the 

river approximately 500 feet long and 15 feet high.  This project is adjacent to a range allotment 

on the Forest that is currently being cut for hay under a special use permit. 
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B. Purpose and Need 

 

The primary developmental forces for this project are as follows: 

 

In 2003 the Forest Service was made aware of an eroded cut bank section along the east side of 

Big Piney Creek fifteen feet high and 500 feet long.  Directly out from the cut bank in the middle 

of the stream an island had formed.  This area has been monitored since that time.  When first 

discovered the section of cut bank still had a strip of woody vegetation and timber standing along 

the cut bank but that has since been eroded away.  The site continues to erode into the east bank 

removing material and vegetation every time the stream rises. The erosion that is occurring is 

causing excessive sedimentation into the river which could be causing detrimental damage to the 

aquatic species that live in the river as well as the water quality.  This would include detrimental 

effects to species like the smallmouth bass and the longnose darter (Regional Forest’s Sensitive 

Species).   The erosion could adversely affect an archeological site in the area. This section of 

the stream-bank needs to be stabilized and woody vegetation established on it that will hold the 

soil in place to lessen the current stream-bank loss.    

 

1.)  Management Areas:        
                                                                                                      

The Revised Land and Management Plan (RLRMP or Forest Plan) for the Ozark-St. Francis 

National Forest describes Desired Conditions for Management Areas (MAs) and the ecological 

systems that occur within these MAs. The following describes the applicable desired conditions 

of the Management Areas that occur within this proposed project area: 

 

MA 1C Designated Wild and Scenic Rivers – (Big Piney Creek) This MA is managed to enhance 

and protect the outstandingly remarkable values and unique qualities of each river and its 

surroundings.  The landscape character is "naturally appearing" or "pastoral" with high scenic 

integrity.   Natural processes (floods, windstorms, and fires) would be the primarily cause of 

disturbances. Lands are classified as unsuitable for timber production, although management of 

vegetation is permitted within the river corridor to maintain outstandingly remarkable values. 

Vegetation management may be used for scenic enhancement or rehabilitation to provide 

wildlife viewing opportunities; maintain developed recreation facilities; improve threatened, 

endangered, sensitive, and locally rare species habitat; restore native vegetative communities; 

restore riparian ecosystems; reduce unnatural fuel buildups; or control non-native invasive 

vegetation. 

 

MA 3I Riparian Corridors- This management area is identified based on landform, vegetation, 

soils, and hydrology characteristics of the landscape. They are managed to retain, restore, and 

enhance the inherent ecological processes and functions of the components within the corridors. 

The desired condition for these areas reflects function and value. The vegetative communities, 

predominately forest, are productive and diverse providing for a rich variety of organisms and 

habitat types. Timber and vegetation (dead and alive) have the appropriate structure needed to 

provide  shade, food, shelter, and microclimate for riparian-associated flora and fauna, especially 

threatened, endangered, sensitive (TES) and locally rare species. Prescribed fire may be used 

within the corridor to create or maintain the composition and vitality of fire-dependent vegetative 
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communities (e.g., canebrakes). Management activities take place to provide diversity and 

complexity of native vegetation; rehabilitate both natural and human caused disturbances; 

provide for visitor safety; or accommodate appropriate recreational uses. 

 

MA 3J Pastures and Large Wildlife Openings- This management area is managed to provide 

permanent forage and cover for livestock and wildlife. The desired condition for pastures is that 

soil productivity is maintained and optimum forage is provided.  Where it is practical, native 

forage is favored over exotic improved pasture.  The reduction of invasive species and those of 

poor forage quality is desirable.  Some methods to keep pastures open include the use of a 

prescribe fire interval of one to three years, grazing, bush hogging, and haying.  These lands are 

classified as unsuitable for timber production. 

 

 

2.)   Areas of Concern or Special Emphasis identified by Leadership:                                                                                              

Former Forest Service Chief, Dale Bosworth delineated four threats to the health of the National 

Forest and Grassland system and subsequent Chiefs have emphasized other concerns.  Where 

opportunity exists, this EA will attempt to address these issues within the project area. The 

identified concerns include: 

 

Fire and Fuels: The natural role of fire has been withheld from the National Forests for many 

years.  Research shows that National Forest System (NFS) areas at high risk from wildland 

fire and ecological degradation (Class 3) come to 51 million acres, or 26 percent of the NFS. 

Areas at moderate risk (Class 2) amount to 80.5 million acres, or 41 percent. Areas currently 

within their historical range (Class 1) come to 65 million acres, or 33 percent. On the NFS, 73 

million acres in Classes 2 and 3 were identified as the highest priority for fuels reduction and 

ecosystem restoration treatments. Treatments to reduce fuels and restore ecosystems involve 

various techniques, including thinning, prescribed burning, and clearing forest debris. 

 

Invasive Species: Invasive species are major threats to our Nation’s aquatic and terrestrial 

ecosystems.  Invasives destroy fish and wildlife habitats, alter nutrient cycling and natural fire 

regimes, and can reduce biodiversity and degrade native ecosystem health. Invasive aquatic 

species pose a significant risk to the 220,000 miles of streams, over 2 million acres of lake, 

and 15,000 miles of coastline cross the National Forest System. There are more invasive 

species per unit of aquatic eco-systems than in terrestrial ecosystems.  All invasives combined 

cost Americans more than $137 billion a year in total economic damages and associated 

control costs. Infestations of invasive plants have reached epidemic proportions, spreading 

rapidly over hundreds of millions of acres, across all landscapes and ownerships. Invasive 

forest diseases, such as Chestnut Blight, wiped out entire forest species in the East (i.e., the 

American Chestnut) and Dutch Elm disease virtually eliminated an urban forest tree- the 

American Elm.  Invasive species have been found distributed throughout the project area. 

There is a need to conserve the native biological diversity of plant communities, species and 

populations. It is necessary to prevent the displacement of native species and the disruption of 

plant communities through the introduction of aggressive, persistent, self-replicating, long 

lasting non-native vegetation into managed or natural plant communities. 

 



   

 
 

5 
 

  

Loss of Open Space: America is losing important working forests and rangelands to 

development across the Nation at a rate of more than 3 acres a minute. Loss of open space (1) 

affects our air, water and vegetation, (2) degrades wildlife habitat, and (3) reduces outdoor 

based economic opportunities. Loss of open space is a result of the division of forested 

landscapes into smaller, more isolated patches. This is of concern because it poses a threat to 

the health, sustainability, and viability of ecosystems and rural communities, and impacts 

biodiversity.  

 

Unmanaged Recreation: The number of off highway vehicles (OHV) users has climbed 

seven fold in the past 30 years, from approximately 5 million in 1972 to 36 million in 2000. 

Unmanaged OHV use has resulted in unplanned roads and trails, erosion, watershed and 

habitat degradation, and impacts to cultural resource sites. Compaction and erosion are the 

primary effects of OHV use on soils. Riparian areas and dependent species are particularly 

vulnerable to OHV use. Studies indicate that the survival and reproduction of some wildlife 

species may be affected by excessive noise and disturbance. Local forest designation of roads, 

trails, and areas for OHV use provides forest visitors with opportunities to enjoy recreation 

experiences while protecting natural and cultural resources. Use of OHVs in the national 

forests is addressed through the forest plans or through separate access and travel 

management plans. Management of OHV impacts include use of designated roads, trails, and 

areas for recreation; closure of sensitive areas; user education; enforcement; and use 

monitoring. Within the project area, there is a need to protect resources by providing better 

management of OHV roads and trails as well as a need to provide for recreational 

opportunities. 

 

 

3.)     Other Developmental Forces: 

Protection of watersheds was one of the driving forces behind the establishment of the National 

Forests, and, as human populations increase, both the quality and quantity of water itself become 

more important.  Development that permanently removes forest cover can impact both by 

increasing sedimentation and/or speeding runoff and reducing groundwater recharge.   

  

RLRMP objectives that support the need of this project: 

1) Maintain habitat at 2004 levels for largemouth and smallmouth bass during the next 3 to 

5 years. (RLRMP page 2.13)  

2) Conduct watershed improvements on 20 acres per year (RLRMP page 2.16) 

3) Treat up to 300 acres per decade to meet the habitat needs of riparian area species groups.  

(RLRMP page 2.76) 

 

C. The Proposed Action (PA) 

The Proposed Action would construct five rock vanes extending upstream into the stream 

channel at an angle of 30 degrees.  The vanes would be sixty feet long, with a fifteen foot wide 

base and six feet tall at the bank, three feet wide and three feet tall at the tip (out in the stream 

channel).  The vanes would be embedded (keyed) into stable bank material.  Locally obtained 

rock (20 to 36 inches in diameter) would be used to construct the vanes.  Additionally, triangular 

“flood benches” would be constructed between the vanes.  They would be three feet deep at the 

bank and extend toward the channel twelve feet.  The “flood benches” would be constructed 
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between the vanes using gravel obtained from the island in the middle of the stream.  Nearby 

willows and sycamore saplings would be transplanted into the “flood benches” and around all 

edges of the rock vanes.  All construction would take place during dry periods of low stream 

flow.  A moderate amount of ground disturbance would take place; including digging out and 

placing 600 cubic yards of rock and moving 400 cubic yards of gravel. 

 

D. Objective of the Proposed Action 

Stabilize the stream bank to slow erosion within this section of Big Piney Creek.  Once 

completed this project would decrease the amount of sedimentation into the stream, decrease the 

loss of the range allotment, and protect any archeological features of the area from being washed 

away by the stream.  The decreasing of sedimentation would increase the viability of aquatic 

species in the river like smallmouth bass and longnose darter. 

  

E.    Related Documents That Influence the Scope of This Proposed Action 

Vegetation management may include the use of manual, chemical, and mechanical treatments of 

plants in the service of ecosystem management objectives. The Final Environmental Impact 

Statement for the forest plan compares and analyzes the impacts of a variety of treatments in the 

RLRMP (pages 1.18-1.49). This EA tiers to the following documents: 

 The Revised Land Resource Management Plan and accompanying Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Ozark St Francis National Forest (2005)  

 The EA/FONSI and accompanying documents for the Gee Allotment #21 grazing EA 

(2001) 

 Big Piney Creek Wild and Scenic River Management Plan 

 Section 7 Ft. Douglas streambank stabilization Wild and Scenic River analysis  

 

The Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (RLRMP) identifies Forest Wide Standards 

(pages 3.1-3.21) and MA Standards (pages 3.22-3.38) that will be applied to all methods of 

vegetation management. This direction is incorporated into this EA’s design criteria. 

 

F.    Issues Eliminated From Further Study 

These issues were identified through scoping and are addressed, but are not considered as “issues 

studied in detail”. The following are the reasons for which they were eliminated from further 

study. 

 

Jurisdictional Wetlands- Analysis conducted by district personnel has concluded that there are no 

documented jurisdictional wetlands within or adjacent to the project area however there may be 

small (non-jurisdictional) wetlands associated with streams.  If wetlands are encountered during 

project implementation the implementation would cease and the Forest Hydrologist would be 

consulted.  

 

Civil Rights and Minority Groups- The proposed actions would impact minority groups in the 

same manner as all other groups in society. The proposed actions would not violate the civil 

rights of consumers or minority groups. 
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State and Federal permits – The proposed action would require state and federal permits that 

would include 404 permits, 401 permits, and short term activity authorizations.  All of these 

permits would be applied for once the decision is signed to move forward with the project. 

 

 

G. Decision to Be Made  
  

The District Ranger will select one of the following and determine if the selection would or 

would not significantly affect the quality of the human environment.  

 

1. Management action described in the Proposed Action (PA).   

2. Not to implement any action by selecting Alternative 1 (the No Action alternative).   

3. Management actions described in the PA with some modifications  
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Chapter II 

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action 

 

A.   Process Used to Develop the Alternatives 

 

The IDT represents the range of resources across the forest, such as recreation, timber, wildlife, 

soils, water and air.  The IDT considered the following elements when they developed the 

alternatives for this analysis: 

 

 The goals, objectives, and desired future conditions for the project area as outlined in the 

RLRMP for the Ozark–St. Francis National Forest. 

 Comments received from the public, State and other agencies during the scoping process. 

 The laws, regulations, and policies that govern land management on national forests. 

 

B.   Alternatives Considered 

 

The Proposed Action and The No Action Alternative were developed in this environmental 

analysis.  

 

The Proposed Action (PA) 

 

Install five rock vanes at the site.  Each rock vein would be approximately 6 feet tall and 

approximately 60 feet long.  They would have a surface slope of 10:1 and their tips would be 

buried into the bed of the channel approximately 3 feet.  Each vane would be keyed into the bank 

20 feet.  Locally obtained rock, with a median axis of 20 to 36 inches, would be used in the 

construction of the rock vanes.  

 

A triangular “flood bench” would be constructed between the vanes using gravel obtained on 

site.  This flood bench would be approximately 3 feet deep at the bank and would extend into the 

channel approximately 12 feet.  Locally obtained willows and sycamores would be transplanted 

into the “flood bench” and around the edges of the rock vanes and their keys. 

 

Shrubs would be planted along the top of the bank.  Work on this site would be conducted during 

the low-flow portion of the year. 

 

 

Alternative 1: No Action 

 

The bank stabilization project would not be completed and the bank would continue to erode.   

 

 

C.  Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
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Gee Allotment #21 grazing EA (2001allows for: 

 30 cow/calf pairs for up to 5 months of grazing annually 

 Fertilize and lime 33 acres of pasture 

 Hay cutting on 33 acres of pasture 

 

Haw Creek Arkansas Highway Transportation bridge replacement (implementation 2018) 

 Replacement of highway bridge on Highway 123 crossing Haw Creek 

 

Lonesome Hollow Project (implementation 2014/2015) - Specific proposal has not been fully 

developed yet 

 

D.  Protective Measures  

In order to protect the environment and lessen possible negative impacts, the applicable 

measures contained in the Forest Wide (FW) Standards of the RLRMP and Management Area 

(MA) standards for the Ozark/St-Francis National Forest (OSFNF)  would be applied to the PA 

and are incorporated in this EA.  Best Management Practices (BMP) would apply as standard 

protective measures for the stream stabilization project. 

  

Forest Wide and Management Area standards which most apply to this proposal;  

 

FW72: Promote and implement current Best Management Practices (BMPs) for forestry as 

recommended by the Arkansas Forestry Commission to all management activities in order to 

control non-point source pollution and comply with state water quality standards. 

FW78: Soil disturbance within SMZs will be treated with erosion control measures with five 

days. 

 

FW79: Use only native or non-persistent nonnative species when seeding temporary 
openings from soil disturbing activities.  
 
FW86: Removal of natural debris from streams will only be allowed where it poses a significant 

risk to public safety or threatens private property or Forest Service infrastructure. 

FW106: Resource management activities will be conducted in a manner that promotes SIO.  

Exceptions for short periods of time (one growing season or less) may be allowed to achieve 

important resource management goals on a case-by-case basis under consultation with and 

approval of the Forest Landscape Architect or the Forest Supervisor. 

FW48: When seeding to establish or maintain range forage in pastures and openings, using 

native or non-invasive non-native species, which are beneficial to wildlife to the extent 

practicable and where soil conditions are favorable.  Intentional establishment of invasive non-

native plant species is prohibited.  Prohibited species are defined by the Regional Forester’s 

invasive species list. 

Management Area 1.C Designated (including recommended) Wild and Scenic Rivers 

 

MA1.C-1 Any proposals which could affect a Wild and Scenic River will be evaluated against 
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the appropriate river’s management plan to ensure that the proposal does not conflict with 
characteristics or classification that qualified the river for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River 
System. 
 
MA1.C-18 The scenic integrity objective is high for all inventoried scenic classes. 
 

Management Area 3.J  Pastures and Large Wildlife Openings 

 

MA3.J-2 Where grazing is currently allowed and under permit, control livestock and mitigate 

negative effects to restore, enhance, or maintain the integrity of stream channels and banks. 

 

 

The management objectives for the Big Piney Creek Wild and Scenic River  

 

 1. Protect and/or enhance the Outstandingly Remarkable Values. 

 

 2. Establish measurable indicators and standards for biophysical and social conditions, 

monitor effectively the condition of those indicators, and implement management policies 

and programs to prevent degradation of riparian resources and visitor experiences. 

 

 3. Provide for plant and animal community diversity and maintain healthy functioning 

ecosystems as the foundation to sustaining long-term productivity.  Maintain habitat for both 

aquatic and terrestrial species inhabiting the Big Piney River corridor. 

 

 4. Recognize and respond to the socio-economic effects of management strategies.  

Recognize the varied needs of the public to be partners and to participate in managing the 

river corridors through awareness, interaction, and communication. 

 

 5. Emphasize user education and information.  Establish new regulations only when other 

methods (e.g. personal contacts, information and education) are not effective, and ensure that 

any regulations established are enforceable. 

6. Develop and maintain a working relationship among landowners (including absentee 

owners) adjacent to the river, local and state governments, private and commercial users, 

interested resource groups, and the Forest Service to help achieve the goals in the Big Piney 

River corridor. 

 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as amended in 1992 states: 

"SEC. 2. (a) The national wild and scenic rivers system shall comprise rivers (i) that are 

authorized for inclusion therein by Act of Congress, or (ii) that are designated as wild, scenic 

or recreational rivers by or pursuant to an act of the legislature of the State or states through 

which they flow... 

"(b) A wild, scenic or recreational river area eligible to be included in the system is a free-

flowing stream and related adjacent land area that possess one or more of the values referred 

to in Section 1, subsection (b) of this Act.  "Big Piney Creek, Arkansas.--The 45.2 mile 

segment from its origin in section 27, township 13 north, range 23 west, to the Ozark 
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National Forest boundary, to be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture in the following 

classes:  All 45.2 miles as Scenic. 
 

The RLRMP, pg.2-20, for Scenery Management identifies Priorities for the analysis area as 

follows: 

*Maintain or enhance the visual character of the Forest by using the Scenery 

Management System (SMS) to achieve scenic integrity objectives. 

*Manage landscapes and build elements in order to achieve scenic integrity objectives. 

*Promote the planning and improvement of infrastructure along scenic travel routes.  Use 

the best environmental design practices to harmonize changes in the landscape and to 

advance environmentally sustainable design solutions.  

*Restore landscapes to reduce visual effects on nonconforming features. 

*Manage scenic restoration to be consistent with other management area objectives. 

