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Chapter 1 – Introduction 
1.1 Project Overview 
A Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) is being conducted to study transportation improvements 
between Walnut Ridge in Arkansas and the Missouri State line. The Arkansas Department of Transportation 
(ARDOT) is providing direct oversight and management of the proposed project on behalf of the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA).  
 
The project is located in Clay, Greene, Lawrence, and Randolph counties in northeast Arkansas. Construction of 
the proposed project would complete the improvements of future Interstate 57 (I-57) within Arkansas. The 
project includes improvements to the United States Highway (Hwy.) 67 corridor in northeastern Arkansas 
between the Hwy. 67/Hwy. 412 interchange in Walnut Ridge, Arkansas and the Missouri State line. The purpose 
of the project is to enhance connectivity and continuity of the National Highway System, provide a more 
resilient roadway, and provide for increased opportunity for economic development in northeast Arkansas.  
 
The proposed project is needed to address a deficiency in the National Highway System in northeast Arkansas. 
The project is needed because there is a gap in the system linkage which diminishes connectivity and mobility 
of the National Highway System. Construction of the action alternative would complete the improvements of 
Future I-57 within Arkansas. Additionally, there is a lack of reliable transportation infrastructure to support 
economic development and a need to enhance resiliency to extreme weather events along the route. 
Furthermore, legislation designated this route as future Interstate Route 57. The project needs and supporting 
information are discussed further in Chapter 1 of the FEIS. 
 
1.2 Project Alternatives 
As shown in Figure 1, two main line alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) ranging from 39.2 to 41.3 miles in 
length and three Missouri connector alternatives (Alternatives A, B, and C) ranging from 2.3 to 2.8 miles in 
length are being evaluated for the project. Alternatives 2 and 3 begin at the Hwy. 67/Hwy. 412 interchange in 
Walnut Ridge, Arkansas and both terminate approximately just south of the Missouri state line. Missouri 
connector Alternatives A, B, and C begin at the terminal ends of Alternatives 2 and 3, extend northward, and 
terminate at Hwy. 67. The northern-most 0.5-mile of Alternative B occurs along existing Hwy. 67 while the rest 
of Alternative B and the vast majority of the other alternatives would be on new alignment. 
 
The proposed roadway for all action alternatives would be a four-lane divided highway with a depressed grass 
median and an approximately 400-foot-wide right of way (ROW). As shown in Figure 2, the typical section 
would consist of four 12-foot-wide lanes, 10-foot-wide paved outside shoulders, 6-foot-wide paved inside 
shoulders, a 48-foot grass median, a 30-foot clear zone at 6:1, and a 3:1 slope outside the clear zone. The 
footprints of Alternatives A and C also include a 0.29-mile and 0.17-mile section, respectively, of County 
Road 278 to accommodate a temporary, four-lane roadway that would tie each alternative back to Hwy. 67. 
The four-lane section to Hwy. 67 would be an interim condition that would be replaced with the proposed 
interchange connecting to MoDOT’s proposed future corridor. The interim sections of Alternatives A and C that 
are along County Road 278, would be a four-lane highway with an approximately 170-foot and 165-foot wide 
ROW, respectively (Figure 2). 
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Figure 1:  Future I-57 Action Alternatives 
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A No Action Alternative is also evaluated in the FEIS document. The No Action Alternative would not involve 
improvements to Hwy. 67 or to construction of an interstate route on new location. The No Action Alternative 
would not result in changes to any visual resources of the natural, cultural, or project environments. No impact 
on the ability of the affected population to view visual resources is anticipated. Visual quality would, therefore, 
not be altered by the No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative would have no adverse impacts on visual 
quality, nor would it create any opportunities to enhance visual quality within the project footprint. No 
mitigation is necessary. Therefore, only the action alternatives are discussed for potential impacts within the 
remainder of this memorandum. 
 
Details regarding each project alternative and supporting information are provided in the FEIS document. 
 
1.3 Purpose of this Memorandum 

The purpose of this Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) Memorandum is to evaluate potential visual impacts 
associated with the Walnut Ridge – Missouri State Line (Future I-57) project. The VIA was prepared using 
guidance outlined in the Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects published by the 
FHWA in January 2015.  
 
The visual impacts described are associated with Alternatives 2, 3, A, B, and C.  
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Chapter 2 – Scoping and Methodology 
2.1 Definitions Based on Regulatory Guidance 
Visual resource and VIA definitions for the concepts and terms used in the remainder of this memo are 
described below. 
 
The FHWA guidelines recognize three types of visual resources: 

• Project visual resources include the existing highway’s geometrics, structures, and fixtures and those 
that will be placed in the environment as part of the proposed project. For projects located on new 
alignment, no existing project visual resources would be present. 

• Cultural visual resources include manmade elements such as roadways, embankments, bridges, and 
buildings.  

• Natural visual resources include landforms and land cover such as trees, vegetation, and water. 
Farmland is also considered a natural visual resource. 

 
The overall composition of visual resources helps determine the visual character of a scene or landscape. For 
highway project assessment purposes, visual resources and character are considered from the perspective of 
two types of proposed project viewers: 

1. The view of the project as seen from the surrounding community (neighbors). Neighbors include 
residents and business occupants. This would be neighbors’ views looking toward the proposed road. 

2. The view from the project as seen by motorists (travelers). Travelers include users of the project 
corridor and adjacent roadways. This would be travelers’ views looking from the proposed road. 

 
Neighbors are often classified by land use type and the standard visual preferences of each particular group 
have been described by FHWA’s VIA Guidelines for Highway Projects as follows: 

• Residential Neighbors - Residential neighbors live within viewing distance of the proposed roadway. 
Residential neighbors’ visual preferences tend toward a desire to maintain the existing landscape as it 
is—they settled where they are for a reason, including how their neighborhood looks. They are not 
very interested in change, even change that purports to improve the quality of their lives, unless they 
participated in defining the changes. Depending on their location, residential neighbors are often 
interested in cultural order and natural harmony, with less emphasis on project coherence unless it 
impacts their ability to appreciate the other two aspects of visual quality. 

• Institutional Neighbors - Institutional neighbors provide or receive social services to the community 
and include a variety of institutions such as schools, hospitals, and churches. Institutional neighbors 
often want to express a public face to travelers adjacent to their facilities for a variety of reasons. The 
presentation of their buildings and grounds is critical to the impression they are trying to convey, and 
they often prefer to maintain or improve these impressions or to extend the duration of the views of 
their buildings and grounds to travelers. Orientation and wayfinding are also critical issues, requiring 
coordination between transportation and institutional officials. Institutional neighbors are primarily 
interested in cultural order but, depending on location, they may have equal interest in natural 
harmony. Project coherence can be critical. 