*Maintain the integrity of the expansive, natural landscapes, and traditional cultural 

features that provide the distinctive character of places.  Maintain the character of key 

places in order to maintain their valued attributes.   

 

E.  Monitoring   
1) Monitoring would be accomplished through inspections conducted by a certified 

applicator/inspector.  Appropriate standards and guidelines would be implemented and 

maintained through active treatment to protect soil productivity, water quality and all 

other resources. 

4)       A review of all known occurrences of proposed, endangered, threatened or sensitive 

 species (PETS) has been conducted. In addition, field surveys have been conducted 

within the current permit areas. If any new proposed, threatened or endangered species 

are discovered, the activity will be halted and the District Biologist will be contacted to 

determine what, if any, consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife service is needed, 

and what specific measures to implement to avoid any adverse effects. 

 

F. Site Specific Design Criteria 

The following are site specific design criteria to minimize impacts created from the proposed 

action’s vegetative treatments.  The project designs below are specific for the project area: 

 

 If any proposed, endangered, or threatened species are discovered prior to or during 

implementation, the project would be halted until the potential effects are determined and 

new criteria are in place if required.  

 

 Based on consultation with Arkansas SHPO and Tribes, an archeologist will supervise 

test pit  excivation in the project area prior to project implimentation.  The results of 

which will be documented in a report. 

 

 Follow the Native American Graves Protection Act plan of action for Ozark National 

Forest. 

 

 Should human remains be discovered all work will hault; pending consulattion with the 

appropriate Tribes.  
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Chapter III 

Environmental Effects 

A. SOILS 

 

Existing Condition 

 

The analysis area for soils will be the project area.  The Project Area is located in a heavily 

dissected section called the Boston Mountains.  Project Area elevation is about 680 feet above 

mean sea level.  The project area is on the floodplain and terrace above Big Piney Creek.  The 

soil in the project area is mostly unstable.  Portions of the streambank collapse and fall into the 

stream during periods of high flow.  The stream bank is unstable due to the clearing of trees in 

the riparian area and past cattle grazing.  Jacobsen (1997) believes that stream banks in the 

Missouri Ozarks were destabilized by historic land use and cattle grazing in the stream bottoms 

based on oral history, historic photographs, and geomorphic evidence.  The project area is 

mapped as Ceda cobbly fine sandy loam which is a soil map unit that consists of deep well 

drained soils.    

 

The Proposed Action 

 

Direct/Indirect Effects 

The soils would be disturbed by trucks and heavy equipment during the construction of the rock 

vanes and the flood benches.  Five areas 15 feet wide by 20 feet long along the unstable 

streambank would be excavated to install the rock vanes.  Soil rutting would be minimal because 

Ceda cobbly fine sandy loam is rated as slight for soil rutting.  Construction of the rock vanes 

and the flood benches and the planting of woody vegetation would allow the soil to stabilize.  

Soil erosion would be greatly reduced.   

 

Cumulative Effects 

Past soil disturbance includes removal of trees in the riparian area along Big Piney Creek and 

cattle grazing.  Hay cutting is currently being done on an annual basis.  In the future hay cutting 

is expected to continue along with further riparian restoration work.  The cumulative impacts 

would be that the soils in the streambank would stabilize, soil productivity would stabilize and 

erosion would be greatly reduced. 

 

Alternative 1: No Action 

 

Direct/Indirect/Cumulative Effects 

Toe slopes would continue to be undercut and the streambank would continue to collapse and 

fall into Big Piney Creek causing sedimentation.  Productive soil would continue to be lost.   

 

B. Water 

 

Existing Condition 
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The analysis area is the Haw Creek-Big Piney Creek watershed.  This accounts for all other 

effects to watershed integrity upstream of the project area and accounts (to a reasonable degree) 

for effects downstream of the project area.  Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions 

within the watershed include the Gee Allotment #21, which allows for grazing, application of 

fertilizer and lime, and cutting hay on 33 acres; Replacement of the Highway 123 bridge over 

Haw Creek  
  

The Proposed Action 

 

Direct/Indirect Effects 

Implementation of the proposed action would generate some sediment, but it would be short 

term, likely only lasting through the first rain event.  By stabilizing the bank and redirecting flow 

toward the middle of the stream, longer term erosion and subsequent sedimentation would be 

reduced.  No significant cumulative effects related to sedimentation are expected. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

Replacement of the bridge over Haw Creek would generate a short term sediment increase 

during construction.  If possible, the sediment-producing portions of these two projects should 

not be performed simultaneously.  Other potential effects include wildfires, fire suppression, 

vegetation management, hiking and camping.  Each of these activities/events has the potential to 

increase sediment loading to the stream channel. 

 
 

Alternative 1: No Action 

 

Direct/Indirect  Effects 

Without stabilizing the stream bank, the area would continue to be a source of sediment, 

particularly during high water events.  The majority of this sediment would be moved 

downstream while some may remain in the channel near the project site.  This sediment has the 

potential to affect water clarity and substrate composition which could impact available habitat 

for aquatic organisms and fish reproductive success.  

 
Cumulative Effects 

With the selection of the No Action Alternative, the eroding bank within the project area would 

continue to be a sediment source for the stream, adding to any other sediment sources within the 

watershed.  

 

If the No Action Alternative is implemented, sedimentation would remain similar or slightly 

increase.  Without protecting the river bank, sediment would continue to enter Big Piney Creek 

from the stream bank during high flow.  This sediment adds to that already in the river substrate 

from other activities and from natural sources. 

 

C. Air 

 

Existing Condition 
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The analysis area for air quality is the project area.   

 

The Clean Air Act requires the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set National Ambient 

Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants considered harmful to public health and the 

environment. The NAAQS establish thresholds for six pollutants that adversely impact public 

health and the environment: sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate matter, lead, and 

carbon monoxide. Because of the nature of the project’s construction activities, ozone and 

particulate matter are the two of primary concern. Construction equipment and vehicles emit 

volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx), which can contribute to the 

formation of ground-level ozone. Construction equipment and vehicles may also produce dust 

during activities, which can add to fine particulate matters in the atmosphere. 

 

In general, the air quality in the analysis area is good (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest 

Service 1999).  Episodes of regional haze occur mainly in the spring and summer. 

 

Proposed activities are within Johnson County.  As of July 31, 2013, Johnson County was in 

attainment for all the six EPA criteria air pollutants (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

2013).  EPA defines attainment areas as “A geographic area in which levels of a criteria air 

pollutant meets the health-based primary standard (national ambient air quality standard, or 

NAAQS) for the pollutant”.  EPA defines non-attainment areas, as “A geographic area in which 

the level of a criteria air pollutant is higher than the level allowed by the federal standards”.     

 

Based on LRMP standards, the desired condition for the air resource in the analysis area is to 

meet NAAQS.   
 

 

Proposed Action  

  

Direct Effects 

No activities would result in violations of federal air quality standards.  During project 

implementation, some airborne dust would likely arise from travel on roadways, and from the 

project area and construction of the rock vanes and flood benches.  These fine particulate matters 

would be considered negligible.  Exhaust emissions would be released by vehicles travelling to 

and from the project area and from equipment in the project area during construction.  Due to the 

distance of this area from major metropolitan areas or heavy concentrations of heavy industry, 

and due to favorable weather patterns keeping the atmosphere well mixed, the area should 

continue to exceed the NAAQS.   

 

Indirect Effects 

Currently, air quality in the area is good exceeding EPA limits, in compliance with the NAAQS 

and meeting the Regional Haze regulation. The prescribed treatments should not detrimentally 

impact the quality of air in the proposed project area or in the Class 1 air shed in the Upper 

Buffalo Wilderness Area. 

 
 
   

Cumulative Effects 
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Based on the Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments (IMPROVE) monitoring 

station in Deer, Arkansas the air quality in and around the project area is good and there are no 

areas in threat of reaching non-attainment status or exceeding air quality standards.  There would 

be no cumulative effects on the Upper Buffalo Wilderness Area class I air shed from the 

Proposed Action.  

 

Alternative 1 (No Action) 

 

Direct Effects 

The No Action Alternative does not include construction activities and therefore has negligible 

potential for affecting air quality other than that which may occur as a result of a wildfire.   

The no action alternative would have no direct effect on the class I air shed. 

 

Indirect Effects 

 No indirect effects would result due to the no action alternative.   

 

Cumulative Effects 

No cumulative effects would result from the no action alternative. 

   

D. Recreation/Visual Quality 

 

 

Existing Conditions 

Big Piney Creek is the most frequently visited river on the Ozark National Forest. This river 

received over 42,000 Recreation Visitor Days (RVDS) of use in 1986. (One Recreation Visitor 

Day equals 1 person for 12 hours or 12 people for one hour or any combination thereof.) 

Recreational use of the river has steadily grown over the past ten years. It is estimated the visitor 

days have increased 20 percent since 1986 to approximately 50,000 RVDS. Recreational use 

includes the following activities: canoeing, kayaking, swimming, camping, fishing, hunting, 

hiking, bird watching, botanical walks, off-highway vehicle driving (ATV, 4-wheelers, etc.), 

horseback riding, and scenic driving. Most canoe use occurs between Ft. Douglas and the 

Highway 164 take-out point(which are all downstream and outside of the project area). 

The area users are mainly visitors within a day’s drive; however visitors from adjacent states also 

frequently visit the area.  Visibility from the river varies from a few feet in the narrow steep 

banked sections, to several miles, where there are vistas of the surrounding hills and mountains. 

Most of the river corridor is characterized by highly varied and strongly dissected terrain with 

uneven, sharp ridges and/or cliffs with significant vertical relief, large unusual rock outcrops or 

formations, and slopes greater than 35%. Visibility from the rivers is generally limited to less 

than 1/4 mile due to steep slopes, bends in the river, and alluvial shorelines. Evidence of timber 

management practices are evident on some of the more gentle slopes (less than 35%). Private 

lands along the river are managed either for timber production or pasture.  

 

Most canoeing on Big Piney Creek consists of day trips, rather than over night or weekend trips. 

The 10 mile segment from Limestone to Fort Douglas (Arkansas Highway 123) is not a common 

float (which is the section of the river that contains the project area). This segment is 

floatable only when water levels are high. This segment is typically floated only by the more 
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experienced canoeists. Access at Limestone is from a county road which is surrounded by private 

land. The access at Fort Douglas is on National Forest land. This is not a developed access point. 

The second segment is an 8 mile stretch from Fort Douglas to Treat.  

 

Recreational Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) 

The effects on Recreation can be described in terms of three principle components: the 

recreational activity, the setting in which it takes place, and the resulting experience.  These three 

components make up the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) that was originally completed 

in 1986.  However, during each Environmental Assessment, ROS for the area is reviewed and 

updated as needed.  The setting includes both environmental and social factors.  The 

environmental setting is characterized by physical and natural features as well as the amount of 

apparent modification from human activity.  The social setting of an area is characterized by the 

amount of contact among the visitors using it and the probability of their experiencing isolation 

from the sights and sounds of non-recreation human activity.  The experience is the desired 

psychological outcome realized by participating in a preferred activity in a preferred 

environmental and social setting.  Different combinations of these components provide a range 

of recreation opportunities.   

The ROS is a way to classify this range of opportunities and to identify the capability of the 

Forest to provide them.  There are five classes of ROS in the Forest Plan: Semi-primitive non-

motorized (SPNM), Semi-primitive motorized (SPM), Roaded Natural (RN), Rural (R) and 

Urban (U).  The Forest Plan objective is to maintain a balance of Recreation Opportunity 

Spectrum on the Ozark- St. Francis National Forest.  This analysis area contains two of the five 

ROS classifications, Roaded Natural and Semi-primitive motorized, with a total river mileage of 

45.2 miles. 

Semi-primitive motorized areas are characterized by a predominantly natural or natural-

appearing environment of moderate to large size.  Motorized use is permitted.  In a roaded 

natural, the area is characterized by predominantly natural appearing environments with 

moderate evidences of the sights and sounds of man that usually harmonize with the natural 

environment.  Evidence of vegetation management is acceptable because treatments are 

relatively short-lived, 3-5 years.   

Private lands along the river are managed either for timber production or pasture. Most National 

Forest land along the river is currently managed for a visual quality objective (VQO) of 

"retention" (90%), and "partial retention" (10%). Any management activities within a VQO of 

"retention" must not be visually evident upon the landscape and any management activities 

within a VQO of "partial retention" must remain visually subordinate to the landscape. 

 

In Addition, the RLRMP (pg. 2.20) priorities are to maintain or enhance the visual character of 

the Forest by establishing scenic integrity objectives.  The intent is to manage landscapes and use 

the best environmental design practices to harmonize changes in the landscape to reduce visual 

effects of management.  The Scenic class numbers range from 1 to 6 with 1 representing high 

public value and 6 as moderate/low public value which usually is found in unseen areas.  

 

Scenic Integrity Objectives 

In the case of Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIOs) Forest Plan mapping was based on foreground 

and middle ground from existing roads without consideration of topography, vegetation or the 

amount or type of traffic the roads received.  The Forest Plan mapped many areas as “seen or 



 

   

 
 

6 
 

  

unseen” but did not include factors such as, terrain, viewer positions, vegetative screening or 

frequency or type of traffic etc. that are considered at the project level.  For that reason areas may 

be identified as scenic level high that is located in unseen areas; these areas would receive 

standard project designs to achieve a more acceptable visual composition.   

The management area combined with the scenic class numbers identifies the Scenic Integrity 

Objectives for the Ft. Douglas Stream Bank Stabilization Project which is as follows; 

* High (Appears unaltered – Retention) Scenic integrity refers to landscapes where the valued 

landscape character “appear” intact.  Deviations may be present but must repeat the form, line, 

color, texture, and pattern common to the landscape character so completely and at such scale 

that they are not evident.    

For this project (1 acre ) out of 45.2 miles of stream would be affected.  *Moderate – (Slightly 

Altered –Partial Retention) Scenic integrity refers to landscapes where the valued landscape 

character “appear” slightly altered”. Noticeable deviations must remain visually subordinate to 

the landscape character being viewed.   

*Low – (Moderately Altered- Modification) Scenic integrity refers to landscapes where the 

valued landscape character “appears moderately altered.”  Deviations begin to dominate the 

valued landscape character being viewed but they borrow valued attributes such as size, shape, 

edge effect and pattern of natural openings, vegetative type changes, or architectural styles 

outside the landscape being viewed.   

The analysis area is mostly forested.  Visual qualities are primarily experienced from the river 

corridor during the primary float season from October through May. 

Table below shows Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIO) by Management Area showing the 

Objectives of High, Moderate, and Low scenic classes can be found in the RLRMP Appendix G.  

The table below shows the distribution of the SIO by Management Areas within the project. 

 

Scenic Integrity Opportunity Table 

Management Inventoried Scenic Class 

Areas 1 2 3 4 5-6 

 Scenic Integrity Objectives 

1.C Designated Wild and Scenic Rivers  High High High High High 

3.I Riparian Corridors High High Moderate Low Low 
3.J Pastures and Large Wildlife Openings High High Moderate Moderate Moderate 

 

The RLMP has classified the scenic value for the majority of the analysis area as moderate to 

high.  It should be understood that Forest Plan mapping was completed using a “broad brush” 

approach and was mapped at a large scale over the entire Forest.   

 

Proposed Action  

  

Direct/Indirect Effects 

The proposed project would create a short term negative  effect on both the ROS and SIO for 

those using this portion of the river during implimentation. The drop in ROS and SIO would last 

until after green-up the following growing season.  After implementation of the project and one 

growing season passes the ROS and SIO would increase.  Within five years after implementation 

the area would have reached or exceeded its former levels of ROS and SIO.  The project area 
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would be barely detectable to the untrained eye. User satisfaction and Scenic Integrity would 

have recovered possibly higher than they currently are.     

Cumulative Effects 

None of the other projects planned for the area would createa negative effect to recreational users 

on the river.  So the proposed action would add incrementally a positive effect to the ROS and 

SIO.    

Alternative 1 (No Action) 

 

Direct/Indirect Effects 

The No Action Alternative has the potential to create a long term negative effect for the 

recreational user of the river.  The recreational user would continue to see the cut bank and the 

erosion along this section of the river.  Scenic Integrity has been decreased by the raw fifteen 

foot high 500 foot long raw cut bank.  The no action alternative would do nothing to restore the 

scenic integrity to this portion of the stream. Recreational users that stop along this section of the 

river have the potential to be harmed by section of the bank caving in and injuring them. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

No cumulative effects will result from the no action alternative. 

 

   

E. Vegetation Management 

 

Present Conditions 

For the purposes description and analysis, vegetation communities are divided into a series of 

ecological regions called ecoregions and habitat communities.  An ecoregion (ecological region), 

is a geographically distinct assemblage of natural communities and species, covering a relatively 

large area of land or water (Wiken 1986, Omernik 1987, Commission for Environmental 

Cooperation [CEC] 1997).  Ecoregion definitions were developed to separate the landscape into 

areas that have relatively similar characteristics of landform, land use, soil and historical natural 

vegetation (CEC 1997).  In Arkansas, there are 7 level III ecoregions and 32 level IV ecoregions.  

The Ft. Douglas Stream Bank Stabilization project is located on the Big Piney Ranger District of 

the Ozark-St Francis National Forest in Arkansas which is located within the Boston Mountains 

Level III ecoregion.  This level III ecoregion is further divided into Upper Boston Mountains and 

Lower Boston Mountains Level IV ecoregions.  The ecological communities or major forest 

types which are found within this ecoregion include Dry-Oak Forest and Woodland, Shortleaf 

Pine-Oak Forest and Woodland, Dry-Mesic Oak Forest, Mesic Hardwood Forest, Loblolly Pine 

Forest, and Riparian Forest.  The following offers a description of each level III and IV 

ecoregion and major forest type found in the project area on the Big Piney Ranger District. 

Ecoregion III  Boston Mountains 

The Boston Mountains are mountainous, forested and underlain by Pennsylvanian sandstone, 

shale and siltstone.  The maximum elevations are higher, soils have a warmer temperature 

regime and carbonate rocks are much less extensive than in the Ozark Highlands.  Physiography 

is distinct from the Arkansas Valley with the upland soils being mostly Ultisols that developed 

under oak–hickory and oak–hickory–pine forests (Omernik 1987).  The forests are still 

widespread across the ecoregion and commonly contain northern red oak, southern red oak, 

white oak and hickories in the uplands (Gerstacker 1881, USDA Forest Service 1999a, Lockhart 
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et al. 1995, Harmon et al. 1996).  Shortleaf pine grows on drier, south- and west-facing slopes 

underlain by sandstone.  Pasture- or hayfields occur on nearly level ridgetops, benches and valley 

floors (USDA Forest Service 1999a).  Population density is low; recreation, logging and 

livestock farming are the primary land uses.  Water quality in streams is generally exceptional; 

biochemical, nutrient and mineral water quality parameter concentrations all tend to be very low 

(Woods et al. 2004).   

Ecoregion IV Upper Boston Mountain  

The Upper Boston Mountains are dissected, rugged mountains with steep slopes, sharp ridges 

and narrow valleys (USDA Forest Service 1999a,).  Benches on the mountainsides occur 

frequently and are characteristic of the area.  The Upper Boston Mountains ecoregion is 

generally higher and moister than the Lower Boston Mountains with elevations varying from 

1,000 to 2,800 feet (USDA Forest Service 1999a).  Mostly wooded, the Upper Boston Mountain 

region is composed of mixed deciduous forest and oak woodlands.  The clearings are used as 

pasture or hayfields. 

The major natural vegetation community of the Upper Boston Mountains ecoregion is oak–

hickory forest.  On upland areas: Northern red oak, White oak, Pignut hickory and Mockernut 

hickory dominate.  Sweetgum, willows, birch, American sycamore, hickories, Southern red oak 

and White oak are found on narrow floodplains and low terraces (USDA Forest Service 1999a, 

Woods et al. 2004).  The forests of the Upper Boston Mountains are more closed and contain far 

less pine than those of the Lower Boston Mountains.  North-facing slopes support mesic forests.  

The ecoregion is underlain by Pennsylvanian sandstone, shale and siltstone (USDA Forest 

Service 1999a).  Water quality in streams reflects geology, soils and land use, and is typically 

exceptional; mineral, nutrient and solid concentrations as well as turbidity all tend to be very 

low.  Summer flow in many streams is zero or near zero (Woods et al. 2004, USDA Forest 

Service 1999a).  

The Upper Boston Mountain Ecoregion is just to the North of the project area.  

Ecoregion IV Lower Boston Mountain  

The Lower Boston Mountains are characterized by low mountains, rounded high hills and 

undulating plateaus.  The ecoregion contains moderately-to-highly dissected high hills 

containing steep slopes and significant local relief and elevations of up to 1000 ft (Ozark 

Ecoregional Assessment Team 2003).  The Lower Boston Mountains ecoregion is a mosaic of 

woodland, forest and savanna that contrasts with the denser, moister and more closed forests of 

the Upper Boston Mountains.  Mostly forest and woodland; the ecoregion becomes more open to 

the west.  Flatter areas are used as pastureland or hayfields (USDA Forest Service 1999a, Woods 

et al. 2004).   

The natural vegetation of the Lower Boston Mountains ecoregion is oak–hickory–pine and oak–

hickory forests.  Mixed oak and oak-pine forests, woodlands or savanna occur on uplands.  

Northern red oak, white oak, post, scarlet, black, blackjack oak, pignut hickory, shagbark 

hickory, mocker nut hickory and Shortleaf pine are the dominant native tree species of the area.  

On lower, drier south- and west-facing sites shortleaf pine dominates. On narrow floodplains and 

low terraces, Sweetgum, willows, birch, American sycamore, hickories, Southern red oak and 

White oak are common (USDA Forest Service 1999a, Woods et al. 2004).  The ecoregion is 

underlain by Pennsylvanian sandstone, shale, chert and siltstone (USDA Forest Service 1999a).  
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Summer flow in many streams is zero or near zero, but enduring pools fed by interstitial flow 

occurs (Woods et al., 2004, USDA Forest Service 1999a).  

The project area is on the Northern edge of the Lower Boston Mountain Ecoregion.  With the 

majority of the ecoregion extending to the South.  

 

Ecological Communities/ Major Forest Types within the project area  

Mesic Hardwood Forest  

The Mesic Hardwood Forest community comprised of forests  with canopies dominated (>50%) 

by American beech, magnolia, maple, and/or walnut.  It also includes forests dominated by 

Sweetgum when not in floodplain sites.  It may include a significant component of mesic oak 

species.  This community is commonly found on lower slopes and north aspects but may also be 

found on riparian or floodplain sites (USDA Forest Service 2005).   

Riparian Forest 

The Riparian Forest community is comprised of forests with canopies (>50%) by ash, elm, 

sycamore, River birch, Sugarberry, cottonwood, willow, and/or other trees typical of riverfront 

or floodplain forests.  It includes forests dominated by Sweetgum when on floodplain sites.  

Willow oak, Laurel oak, and Water oak may be components.   

This community is commonly found on floodplains of larger streams and rivers.  The forest 

community type of Riparian Forest should not be confused with riparian ecological site type or 

riparian management areas.  Other community types such as Dry-Mesic Oak Forest and Mesic 

Hardwood Forests may also occur on riparian sites or in riparian management areas (USDA 

Forest Service 2005).   

Hay Meadow 

The hay meadow is managed to provide permanent forage and cover for livestock and wildlife, 

while maintaining this historic use.  

 

Invasive Species 

Invasive species is one of the four threats to the health of the National Forests and Grasslands 

identified by former Forest Service Chief Dale Bosworth.  An invasive species is identified as 

“[a] species that can move into an area and become dominant either numerically or in terms of 

cover, resource use, or other ecological impacts.  An invasive species may be either native or 

non-native” (USDA-Forest Service 2005a p. 132; USDA-Forest Service 2005b p. 172).  

Invasives destroy fish and wildlife habitats, alter nutrient cycling and natural fire regimes, and 

can reduce biodiversity and degrade native ecosystem health. Infestations of invasive plants have 

reached epidemic proportions, spreading rapidly over hundreds of millions of acres, across all 

landscapes and ownerships. Invasive forest diseases, such as Chestnut Blight, wiped out entire 

forest species in the East (i.e., the American Chestnut) and Dutch Elm disease virtually 

eliminated an urban forest tree- the American Elm.  Invasive Species pose a long-term risk to 

forest health.  These species interfere with natural and managed ecosystems, degrade wildlife 

habitat, reduce the sustainable production of natural resource based goods and services, and 

increase the susceptibility of ecosystems to other disturbances such as fire and disease.  There are 

several non-native invasive plant species known to occur throughout the Big Piney Ranger 
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District and could be present within the Ft. Douglas Stream Bank Stabilization Project.    These 

species include shrubby Lespedeza (Lespedeza bicolor), Chinese Lespedeza (Lespedeza 

cuneata), Royal Paulownia- (paulownia tomentosa), privet (Ligustrum spp.), Japanese 

Honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), Nonnative Rose (Rosa multiflora), Mimosa (Albizia 

julibrissn), Tree of Heaven- (Ailanthus altissima), and Japanese stiltgrass (Microstegium 

vimineum).  

There is a need to conserve the native biological diversity of plant communities, species, and 

populations. It is necessary to prevent the displacement of native species and the disruption of 

plant communities through the introduction of aggressive, persistent, self-replicating, long 

lasting non-native vegetation into managed or natural plant communities. 

 

Proposed Action  

 

 

Direct Effects: 

Under the proposed action, woody species such as small trees and shrubs would be transplanted 

from the gravel island to the newly created triangular flood benches.  Supplemental Riparian 

Forest native non-invasive trees and shrubs may be planted, if needed.  These trees and shrubs 

will be used to hold the soil in place.   

  Native non-invasive, soft mast bearing shrubs would be planted along the top edge of the cut 

bank, in the hay meadow to hold the soil in place and provide food for wildlife.   

 

There may be small direct effects to forest composition or structure under the proposed action.  

The Riparian Forest community makes up less than one percent of the OZNF.  The triangular 

flood benches may be slightly larger in size than the existing gravel bar.  So a small amount of 

Riparian Forest may be gained. 

Some of the hay meadow would be lost as shrubs are planted to the top of the cut bank.  This loss 

would be in the 0.1 to 1/3
rd

 ac range.  This loss is less than the already occurring loss of hay 

meadow to soil erosion on the cut bank.  

 

Indirect Effects: 

The transplanting and planting of trees would typically result in a rough looking appearance to 

the treated vegetation several days to weeks following planting until the roots get established in 

their new location.  After planting, this rough appearance typically causes a hard visual edge to 

form between the “green” untreated areas and the “rough” treated areas which could detract from 

the visual quality of the surrounding area.   

   

Once the earth reshaping portion of the project is completed, plant diversity would be re-

established from the transplanted trees and shrubs, from additional plantings and from existing 

native seeds in the soil and from adjacent areas.  Grasses, forbs, or other early-seral vegetation 

would recover within treated areas within the first growing season (typical for recovery on most 

sites) while abundance and diversity of native vegetation would increase over subsequence years.  

Re-establishment of native vegetative cover is critical to prevent the infestation of NNIS 

populations.   

 

Cumulative Effects: 
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NNIS treatments, possible wetland establishment and native cane plantings are not part of this 

project, but may be proposed in the Lonesome Hollow project in 2014/2015. Reduction of NNIS 

would allow native species that had been temporarily lost from the habitat to become re-

established.  Treating existing populations of NNIS would allow native vegetation to become re-

established and reduce or eliminate the establishment or spread of any future infestations of 

NNIS. Once NNIS populations are reduced or eradicated, plant diversity would be re-established 

from existing native seeds in the soil and from adjacent areas.  Grasses, forbs, or other early-seral 

vegetation would recover within treated areas within the first growing season (typical for 

recovery on most sites) while abundance and diversity of native vegetation would increase over 

subsequence years.  Re-establishment of native vegetative cover is critical to prevent the re-

infestation of NNIS populations.   

 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Direct Effects: 

The No Action Alternative would prevent the bank stabilization with its associated re-vegetation 

of the site. The loss of hay meadow would continue by cut bank erosion.   

 

Indirect Effects: 

With time the cut bank next to the hay meadow would continue into the Riparian Forest to the 

North and South of the site.  The non-vegetated raw looking cut bank would continue to detract 

from the visual quality of the surrounding area. 

Cumulative Effects: 

Not re-vegetating with native species could allow the existing NNIS to expand.  This could add 

to the complexity of NNIS eradication in the future Lonesome Hollow project.   

 

F. Wildlife 

 

Existing Condition 

 

The analysis area used for this discussion totals less than 5 acres of National Forest lands within 

the Big Piney watershed.  The Forest Plan’s designated Management Areas (MA) within this 

project include Riparian Corridors (MA 3.I), Designated Wild and Scenic Rivers (MA 1.C), and 

Pastures and Large Wildlife Openings (MA 3.J).   

 

Currently the bank erosion along this section of Big Piney Creek which is currently 

approximately 500 feet long is causing the loss of the open field along the east bank of the 

stream.  This is causing the loss of early seral habitat. 

 

Management Indicator Species Analysis 

This analysis will focus upon the Management Indicator Species (MIS) to assess the potential 

impacts of this project on wildlife by the proposed actions in Chapter 2 of this EA.  The 

foundation for MIS can be found in the National Forest Management Act and Planning 

regulations (36 CFR 219.19).  Briefly, MIS were selected because “their population changes are 

believed to indicate the effects of management activities” and they were used to help meet the 

Forest’s legal requirement to “preserve and enhance the diversity of plants and animals 
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consistent with overall multiple-use objectives.”   It is important to remember that MIS are a 

planning and monitoring tool that reflects a way to analyze a change in conditions.  The list in 

the table below provides information on the current conditions for the 17 MIS chosen for the 

Forest.  Data for assessing population and habitat trends for MIS in fiscal year 2011 was used to 

evaluate the proposed action and alternatives.  

 
Wildlife section Table 1 Management Indicator Species for the Ozark-St. Francis National Forest 

Northern Bobwhite (Colinus virginianus) – For the Forest, oak savanna and woodland, restored glades, 

native fields, early seral forest (0-5) and thinned and burned forest areas. This species is at historic lows 

on the forest. Long term Breeding Bird Surveys across this species entire range show a marked 

declined. 

White-tailed Deer  (Odocoileus virginianus) - For the Forest, the preferred habitat for deer can be 

described as areas of mature hardwood, hardwood-pine and pine-hardwood stands, which provide hard 

and soft mast, with 0-5 year old regeneration areas, food plots, oak savannas and woodlands and 

permanent water sources intermixed.  The regeneration areas, savanna and woodlands provide cover 

and along with food plots provide forage.   The population appears to be stable on the Ozark National 

Forest. 

Black Bear (Ursus americanus) - On the Forest, the preferred habitat for bear can be described, as areas 

that are relatively isolated from human disturbance, comprised of mature hardwood, hardwood-pine and 

pine-hardwood forest types that provide hard mast, with 0-5 year old regeneration areas and food plots 

intermixed to provide cover, forage and soft mast.  The numbers of bears remain high on the Ozark 

National Forest and continue to be stable to increasing.   

Eastern wild turkey (Meleagris gallapavo) - The preferred habitat for wild turkeys can be described as 

mature hardwood or hardwood-pine stands with open areas (fields, food plots or natural openings) 

nearby and a permanent water source readily available.  Habitat is wide spread on the forest, but recent 

surveys indicate decline.   

Prairie Warbler (Dendroica discolor) -  Optimal habitat conditions include early seral habitat, 

regeneration areas that are in the 5-20 year old age class, pine-bluestem and oak savanna/woodland 

habitats.  Species monitoring indicates declining trend for this physiographic region. 

Yellow-breasted Chat (Icteria virens) - On the Forest, the preferred habitat for the chat can be described 

as regeneration areas and other openings with 1-3 m (3-10 ft) tall brushy vegetation.  Identified in 

RFLRMP as MIS for the St. Francis NF.  

Brown-headed Nuthatch (Sitta pusilla) - This species is tied to mature open pine stands or pine 

woodland conditions. The upland Ozarks fall outside of this species range although it is possible that 

historically it was more widespread where mature pine stands once occurred.  This species is rare on the 

Forest. 

Northern Parula (Parula americana) – Habitat is typically mature, moist forests along streams and 

within riparian areas.  Commonly found along Ozark wooded rivers and streams.  On the Ozark 

National Forest, this species appears to be stable to slightly declining. 

Rufous-crowned Sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps) – A very small population occurs on Mt. Magazine in 

Logan County.  It is primarily a species of the desert southwest.  Habitat would include glades or thin 

shrub/seedling stands with sparse grasses and shrubs. 

Cerulean Warbler (Dendroica cerulean) – The Arkansas Ozarks are on the southern edge of this species 

range. Primary habitat includes rich mature forest with mesic to wet conditions. Typically they have 

larger diameter trees with a defined shrub layer. More commonly found in bottomland hardwoods, but 
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on the main division of the forest in upland habitats.  This species is declining over its range but on the 

Ozark National Forest, it appears to be fairly stable. 

Ovenbird (Seiurus aurocapillus) – Typical habitat would include mid to late seral dry-oak deciduous 

forests with limited understory. Nesting occurs on the ground. Species well distributed in the Ozark 

Uplands.  This species is common on the Ozark National Forest but has shown some decline. 

Red-headed Woodpecker (Melanerpes erythrocephalus) – Preferred habitat would include open 

woodlands or pines. Requires dead trees and snags for nesting. Species is uncommon on the Forest. On 

the Ozark National Forest, this species has increased. 

Pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus) - The preferred habitat for the pileated woodpecker can be 

described as mature stands of any species or species mix with large dead snags and woody debris on the 

forest floor.  USFWS Breeding Bird Surveys show this species is decreasing for this physiographic 

region. 

Scarlet Tanager (Piranga olivacea) – Mature deciduous forest and rich upland forest is the preferred 

habitat for this species. In suitable habitat this species is not uncommon on the Forest. Long term 

Breeding Bird Surveys for indicates a decline overall for AR but is slightly increasing on Forest. 

Acadian Flycatcher (Empidonax virescens) – Prefers moist deciduous forest near streams and 

bottomland hardwoods. Not uncommon and increasing on the Ozark NF in riparian areas but declining 

overall. 

Small-mouth Bass  (Micropterus dolomieui)  - Cool, clear, mid-order streams, greater than 10.5 m (35 

ft), wide with abundant shade, cover and deep pools, moderate current, and gravel or rubble substrate 

characterize optimum riverine habitat.  The largest stream populations of smallmouth bass occur in 

streams with gradients of 0.75-4.70 m/km, (3-15 ft/mi) that provide alternating pools and riffles, 

support.  Standing crop is generally largest in pools deeper than 1.2 m (4 ft.). In suitable habitat this 

species is indicative of high water quality.  The relative abundance of this species in streams on the 

Ozark National Forest is considered normal.  

Largemouth Bass (Micropterus salmoides) – prefers larger ponds, lakes, reservoirs, slough and river 

backwaters. Usually found close to shore in lakes and reservoirs. This species prefers warm quiet waters 

with low turbidity, soft bottom and beds of aquatic plants.  For lakes on the Forests, the overall relative 

weights, PSD, and RSD for largemouth bass stayed fairly stable from 2005 to 2010, but the relative 

weight continues to be below the expected value for an ideal largemouth bass fishery. 

 

A more complete description of the habitat relationships for these species can be found in the 

Nature Serve database: http://www.natureserve.org/  , and a Land Manager’s Guide to Birds of 

the South: http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/pubs/2702    
 

Nine of the MIS species were eliminated from the analysis due to the following reasons:  the 

Yellow Breasted Chat is identified in the Forest Plan as an MIS for the St. Francis NF, and the 

Rufous-crowned Sparrow’s occurrence on the Forest is limited to an area on the Mt. Magazine 

district.  The project is located within the riparian area of Big Piney Creek along a large field 

system. Because this type of habitat is not used by the following species they were eliminated: 

Brown-headed Nuthatch, Cerulean Warbler, Ovenbird, Red-headed Woodpecker, Pileated 

Woodpecker, and Scarlet Tanager.  Largemouth bass were chosen as a MIS for assessing 

lake/pond habitat on the Forest.  Because none of this habitat is found in the project area they 

were eliminated from the analysis.  Smallmouth will be assessed in the fisheries section of this 

http://www.natureserve.org/
http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/pubs/2702
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EA.  The effects of the proposed action on the remaining Management Indicator Species are 

addressed below. 

 

Northern Bobwhite Quail, Whitetail Deer, Black Bear, and Eastern Wild Turkey – These species 

would benefit from the protection of the fields being lost by erosion and by the planting of trees 

along the bank to reestablish the riparian area.  Tree roots help anchor soils and prevent soil 

movement and erosion. These trees would provide a food source as well as provide new areas for 

cover. 