• Retail Neighbors - Retail neighbors are merchants that sell goods and services to the public, or 
shoppers that buy the goods and services. Merchants prefer heightened visibility, free of competing 
visual intrusions. Shoppers prefer visual clarity to guide them to their destination. Retail neighbors are 
dependent on good project coherence and although an interest in cultural order would typically 
dominate, some merchants use natural harmony as a method for attracting shoppers.  

• Commercial Neighbors - Commercial neighbors include those who occupy or use office buildings, 
warehouses, and other commercial structures. The visual preferences of commercial interests vary 
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depending on the business. Those with many visitors and customers mimic the visual preferences of 
retail neighbors. Others are more inclined to align themselves with the visual preferences of 
institutional neighbors. Some commercial development use natural harmony as a method for 
attracting and keeping tenants. 

• Agricultural Neighbors - Agricultural neighbors are farmers of crops or herd animals. Agricultural 
neighbors regard cultural order and natural harmony as critical components of the landscape. They 
are less interested in project coherence. 

 
Visual resource changes are assessed by considering the compatibility and/or contrast of the proposed projects 
with the visual character of existing environments. Viewer responses to these changes are predicted by 
considering both exposure and sensitivity. 
 
Viewer exposure considers the physical limits of the views and the number and type of viewers. Viewer 
sensitivity considers the expectations of viewers based on existing environments and the extent to which 
various visual resources may be important to them. 
 
Visual quality is a value placed on visual resources by viewers. The predicted viewer response to changes in 
the existing landscape are used to determine visual quality impacts. Potential impacts may be identified as 
neutral, adverse, or beneficial and described in the following terms: 

• Extent – Are the effects site-specific, local, or even regional? 
• Duration – Are the effects temporary or permanent, or short-term or long-term? 
• Scale – Are the effects negligible, minor, moderate, or major? 

 
Potential impact durations are defined below. 

• Short-term – during construction. 
• Short/medium-term – 1 to 5 years while new vegetation becomes established after construction. 
• Medium/long-term – 5 to 15 years after construction when new vegetation would be effective 

mitigation. 
• Long-term (permanent) – Over 15 years. 

 
Potential impact scales are defined below. 

• Negligible:  Changes would be non-detectable or, if detected, effects would be slight and local.  Impacts 
would not require mitigation. 

• Minor:  Changes would be noticeable, although the changes would be small and localized. Conventional 
mitigation measures may be necessary to reduce potential effects. 

• Moderate:  Changes would be noticeable and have localized and potentially regional scale impacts; 
historical conditions would be altered. Conventional mitigation measures may be necessary to reduce 
potential effects. 

• Major:  Changes would be noticeable and would have substantial consequences on a local and/or 
regional level. Mitigation measures to offset the effects would be required to reduce impacts, although 
long-term changes to the resource would be possible. 

 
2.2 VIA Scoping Questionnaire 
Following FHWA guidelines on Visual Impact Assessments, the VIA Scoping Questionnaire was completed in 
order to determine the appropriate level of the VIA documentation. A complete copy of this questionnaire is 
provided below. The response to each question has a corresponding value between 0 and 3, resulting in an 
overall score between 6 and 30. This questionnaire was completed for the Future I-57 project and resulted in 
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an overall score of 14. Consistent with FHWA guidelines, a score of 10 to 14 recommends the preparation of a 
brief visual impact assessment in memo format. This memo follows the recommended level of assessment. 
 
Environmental Compatibility 
1. Will the project result in a noticeable change in the physical characteristics of the existing environment? 

(Consider all project components and construction impacts - both permanent and temporary, 
including landform changes, structures, noise barriers, vegetation removal, railing, signage, and 
contractor activities.) 

 
 

2. Will the project complement or contrast with the visual character desired by the community? (Evaluate 
the scale and extent of the project features compared to the surrounding scale of the community. Is 
the project likely to give an urban appearance to an existing rural or suburban community? Do you 
anticipate that the change will be viewed by the public as positive or negative? Research planning 
documents or talk with local planners and community representatives to understand the type of 
visual environment local residents envision for their community.) 

 
 

 

3. What level of local concern is there for the types of project features (e.g., bridge structures, large 
excavations, sound barriers, or median planting removal) and construction impacts that are proposed? 
(Certain project improvements can be of special interest to local citizens, causing a heightened level 
of public concern, and requiring a more focused visual analysis.) 

 

4. Is it anticipated that to mitigate visual impacts, it may be necessary to develop extensive or novel 
mitigation strategies to avoid, minimize, or compensate for adverse impacts or will using conventional 
mitigation strategies, such as landscape or architectural treatment adequately mitigate adverse visual 
impacts? 

 
 

☐ High level of permanent change (3) ☒ Moderate level of permanent change (2) 

☐ Low level of permanent or temporary change 
(1) 

☐ No Noticeable Change (0) 

☐ Low Compatibility (3) ☒ Moderate Compatibility (2) 
☐ High compatibility (1)   

☐ High concern (3) ☐ Moderate concern (2) 
☐ Low concern (1) ☒ Negligible Project Features (0) 
    

☐ Extensive Non-Conventional Mitigation Likely 
(3) 

☐ Some non-conventional Mitigation Likely (2) 

☐ Only Conventional Mitigation Likely (1) ☒ No Mitigation Likely (0) 
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5. Will this project, when seen collectively with other projects, result in an aggregate adverse change 
(cumulative impacts) in overall visual quality or character? (Identify any projects [both state and local] 
in the area that have been constructed in recent years and those currently planned for future 
construction. The window of time and the extent of area applicable to possible cumulative impacts 
should be based on a reasonable anticipation of the viewing public's perception.) 

 
☐ Cumulative Impacts likely: 0-5 years (3) ☐ Cumulative Impacts likely: 6-10 years (2) 
☒ Cumulative Impacts unlikely (1)   
 
Viewer Sensitivity 
1. What is the potential that the project proposal may be controversial within the community, or opposed 

by any organized group? (This can be researched initially by talking with the state DOT and local 
agency management and staff familiar with the affected community’s sentiments as evidenced by past 
projects and/or current information.) 

 
 
 
 

2. How sensitive are potential viewer-groups likely to be regarding visible changes proposed by the project? 
(Consider among other factors the number of viewers within the group, probable viewer expectations, 
activities, viewing duration, and orientation. The expected viewer sensitivity level may be scoped by 
applying professional judgment, and by soliciting information from other DOT staff, local agencies and 
community representatives familiar with the affected community’s sentiments and demonstrated 
concerns.) 

 
 
 
 

3. To what degree does the project’s aesthetic approach appear to be consistent with applicable laws, 
ordinances, regulations, policies or standards? 