 

Prairie Warbler, Northern Parula, and Acadian Flycatcher – These species would benefit from 

the stabilization of the stream and the planting of trees to reestablish the riparian forest.  Early 

seral habitat will be maintained while providing perching, feeding and nesting opportunities. 

 

 

Proposed Action 

 

Direct/Indirect Effects  

For the purpose of this analysis, the area within the project boundary was used to determine 

wildlife effects.  The proposed action would protect a field from further erosion and reestablish 

riparian trees in the project area.  None of this work should have a direct effect on wildlife 

species unless a species is utilizing the area where ground disturbing activities would take place.  

The proposed action would have a direct negative effect on species within the area of ground 

disturbing activities.  This could only affect a few individuals of a given species and not an 

overall population.  The negative effects would be severe with the temporary loss of habitat 

however the loss would be less than one year.   

Indirect positive effects on wildlife would result from stabilization of the field for use as a 

feeding, nesting, and hiding area, as well as, the establishment of riparian trees for feeding, 

nesting, and hiding. 

 

 

Cumulative Effects 

At a Forest-wide scale, the Monitoring and Evaluation report (2010) suggested that three species 

were trending down: Eastern wild turkeys, Northern Bobwhite Quail, and Prairie Warblers.  

Completion of this project would help to stabilize and improve habitat for these species though 

the scale of this project is so small it would not change the overall trend for these species. 
 

Alternative 1: (No Action) 

 

Direct/Indirect Effects 

The No Action Alternative for the project area would continue to allow the bank to erode.  This 

would continue to cause loss of the field habitat, and, riparian habitat would not be improved.  

 

Cumulative Effects 

The No Action alternative would fail to address the loss of early seral habitat and the continued 

loss of wooded riparian habitat.  This would lead to the local decline of species that utilize this 

type of habitat 
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G. Fisheries 

 

Existing Condition 

 

The fisheries analysis area for this project is Big Piney Creek.  Pools alternate with riffles and the 

substrate is generally a combination of gravel, cobble, boulders and bedrock.  Runoff is rapid 

following storm flow events, followed by periods of low flow, especially during the late summer 

months.  During low flow periods, isolated pools are connected by intra-gravel and marginal 

surface flow in riffles.  The watershed is primarily forested.  Non-forestland is for the most part 

in private ownership and is typically in small farms and recreational dwellings.  

Big Piney Creek supports a sport fishery with smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu), Long 

ear sunfish (Lepomis megalotis) and green sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus) being the most popular 

species.  

 

Smallmouth bass do not like areas with sedimentation.  This project would improve habitat for 

this species by decreasing the amount of bank erosion (sedimentation) occurring at the site. 

 

 

Proposed Action  

Direct/Indirect Effects 

 

This project would have a direct negative effect by increasing sediment during the construction 

phase but this would be a temporary effect lasting only until the construction was finished.  A 

long term positive effect would be the decrease in erosion entering the stream system once the 

project is complete.  Another direct negative effect is individual fish and other aquatic species 

may be killed or displaced during construction but this would not cause any long term negative 

effects to the overall population of aquatic species only individuals or very few of an individual 

species would be affected.  

 

Cumulative Effects 

 

The scale of the project is less than 1 acre of ground disturbance.  When compared to the entire 

length of Big Piney Creek (45.2 miles) and long term sedimentation entering the stream from this 

site, the project would have an incremental amount of negative effect to the fisheries on Big 

Piney Creek.  Implementation of the project would have a positive cumulative effect to the 

fisheries in the form of improving the overall condition of the stream which would create better 

habitat for fish.   

 

Alternative 1 (No Action) 

 

Direct/Indirect Effects 

The “No-Action” alternative would not improve the stream bank and riparian area which would 

allow for continued erosion.  This erosion would continue to have a direct negative effect to 

aquatic species that live in Big Piney Creek. 
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Cumulative Effects 

The No Action alternative would fail to address the sedimentation entering the stream from the 

cut bank.  This could lead to the local decline of species that utilize this section of Big Piney 

Creek. 

 

 

H. Proposed, Endangered, Threatened, and Sensitive Species (PETS) 

 

Existing Conditions – Proposed, Endangered, and Threatened Species 

 

Twenty-three (23) federally listed or potentially listed species have been identified by the US 

Fish and Wildlife Service, Conway Office as occurring or having the potential to occur on the 

Ozark-St. Francis National Forests.  These species are listed below in Table 1. 

 

Twenty-one federally listed species, from Table 1 below, were eliminated from consideration for 

this project on the Big Piney Ranger District of the Ozark-St. Francis National Forest because 1) 

they do not occur on the Forest 2) their known distribution is well outside the counties that make 

up the Big Piney Ranger District or 3) no potential habitat was found within the project area or 

watershed.  These species are in regular type (i.e. not bolded) in Table 1. 

 

The proposed action will have “no effect” on these species or their habitat and they will not be 

considered further in this BE.  The remaining federally listed species will be given further 

consideration in this document due to their known occurrence on the Big Piney Ranger District 

or their potential for occurrence due to the presence of suitable habitat on the District.  These 

species are indicated in bold print in Table 1. 

 

Critical Habitat 

 

The Endangered Species Act (1973) defines “critical habitat” for a threatened or endangered 

species as follows: 

“(i) the specific areas within the geographical area occupied by the species, at the time it is listed 

in accordance with the provisions of section 4 of this Act, on which are found those physical or 

biological features (I) essential to the conservation of the species and (II) which may require 

special management considerations or protection; and(ii) specific areas outside the geographical 

area occupied by the species at the time it is listed in accordance with the provisions of section 4 

of this Act, upon a determination by the Secretary that such areas are essential for the 

conservation of the species.”  

 

There is no critical habitat for any federally-listed species on the Big Piney Ranger District of 

the OSFNF.  There is no known occupied or unoccupied habitat required for recovery of any of 

the species discussed here in the project area, or the Big Piney Ranger District; however, there 

are areas adjacent to the Forest Boundary that are proposed as critical habitat (see table 1). 
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Table 1: Occurrence Record of Threatened and Endangered Species in this Review 

 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 
Status 

Ozark NF 

Presence 

Project 

Area 

Presence 

Comments 

Myotis 

grisescens 
Gray Bat E 1 2 

Project is 

approximately 8 air 

miles from a known 

Gray Bat 

hibernaculum and 4 

miles from known 

foraging grounds 

Myotis sodalis Indiana Bat E 1 2 

Project areas is 

approximately 8 air 

miles from a 

documented 

individual 

Corynorhinus 

townsendii 

ingens 

Ozark Big-

eared Bat 
E 1 3 

Not reported on the 

BPRD although 

potential habitat 

exists. Mist net, cave, 

and anabat surveys 

across the district 

have not indicated 

their presence.  

Cambarus 

zophonastes 

Hell Creek 

Cave 

Crayfish 

E 3 3 

Cave streams in Stone 

County, AR.  No 

element of occurrence 

records or potential 

habitat in the analysis 

area 

Cambarus 

aculabrum 

Cave 

Crayfish 
E 3 3 

Only occurs in 

Northwest Arkansas. 

No element of 

occurrence records or 

potential habitat in the 

analysis area 

Amblyopsis 

rosae 

Ozark 

Cavefish 
T 3 3 

Only occurs in 

Northwest Arkansas. 

No element of 

occurrence records or 

potential habitat in the 

analysis area 



 

   

 
 

18 
 

  

 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 
Status 

Ozark NF 

Presence 

Project 

Area 

Presence 

Comments 

Scaphirhynchus 

albus 

Pallid 

Sturgeon 
E 3 3 

Known from the St. 

Francis and 

Mississippi Rivers. 

No element of 

occurrence records or 

potential habitat in the 

analysis area 

Etheostoma 

moorei 

Yellow-cheek 

darter 

E 

CH 
2 3 

The yellowcheek 

darter is endemic to 

the Little Red River. 

On the BPRD it is 

found in the South 

Fork of the Little Red 

in Van Buren County, 

AR.  Critical Habitat 

is just downstream of 

the Forest Boundary.   

Alligator 

mississippiensis 

American 

Alligator 
T 3 3 

Found on St. Francis 

NF. No element of 

occurrence records or 

potential habitat in the 

analysis area 

Potamilus capax 

Fat 

Pocketbook 

Mussel 

 

T 3 3 

Not reported on the 

Ozark NF.  No 

element of occurrence 

records or potential 

habitat in the analysis 

area 

 

Lampsilis 

streckeri 

 

Speckled 

Pocketbook 

Mussel 

E 2 3 

South Fork of the 

Little Red River. 

Species not reported 

on Forest lands but 

occurs downstream. 

Lampsilis 

abrupta 

Pink Mucket 

Mussel 
E 3 3 

Not reported on the 

Ozark NF.  No 

element of occurrence 

records or potential 

habitat in the analysis 

area 
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Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 
Status 

Ozark NF 

Presence 

Project 

Area 

Presence 

Comments 

Leptodea 

leptodon 

Scaleshell 

Mussel 
E 3 3 

Not reported on the 

Ozark NF.   No 

element of occurrence 

records or potential 

habitat in the analysis 

area 

Nicrophorus 

americanus 

American 

Burying 

Beetle 

E 1 3 

Occurs on western 

edge of Magazine 

District. No element 

of occurrence records 

on BPRD and not 

likely to occur. 

Inflectarius 

magazinensis 

 

Magazine 

Mountain 

Shagreen   

 

T 1 3 

This snail occurs in 

restricted habitat on 

Mt. Magazine.  No 

element of occurrence 

records or potential 

habitat in the analysis 

area. 

Campephilus 

principalus 

Ivory-billed 

Woodpecker 
E 3 3 

Not reported on the 

Ozark NF. No element 

of occurrence records 

or potential habitat in 

the analysis area. 

Sterna 

antillarum 

Interior Least 

Tern 
E 3 3 

Found on St. Francis 

NF. No element of 

occurrence records or 

potential habitat in the 

analysis area. 

Lesquerella 

filiformis 

Missouri 

Bladderpod 
T 2 3 

Not reported on the 

Ozark NF. No element 

of occurrence records 

or potential habitat in 

the analysis area 

Lindera 

mellissifolia 
Pondberry E 3 3 

Not reported on the 

Ozark NF. No element 

of occurrence records 

or potential habitat in 

the analysis area 
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Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 
Status 

Ozark NF 

Presence 

Project 

Area 

Presence 

Comments 

Geocarpon 

minimum 
Geocarpon T 3 3 

Known from only 4 

southern AR counties. 

Not reported on the 

Ozark NF. No element 

of occurrence records 

or potential habitat in 

the analysis area. 

Cumberlandia 

monodonta 

Spectaclecase 

Mussel 

 

E 

 

1 
3 

Mulberry River 

Watershed. Pleasant 

Hill and Boston 

Mountain RDs.  No 

element of occurrence 

records or potential 

habitat in the analysis 

area. 

Lampsilis 

rafinesqueana 

Neosho 

Mucket 

Mussel 

 

PE 

PCH 

 

 

1 
3 

Illinois River 

Watershed; proposed 

critical habitat 

Wedington Unit and 

downstream from 

Forest boundary 

Quadrula 

cylindrica 

cylindrica 

Rabbitsfoot 

Mussel 

 

 

PT 

PCH 

 

 

1 

 

 

3 

Illinois River 

Watershed; War Eagle 

Creek Watershed; and 

Buffalo River 

Watershed (proposed 

critical habitat 

downstream of Forest 

Boundary) 

 
Status Codes 

“E” = species is listed as “Endangered” by the USFWS 

“T” = species is listed as “Threatened” by the USFWS 

“CH” = Critical habitat is listed for the species by the USFWS 

“PE” = species proposed as Endangered by the USFWS 

“PT” = species proposed as Threatened by the USFWS 

“PCH”= proposed Critical Habitat by the USFWS 

 

Ozark NF Presence Codes 

1 = Species is known to occur on the Ozark National Forest. 

2 = Species is not known to occur on Ozark National Forest managed lands, but has suitable habitat within the 

Forest and a known distribution which makes occurrence possible. 

3 = Species does not occur on Ozark National Forest managed lands and is not likely to occur there due to habitat 

requirements or geographic distribution. 

 

Project Area Presence Codes 
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1 = Species is known to occur within the project area. 

2 = Species is not currently known from the project area, but may occur there due to the presence of suitable habitat 

and a known distribution that makes occurrence possible. 

3 = Species is not currently known from the project area and is not likely to occur there due to habitat requirements 

or geographic distribution. 

 

 

Evaluation of Federally Threatened and Endangered (T&E) Species 

  

Individual species write-ups follow and include the most currently available information on local 

distribution, habitat requirements and other information that can be used to determine the 

potential for direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to the species. 

 

White-Nose Syndrome (WNS) - Recent observations in and around caves across the East and 

into Tennessee, Missouri and Oklahoma have been made of hibernating bats partially covered 

with a white fungus, currently called “white-nose fungus”, which appears to be causing the death 

of hibernating bats.  At this time, little is known about the cause or origin of the fungus and 

whether it causes or accompanies the death of the bats.  Bats have been observed emerging early 

from their hibernation or dead within the hibernacula with depleted fat storages and poor body 

condition (USGS, 2010).   If it is transmittable and causes bat mortality, it has the potential to 

decimate large numbers of bats, perhaps entire colonies.  Bat and cave researchers are 

implementing protective measures to reduce the possibility that contamination is spread from 

equipment or the clothing of cavers.  Additional study is ongoing to determine the type of 

pathogen, its origin, and its virulence.  Locally, the OSFNF is monitoring in conjunction with the 

Arkansas Game and Fish Commission and discouraging individuals and groups from entering 

caves until further notice in order to prevent contamination in the event that it is possible to 

transmit WNS by way of clothing or gear. 

 

“Seven bat species have been affected by WNS so far: little brown myotis (Myotis 

lucifugus), big brown bats (Eptesicus fuscus), tricolored bats (Perimyotis subflavus), 

northern myotis (Myotis septentrionalis), eastern smallfooted myotis (Myotis leibii), the 

endangered Indiana myotis (Myotis sodalis), and the endangered gray myotis (Myotis 

grisescens).  

 

Two additional species and one subspecies have been detected with WNS-associated 

fungus: southeastern myotis (Myotis austroriparius), cave myotis (Myotis velifer) and the 

endangered Virginia big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii virginianus).  These species 

have not yet been diagnosed with the disease.” (BCI, 2013) 

 

A current map of WNS spread can be found at www.batcon.org/wns. 

 

Gray Bat (Myotis grisescens) 

  

Life History/Species and Habitat Description / Distribution 

 

Gray bats (Federally Endangered) are medium-sized with a wingspan of 10-11 inches, and are 

the largest Myotis species in the eastern United States.  They have grayish-brown fur and are the 

only Myotis species whose wing membrane attaches to their ankle instead of the base of the first 
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toe.  The gray bat range is limited to the limestone karst areas of the southeastern and central 

United States.   

 

The gray bat is primarily restricted to limestone cave habitats and will rarely use other habitats.  

This species has very specific cave requirements; as a result, less than five percent of available 

caves are utilized.  These requirements vary depending on time of year, age, and sex.  Summer 

caves must be warm (55
o
-77

o
 F), or with restricted rooms that can trap the body heat of roosting 

bats, and winter caves are very cold with a range in temperature between 42
o
 and 52

o
 F. These 

caves are deep with vertical walls and act as cold air traps.  During transient periods, gray bats 

may use transient caves that have less restrictive requirements than summer and winter caves.  In 

addition, males and yearling females will use a wider variety of caves and roost sites throughout 

the year than mature females.  

 

This species will forage some in upland areas but primarily forages over streams and 

lakes/reservoirs.  Summer caves are typically located within 1 mile, rarely over 2 miles, from 

rivers and reservoirs over which they forage.  Gray bats primarily forage on emergent aquatic 

insects.  

 

Gray bats breed at winter caves during September.  Females will store sperm over the winter and 

become pregnant after emerging in late March.  A single offspring is born in late May or early 

June.  Young become volant 20 to 25 days after birth. 

 

Reasons for the decline of the gray bat are as follows: 

 

 Human disturbance of the bats 

 

 Human disturbance to the environment such as vegetation manipulation in riparian areas 

and around caves, and road construction across streams  

 

 Cave destruction from impoundments 

 

 Cave commercialization, and  

 

 Natural sources of mortality 

 

Site Specific Effects 

 

There is no known cave habitat in the immediate project area.  The stream bank stabilization area 

is at least 8 air miles away from a known hibernaculum.  Gray bats have also been found 

foraging in the vicinity of Big Piney Creek at least 4 miles away.  The stream bank stabilization 

project is along a current hay allotment.  There would be no direct effect from the project on gray 

bats. 

 

Sedimentation is a potential threat to the aquatic species on which the bats feed.  Some factors 

which influence the degree of impact are the amount of area affected, intensity of the project, and 

distance of the resource from project activities.  Surveys have not detected any potential caves or 
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gray bats in the project area.  Arkansas’ Best Management Practices (BMPs) require monitoring 

of water turbidity and correction of erosion problems (see BMP section 3.58).  The Forest Plan 

requires adherence to the state BMPs (see FW 72 above) which should be sufficient to preserve 

water quality.  The Forest Service will also be required to apply for and receive a 404 permit, 

401permit, and short term activity authorization from the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers and 

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality.  These permits will set stipulations for 

protection of the stream. 

Cumulative Effects 

 

The Forest is in the process of implementing the Gee Allotment #21 EA within the project area.  

Ground disturbing activities as part of this EA when added to the ground disturbing activities 

that are planned for this project would have no significant effect on the insect populations in Big 

Piney Creek that the gray bats would feed on.  This project will in the long term actually reduce 

the amount of sedimentation into Big Piney Creek which will improve the habitat for insects that 

the Indiana bat feeds on. 

 

The Forest Service is starting to plan the Lonesome Hollow Project.  This project will potentially 

include cane restoration and wetland restoration in the project area.  This project along with the 

Lonesome Hollow project will actually increase feeding areas and improve stream conditions 

which would improve overall conditions for gray bats. 

 

The Arkansas Highway Department is planning to replace a bridge on Highway 123 across Haw 

Creek very near to the project area.  Because both agencies plan to follow Best Management 

Standards during ground disturbing activities as part of these projects there would little to no 

impact on stream condition from either project.  This would mean no effect on gray bat feeding 

habitat. 