 
 
 
 

4. Are permits going to be required by outside regulatory agencies (i.e., Federal, State, or local)? (Permit 
requirements can have an unintended consequence on the visual environment. Anticipated permits, 
as well as specific permit requirements - which are defined by the permitter, may be determined by 
talking with the project environmental planner and project engineer. Note: coordinate with the state 
DOT representative responsible for obtaining the permit prior to communicating directly with any 
permitting agency. Permits that may benefit from additional analysis include permits that may result 
in visible built features, such as infiltration basins or devices under a storm water permit or a retaining 
wall for wetland avoidance or permits for work in sensitive areas such as coastal development 
permits or on Federal lands, such as impacts to Wild and Scenic Rivers.) 

 
 
 
 

☐ High Potential (3) ☒ Moderate Potential (2) 
☐ Low Potential (1) ☐ No Potential (0) 

☐ High Sensitivity (3) ☐ Moderate Sensitivity (2) 
☒ Low Sensitivity (1)   

☐ Low Compatibility (3) ☐ Moderate Compatibility (2) 
☒ High compatibility (1)   

☒ Yes (3) ☐ Maybe (2) 
☐ No (1)   
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5. Will the project sponsor or public benefit from a more detailed visual analysis in order to help reach 
consensus on a course of action to address potential visual impacts? (Consider the proposed project 
features, possible visual impacts, and probable mitigation recommendations.) 

 
 
 
 

Total Project Score:  14 
 
Determining the Level of Visual Impact Assessment 
Totaling the scores for the 10 questions above results in a sum ranging from 6 to 30. The total score of the 
answers for the Future I-57 project was 14. Per FHWA guidance, the total score from the questionnaire is used 
as an indicator of the appropriate level of VIA documentation necessary to address visual issues. Projects 
generating a questionnaire score between 10 and 14 are recommended to prepare a VIA Memorandum 
addressing minor visual issues that indicates the nature of the limited impacts and any necessary mitigation 
strategies that should be implemented. 
 
Preparation of a VIA Memorandum is consistent with the project teams’ professional judgments. Due to the 
rural nature of the region, the project has relatively few neighbors and travelers. Additionally, during the public 
involvement meet held from August 13-September 2, 2020, no concerns related to visual impacts, visual 
quality, or visual resources were expressed and approximately 90% of the respondents believe the project is 
needed. However, some individuals in Corning have voiced opposition against Alternative 3 based on economic 
concerns. 
 
2.3 Data Collection and Impact Assessment 
Aerial photography and street views (albeit at limited availability) of the alternative alignments were initially 
used to become familiar with the project landscape and identify viewers that may be affected by the proposed 
project. Topographic maps and land cover data were also inspected to provide a detailed understanding of 
landforms, water bodies, recreational areas, land use, and roadways within the project area.  
 
The project’s viewshed was confirmed through the field visit conducted on March 1-4, 2021. The typical 
viewshed of each alternative extends, if unobstructed, up to a quarter mile as most features within these extents 
were visible due to no large elevation differences. The field visit also allowed visualization of the project 
landscape and further assessment of visual impacts. Each action alternative was visually inspected, and 
photographs of the visual resources and neighbors were taken. Residential and commercial properties that 
would require relocation as a result of the proposed project are not considered in this VIA. 

☐ Yes (3) ☒ Maybe (2) 
☐ No (1)   
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Chapter 3 – Visual Impact Assessment 
3.1 Existing Visual Character 
The project’s area of visual effect (AVE) occurs within a flat, rural landscape in northeast Arkansas. Extensive 
agricultural practices throughout the region have created a patchwork-like and largely homogenous landscape 
bisected by a few long and linear cultural resources such as transportation infrastructure and a railroad. 
Elevations range from approximately 253 to 299 feet above mean sea level. Long distance views are uncommon 
due to a combination of elevation uniformity and the screening effect of wooded areas located along riparian 
zones and transportation features. Few native natural areas exist, although the large river in the area (Black 
River) acts as a vegetated deciduous corridor located between Alternatives 2 and 3. Other narrow wooded 
riparian zones are present within the project area as well. These wooded areas consist primarily of bottomland 
hardwood forest and are dense at some locations. The landscape through which the proposed improvements 
occur is considered representative, or typical, of what occurs across the region, and is therefore not considered 
to be aesthetically or visually unique. There are no officially designated scenic areas or visually sensitive 
resources in the project area. The typical viewshed of each alternative extended up to a quarter mile as most 
features within these extents were visible if unobstructed. The existing visual character of each alternative was 
assessed within these typical limits of sight. The existing visual character of each alternative is described below 
and includes photographs showing key views of travelers and neighbors.  
 
Alternative 2 
Alternative 2 extends approximately 39.2 miles from Walnut Ridge northeast to the Missouri state line. As 
Alternative 2 would construct an entirely new roadway on new location, no project visual resources currently 
exist. 
 
Cultural visual resources that would be visible by travelers along the Alternative 2 corridor include existing 
structures (residential and commercial buildings, grain bins/silos, and barns), six cemeteries, the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), and other linear transportation features such as local roads and county roads throughout the 
project area. Additionally, Alternative 2’s starting point in Walnut Ridge includes the Hwy. 67/Hwy. 412 
interchange (Figure 3). Alternative 2 also crosses existing Hwy. 67 west of and north of Corning (see Figure 4 
for the northern crossing and Figure 5 for the western crossing). 
 

Appendix E:  Page 12 of 27



 
 
 

Chapter 3 
Visual Impact Assessment 

 11 

Future I-57 FEIS:  Visual Impact Assessment Memorandum 

Figure 3:  Existing Hwy. 67 at the Hwy. 67/Hwy. 412 Interchange at Start of Alternatives 2 and 3 

 
 
 
 

Figure 4:  Residential Area North of Corning where Alternatives 2 and 3 Cross Hwy. 67 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

View of the existing Hwy. 67 at the Hwy. 67/Hwy. 412 interchange. Photograph 1 was taken below the Hwy. 412 
overpass at the beginning point of Alternatives 2 and 3; facing northeast. Photograph 1 also shows a lane of Hwy. 
67 that is currently closed but would be extended by the proposed project. The Hwy. 67 southbound ramp is 
located nearby but not visible in the photograph. Photograph 2 was taken between the Hwy. 67 northbound ramp 
from Hwy. 67 and the Hwy. 67 northbound on ramp from Hwy. 412. This photograph shows the view a future 
traveler would have when facing east along the alignment of Alternative 2 or 3. 

1. 2. 

Closed Lane of 
Hwy. 67 

Hwy. 412 
Overpass 

Hwy. 67 Northbound 
Ramp (from Hwy. 67) 

Hwy. 67 Northbound On 
Ramp (from Hwy. 412) 

Photograph 3 shows the view from a potential Alternative 2 and 3 traveler of the existing agricultural field that is 
located on the west side of Hwy. 67. Alternatives 2 and 3 would cross this field. Photograph 4, which was taken facing 
northeast along the proposed alignment of Alternatives 2 and 3, shows the view from a potential Alternative 2 and 3 
traveler of typical low-density residential areas that are scattered along Hwy. 67. The homes visible in the photograph 
would be relocated by the proposed project. Alternatives 2 and 3 would construct an interchange at this location. 
 

3. 4. Hwy. 67 
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Neighboring structures along the proposed Alternative 2 route would afford partial or complete views of the 
proposed roadway and in turn would be visible to travelers. It is estimated that the Alternative 2 may be at 
least partially visible to approximately 63 residential neighbors, four commercial neighbors, 12 farming 
operations, and from six cemeteries. Dunn Cemetery is located 3.1 miles southwest of Biggers off Windmill 
Road and is approximately 0.17 mile from Alternative 2’s alignment. Hite Cemetery is located 2.4 miles 
southwest of Biggers, adjacent to the east side of Hite Road, and is approximately a 0.09-mile from the 
Alternative 2 interchange at Windmill Road. Luttrell Cemetery is located 1.4 miles south-southeast of Biggers, 
0.23 mile east of Hite Road, and is estimated to be approximately 0.10 mile from Alternative 2’s alignment. 
Lawnbird Cemetery is located 1.3 miles southeast of Biggers, 0.09 mile west of an unnamed dirt road, and is 
approximately 0.13 mile from Alternative 2’s alignment. Old Reyno Cemetery is located 2.2 miles south-
southwest of Reyno, 130 feet east of Duck Levee Road, and is approximately 0.17 mile from the Alternative 2 
interchange at Duck Levee Road. Williams Cemetery, which is also within Alternative 3’s viewshed, is located 
on CR 152 and is approximately 0.16 mile from Alternative 2 and 3’s alignments (Figure 6).  
 
All residential neighbors are single-family homes, with rural structures scattered through the AVE associated 
with the surrounding agricultural fields. Many of the residences appear orderly and feature trees, grassy lawns, 
and other conventional landscaping elements. However, most of these rural residences also have multiple 
adjacent or nearby outbuildings such as barns, grain bins, or sheds. Some of the farming operations within the 
AVE appear disorderly due to their multiple outbuildings and scattered equipment. Existing infrastructure, 
much of which are unpaved county roads, lacks curbs and gutters and sidewalks, and may be perceived as 
disorderly. 
 
Natural visual resources that would be visible by travelers along the Alternative 2 corridor primarily include 
farmland. As wooded areas are relatively sparse within the project area, the vast expanses of agricultural fields 
would afford often complete views of the proposed roadway and in turn would be visible to travelers. While 
individual farmstead views would be considered harmonious, the extreme uniformity and repetitiousness of 

Figure 6:  Williams Cemetery Located West of 
Alternatives 2 and 3 

View from intersection of CR 152 and the proposed 
alignment of Alternatives 2 and 3 (i.e., future travelers’ 
views). Photograph taken facing west using a 
telephoto lens with Williams Cemetery in the 
background. 

6. 

Figure 5:  Commercial Area West of Corning where 
Alternatives 2 and 3 Cross Hwy. 67 

5. 

Hwy. 67 

View from the south side of Hwy. 67 facing west 
toward a commercial property on the north side of 
Hwy. 67 and surrounding agricultural fields. This is a 
potential traveler’s view from Alternatives 2 and 3. 
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land use conveys an inharmonious element to the scene. The Black River Wildlife Management Area (WMA) is 
approximately 400 feet from Alternative 2 at its closest location. This WMA represents a natural visual resource 
and portions of the WMA are within the viewshed of Alternative 2. However, there are no building structures, 
public gathering areas, or other recreational establishments within the visible portions of the Black River WMA. 
One large perennial river, the Black River, lined with forested wetlands and floodplains is also present within 
the AVE. Alternative 2 would cross the Black River on new location east of Pocahontas; visual impacts are 
provided in the following section. Several other small watercourses are present in the AVE, but many are not 
visible simply because there are no neighbors present. A few stock ponds, small patches of wooded areas, and 
agricultural ditches are also present throughout the AVE. The foreground of Photograph 9 below shows a 
typical agricultural ditch within the AVE. The overall existing character of Alternative 2 is depicted in Figures 
3-8, which show photographs of representative, existing views along the Alternative 2 alignment. 
 

Figure 7:  Rural Residential Area NE of Walnut Ridge within Alternative 2 Corridor 

 
 

Photograph 7 shows the view from a potential 
Alternative 2 traveler of an existing residential property. 
Photograph taken facing north. Photograph 8 shows the 
existing view of Hwy. 34 as seen by the residential 
property in photograph 7 when looking southwest. 
Alternative 2 would cross this roadway. Photograph 9 
shows the view from a potential Alternative 2 traveler of 
surrounding agricultural fields. Photograph taken facing 
north. 

7. 8. 

9. 
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Figure 8:  Rural Farmstead in Clay County within Alternative 2 Corridor 

 
 
Alternative 3 
Alternative 3 extends approximately 40.5 miles from Walnut Ridge northeast to the Missouri state line. As 
Alternative 3 would construct an entirely new roadway on new location, no project visual resources currently 
exist. 
 
Cultural visual resources that would be visible by travelers along the Alternative 3 corridor include existing 
structures (residential buildings, grain bins/silos, and barns), two cemeteries, the UPRR, and other linear 
transportation features such as local roads and county roads throughout the project area. Additionally, 
Alternative 3’s starting point in Walnut Ridge includes the Hwy. 67/Hwy. 412 interchange (Figure 3). 
Alternative 3 also crosses existing Hwy. 67 west of and north of Corning (see Figure 4 for the northern crossing 
and Figure 5 for the western crossing). Neighboring structures would afford partial or complete views of the 
proposed roadway and in turn would be visible to travelers. It is estimated that Alternative 3 may be at least 
partially visible to approximately 79 residential neighbors, five commercial neighbors, nine farming 
operations, and from three cemeteries. Alternative 3 would be located adjacent to Bond Cemetery, which is 
shown in Figure 9, but would be separated by CR 250. Gilchrist Cemetery is located east of Knobel, 
approximately a 0.15-mile southwest of the intersection of Hwy. 90 and CR 227, and would be located within a 
proposed interchange. Williams Cemetery, which is also within Alternative 2’s viewshed, is located on CR 152 
and is approximately 0.16 mile from Alternative 2 and 3’s alignments (Figure 6).  