 

At this time, the Forest Service does not know of any future state, tribal, local or other private 

actions besides the ones mentioned above that would occur in the project area.   

 

Effects Determination  

 

Surveys in and around this area have not detected the presence of Gray bats or cave habitat.  

Potential foraging habitat is minimal.  Regulations in the Forest Plan and Arkansas BMP’s 

provide direction to ensure protection of water quality.  The determination for Gray bats is NO 

EFFECT.     
 

Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis) 

 

Life History/Species and Habitat Description/Distribution 

 

The Indiana bat (Federally Endangered) is a medium-sized bat with a total length of 3 to 4 inches 

and a wingspan of 9.5 to 10.5 inches.  This bat closely resembles the little brown bat (Myotis 

lucifigus) and the northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis).  The Indiana bat usually has a 

distinctly keeled calcar, and hind feet tend to be small with shorter hairs on the toes that do not 

extend beyond the toenails.  Their fur exhibits a faint three-colored pattern when parted, the 
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basal brownish black which spans 2/3 of the fur is followed by a narrow grayish band and a 

cinnamon brown tip.  The fur of the belly and chest on an Indiana bat is lighter than the flat 

pinkish-brown fur of the back, but this character is not as distinct for the Indiana bat as the little 

brown bat and northern long-eared bat.  Also, the Indiana bat has a smaller sagittal crest and 

tends to have a smaller, lower, and narrower braincase than the little brown bat.  The Indiana bat 

is found throughout the eastern half of the United States. 

 

Indiana bats hibernate in caves and mines during the winter.  These sites tend to have 

temperatures between 39
o
 and 46

o
 F and relative humidities above 74% and below saturation.  

The Indiana bat has been documented using sites other than caves and mines (e.g. hydroelectric 

dam), but these sites have favorable microclimates.  Summer habitats for Indiana bats are 

floodplains, and riparian and upland forest with trees that have ex-foliating bark for roosting.  

This bat will also use old fields and pastures with scattered trees for foraging habitats.  Some tree 

species the Indiana bat will use for roosting are American beech (Fagus grandifolia), black gum 

(Nyssa sylvatica), black locust (Robinia pseudo-acacia), elm (Ulmus spp.), hickory (Carya spp.), 

maple (Acer spp.), pine (Pinus spp.), oak (Quercus spp.), sassafras (Sassafras albidum), 

sourwood (Oxydendrum arboreum), sweet birch (Betula lenta), and yellow buckeye (Aesculus 

octandra).  Most of these tree species have the proper characteristics for roost sites after they are 

dead or dying, but species such as shagbark hickory and white oak are used while they are still 

living.  Romme, et al. (1995) found that maternity roost sites were usually located in areas with 

60 to 80% canopy cover.  Indiana bats will also utilize roosts where the canopy closure is higher 

than 80% when temperatures are above normal or during periods of precipitation.    

 

Indiana bats forage in and around the forest tree canopy for aquatic and terrestrial flying insects.  

Some of these insects are moths (Lepidoptera), caddisflies (Trichoptera), stoneflies (Plecoptera), 

beetles (Coleoptera), flies (Diptera), leafhoppers and treehoppers (Homoptera), and lacewings 

(Neuroptera).  Foraging heights are usually from 6 to 100 feet above ground level.  Also, canopy 

closure for foraging habitat has been found to range from 30% to 100% in floodplain habitats. 

 

Indiana bats begin to swarm in August-September, and breeding usually occurs in the latter half 

of this time period.  After mating, females will enter directly into hibernation and store sperm 

over the winter.   Females become pregnant after emerging the following spring.  Indiana bats 

typically form maternity colonies with 100 or fewer adult bats.  Young are born in late June or 

early July, and become volant within a month after birth. 

 

 Possible reasons for the decline of the Indiana bat are: 

 

 Human disturbance and vandalism of hibernacula caves 

 

 Improper cave gates and structures 

 

 Natural hazards such as cave collapsing or flooding 

 

 Changes in cave microclimates 
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 Changes in land use practices (e.g. fire suppression and an increase in density of forest 

surrounding hibernacula caves), and  

 

 Chemical contamination. 

 

Site Specific Effects 

 

There is no known cave habitat in the immediate project area.  No caves were documented 

during surveys in this area.  The project area is outside of the secondary (five mile) buffer zone 

for known hibernacula.  The project area is also in different watershed than the known 

hibernaculum. 

 

Sedimentation is a potential threat to the aquatic species on which the bats feed.  Some factors 

which influence the degree of impact are the amount of area affected, intensity of the project, and 

distance of the resource from project activities.  Surveys have not detected any potential caves or 

Indiana bats in the project area.  Arkansas’ Best Management Practices (BMPs) require 

monitoring of water turbidity and correction of erosion problems (see BMP section 3.58).  The 

Forest Plan requires adherence to the state BMPs (see FW 72 above) which should be sufficient 

to preserve water quality.  The Forest Service will also be required to apply for and receive a 404 

permit, 401permit, and short term activity authorization from the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers 

and Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality.  These permits will set stipulations for 

protection of the stream. 

Cumulative Effects 

 

The Forest is in the process of implementing the Gee Allotment #21 EA within the project area.  

Ground disturbing activities as part of this EA when added to the ground disturbing activities 

that are planned for this project would have no significant effect on the insect populations in Big 

Piney Creek that the Indiana bats would feed on.  This project will in the long term actually 

reduce the amount of sedimentation into Big Piney Creek which will improve the habitat for 

insects that the Indiana bat feeds on. 

 

The Forest Service is starting to plan the Lonesome Hollow Project.  This project will potentially 

include cane restoration and wetland restoration in the project area.  This project along with the 

Lonesome Hollow project will actually increase feeding areas and improve stream conditions 

which would improve overall conditions for Indiana bats. 

 

The Arkansas Highway Department is planning to replace a bridge on Highway 123 across Haw 

Creek very near to the project area.  Because both agencies plan to follow Best Management 

Standards during ground disturbing activities as part of these projects there would little to no 

impact on stream condition from either project.  This would mean no effect on Indiana bat 

feeding habitat. 

 

At this time, the Forest Service does not know of any future state, tribal, local or other private 

actions besides the ones mentioned above that would occur in the project action area.   

 

Effects Determination  
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Some ground disturbance is expected as part of the project, however, Indiana bats have not been 

documented in the vicinity of the project areas although the areas are considered potential habitat 

for the species. The project will help to decrease sedimentation in the long-term into Big Piney 

Creek.  This will help to increase the potential for feeding for bats including Indiana bats in the 

project areas, but this increase would be minimal.  The determination for Indiana bats is NO 

EFFECT.   
   

 
 

Existing Conditions - Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species 

 

Thirty-two species occurring or having the potential to occur on the Ozark-St. Francis National 

Forests have been identified by the Regional Forester (Region 8) as Sensitive.  These species are 

listed in Table 2 below. 

 

Some Forest Sensitive species, taken from Table 2, were eliminated from further consideration 

for projects on the Ozark National Forest.  These eliminated species either, 1) do not occur on 

the Big Piney Ranger District, 2) do not occur in the project area, and/or 3) do not occur as 

defined by the known and historic ranges of these species and habitat requirements.  These 

species are in regular type (i.e., not in bold) in the following table.  Therefore the proposed 

project will have “no impact” on these species, and they will not be considered further in this 

BE. 

 

The remaining Sensitive species will be given further consideration in this document due to their 

known occurrence on the Big Piney Ranger District or their potential for occurrence due to the 

presence of suitable habitat and nearby records.  These species are indicated in bold print in 

Table 2. 

 
Table 2:  Regional Forester's Sensitive Species List.  Bold type indicates those species reviewed in this BE due to 
occurrence or potential habitat. 

 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Global 

Rank 

Ozark 

NF 

Presence 

Project 

Area 

Presence 

Comments 

(as related to BPRD) 

Myotis leibii 

Eastern 

small-footed 

bat 

G3 1 2 

Mammal.  Hibernate in caves 

or mines.  Forage near 

riparian areas and water 

sources, canopy openings, 

and near field edges. Mainly 

Newton, Searcy, Stone, and 

Franklin counties, but they 

are found scattered 

throughout the district. 



 

   

 
 

27 
 

  

 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Global 

Rank 

Ozark 

NF 

Presence 

Project 

Area 

Presence 

Comments 

(as related to BPRD) 

Aimophila 

aestivalis 

Bachman's 

sparrow 
G3 1 3 

Bird.  Mature to old growth 

southern pine woodland that 

has been subjected to fires 

creating a well-developed 

grass/herb layer with limited 

shrub and midstory.  Habitat 

not found in project area. 

 Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 
Bald Eagle G5 1 2 

Bird.  Coastal areas, bays, 

rivers, & lakes.  Food 

includes fish and waterfowl.  

Roosts usually in conifers or 

other sheltered sites.  

Communal roosts found on 

the BPRD on Driver and 

Brock Creeks.  Occasional 

transients along major 

waterways such as Illinois 

Bayou.   

Eurycea tynerensis 
Oklahoma 

salamander 
G3 1 3 

Amphibian.  Permanently 

aquatic confined to small, 

cold, clear, cherty gravel-

bottomed streams.  Boston 

Mtn District (Wedington 

Unit) 

Notropis ozarcanus Ozark shiner G3 1 3 

Fish.  High-gradient stream 

sections below riffles in large 

streams and rivers.  Found 

mostly in the White, Black, 

& Illinois River Systems.  

Most abundant in the Buffalo 

River. 

Percina nasuta 
Longnose 

darter 
G3 1 2 

Fish.  Silt-free upland large 

streams and small rivers with 

cobble & gravel bottoms.  

Illinois Bayou, Mulberry, 

Big Piney Creek, White 

River.   Has not been found 

in the Buffalo. 

Typhlichthys 

subterraneus 

Southern 

cavefish 
G3 1 3 

Fish.  Caves and springs.  

Only location on the Forest 

in Stone County. 

Orconectes 

williamsi 

William’s 

crayfish 
G2 1 3 

Crayfish.  Under rocks in 

pools from small, shallow, 

cool headwater streams of 

the White River System. 

Lampsilis 

rafinesqueana 

Neosho 

mucket 

G2 

PE 
1 3 

Mussel.  Freshwater mussel 

endemic to the Illinois and 

Neosho River drainages.  

Boston Mtn. Ranger district. 
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Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Global 

Rank 

Ozark 

NF 

Presence 

Project 

Area 

Presence 

Comments 

(as related to BPRD) 

Paduniella 

nearctica  

Nearctic 

paduneillan 

caddisfly 

G1? 1 2 

Insect.  Creeks to medium 

rivers.  Buffalo River 

National Park. Crawford, 

Johnson, Stone, and Searcy 

Counties.  

Lirceus 

bicuspidatus 
An isopod G3Q 1 2 

Isopod.  Steams that have 

moving water.  Distribution 

not well known.  

Amorpha 

ouachitensis 

Ouachita 

false indigo 
G3Q 1 3 

Plant.  Open, sunlit areas 

with reliable soil moisture.  

Found on Mt. Magazine and 

counties of Conway, Van 

Buren, Johnson, Madison 

and others south and west.  

Has not been found on the 

Big Piney District. 

Callirhoe bushii 

 

Bush's 

poppymallow 
G3 1 3 

Plant.  Rocky open woods, 

roadsides, wooded valleys, 

ravine bottoms, & glade 

borders. Found in Benton, 

Logan, Van Buren, 

Washington, Carroll, and 

Marion counties. Has not 

been found on the Big Piney 

District. 

Castanea pumila 

var. ozarkensis 

Ozark 

chinquapin 
G5T3 1 3 

Plant.  Widespread stump 

sprouts.  Chestnut blight is 

the dominant threat.   

Cypripedium 

kentuckiense 

Southern 

Lady's 

slipper 

G3 1 3 

Plant.  Moist floodplains, 

creeks, & slopes.  Boone, 

Johnson, Newton, Pope, and 

Madison counties.  

Delphinium 

newtonianum 

Moore’s 

delphinium 
G3 1 3 

Plant.  Light to heavy shaded 

mostly hardwood woodland.  

Found in Newton, Searcy, 

Pope, Van Buren, and 

Johnson counties of OSFNF. 

Delphinium 

treleasei 

Glade 

larkspur 
G3 1 3 

Plant.  Limestone glades and 

bald knobs in the White 

River region and on rocky 

open limestone exposures 

and glades elsewhere.  North 

and Northwest Arkansas. 

Dodecatheon 

frenchii 

French's 

shooting star 
G3 1 3 

Plant.  Overhanging 

sandstone ledges near stream 

channels.  Usually 

northeastern exposures with 

short duration of direct 

sunlight. Newton County. 
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Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Global 

Rank 

Ozark 

NF 

Presence 

Project 

Area 

Presence 

Comments 

(as related to BPRD) 

Draba aprica 
Open-ground 

draba 
G3 1 3 

Plant.  Thin soils with at least 

partial sun such as glades and 

open areas.  Reported in 

Washington, Stone, and other 

counties off the OSFNF. 

Eriocaulon 

koernickianum 

Small-headed 

pipewort 
G2 1 2 

Plant.  Shade and 

competition intolerant.  

Found near moist to wet 

areas such as sandstone glade 

seeps, bogs, & prairie stream 

banks.  Found in Conway, 

Van Buren, Pope, Johnson, 

& Madison counties. Species 

not observed during field 

surveys. 

Fothergilla major 
Large 

witchalder 
G3 2 3 

Plant.  Dry habitats of the 

uplands.  Searcy county.  Has 

not been found on the Forest. 

Juglans cinerea Butternut G3G4 1 3 

Plant.  Rich woods along 

base of slopes or bluffs and 

along streams.  Found on the 

St. Francis National Forest. 

Also found in Newton, 

Searcy, Stone, Baxter, 

Benton, and other counties 

off the District. Limited 

habitat on Forest. 

Neviusia 

alabamensis 

Alabama 

snow-wreath 
G2 1 3 

Plant.  Steep, rocky, wooded 

sites or riverbanks.  Newton, 

Pope, Conway, and Faulkner 

counties.  Habitat not found 

in project area. 

Quercus acerifolia 
Mapleleaf 

oak 
G1 1 3 

Plant.  Open woods, ledges 

and cliff edges, & rocky 

edges of plateaus.  Pope 

county and Mt. Magazine. 

Schisandra glabra Bay starvine G3 1 3 

Plant.  Woods with clean 

forest floors with few shrubs 

in mid or understory.  

Typically occurs in heads of 

ravines developed on steep 

slopes.  St. Francis NF. 

Silene ovata 
Blue Ridge 

catchfly 
G2G3 1 3 

Plant.  Talus slopes beneath a 

sandstone bluff line.  

Newton, Pope, and Van 

Buren counties.  Habitat not 

present in this project area. 

Silene regia 
Royal 

catchfly 
G3 1 3 

Plant.  Tall grass prairie.  

Boone, Newton, & Searcy.  

Habitat not present in this 

project area. 
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Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Global 

Rank 

Ozark 

NF 

Presence 

Project 

Area 

Presence 

Comments 

(as related to BPRD) 

Solidago 

ouachitensis 

Ouachita 

Mountain 

goldenrod 

G3 2 3 

Plant.  Moist, well-drained, 

gravelly soils in shaded, 

north-facing slopes.  

Ouachita Mountains. 

Tradescantia 

ozarkana 

Ozark 

spiderwort 
G3 1 3 

Plant.  Mainly deciduous 

woodlands.  Boone, 

Madison, Johnson, Newton, 

Pope, & Searcy counties.  No 

habitat in project area. 

Trillium pusillum 

var. ozarkanum 

Ozark least 

trillium 
G3T3 1 3 

Plant.  Acid cherty-flinty 

soils of shallow draws of 

Oak-hickory, pine, or 

chestnut woodlands.  Boone, 

Madison and Searcy 

counties.  Limestone glades 

and bald knobs in the White 

River region. 

Valerianella 

nuttallii 

Nuttall's 

cornsalad 
G1G2 2 3 

Plant.  Stream bottoms in 

mixed hardwood stands.  Has 

not been found on the 

OSFNF. 

Valerianella 

ozarkana 

Ozark 

cornsalad 
G3 1 3 

Plant.  Sunny openings in 

deciduous woods, sandstone 

& limestone glades, and 

roadside ditches.  Madison, 

Searcy, and Conway 

counties.  Limited habitat for 

this species on the Forest. 

 

 

 
NatureServe Global Conservation Status Ranks 

G1 = Critically Imperiled- At very high risk of extinction due to extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer populations), very 

steep declines, or other factors. 

G2 = Imperiled- At high risk of extinction due to very restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), 

steep declines, or other factors. 

G3 = Vulnerable- At moderate risk of extinction due to a restricted range, relatively few populations (often 80 or 

fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factors. 

G4 = Apparently Secure- Uncommon but not rare; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other 

factors. 

G5 = Secure- Common; widespread and abundant. 

G#G# = Range rank- A numeric range rank is used to indicate the range of uncertainty in the status of a species or 

community.  A G2G3 rank would indicate that there is a roughly equal chance of G2 or G3 and other ranks are much 

less likely.  Ranges cannot skip more than one rank. 

PE= Potential listing as Endangered   

 

Rank Qualifiers 

Q = Questionable Taxonomy- Taxonomic distinctiveness of this entity at the current level is questionable; resolution 

of this uncertainty may result in change from a species to a subspecies or hybrid, or the inclusion of this taxon in 

another taxon, with the resulting taxon having a lower-priority conservation priority. 

? = Inexact Numeric Rank- Denotes some uncertainty about the numeric rank.  (e.g. G3? – Believed most likely a 

G3, but some chance of either a G2 or G4). 
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T#- Intraspecific Taxon (trinomial)- The status of intraspecific taxa (subspecies or varieties) are indicated by a “T-

rank” following the global rank.  Rules for assigning T-ranks fallow the same principles for global conservation 

status ranks. 

Project Area Presence Codes 

1= species is known to occur within the project area 

2= species is not currently known from the project area but may occur within the project area due to the presence of 

suitable habitat.   

3= species is not currently known from the project area and is not likely to occur there due to habitat requirements or 

geographic distribution 

 

Evaluation of Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species 

  

Out of the thirty-two Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species found on the Forest only six will be 

analyzed as part of this project (species in bold from Table 2). The other twenty-six species will 

not be analyzed because they either do not occur on the district or suitable habitat was not found 

in the project area for this species.  Individual species write-ups for the six species follow and 

include the most currently available information on local distribution, habitat requirements and 

other information that can be used to determine the potential for direct, indirect, or cumulative 

effects to the species. 

 

 

Eastern Small-footed Bat (Myotis leibii) 

 

Life History/ Habitat Description / Distribution 

 

Eastern small-footed bats are uncommon throughout most of their range.  The potential habitat 

for this species is all Forest Service acres except the St. Francis NF, approximately 900,000 

acres.  This bat is known to occur in Newton, Searcy and Stone Counties in Arkansas, and more 

recently during surveys conducted in Franklin County.  Very little is known about its feeding 

habits or reproduction in this species.  This bat tends to hibernate near cave entrances where 

temperatures drop below freezing and where humidity is relatively low; hence it may be 

vulnerable to freezing in abnormally severe winters.  The most serious threat to this cave-

dwelling bat is human disturbance during hibernation.   

Habitat for the Eastern small-footed bat is mostly hilly or mountainous areas, in or near 

deciduous or evergreen forests, sometimes in mostly open farmland.  During summer months, 

they often inhabit buildings and caves and emerge to forage shortly after sunset and feeding 

within 1 to 3 meters (3 to 10 feet) above the ground. They consume flies, mosquitoes, true bugs, 

beetles, ants, and other insects. 

 

In the summer, this species utilizes a wide variety of habitats for roost sites: caves, dead or live 

trees with exfoliative bark, den trees, crevices in bluff-lines, and under loose rock in open 

habitats.  Any activities that will remove trees will remove potential roost sites.  Also, 

disturbance of surface rock could reduce roosting habitat.  This bat will utilize the interstitial 

spaces under rocks on the ground.  Because this species will roost under rock on the ground, rock 

removal and use of heavy equipment could impact individuals roosting on the ground.  This 

species occurs in low numbers at any given roost site so it is unlikely that impacts would occur, 

and it would probably be limited to a small number of individuals, if it did occur. 
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Site Specific Impacts 

 

Surveys conducted on the district have documented that Eastern small-footed bats occur in small 

numbers throughout the Big Piney Ranger District.  Although there are no known caves with 

these species in the vicinities, there is potential habitat due to the farmland/deciduous forest 

mosaic.   

 

Sedimentation is a potential threat to the aquatic species on which the bats feed.  Some factors 

which influence the degree of impact are the amount of area affected, intensity of the project, and 

distance of the resource from project activities.  Arkansas’ Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

require monitoring of water turbidity and correction of erosion problems (see BMP section 3.58).  

The Forest Plan requires adherence to the state BMPs (see FW 72 above) which should be 

sufficient to preserve water quality.  The Forest Service will also be required to apply for and 

receive a 404 permit, 401permit, and short term activity authorization from the U.S. Army Corp 

of Engineers and Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality.  These permits will also set 

stipulations for protection of the stream. 

 

Cumulative Impacts 

 

The Forest is in the process of implementing the Gee Allotment #21 EA within the project area.  

Ground disturbing activities as part of this EA when added to the ground disturbing activities 

that are planned for this project would have no significant effect on the insect populations in Big 

Piney Creek that the eastern small-footed bat would feed on.  This project will in the long term 

actually reduce the amount of sedimentation into Big Piney Creek which will improve the habitat 

for insects that the eastern small-footed bat feeds on. 

 

The Forest Service is starting to plan the Lonesome Hollow Project.  This project will potentially 

include cane restoration and wetland restoration in the project area.  This project along with the 

Lonesome Hollow project will actually increase feeding areas and improve stream conditions 

which would improve overall conditions for eastern small-footed bats. 

 

The Arkansas Highway Department is planning to replace a bridge on Highway 123 across Haw 

Creek very near to the project area.  Because both agencies plan to follow Best Management 

Standards during ground disturbing activities as part of these projects there would little to no 

impact on stream condition from either project.  This would mean no effect on eastern small-

footed bat feeding habitat. 

 

At this time, the Forest Service does not know of any future state, tribal, local or other private 

actions that would occur in the project action area.   

 

Effects Determination 

 

This species has the potential to be in the project area due to its distribution across the district.  

This species usually occurs in small numbers at any given area.  There are no caves in the project 

area and the project will not affect feeding at night; therefore, the decision for this species is No 

impact. 
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Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

 

Life History/Habitat Description /Distribution 
 

Bald eagles are large birds with a body length of 32 inches and wingspan of 80 inches.  Adult 

birds have a brown body with a white head and tail.  Immatures are brown, mottled irregularly 

with white until approximately their fourth year.   This eagle is similar to the golden eagle, but 

can be distinguished from it by the bald eagle’s much heavier bill, legs feathered halfway down 

the tarsus, flying with deep strokes, and soaring on flattened wings.  Bald eagles occur in most of 

the United States and Canada.   

  

The bald eagle is associated with aquatic environments throughout the majority of its range.  Fish 

is the primary prey item.  They will also feed on many other types of prey such as waterfowl and 

small mammals, and have been observed feeding on carrion, especially in wintering areas.   

 

Nesting activities may begin as early as January with incubation and rearing of young occurring 

from March through mid-May.  Nesting sites are usually in mature trees along shorelines, but 

they may also use cliffs or rock outcrops where large trees are not available.  These sites are 

typically within two miles of water.  Females lay one to three eggs, depending on environmental 

conditions and the fitness of the female.  Incubation lasts about 35 days, and young fledge 10-14 

weeks after hatching.  In Missouri, most young fledge from June 1 to mid-July.  

 

Reasons for the decline of the bald eagle have been well documented:   

  

 Environmental contamination, particularly organochlorine insecticides like DDT- 

 caused egg-shell thinning and reproductive failure and the illegal use of pesticides, 

 

 Human disturbance of eagle nests and night roosts, 

 

 Intentional killing by shooting or poisoning, and 

 

 The degradation and alteration of roosting and nesting habitats. 

 

Site Specific Impacts  

 

There are no known nests in the project area.  Bald eagles could use the areas as secondary 

roosting, but this use is very transient in nature.  The Big Piney Ranger District has no 

documented nest, but it has two communal roosts on the southeast corner of the District.   

 

The project will not be removing any large trees along the stream bank that bald eagles would 

use as a roosting or nesting site.  There could be some disturbance from noise and human 

presence along the stream on a short term basis while the bank stabilization work is being 

completed.  As the banks are stabilized long-term and trees grow back along the stream channel 

new roosting and nesting trees for bald eagles would develop. 
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Water quality is important for the health and detection of their primary food source, fish.  

Utilization of best management practices during the stabilization project would help reduce the 

amount of sediment reaching the stream.  In the long-term the stabilization project would stop 

bank erosion within the project area which would decrease the sediment reaching Big Piney 

Creek which would lead to better water quality in the watershed for fish.    

      

Cumulative Impacts 

 

The Forest is in the process of implementing the Gee Allotment #21 EA within the project area.  

Ground disturbing activities as part of this EA when added to the ground disturbing activities 

that are planned for this project would have no significant effect on fish populations in Big Piney 

Creek that bald eagles would feed on.  This project will in the long term actually reduce the 

amount of sedimentation into Big Piney Creek which will improve the habitat for fish that the 

bald eagle feeds on. 

 

The Forest Service is starting to plan the Lonesome Hollow Project.  This project will potentially 

include cane restoration and wetland restoration in the project area.  This project along with the 

Lonesome Hollow project will actually improve stream conditions which would improve overall 

conditions for bald eagles. 

 

The Arkansas Highway Department is planning to replace a bridge on Highway 123 across Haw 

Creek very near to the project area.  Because both agencies plan to follow Best Management 

Standards during ground disturbing activities as part of this project there would little to no 

impact on stream condition from either project.  This would mean no effect on bald eagle feeding 

habitat. 

 

At this time, the Forest Service does not know of any future state, tribal, local or other private 

actions that would occur in the project action areas besides the ones mentioned above.   

 

Effects Determination 

 

It is likely that Bald Eagles could be in the project general vicinities.  Project activities may 

create a temporary nuisance for bald eagles but would actually improve long-term habitat for the 

species.  The determination is May Impact Individuals but Not Likely to Cause a Trend to 

Federal Listing or a Loss of Viability. 

 

 

Longnose Darter (Percina nasuta) 

 

Life History/ Habitat Description / Distribution 

 

This species is found in the White River, the upper Little Red River, and a few tributary streams 

of the western half of the Arkansas River in Arkansas. A specimen has been collected since 1960 

from Big Piney Creek, downstream of the project site.  It is found in clear, silt-free upland large 

streams and small rivers with cobble and gravel bottoms.  Longnose darter is found in several 
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widely scattered populations but those populations seem to be very small.  It is considered a rare 

species in Arkansas (Robison and Buchanan 1984; Quinn and Kwak 2003; Robison 1992; City 

of Fort Smith 1989).  

 

 

Site Specific Impacts 

 

Temporary increases in sedimentation are expected during construction of the rock vanes and 

removal of the gravel bar from the center of the channel.  This increase in sediment will be short 

term with less sediment adding to the stream long term do to the decrease in bank erosion after 

the project is completed.   Direct mortality could occur if equipment in the stream runs over an 

individual. 

 

Cumulative Impacts 

 

The Forest is in the process of implementing the Gee Allotment #21 EA within the project area.  

Ground disturbing activities as part of this EA when added to the ground disturbing activities 

that are planned for this project would have no significant effect on aquatic communities in Big 

Piney Creek.  This project will in the long term actually reduce the amount of sedimentation into 

Big Piney Creek which will improve the aquatic community health. 

 

The Forest Service is starting to plan the Lonesome Hollow Project.  This project will potentially 

include cane restoration and wetland restoration in the project area.  This project along with the 

Lonesome Hollow project will actually improve stream conditions which would improve overall 

conditions for the longnose darter. 

 

The Arkansas Highway Department is planning to replace a bridge on Highway 123 across Haw 

Creek very near to the project area.  Because both agencies plan to follow Best Management 

Standards during ground disturbing activities as part of this project there would little to no 

impact on stream condition from either project.  This would mean no significant effect on 

longnose darter. 

 

At this time, the Forest Service does not know of any future state, tribal, local or other private 

actions that would occur in the project action areas besides the ones mentioned above. 

   

Impacts Determination  

 

There is a chance if longnose darter populations exist in Big Piney Creek at the project site that 

direct mortality could occur during stabilization of the stream bank.  In the short-term there 

would be slight increase in sediment during construction but long-term the stabilization of the 

bank would decrease sedimentation which would improve the health of the aquatic community.  

The determination for the longnose darter is May Impact Individuals but is Not Likely to 

Cause a Trend to Federal Listing or a Loss of Viability. 

 

Nearctic paduniellan caddisfly (Paduniella nearctica) 
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Life History/ Habitat Description / Distribution 

 

This species is endemic to Arkansas and Missouri and is found in creeks to medium-sized rivers.  

This species has been found in 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 order streams, 4 to 10 meters in width, with 

permanently flowing streams that have gravel/cobble or bedrock substrate.  Mathis and Bowles 

(1994) stated that they had collected the most specimens from headwater streams minimally 

impacted by disturbances in areas of low velocities and large stable substrates (p. 365).   

 

Paduniella nearctica was previously known to occur in Arkansas only in Devils Den State Park, 

but the distribution was later expanded to cover the 4th level watersheds of Robert S. Kerr 

Reservoir, Frog-Mulberry, Dardanelle Reservoir, and Little Red. It has recently been identified 

from the Buffalo River National Park in the Buffalo River 4th level watershed (Mott and Laurans 

2004) and on the Forests at the Barkshed Recreation Area on the Sylamore Ranger District in 

North Sylamore Creek (4th level watershed) (Moulton and Stewart 1996).  The dominant 

vegetative type where the species is found is upland hardwood.  Distribution of this species on 

the Ozark NF is largely unknown. 

 

This species is in the family Psychomyiidae, which is known to be intolerant of disturbance.   

Because of the family’s low tolerance for disturbance, the Nearctic paduniellan caddisfly would 

likely be affected by siltation. 

 

Site Specific Impacts 

 

Temporary increases in sedimentation are expected during construction of the rock vanes and 

removal of the gravel bar from the center of the channel.  This increase in sediment will be short 

term with less sediment adding to the stream long term do to the decrease in bank erosion after 

the project is completed.   Direct mortality could occur if equipment in the stream runs over an 

individual. 

 

Cumulative Impacts 

 

The Forest is in the process of implementing the Gee Allotment #21 EA within the project area.  

Ground disturbing activities as part of this EA when added to the ground disturbing activities 

that are planned for this project would have no significant effect on aquatic communities in Big 

Piney Creek.  This project will in the long term actually reduce the amount of sedimentation into 

Big Piney Creek which will improve the aquatic community health. 

 

The Forest Service is starting to plan the Lonesome Hollow Project.  This project will potentially 

include cane restoration and wetland restoration in the project area.  This project along with the 

Lonesome Hollow project will actually improve stream conditions which would improve overall 

conditions for the caddisfly. 

 

The Arkansas Highway Department is planning to replace a bridge on Highway 123 across Haw 

Creek very near to the project area.  Because both agencies plan to follow Best Management 

Standards during ground disturbing activities as part of this project there would little to no 
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impact on stream condition from either project.  This would mean no significant effect on 

Paduniella nearctica. 

 

At this time, the Forest Service does not know of any future state, tribal, local or other private 

actions that would occur in the project action areas besides the ones mentioned above. 

   

Impacts Determination  

 

There is a chance if Paduniella nearctica populations exist in Big Piney Creek that direct 

mortality could occur during stabilization of the stream bank.  In the short-term there would be 

slight increase in sediment during construction but long-term the stabilization of the bank would 

decrease sedimentation which would improve the health of the aquatic community.  The 

determination for the Nearctic paduniellan caddisfly is May Impact Individuals but is Not 

Likely to Cause a Trend to Federal Listing or a Loss of Viability. 
 

 

An Isopod (Lirceus bicuspidatus) 

 

Life History/ Habitat Description / Distribution 

 

This isopod is found in small cave streams, seeps and small headwater streams but optimal 

habitat is believed to be spring runs.  Little is known about the life history and distribution of this 

species.  It has been recorded in the Arkansas River drainage in the Boston and Ouachita 

Mountains eco-regions, and White River drainage in the Boston Mountain and Ozark Highlands’ 

eco-regions. Threats to species are believed to be point source pollution and sedimentation from 

resource extraction. 

 

Site Specific Impacts  

 

There is a small seep in the field that will have to be crossed to get to the stream bank site.  At 

this site there is a possibility that if Lirceus bicuspidatus is living in this seep that it could be 

impacted by direct mortality from the equipment crossing. 

 

Cumulative Impacts 

 

The Forest is in the process of implementing the Gee Allotment #21 EA within the project area.  

Ground disturbing activities as part of this EA when added to the ground disturbing activities 

that are planned for this project would have no significant effect on aquatic communities in Big 

Piney Creek or the seep in the field.  This project will in the long term actually reduce the 

amount of sedimentation into Big Piney Creek which will improve the aquatic community 

health. 

 

The Forest Service is starting to plan the Lonesome Hollow Project.  This project will potentially 

include cane restoration and wetland restoration in the project area.  This project along with the 

Lonesome Hollow project will actually improve stream conditions which would improve overall 

conditions for the isopod. 
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The Arkansas Highway Department is planning to replace a bridge on Highway 123 across Haw 

Creek very near to the project area.  Because both agencies plan to follow Best Management 

Standards during ground disturbing activities as part of this project there would little to no 

impact on stream condition from either project.  This would mean no significant effect on 

Lirceus bicuspidatus. 

 

At this time, the Forest Service does not know of any future state, tribal, local or other private 

actions that would occur in the project areas besides the ones mentioned above. 

 

Impacts Determination  

 

The determination for the Isopod is May Impact Individuals but is Not Likely to Cause a 

Trend to Federal Listing or a Loss of Viability. 

 

 

Southern Lady’s Slipper (Cypripedium kentuckiense) 

 

Life History/ Habitat Description / Distribution 

 

Habitat for this plant consists of moist floodplains along creeks and on rich, moist slopes.  It is a 

large plant, can grow to a height of three feet, and has a pale, deep lip that barely extends past its 

opening.  The collection commercial sale and the digging for replanting in wildflower gardens 

pose the biggest threat to the plant.  

 

This species is known to occur in 12 counties and possibly others (Smith, 1988).  This includes 

Johnson County were the project is being completed.  Southern lady’s slipper occurs in a 

relatively narrow range from northeastern Texas and southeastern Oklahoma east to Georgia 

(although very few sightings) and north to Kentucky.  There are very few, if any, protected sites.   

 

Site Specific Impacts  

 

Southern lady’s slipper was not observed during any of the field visits but none of the visits were 

done during the time that they would be flowering.  The seep area in the field and the riparian 

along the edge of Big Piney Creek does offer potential habitat for the species.  There is a 

potential for direct mortality from plants being dug up during construction of the rock vanes.  

There is also potential of individual plants being run over during construction. 

 

Cumulative Impacts 

 

The Forest is in the process of implementing the Gee Allotment #21 EA within the project area.  

Ground disturbing activities as part of this EA when added to the ground disturbing activities 

that are planned for this project would have no significant effect on Southern lady’s slipper along 

Big Piney Creek or the seep in the field.  This project will in the long term actually improve the 

riparian community along Big Piney Creek. 
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The Forest Service is starting to plan the Lonesome Hollow Project.  This project will potentially 

include cane restoration and wetland restoration in the project area.  This project along with the 

Lonesome Hollow project will actually improve riparian habitat conditions which would 

improve overall conditions for the Southern lady’s slipper. 

 

The Arkansas Highway Department is planning to replace a bridge on Highway 123 across Haw 

Creek very near to the project area.  This project as well as the stream bank stabilization project 

both could have direct effects on individuals through the digging up of the plant or by damage 

from equipment 

 

At this time, the Forest Service does not know of any future state, tribal, local or other private 

actions that would occur in the project areas besides the ones mentioned above. 

 

Impacts Determination  

 

The determination for the Southern lady’s slipper is May Impact Individuals but is Not Likely 

to Cause a Trend to Federal Listing or a Loss of Viability. 