Photograph 10, taken facing west, shows view from a 
potential Alternative 2 traveler of an existing farming 
operation.  Photograph 11 shows the existing view of the 
field south of the farming operation, as seen by the 
farming operation in photograph 10. Alternative 2 would 
cross this field.  Photograph 12 shows view from a 
potential Alternative 2 traveler of surrounding 
agricultural fields. Photograph taken facing northeast 
along proposed Alternative 2 alignment. 

10. 11. 

12. 

Appendix E:  Page 16 of 27



 
 
 

Chapter 3 
Visual Impact Assessment 

 15 

Future I-57 FEIS:  Visual Impact Assessment Memorandum 

 
 
All residential neighbors are single-family homes, with rural structures scattered through the AVE associated 
with the surrounding agricultural fields. Many of the residences appear orderly and feature trees, grassy lawns, 
and other conventional landscaping elements. However, most of these rural residences also have multiple 
adjacent or nearby outbuildings such as barns, grain bins, or sheds. Some of the farming operations within the 
AVE appear disorderly due to their multiple outbuildings and scattered equipment. Existing infrastructure, 
much of which are unpaved county roads, lacks curbs and gutters and sidewalks, and may be perceived as 
disorderly. 
 
Natural visual resources that would be visible by travelers along the Alternative 3 corridor primarily include 
farmland. As wooded areas are relatively sparse within the project area, the vast expanses of agricultural fields 
would afford often complete views of the proposed roadway and in turn would be visible to travelers. While 
individual farmstead views would be considered harmonious, the extreme uniformity and repetitiousness of 
land use conveys an inharmonious element to the scene. One large perennial river, the Black River, narrowly 
lined with forested wetlands is also present within the AVE. Alternative 3 would cross the Black River on new 
location south of Corning; visual impacts are provided in the following section. Several other small 
watercourses are present in the AVE, but many are not visible simply because there are no neighbors present. 
A few stock ponds, small patches of wooded areas, and agricultural ditches are also present throughout the 
AVE. 
 
The overall existing character of Alternative 3 is also depicted in Figures 10-12, which show photographs of 
representative, existing views along the Alternative 3 alignment. 
 

Figure 9:  Bond Cemetery Located East of 
Alternative 3 

View of Bond Cemetery facing north on CR 250 
(potential Alternative 3 travelers’ views). Alternative 3 
would be located to the west of this cemetery and run 
parallel to CR 250. 

13. 
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Figure 10:  Rural Residential Area NE of Walnut Ridge within Alternative 3 Corridor 

Photograph 14, taken facing west, shows the view from a potential Alternative 3 traveler of existing residential 
properties along Hwy. 231. Photograph 15 shows the view from a potential Alternative 3 traveler of surrounding 
agricultural fields and residential properties. Photograph taken from Hwy. 231 facing southwest along proposed 
Alternative 3 alignment. Photograph 15 also shows the existing view of the agricultural field, as seen by 
surrounding residential properties. 

14. 15. 

Figure 11:  Rural Residential Areas South of Knobel where Alternative 3 Crosses CR 216 & CR 222 

Photograph 16, taken facing south, shows the view from a potential Alternative 3 traveler of surrounding 
agricultural fields and adjacent agricultural ditch along CR 216. Photograph 17, taken facing south, shows the view 
from a potential Alternative 3 traveler of an existing residence on CR 222. Alternative 3 would nearly 
perpendicularly cross both CR 216 and CR 222. 

16. 17. 
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Alternative A 
Alternative A extends north-northwest approximately 2.5 miles from the terminal ends of Alternatives 2 and 3 
to the west side of Hwy. 67. As the proposed four-lane highway for Alternative A would construct an entirely 
new roadway on new location, no project visual resources currently exist. 
 
Cultural visual resources that would be visible by travelers along Alternative A include existing structures such 
as residential and commercial buildings, barns, and two institutional neighbors, a church located east of 
Hwy. 67 and the Arkansas Information Center located west of Hwy. 67. These institutional neighbors are 
surrounding by large parking lots (the church’s is unpaved), but also feature some trees and grasses. The 
information center also has some conventional landscaping elements adjacent to the building and covered 
public-use pavilions. Alternative A may be at least partially visible to approximately 31 residential neighbors 
and six commercial neighbors (including a church and travel center). Other cultural visual resources include 
linear transportation features such as local county roads, driveways, and Hwy. 67. Future travelers along 
Alternative A would be afforded views of a portion of existing Hwy. 67 at the location where Alternative A 
crosses Hwy. 67. Many of the residential neighbors visible from Alternative A are located along Hwy. 67. All 
residential neighbors in the AVE are single-family homes. Most of the residences appear orderly and feature 
trees, grassy lawns, and other conventional landscaping elements. Additionally, most have multiple adjacent or 
nearby outbuildings such as barns or sheds. Besides Hwy. 67, existing infrastructure consists of unpaved 
county roads that lack curbs and gutters, shoulders, and sidewalks, and may be perceived as disorderly.  
 
Natural visual resources that would be visible by travelers along the Alternative A corridor primarily include 
farmland. As wooded areas are relatively sparse within the project area, the vast expanses of agricultural fields 
would afford complete views of the proposed roadway and in turn would be visible to travelers. Small patches 
of wooded areas and agricultural ditches are also present along the Alternative A corridor. 
 
The overall existing character of Alternative A is depicted in Figures 13-17, which show photographs of 
representative, existing views along the Alternative A alignment. 
 

Photograph 18, taken facing northeast, shows the view from a potential Alternative 3 traveler of an existing 
residential property. Photograph 19 shows the existing view of the agricultural field and the UPRR seen by the 
residential property in photograph 8 when looking west. This photograph also represents the view from a potential 
Alternative 3 traveler when looking west. Alternative 3 would be located within this field and run parallel to the 
UPRR. 

18. 19. 

Figure 12:  Rural Residential Areas Northeast of Knobel within Alternative 3 Corridor 
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Figure 14:  Rural Residential Areas within Alternative A and Alternative B Viewsheds 

Photograph 20, taken facing east, shows the view from 
a potential Alternative A or B traveler of an existing 
residential property located on CR 154. Photograph 21 
shows the agricultural field seen by the residential 
property in photograph 20 when looking south. This 
photograph also represents the view as seen from a 
potential Alternative A or B traveler. Photograph 22, 
taken facing south, shows the view from a potential 
Alternative A or B traveler of an agricultural field 
located south of State Line Road (CR 278). 

20. 21. 

22. 

Figure 13:  Visual Resources Visible by Alternative A (1 of 2) 

Photograph 23, taken facing southwest, shows the view from a potential Alternative A traveler of the Arkansas 
Information Center located on the west side of Hwy. 67. Photograph 24 shows the existing view of Hwy. 67 as seen 
by Hwy. 67 travelers and as seen from the Arkansas Information Center looking northeast. This photograph also 
shows the location where Alternative A would perpendicularly cross Hwy. 67. 