 

 

I. Climate Change 

 

CLIMATE CHANGE 

Although it is possible to quantify a project’s direct effects on carbon sequestration and 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, there is no certainty about the actual intensity of individual 

project indirect effects on global climate change.  Uncertainty in climate change effects is 

expected because it is not possible to meaningfully link individual project actions to quantitative 

effects on climatic patterns.  Complete quantifiable information about project effects on global 

climate change is not currently possible and is not essential to a reasoned choice among 

alternatives.  However, based on climate change science, we can recognize the relative potential 

of some types of proposals and alternatives to affect or influence climate change and therefore 

provide qualitative analysis to help inform project decisions.  Climate change in this assessment 

focused on using qualitative rather than quantitative analysis. 

 

Climate change may affect not only the temperature but may also affect precipitation amounts 

and intensity for a given location.  There has been an increase in heavy downpours in many parts 

of the region (Karl and Peterson, 2009), indicating an upward trend in rainfall intensity for a 

given event.  The frequency of extreme high rainfall events in the southern United States also 

appears to be increasing, which might imply an increased flooding frequency (Chen et al, 2012).  

This is particular concern to streambank erosion since approximately 75% of soil loss occurs 

during the four largest storms measured each year (Wischmeier, 1962). 

According to the attached report from the Template for Assissing Climate Change Impacts and 

Management Options (TACCIMO), the average monthly precipitation for this area is expected to 

remain relatively constant.  However, as noted above, the precipitation may come in the form of 

more intense storms, producing higher runoff from similar monthly rainfall amounts. 

 

J. Human Health Factors 
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Existing Condition 

The eroded section of the stream bank meets the field edge with a drop of approximately 10 feet 

for a length of 500 feet across the edge of the field.  This is a potentially hazardous condition for 

anyone in the field close to the area that it meets the stream.  Compounding this hazardous 

condition is the presence of a permitted (Special Use) overhead transmission line which comes 

across the field and crosses the stream at the south end of the eroded portion of the stream bank.  

A power pole supporting this line was set along the edge of the field until the stream bank 

washed it out which required the electric company to replace the pole approximately 20 feet 

from the stream bank.  The field has an existing Special Use for the purpose of harvesting hay. 

This area is closed to unauthorized motorized use but is not closed to general non-motorized use 

for recreation. 

 

Proposed Action 

 

Direct/Indirect Effects  

If the Proposed Action is chosen, one measurable direct effect is risk to the public using the area 

would decrease once the project has been implemented.  The risk to the Special Use holders in 

this area performing power line maintenance or harvesting hay would also be less.   

One temporary negative effect is during the implementation phase of this project, the risk to the 

workers could be increased by the nature of operating heavy equipment.  All OSHA applicable 

rules and regulations would be adhered to.  Operating heavy equipment can have risk, however, 

workers implementing the proposal would most likely be participating in the same type of work, 

whether the proposed action is chosen or not, their exposure would likely be the same.   

A long term direct effect of the proposed action would make the area safer for the public by 

lessening the chance of someone (or heavy equipment) falling off of the cut bank portion of the 

project area. 

 

Cumulative Effects  

No known cumulative effects 

 

Alternative 1 

 

Direct/Indirect Effects 

If the Forest Service takes no action on this eroded section of stream bank there is potential for a 

member of the public to be injured by falling off the eroded section of stream bank.  The edge of 

the stream bank is very unstable with small isolated sections sloughing off into the stream at 

various times.  A member of the public could walk up to the eroded section and their weight 

could cause the bank to give way causing them to fall into the streambed and injuring them.   

The hay permitee could drive his haying equipment too close to the eroded section of the stream 

bank causing a portion of it to slough off, and the equipment along with the permit holder end up 

in the streambed.  One indirect effect of this would be potentially polluting the stream with fuel 

or other fluids leaking out of the equipment into the steam.  

Workers from the electric cooperative performing maintenance along the overhead transmission 

line could potentially have the same outcome as the hay permitee.  

If no action is taken the likelihood of an accident occurring at this site will continue to increase.  
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Cumulative Effects 

No known cumulative effects 

 

K. Heritage Resources 

 

Existing Condition 

 

In 2010, flakes, charcoal, and river cobbles that may have been used by prehistoric people for 

former hearths were noted in the cut bank at the southern end of site 3JO0041. Three profiles 

were excavated 2-3 m deep, from ground surface to the cobble basement. The full analysis was 

authored by Andrew Gottsfield as part of his dissertation research at the University of Kansas. 

The most recent landform is the T-0, the current floodplain, which is not present at the cut bank. 

It consists of river cobbles and gravels with fine sand and silt overbank alluvium, and is mapped 

as the Ceda soil type. Based on radiometric dates at other localities, this fill consists of Late 

Prehistoric through Historic aged sediment that accumulated between ca. 330 
14

C yr. BP and 90 
14

C yr. BP; and has low geologic potential for buried Late Prehistoric cultural materials. The low 

terrace (T-1) consists of a 170 cm thick package of sediments, mapped as a Spadra soil, with two 

radiocarbon ages (760+15 
14

C yr. BP and 685 + 15 
14

C yr. BP) from the upper portion, and one 

radiocarbon age of 1680+ 15 
14

C yr. BP near the base of this stratum. The high terrace (T-2) was 

analyzed with two profiles, and consists of a 110-240 cm thick package of sediments with four 

radiocarbon ages ranging from 3020-3685 + 
14

C yr. BP. Based on this information, the 

prehistoric occupations at 3JO0041 range from Late Archaic to Mississippian or Protohistoric. 

The nearly three meters of sediments at site 3JO0041indicate substantial potential for the 

preservation of prehistoric camping and lithic reduction activities over the last 4,000 years. The 

periodic flooding of Big Piney Creek has contributed to this alluviation, but due to historic 

changes, Big Piney and other streams are now incising and stranding the older T-1 and T-2 

floodplains. Site integrity has been disturbed in the plow zone across the site, but this incision 

episode now threatens the southern end of site 3JO0041 due to the avulsion process. The cut 

bank stabilization project recommended and funded by Arkansas Game and Fish Commission 

has the potential to stabilize this lateral erosion, and protect and enhance the nearly 5,000 years 

of prehistory captured in the terrace fills. 

 

The previously recorded site 3JO0041 occupies a large valley bottom with dispersed camps and 

activity areas dating from Late Archaic to possible Mississippian times. Radiometric dates 

indicate that the alluvial deposits are well-stratified, and have the potential to contain features or 

living surfaces that were buried as time capsules by past flooding episodes of Big Piney Creek. 

The bank stabilization project will affect less than 1% of the entire cultural deposits at site 

3JO0041. Three profiles were documented by description and radiometric dating in 2011 in the 

exact area where the stabilization project is proposed. The cultural deposits here appear to be 

very dispersed, with no culturally or temporally diagnostic materials recovered from the profiles. 

Therefore, the excavation of five 1 x 1 m units should be more than adequate to mitigate the 

impacts of the “keys.”  A report will be completed following this work, and submitted to the 

Arkansas State Historical Preservation Office and Native American Tribal partners for review 

and comment. A monitoring program will be implemented during the construction work, and 

results will be provided as an addendum to the excavation report. The beneficial effects of this 
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stabilization project outweigh any adverse effects, since the more densely occupied portions of 

the site will be protected from further avulsion of the Big Piney Creek channel. 

 

Proposed Action 

 

Direct/Indirect Effects  

The bank stabilization project will affect less than 1% of the entire cultural deposits at site 

3JO0041. Three profiles were documented by description and radiometric dating in 2011 in the 

exact area where the stabilization project is proposed. The cultural deposits here appear to be 

very dispersed, with no culturally or temporally diagnostic materials recovered from the profiles. 

Therefore, the excavation of five 1 x 1 m units should be more than adequate to mitigate the 

impacts of the “keys.”  A report will be completed following this work, and submitted to the 

Arkansas State Historical Preservation Office and Native American Tribal partners for review 

and comment. A monitoring program will be implemented during the construction work, and 

results will be provided as an addendum to the excavation report. The beneficial effects of this 

stabilization project outweigh any adverse effects, since the more densely occupied portions of 

the site will be protected from further avulsion of the Big Piney Creek channel. 

 

Cumulative Effects  

No known cumulative effects 

 

Alternative 1 

 

Direct/Indirect Effects 

If the bank continues to erode and collapse there will be a loss of prehistoric artifacts at the site.  

These artifacts will be washed down stream in the sediment and lost. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

No known cumulative effects. 
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Introduction
The TACCIMO climate report gives an organizational framework of geospatial climate forecast data necessary to
evaluate the literature and planning report outputs. The climate projections in this report provide context for considering
potential effects, management options, and their planning implications. This climate report v2.0 is a standalone version
of what will become an integrated TACCIMO report feature in future versions.

Considering differences among IPCC general circulation models (GCM) and emissions scenarios (SRES) is critical to
understanding the full range of potential future climate anticipated for a given location. As such, the TACCIMO climate
report is divided into three sections focusing on national, regional, and location specific trends in precipitation and
temperature. Maps representing decadal averages* of precipitation and temperature are available through the GIS
Viewer. Tables 1 and 2 summarize the GCMs and SRES available through TACCIMO. Strategies for selecting the
appropriate GCMs and SRES are available in the User Guide, along with additional interpretive guidance.

Table 1. Summary of GCM model groups, GCMs, and qualitative description

Modeling Group GCM Description

Canadian Centre for Climate Modeling & Analysis CGCM3.1 Wet and Cool

Hadley Centre for Climate Prediction and Research / Met Office UKMO-HadCM3.1 Hot

US Dept of Commerce / NOAA / Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory GFDL-CM2.0 Dry and Warm

Table 2. Summary of IPCC Scenarios, emission path, and description.

Scenario Emissions Path Description

SRES A2 higher emissions path technological change and economic growth more fragmented; slower, higher
population growth

SRES A1B middle emissions path technological change in the energy system balanced across all fossil and
non-fossil energy sources, not relying too heavily on one particular energy source

SRES B1 lower emissions path rapid change in economic structures toward service and information; emphasis on
clean, sustainable technology

*Decadal averages were calculated from monthly averages of the five years before and after each referenced decade (e.g., 2010
decadal average is an average of monthly data from 2005 to 2014). Temperature is unaffected by reporting the monthly average,
but precipitation values must be multiplied by 12 to obtain an annual average.
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Historic

Figure 1 shows long-term historic averages for monthly precipitation and temperature. Monthly PRISM data
from 1970 to 2000 were averaged to estimate the historic baseline, and the national averages for both
variables are presented below the maps.

Historic Monthly Precipitation (mm) Historic Monthly Temperature (C)

Average 65.8 mm Average 11.0 C

0 - 50

50 - 100

100 - 150

150 - 200

200 - 250

250 - 300

300 - 400

400 - 500

500 - 610

-7 - 0

0 - 6

6 - 12

12 - 18

18 - 24

24 - 30

Precipitation (mm/mo) Temperature (C)
Figure 1. Historic precipitation and temperature (based on PRISM climate data, averaged from 1970 to 2000)
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National: United States
Tables 3 and 4 present the projected national average precipitation and temperature among the GCMs and
IPCC SRES for the period spanning 2009 to 2099. Green and yellow cells indicate the maximum and
minimum precipitation projections. Red and blue cells indicate the maximum and minimum temperature
projections. These maximum and minimum projections are shown in Figures 2 and 3 as decadal averages,
which were calculated using monthly averages of the five years before and after each reference decade
(e.g., 2010 is an average of monthly data from 2005 to 2014). Note that different GCM-SRES combinations
may represent the driest / wettest or hottest / coolest projections at different spatial scales.

Table 3.
National average precipitation by GCM and SRES (mm,
monthly average spanning 2009-2099, multiply by 12 to get
annual total)

SRES/GCM
A2
A1B
B1

Average

CGCM3.1
69.3
69.1
67.5

68.6

CM2.0
62.1
62.9
64.3

63.1

HadCM3.1
63.9
66.4
65.2

65.2

71.0

69.0

67.0

65.0

63.0

61.0

59.0

57.0

55.0

53.0

51.0

49.0

A2 A1B B1 Average

 
PRISM Historic
1970-2000 = 65.8

CGCM3.1 CM2.0 HadCM3.1

Table 4.
National average temperature by GCM and SRES (C,
monthly average spanning 2009-2099)

SRES/GCM
A2
A1B
B1

Average

CGCM3.1
13.0
12.8
12.4

12.7

CM2.0
13.3
13.3
12.5

13

HadCM3.1
13.3
13.5
12.9

13.2

14.5

14.0

13.5

13.0

12.5

12.0

11.5

11.0

10.5

10.0

A2 A1B B1 Average

 
PRISM Historic
1970-2000 = 11.0

CGCM3.1 CM2.0 HadCM3.1
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Projected Precipitation (mm)

Year Driest: CM2 A2 Wettest: CGCM3 A2

0 - 50

50 - 100

100 - 150

150 - 200
200 - 250

250 - 300

300 - 400

400 - 500

500 - 610

Precipitation
(mm/mo)

2010

Average: 62.5  Range: 2.4 - 432.2 Average: 66.4  Range: 2.6 - 475.0

2050

Average: 65.6  Range: 3.0 - 473.1 Average: 67.6  Range: 2.7 - 524.7

2090

Average: 57.4  Range: 2.0 - 457.4 Average: 73.5  Range: 1.8 - 610.5

Figure 2.National scale decadal precipitation projections for driest and wettest GCM-SRES combinations
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Projected Temperature (C)

Year Hottest: HadCM3 A1B Coolest: CGCM3 B1

-7 - 0

0 - 6

6 - 12

12 - 18

18 - 24

24 - 30

Temperature
(C)

2010

Average: 12.0  Range: -6.3 - 25.2 Average: 11.9  Range: -6.1 - 25.3

2050

Average: 13.9  Range: -4.2 - 27.3 Average: 12.6  Range: -5.4 - 26.2

2090

Average: 15.5  Range: -2.8 - 28.6 Average: 13.2  Range: -4.9 - 26.9

Figure 3.National scale decadal temperature projections for hottest and coolest GCM-SRES combinations
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Regional: Southern Region
Tables 5 and 6 present the projected regional average precipitation and temperature among the GCMs and
IPCC SRES for the period spanning 2009 to 2099. Green and yellow cells indicate the maximum and
minimum precipitation projections. Red and blue cells indicate the maximum and minimum temperature
projections. These maximum and minimum projections are shown in Figures 4 and 5 as decadal averages,
which were calculated using monthly averages of the five years before and after each reference decade
(e.g., 2010 is an average of monthly data from 2005 to 2014). Note that different GCM-SRES combinations
may represent the driest / wettest or hottest / coolest projections at different spatial scales.

Table 5.
Regional average precipitation by GCM and SRES (mm,
monthly average spanning 2009-2099, multiply by 12 to get
annual total)

SRES/GCM
A2
A1B
B1

Average

CGCM3.1
96.6
95.3
93.5

95.1

CM2.0
87.1
88.1
91.0

88.7

HadCM3.1
91.0
95.0
91.9

92.6

98.0

96.0

94.0

92.0

90.0

88.0

86.0

84.0

82.0

80.0

78.0

76.0

A2 A1B B1 Average

 
PRISM Historic
1970-2000 = 92.9

CGCM3.1 CM2.0 HadCM3.1

Table 6.
Regional average temperature by GCM and SRES (C,
monthly average spanning 2009-2099)

SRES/GCM
A2
A1B
B1

Average

CGCM3.1
19.1
18.8
18.4

18.8

CM2.0
19.3
19.3
18.5

19

HadCM3.1
19.4
19.6
19.0

19.3

20.5

20.0

19.5

19.0

18.5

18.0

17.5

17.0

16.5

16.0

A2 A1B B1 Average

 
PRISM Historic
1970-2000 = 16.9

CGCM3.1 CM2.0 HadCM3.1
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Projected Precipitation (mm)

Year Driest: CM2 A2 Wettest: CGCM3 A2

0 - 50

50 - 100

100 - 150

150 - 200
200 - 250

250 - 300

300 - 400

400 - 500

500 - 610

Precipitation
(mm/mo)

2010

Average: 89.7  Range: 16.7 - 202.2 Average: 97.1  Range: 17.7 - 222.1

2050

Average: 90.7  Range: 17.0 - 220.7 Average: 93.6  Range: 16.0 - 212.7

2090

Average: 78.6  Range: 15.0 - 200.8 Average: 100.8  Range: 14.6 - 229.7

Figure 4.Regional scale decadal precipitation projections for driest and wettest GCM-SRES combinations
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Projected Temperature (C)

Year Hottest: HadCM3 A1B Coolest: CGCM3 B1

-7 - 0

0 - 6

6 - 12

12 - 18

18 - 24

24 - 30

Temperature
(C)

2010

Average: 18.4  Range: 9.3 - 25.2 Average: 18.1  Range: 9.2 - 25.1

2050

Average: 19.8  Range: 10.8 - 26.2 Average: 18.4  Range: 9.5 - 25.5

2090

Average: 21.5  Range: 12.5 - 28.3 Average: 19.1  Range: 10.3 - 25.8

Figure 5.Regional scale decadal temperature projections for hottest and coolest GCM-SRES combinations
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Forest: Ozark National Forest
Tables 7 and 8 present the projected forest average precipitation and temperature among the GCMs and
IPCC SRES for the period spanning 2009 to 2099. Green and yellow cells indicate the maximum and
minimum precipitation projections. Red and blue cells indicate the maximum and minimum temperature
projections. These maximum and minimum projections are shown in Figures 6 and 7 as decadal averages,
which were calculated using monthly averages of the five years before and after each reference decade
(e.g., 2010 is an average of monthly data from 2005 to 2014). Note that different GCM-SRES combinations
may represent the driest / wettest or hottest / coolest projections at different spatial scales.