23. 24. 
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Figure 15:  Visual Resources Visible by Alternative A (2 of 2) 

 
 

 

Figure 16:  Visual Resources Visible by Alternatives A, B, and C (1 of 2) 

 
 

Photograph 25, taken facing east, shows view from an existing Hwy. 67 traveler and a potential Alternative A 
traveler of a residential property located along Hwy. 67. Photograph 26 shows the existing view of Hwy. 67 as seen 
by existing and potential travelers looking south. This photograph also shows existing views of the roadway as seen 
by residential neighbors. Photograph 26 also shows the location where Alternative A would perpendicularly cross 
Hwy. 67. 

25. 26. 

Photograph 27, taken facing east, shows view from an existing CR 155 traveler and a potential Alternative C traveler 
of a farming operation. This facility would be relocated by Alternatives A and B. Photograph 28 shows the existing 
view of an agricultural field as seen by existing CR 155 travelers and potential Alternative A, B, and C travelers 
looking southwest. 

27. 28. 
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Figure 17:  Visual Resources Visible by Alternatives A, B, and C (2 of 2) 

 
 

Alternative B 
Alternative B begins at the terminal end of Alternatives 2 and 3, extends northeast on new alignment for 1.8 
miles, then extends north along Hwy. 67 for 0.5 mile to the Missouri state line. Alternative B would widen 
existing Hwy. 67 for 0.5 mile. Existing project visual resources within the Alternative B corridor consist of Hwy. 
67, which typically has two 12-foot-wide lanes, 8-foot-wide paved shoulders, and a 100-foot-wide ROW on 
average. Many of the structural elements visible along Hwy. 67 are gray, tan, or brown in color and would be 
considered coherent with their surroundings. These project visual resources are comprised of galvanized metal 
(signage), concrete (roadway), or wood (utility poles). 
 
Cultural visual resources that would be visible by travelers along the Alternative B corridor include existing 
structures (residential and retail), driveways, and other linear transportation features such as local crossroads. 
Some neighboring structures afford partial or complete views of existing Hwy. 67 and are in turn visible to 
existing Hwy. 67 travelers. The residential neighbors in the AVE are single-family homes primarily clustered 
along Hwy. 67 and some appear to be associated with the surrounding agricultural fields. Most of the residences 
feature trees, grassy lawns, and other conventional landscaping elements, but also have adjacent or nearby 
outbuildings such as barns and/or sheds. While some residential neighbors are perceived as orderly, others 
appear disorderly due to their differing styles and sizes, outbuildings, and because of their sporadic placements. 
Once constructed, Alternative B may be at least partially visible to approximately 25 residential neighbors and 
one retail neighbor. The retail property (a fruit stand) lacks an architecturally uniform appearance and has no 
landscaping. Existing infrastructure within Alternative B’s AVE, which includes Hwy. 67, typically lacks curbs 
and gutters and sidewalks, and may be perceived as disorderly.  
 
Natural visual resources that would be visible by travelers along the Alternative B corridor primarily include 
farmland located immediately adjacent to Hwy. 67 or behind the residential properties. As wooded areas are 
relatively sparse within the project area, the vast expanses of agricultural fields would afford often complete 
views of the proposed roadway and in turn would be visible to travelers. Small patches of wooded areas, 
agricultural ditches, and a small pond are also present along the Alternative B corridor. 
 
The overall existing character of Alternative B is depicted in Figure 14, Figure 16, and Figure 17, which show 
photographs of representative, existing views along the Alternative B alignment. 

Photograph 29, taken facing southeast, shows view from an existing CR 154 traveler and a potential Alternative A, 
B, or C traveler of a residential parcel. Alternatives A and B would be located within the field shown in the 
foreground. Photograph 30, taken facing northeast, shows the existing view of a field and homestead in the 
distance as seen by existing CR 154 travelers and potential Alternative B or C travelers. 

29. 30. 
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Alternative C 
Alternative C extends northeast approximately 2.8 miles from the terminal ends of Alternatives 2 and 3 to the 
east side of Hwy. 67. As the proposed four-lane highway for Alternative C would construct an entirely new 
roadway on new location, no project visual resources currently exist. 
 
Cultural visual resources that would be visible by travelers along the Alternative C corridor include existing 
structures (residential buildings and barns) and other linear transportation features such as local crossroads. 
Alternative C may be at least partially visible to approximately 20 residential neighbors, one farming operation, 
and three commercial/retail neighbors. All of the residential neighbors are single-family, rural structures 
scattered through the corridor and are likely associated with the surrounding agricultural fields. Most of the 
residences appear orderly and feature trees, grassy lawns, and other conventional landscaping elements. 
Additionally, most have multiple adjacent or nearby outbuildings such as barns or sheds. The 
commercial/retail properties include a mechanic shop and fueling stations. These facilities lack architecturally 
uniform appearances, have no landscaping, and generally appears disorderly. Existing infrastructure consists 
of unpaved county roads that lack curbs and gutters, shoulders, and sidewalks, and may be perceived as 
disorderly. 
 
Natural visual resources that would be visible by travelers along the Alternative C corridor primarily include 
farmland. As wooded areas are relatively sparse within the project area, the vast expanses of agricultural fields 
would afford often complete views of the proposed roadway and in turn would be visible to travelers. Small 
patches of wooded areas and agricultural ditches are also present along the Alternative C corridor. 
 
The overall existing character of Alternative C is depicted in Figure 16, Figure 17, and Figure 18, which show 
photographs of representative, existing views along the Alternative C alignment. 
 

Figure 18:  Rural Residential Areas within Alternative C Corridor 

 
 

3.2 Permanent Impacts 
All action alternatives would permanently create new or additional infrastructure that would change 
neighbors’ and travelers’ visual resources. The impact of these changes to visual quality was assessed based on 

Photograph 31, taken facing north, shows a typical view from an Alternative C traveler of an existing residential 
property and agricultural fields along CR 181. Alternative C would be located roughly perpendicular to CR 181. 
Photograph 32 shows the view as seen by existing State Line Road (CR 278) travelers and nearby neighbors when 
looking northwest toward businesses along Hwy. 67. This photograph also shows the view as seen by potential 
travelers of the terminal end of the Alternative C corridor. 

31. 32. 
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standard visual preferences of various neighbor groups (as described in Chapter 2), combined with viewer 
exposure and sensitivity. 
 
Alternatives 2, 3, A, and C 
Project visual resource impacts consist of the creation of new infrastructure, including proposed bridges and 
interchanges, that are not currently present and would alter the current appearances of Alternative 2, 3, A, and 
C corridors. As described in Chapter 1 and shown in Figure 2, proposed project visual resources include a four-
lane divided highway to be constructed with a depressed grass median within an approximately 400-foot-wide 
ROW. In addition to improving safety, the divided grass median is considered a visual streetscape enhancement 
and would be seeded with a wildflower seed mix. Overall, the proposed project’s scale and form (i.e., cross 
sections) and materials (i.e., construction materials) are compatible with the visual character of the project 
environment. Project visual resources uncommon in the area would not be introduced. As applicable, local 
planning and development guidelines would be taken into consideration during final design to ensure visual 
compatibility of the Selected Alternative. Based on the factors described above, the project visual resources of 
Alternatives 2, 3, A, and C are predicted to be beneficial to the existing overall visual character of the project 
area. 
 
Alternatives 2, 3, A, and C would also alter cultural and natural visual resources. Although landforms would not 
be noticeably altered, the addition of a roadway would introduce new infrastructure to nearby residential 
neighbors and would create new views for potential travelers. Traveler views along these new location 
alternatives are anticipated to be beneficial by granting users exposure to previously unseen harmonious 
natural visual resources. Construction along these new location sections would modify visual resources for 
neighbors and future travelers by removing some existing structures and replacing farmland, some trees, and 
vegetation with infrastructure or ROW. Additionally, Alternatives 2 and 3 would each construct a new bridge 
over the Black River. The heights of these proposed bridge structures would increase neighbors’ views of them. 
Although only five residential neighbors are within 1 mile of the proposed Alterative 2 bridge and none are 
present at the Alternative 3 bridge location. The proposed bridge structures would expand travelers’ views of 
the surrounding area, which is almost exclusively undeveloped, harmonious natural areas including the river 
and forested wetlands. The proposed bridge over the Black River for Alternative 2 would make the Black River 
WMA more visible to travelers for Alternative 2. These new elevated structures would represent a moderate 
change from the project area’s existing visual character. Other bridges and interchanges are proposed along 
these alternatives and are anticipated to have similar visual impacts as the proposed bridge over the Black 
River. Farmland reduction is anticipated to result in only minor adverse changes to viewer exposure or 
awareness as its abundance within the project area makes it unlikely that changes are discernable. The 
increased visibility of the Black River WMA is anticipated to be a minor beneficial change to travelers. The 
addition of a roadway near the Black River WMA is anticipated to result in only minor adverse changes to users 
of the Black River WMA as viewer exposure is anticipated to be very low. The visible portions of the Black River 
WMA contain only dense wooded areas and wetlands. There are no building structures, public gathering areas, 
or other recreational establishments within the visible portions of the Black River WMA. Overall viewer 
sensitivity to alterations to cultural and natural visual resources is anticipated to be low as viewer exposure is 
low (i.e., there are few project neighbors present to detect changes), viewer awareness is low to moderate (i.e., 
the proposed improvements are not unique to the region), travelers would be moving quickly along the 
roadway, and the uniformity in elevation limits the distance that changes are visible. Depending on viewer 
sensitivity, visual quality impacts are anticipated to range from neutral to adverse for the cemeteries within 
the corridors of Alternatives 2 and 3. For the institutional neighbor (i.e., the Arkansas Information Center and 
the church) within the corridors of Alternatives A and B, visual quality impacts may be beneficial due to 
increased visible and exposure to travelers. Permanent adverse impacts are anticipated for the few residential 
neighbors for whom exposure would be substantially increased. Visual quality impacts are anticipated to be 
beneficial for most travelers. 
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Alternative B 
Project visual resource impacts consist of widening approximately a 0.5-mile of Hwy. 67 along its existing 
alignment and adding an interchange and frontage roads that were not previously present. These proposed 
visual resources would alter the current appearance of the Alternative B corridor. As described in Chapter 1 
and shown in Figure 2, proposed project visual resources include construction of a four-lane divided highway 
with a depressed grass median within an approximately 400-foot-wide ROW. The proposed improvements 
would add additional pavement and ROW to the existing Hwy. 67 facility. These proposed improvements would 
result in similar project visual resource impacts as described for the other four action alternatives and the 
proposed project’s scale, form, and materials are also compatible and coherent with the visual character of the 
existing environment. Project visual resources uncommon in the area would not be introduced. Based on the 
factors described above, the project visual resources of Alternative B are predicted to be beneficial for viewers 
to the existing overall visual character of the project area. 
 
Alternative B would also alter cultural and natural visual resources. Along the approximately 1.8 miles on new 
alignment, the addition of a roadway would introduce new infrastructure to nearby residential neighbors and 
would create new views for potential travelers. Construction along these new location sections would modify 
visual resources by removing some existing structures and replacing farmland, some trees, and vegetation with 
infrastructure or right of way. Along the approximately 0.5-mile on existing alignment, the increase in roadway 
width and profile would modify the appearance of the existing roadway and would represent a minor change 
from the project area’s existing visual character. Removing some existing structures and clearing adjacent 
farmland and vegetation along Alternative B would also alter the project corridors’ current appearances. 
Proposed improvements to the existing Hwy. 67 facility would enhance the corridor by adding desirable 
coherent visual resources such as the grass median. The addition of frontage roads along those areas where 
access must be restored to existing properties would add coherent visual resources along each side of Hwy. 67. 
Farmland reduction is anticipated to result in only minor adverse changes to viewer exposure or awareness as 
its abundance within the project area makes it unlikely that changes would be discernable. Few impacts to 
other natural visual resources are anticipated. As a result of widening the roadway, some residential project 
neighbors along existing Hwy. 67 would be in closer proximity to the roadway and would have a more direct 
view of the roadway. However, the proximity of any structure would not exceed interstate safety standards. 
For all neighbors, the proposed improvements would be coherent with existing facilities and compatible with 
surrounding land development principles. Nevertheless, impacts may be adverse for residential neighbors for 
whom views of the roadway would become prominent. For the retail neighbor, visual quality impacts may be 
beneficial due to its increased visible and exposure to travelers. For travelers, Alternative B would not create 
substantial adverse impacts on visual quality as only minor adverse changes to the natural and cultural 
environments are anticipated. 
 
3.3 Temporary Impacts 
Construction of all action alternatives would result in the short-term presence of construction vehicles and 
equipment, grading and excavation, and vegetation clearing throughout the project area. For Alternatives 2, 3, 
A, and C, project construction would only be visible if an existing roadway or neighbor were present. Thus, 
much of the temporary impacts along these four alternatives would not be discernable due to the lack of 
viewers. For Alternative B, which partially occurs along existing Hwy. 67, temporary construction impacts 
would be much more visible due to the presence of more viewers (existing travelers and site-specific 
neighbors). Where discernable, a temporary change in the visual character of the project corridor would result 
from grading and excavation activities and the presence of construction vehicles and equipment. The 
temporary presence of construction vehicles and equipment is not expected to result in a substantially adverse 
response by typical viewers and would be localized to viewers for whom exposure would be increased. Ground 
disturbance impacts along proposed ROW would be short/medium-term until new vegetation becomes 

Appendix E:  Page 25 of 27



 
 
 

Chapter 3 
Visual Impact Assessment 

 24 

Future I-57 FEIS:  Visual Impact Assessment Memorandum 

established. These temporary visual impacts would be minor and not expected to result in an adverse response 
by typical viewers. 
 