Table 7.
Forest average precipitation by GCM and SRES (mm,
monthly average spanning 2009-2099, multiply by 12 to get
annual total)

SRES/GCM
A2
A1B
B1

Average

CGCM3.1
110.5
108.4
107.4

108.8

CM2.0
91.9
94.7
97.5

94.7

HadCM3.1
97.4

103.1
99.4

100

112.0

110.0

108.0

106.0

104.0

102.0

100.0

98.0

96.0

94.0

92.0

90.0

A2 A1B B1 Average

 
PRISM Historic
1970-2000 = 105.9

CGCM3.1 CM2.0 HadCM3.1

Table 8.
Forest average temperature by GCM and SRES (C, monthly
average spanning 2009-2099)

SRES/GCM
A2
A1B
B1

Average

CGCM3.1
16.8
16.5
16.2

16.5

CM2.0
17.3
17.3
16.3

17

HadCM3.1
17.4
17.7
17.0

17.4

18.5

18.0

17.5

17.0

16.5

16.0

15.5

15.0

14.5

14.0

A2 A1B B1 Average

 
PRISM Historic
1970-2000 = 14.7

CGCM3.1 CM2.0 HadCM3.1
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Projected Precipitation (mm)

Year Driest: CM2 A2 Wettest: CGCM3 A2

0 - 50

50 - 100

100 - 150

150 - 200
200 - 250

250 - 300

300 - 400

400 - 500

500 - 610

Precipitation
(mm/mo)

2010

Average: 95.8  Range: 87.0 - 108.8 Average: 108.2  Range: 99.3 - 120.8

2050

Average: 97.7  Range: 87.7 - 109.4 Average: 109.2  Range: 99.2 - 122.7

2090

Average: 72.7  Range: 64.4 - 81.6 Average: 118.3  Range: 109.0 - 131.5

Figure 6.Forest scale decadal precipitation projections for driest and wettest GCM-SRES combinations
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Projected Temperature (C)

Year Hottest: HadCM3 A1B Coolest: CGCM3 B1

-7 - 0

0 - 6

6 - 12

12 - 18

18 - 24

24 - 30

Temperature
(C)

2010

Average: 16.4  Range: 15.1 - 18.1 Average: 15.8  Range: 14.5 - 17.5

2050

Average: 17.9  Range: 16.6 - 19.6 Average: 16.2  Range: 15.0 - 17.9

2090

Average: 19.8  Range: 18.5 - 21.5 Average: 16.8  Range: 15.6 - 18.6

Figure 7.Forest scale decadal temperature projections for hottest and coolest GCM-SRES combinations
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Metadata and Interpretive Guidance

Climate prediction data (IPCC GCMs) were derived from data provided by the World Climate Research Programme's
Coupled Model Intercomparison Project Phase 3 (CMIP3) dataset. These downscaled data have spatial resolution of
12 km, spatial extent of the conterminous US, temporal resolution of month, and temporal extent of 2001-2099. E.P.
Maurer, L. Brekke, T. Pruitt, and P.B. Duffy. 2007. Fine-resolution climate projections enhance regional climate change
impact studies. Eos Trans AGU 88(47): 540. Data are available at
http://gdo-dcp.ucllnl.org/downscaled_cmip_projections/dcpInterface.html.

Historic climate data were derived from data provided by the PRISM Modeling Group at Oregon State University.
Parameter-elevation regressions on Independent Slopes Model (PRISM) data have spatial resolution of 4 km, spatial
extent of the conterminous US, temporal resolution of month, and temporal extent of 1895-1997. Data are described in
detail in W.P. Gibson, C. Daly, T. Kittel, D. Nychka, C. Johns, N. Rosenbloom, A. McNab, and G. Taylor. 2002.
Development of a 103-year high-resolution climate data set for the conterminous United States. In: Proceedings, 13th
AMS Conference on Applied Climatology, American Meteorological Society, Portland, OR, May 13-16, 181-183. Data
are available at http://www.prism.oregonstate.edu/products/.

For additional metadata, please see the Metadata-Overview and Metadata-Details links on the TACCIMO GIS Viewer.

Guidelines and other background information necessary for the responsible use of TACCIMO are fully documented in
the User Guide. The section entitled Interpreting Results provides a detailed explanation of the purpose, strengths,
limitations, and intended applications of the provided information. The section entitled Content Production System fully
explains methods and criteria for the inclusion of content in TACCIMO. Fully understanding these dimensions of
TACCIMO is essential to the proper application of its information. It is critical that users apply the results within a
broader science assessment process that is part of a larger decision support framework. The exact form of this process
will vary with the scale and nature of the planning or management activity in question, but the bottom line is that
TACCIMO is an initial supplement to a more involved decision support process and not a substitute for it.

This geospatial information was prepared by the USDA Forest Service. These data were been developed from sources
of differing accuracy, based on modeling or interpretation, accurate only at certain scales, or incomplete while being
created or revised. The Forest Service cannot assure the accuracy, completeness, reliability, or suitability of this
information for any particular purpose. Using geospatial data for purposes other than those for which they were created
may yield inaccurate or misleading results. The Forest Service is not liable for any activity involving this information
with respect to losses or damages.
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Appendix C 

Wild and Scenic River Section 7 Report 
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Wild & Scenic River Authority (WSRA) Section 7(a) Project Proposal 

Fort Douglas Stream Bank Stabilization Project 

The purpose of this document is to analyze whether the proposed Fort Douglas Stream Bank 

Stabilization Project within the Big Piney Creek Wild and Scenic River (WSR) corridor would have a direct 

and adverse effect on the values for which the Big Piney Creek WSR was designated.  Specifically, it 

analyzes the effects on the river’s free-flowing condition, its water quality, and the outstandingly 

remarkable values (Recreational, Fish and Wildlife, Scenic, Botanical, and Geologic). 

 

Proposed Activity 

 

Project 

 

This project proposal, which is designed to protect and enhance the values for which the Big Piney was 

designated, would stop an unusually high rate of erosion from occurring to a pasture located on the 

Northeast bank of the river.  The project would construct five rock vanes extending upstream toward 

the stream channel at an angle of 30 degrees.  The total excavation of the trenches is 4500 ft².  The 

vanes would deflect water that has been eroding the bank back into the main channel allowing the 

stream-bank to stabilize and re-vegetate.  The vanes would be embedded (keyed) into stable bank 

material.  Native rock (20 to 36 inches in diameter) would be used to construct the vanes.  Additionally, 

triangular “flood benches” would be constructed between the vanes using gravel obtained from the 

island that has developed in the middle of the stream, impacting 14,715 ft².  Nearby willows and 

sycamore saplings would be transplanted into the “flood benches” and around all edges of the rock 

vanes.   

 

These stabilization efforts would blend naturally into the surrounding environment and would in no way 

impede the flow of the stream.  Less than one acre of ground would be affected by this project.  If this 

project proposal is approved, it is anticipated that a 404 Permit (allowance for in-stream modification) 

would be needed from the Corps of Engineers prior to implementing any portion of the stabilization 

project.  The total impacted area is 19,215 ft² (0.44 acres).   

 

Location 

 

The proposed project is located in Township 12 North, Range 21 West, Section 20.  It is on Big Piney 

Creek north of the State Highway 123 bridge and just upstream of the confluence with Haw Creek, 

adjacent to one of the range allotments south of the Forest and Hurricane Wilderness. This section of 

the stream is designated as scenic as part of the wild and scenic river designation. 
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Purpose and Need 

 

In April 1992, Congress designated six Wild and Scenic Rivers on the Ozark National Forest (NF).  Shortly 

thereafter, the Big Piney Ranger District purchased the Gus Terry track (# 5983).  In October 1996, the 

Big Piney Creek Management Plan was approved.  Within that plan, various management activities could 

be considered for stream and riparian zone restoration. In addition, the Ozark-St. Francis National 

Forests (OSFNFs) Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (RLRMP) of 2005 allows for vegetative 

management to restore native vegetative communities and riparian ecosystems (MA 1.C) within the 

Wild and Scenic River Corridor.   

 

In July 1999, the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) released a study report 

(covering 18 months in 1997-98) that determined “stabilization of the unstable streambanks in Big Piney 

Watershed, increasing the quality and quantity of vegetative cover in the riparian zones, and controlling 

the factors causing the destabilization of the streambanks and the loss of vegetative cover in the 

riparian zones is also recommended”.   Pp. 72 (WQ-99-07-01)  

 

In 2003 the Forest Service became aware of a growing gravel bar, which is exacerbated by the historical 

land disturbances (pre-1993) caused by the adjacent and upstream land use next to the river and its 

tributaries releasing large quantities of gravel into the streambed.  These activities included clear-cutting 

and farming directly up to the steam banks on Big Piney Creek and its tributaries.  The stream bank de-

stabilization along this section of the stream is excessive and repairing it will provide a natural 

appearance over time for visitors to the Forest.  Stability is hampered by high flow rates, large quantities 

of gravel already in transport and effects of instability in upstream reaches that lack a riparian corridor.  

This, over time, has forced the stream to alter course, thereby causing an eroded cut bank section along 

the east side of Big Piney Creek 15 feet high and approx. 1,056 feet long.  A gravel island has formed 

directly out from the cut bank, in the middle of the stream.  The area has been monitored by the Forest 

Service since 2003.  The site continues to erode into the east bank removing material and vegetation 

during high flow.  This increases sediment in the river system and negatively affects the water quality. 

 

When first acquired in 1992, the section of cut bank still had a strip of woody vegetation and timber 

standing along the cut bank separating the pasture from the stream, but that has since been eroded 

away.  In 1998, the stream experienced a large storm.  In 2010, another storm event stripped away an 

electrical power pole.  The pole was replaced but is again in danger of washout.  This section of the 

stream-bank needs to be stabilized and woody vegetation established on it to help hold the soil in place 

lessening the current stream-bank loss.  This stabilization effort will restore part of a riparian buffer 

(approx. 30-100 feet) that has been lost.  These buffers stabilize the stream bank and provide a forested 

link between the late seral vegetation above and below the open land.  This stream bank erosion, which 

seems to be accelerating, could adversely affect the healthy aquatic warm water ecosystem, directly 

impacting Outstanding Remarkable Values, such as Recreational, Fish & Wildlife, Scenic, Botanical, and 

Geologic.  “Furthermore, addressing the streambank erosion problems and increasing the quality of the 

vegetative cover in the riparian zones along the eroded stream channels would help to reduce the 

turbidity in the streams“ Pp. 72 (WQ-99-07-01).  The reduction of sedimentation, which will in turn 

decrease turbidity, will improve habitat for aquatic species like smallmouth bass. 
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     May 1937 

 

 
Present Day View of the site, 2012 
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Recent Progression of the Stream bank Erosion: 
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Proposed Action 

 

This project will have a short-term, temporary effect on the scenic value due to the construction 

activities taking place in the channel.  The five rock vanes extending upstream would deflect water that 

has been eroding the bank, back into the main channel. This would re-establish the stream-bank and 

allow for re-vegetation to occur.  The vanes would be embedded (keyed) into stable bank material. 

Native rock (20 to 36 inches in diameter) would be used to construct the vanes.  Additionally, triangular 

“flood benches” would be constructed between the vanes using gravel obtained from the island that has 

developed in the middle of the stream.  Nearby willows and sycamore saplings would be transplanted 

into the “flood benches” and around all edges of the rock vanes.  These stabilization efforts would blend 

naturally into the surrounding environment and would in no way impede the flow of the stream.  

Archeological investigations will be conducted prior to the work, in consultation with the Arkansas State 

Historic Preservation Office and Native American Tribes. 

 

In an effort to minimize impacts, any work within the stream channel would take place in low-flow 

periods and erosion and sedimentation control measures will be implemented.  These will include: 

 Installation of silt barriers at the base of cuts where applicable. 

 Use only native or non-persistent non-native species when seeding soil disturbance activities. 

 Soil disturbance within SMZs will be treated erosion control measures within five days. 

 No more than five percent of the mineral soil within the SMZ will be exposed during ground 

disturbing activities. 

 

Where locally sourced rip-rap is used to mimic pre-construction river bed substrate for fisheries, it 

would be placed in a manner that does not narrow or confine floodplains or stream channels.  Before 

working in-stream, all heavy equipment or other machinery would be inspected for hydraulic or other 

leaks.  Leaking or faulty materials would be cleaned off and fixed prior to use. 

 

Based on mandatory implementation of erosion control measures and the limited scope and short 

duration of work involved, adverse effects resulting from the proposed management actions would be 

unlikely.  Implementation of the project will stabilize the channel, reducing impacts of flood events on 

the stream bank and channel.  This will include reducing sediment which will increase water quality 

within the stream. 

 

Analysis of Effects 

 

The stabilization efforts are being proposed to reduce the erosion occurring along the east bank that 

occurs every time the stream rises.  This section of the stream bank needs to be stabilized and woody 

vegetation established on it to hold the soil in place and to lessen the current stream bank loss.  This will 

keep the stream from meandering across the floodplain at an unnatural rate, causing negative impacts 

on resources as it eats away at the stream bank.  Stabilization will help retain the hydrologic function by 

retaining soil and influencing drainage patterns.  Based on mandatory implementation of erosion control 

measures and the limited scope and short duration of work involved, potential adverse effects resulting 
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from the proposed management actions would be of short duration and lead to positive effects for the 

stream. 

 

The only conditions that may be temporarily altered are visual, and will only occur during the low-flow 

periods when recreational activity on the river is at a minimum.  No adverse effects to the surrounding 

area are anticipated.  There will be no long-term changes to the upland areas for this section of the river 

and/or river corridor.  This project will be completed in accordance with the criteria outlined on pages 

38 and 39 of the Big Piney – Wild and Scenic River Management Plan in the stream bank stabilization 

section. 

 

Wild and Scenic Analysis 

 

Free-Flow 

 

Overall, there will be no long-term adverse effects off-site for this section of the WSR and/or river 

corridor/tributary.  In fact, the Fort Douglas Stream Bank Stabilization Project will return the channel to 

its natural course and not diminish the free flowing quality of the river.  Stabilization of the bank will 

keep long-term effects from developing by keeping the river from meandering across the floodplain, 

denuding the east bank of the pasture land.   

 

Time frame of project 

 

Implementation is planned to occur in FY 2014.  Construction will be short term, for no more than 120 

days of the typical low-flow periods.  Storm events could halt construction temporarily; however, the 

goal will be to finish construction as soon as possible.  Erosion control measures will be applied within 

30 days of completion of soil disturbing activities.  Small potential short term increases in sediment 

during construction would be of set by the reduction in sediment long-term from completing the 

project.  Long-term benefits to aquatic habitat, public access, and scenic quality would remain 

indefinitely.  Implementation of project during low-flow periods will minimize effects. 

 

Water Quality 

 

Planned activities will have some short-term direct effect on aesthetics and recreational users may 

suffer temporary inconveniences from the implementation of planned work. The proposal should 

improve water quality over the long term by decreasing the rate of erosion from lateral movement of 

the stream bank.  Implementation of the selected alternative will have no long-term negative effects or 

cumulative negative effects on water quality 

 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs) 

 

Five outstandingly remarkable values were identified in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for 

Big Piney Creek WSR Management Plan.  Those values are Recreational, Fish and Wildlife, Scenic, 

Botanical, and Geologic.  These outstanding values were the main criteria used to select Big Piney for 
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wild and scenic designation.  Other important values exist and will also be managed for through this 

plan.  No significant long-term or cumulative adverse effects on these scenic and recreation resources 

are anticipated.  

 

Recreational - Canoeing, camping, swimming, and fishing are the primary forms of recreation.  Big Piney 

is an extremely popular canoeing river with Class I to III rapids.  This river has several public access 

points along its length, which contribute to recreation use.  According to the Wild and Scenic Study 

Report and Final EIS for Ozark Rivers, which recommended Big Piney for designation:  "Long Pool 

recreation area is extremely popular with residents of local communities and is a popular canoe launch 

and take out location.  Big Piney Creek is a popular whitewater river with Class I to Class III rapids.  This 

river is one of the major smallmouth bass rivers in Arkansas". 

 

Fish and Wildlife - Big Piney is considered by the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission to be an 

outstanding sport fishing river.  Smallmouth Bass and Spotted Bass are the most sought after species. 

 

Scenic - Scenic values include highly varied and dissected terrain, with uneven sharp ridges and cliffs 

with significant relief.  Large unusual rock outcrops or formations and slopes less than 35 percent.  The 

river has distinct deep clear pools with reflective qualities, with waterfalls and rapids.  Bluff lines are 

evident along much of the river. 

 

Botanical - Botanical values are one of the five outstandingly remarkable values for which Big Piney was 

designated as a wild and scenic river.  Some plant species considered by the Arkansas Heritage 

Commission to be sensitive are located in the corridor.  One species, Alabama Snow Wreath, is currently 

under study for listing as a threatened and endangered species.  It is not located in the project area. 

 

The Waldo Mountain-Wainscott Bottoms Special Interest Area (SIA) is located in the corridor around 

Long Pool.  The diverse plant communities and plant species occur in this area because of a variety of 

moisture regimes, landforms, soils, and the past and present effects of man.  This special interest area 

borders alternate sides of the river for a 2 1/2 mile segment just above Long Pool Recreation Area. 

 

Geologic - The Mississippian and lowermost Pennsylvanian rock exposed near Limestone are very 

important to understanding the history of the southern margin of the Ozark platform.  The youngest 

Mississippian age rocks in North America as well as the southernmost exposure of Morrowan type rocks 

are located in this area.  These exposures create a structural window important in developing an 

understanding of the upper Mississippian and the basal Morrowan sequence.  Many of these features 

are exposed along Big Piney, and are of unique scenic and geologic value. 

 

Project Analyses versus Management Goals 

 

The Fort Douglas Stream Bank Stabilization Project is consistent with the 2005 Ozark-St. Francis National 

Forests Revised Land and Resource Management Plan Management Areas 1.C Designated Wild and 

Scenic Rivers and Management Area Standards pp. 2-35 to 2-39 and pp. 3-23 to 3-25.  In addition, this 
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proposed action is consistent with the October 1996 Big Piney Creek Wild and Scenic River Management 

Plan. 

 

Determination under Section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic River Act 

 

I have reviewed the description of effects that are anticipated by the Fort Douglas Stream Bank 

Stabilization Project on the Big Piney Creek WSR.  The proposed Fort Douglas Stream Bank Stabilization 

Project will not result in any direct and adverse effects to the values for which the river was added to 

the National Wild and Scenic River System. 

 

 

 

Recommended by: 

 

 

_____________________________Date_____________ 

Ozark-St. Francis Forest Supervisor 

 

 

 

 

Approved by: 

 

 

_____________________________Date_____________ 

Region 8 – Regional Forester  
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Attachment 1: 

 

   
Big Piney Creek – View from Long Pool Rec Area Big Piney Creek – Phillips Landing Area 

 

   
Big Piney Creek – Long Pool Rec Area   Big Piney Creek – Long Pool Canoe Launce 

 

   
Haw Creek Falls on nearby Haw Creek   OHT – Hurricane Wilderness (upstream) 
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Attachment 2: 

 

          
    Canoeist at Long Pool Rec Area  Treat Overlook above Long Pool Rec Area 
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Appendix D 

Big Piney Creek-Wild and Scenic River Plan 
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