3.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Best management practices including reseeding, natural re-vegetation, and erosion prevention would aid in 
reducing visual impacts along the route while meeting the project objectives. Impacts to existing vegetation 
within the project area would be minimized through revegetation efforts as part of the process to ensure that 
biological resources are not adversely affected. The proposed divided grass median is considered a visual 
streetscape enhancement and would act as a minimization/mitigation measure for visual impacts. Aesthetic 
considerations such as “branding” or painting the new bridge in some kind of complementary color would be 
considered at the time of design. Additional minimization and/or mitigation measures are not anticipated as 
project visual resources are compatible, viewer exposure is low due to the rural nature of the project area, and 
the overall changes to visual quality are predominantly neutral.  
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CONCEPTUAL STAGE RELOCATION STATEMENT 

Job 100512 
Walnut Ridge-Missouri State Line (Future I-57) P.E. 

Lawrence, Green, Randolph, and Clay Counties 

March 21, 2023 

 

GENERAL STATEMENT OF RELOCATION PROCEDURE  

Persons displaced as a direct result of acquisition for the proposed project will be eligible for 
relocation assistance in accordance with Public Law 91-646, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisitions Policy Act of 1970, as amended (The Uniform Act). The Relocation 
Program provides advisory assistance and payments to minimize the adverse impact and hardship 
of displacement upon such persons. No lawful occupant shall be required to move without receiving 
a minimum of 90 days advance written notice. All displaced persons; residential, business, farm, 
nonprofit organization, and personal property relocatees are eligible for reimbursement for actual 
reasonable moving costs.  

It is the Department's Policy that adequate replacement housing will be made available, built if 
necessary, before any person is required to move from their dwelling. All replacement housing must 
be fair housing and offered to all affected persons regardless of race, color, religion, sex or national 
origin. Construction of the project will not begin until decent, safe and sanitary replacement housing 
is in place and offered to all affected persons.  

There are two basic types of residential relocation payments: (1) Replacement Housing payments 
and (2) Moving Expense payments. Replacement Housing payments are made to qualified owners 
and tenants. An owner may receive a payment of up to $31,000.00 for the increased cost of a 
comparable replacement dwelling. The amount of this payment is determined by a study of the 
housing market. Owners may also be eligible for payments to compensate them for the increased 
interest cost for a new mortgage and the incidental expenses incurred in connection with the 
purchase of a replacement dwelling. A tenant may receive a rental subsidy payment of up to 
$7,200.00. Tenants may elect to receive a down payment rather than a rental subsidy to enable them 
to purchase a replacement dwelling. Replacement Housing payments are made in addition to Moving 
Expense payments. 

Businesses, farms, and nonprofit organizations are eligible for reestablishment payments, not to 
exceed $25,000.00. Reestablishment expense payments are made in addition to moving expense 
payments. A business, farm, or nonprofit organization may be eligible for a fixed payment in lieu of 
the moving costs and reestablishment costs if relocation cannot be accomplished without a 
substantial loss of existing patronage. The fixed payment will be computed in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Act and cannot exceed $40,000.00. 

If the displacee is not satisfied with the amounts offered as relocation payments, they will be provided 
a form to assist in filing a formal appeal. A hearing will be arranged at a time and place convenient 
for the displacee, and the facts of the case will be promptly and carefully reviewed.  

Relocation services will be provided until all persons are relocated or their relocation eligibility 
expires. The Relocation Office will have listings of available replacement housing and commercial 
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properties. Information is also maintained concerning other Federal and State Programs offering 
assistance to displaced persons. 

PROJECT SPECIFIC DISPLACEMENTS 

Based on preliminary right of way plans and aerial photographs, it is estimated that the alternatives 
under consideration for the subject project could cause the following displacements and estimated 
costs:  

Alternative 2: 
3 Residential Owners $ 120,000.00 
1 Residential Tenant $ 12,000.00 
1 Landlord Business $ 25,000.00 
10 Personal Properties $ 36,500.00 
 Total  $ 193,500.00 

Alternative 3: 
6 Residential Owners $ 240,000.00 
3 Residential Tenants $ 75,000.00 
3 Landlord Businesses $ 36,000.00 
7 Personal Properties $ 31,500.00 
 Total  $ 382,500.00 

Alternative A: 
1 Residential Tenant $ 12,000.00 
1 Landlord Business $ 25,000.00 
1 Farm Operation $ 40,000.00 
1 Personal Properties $ 4,000.00 
 Total  $ 81,000.00 

Alternative B: 
6 Residential Tenant $ 72,000.00 
6 Landlord Business $ 150,000.00 
1 Business $ 40,000.00 
1 Farm Operation $ 40,000.00 
11 Personal Properties $ 48,000.00 
 Total  $ 350,000.00 

Alternative C: 
5 Residential Owners $ 200,000.00 
1 Residential Tenant $ 12,000.00 
1 Landlord Business $ 25,000.00 
1 Business $ 40,000.00 
5 Personal Properties $ 25,000.00 
 Total  $ 302,000.00 
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The general characteristics of the displacees to be relocated are listed on the Conceptual Stage 
Relocation Inventory forms in the back of this report. 

An available housing inventory was compiled in March 2021 for relocations associated with each 
alternative. The available housing inventory indicates that within a reasonable proximity of the 
relocations (an approximate eight-mile radius), the following quantities of replacement dwellings are 
available for sale: 

• at least 10 comparable (i.e., those listed from $50,000 to $150,000) for the relocations at 
Alternative 2 

• at least 24 comparable (i.e., those listed from $50,000 to $150,000) for the relocations at 
Alternative 3 

• at least 22 comparable (i.e., those listed up to $200,000) for Alternatives A, B, and C 

No identified residential properties within a reasonable proximity of the residential tenant relocations 
associated with Alternatives B and C were available for rent at the time of the housing inventory. 
Two apartment complexes are located within a reasonable proximity, but neither had available units 
at the time of this inventory. Multiple rental properties were available in the towns of Marmaduke, 
Paragould, Pocahontas, and Poplar Bluff. At least three developed commercial properties were for 
sale within a reasonable proximity of the business relocation associated with Alternatives B and C. 
Additionally, 11-16 vacant land properties were for sale at the time of this inventory within a 
reasonable proximity to relocations associated with all alternatives. A breakdown of the available 
properties is as follows: 

Residential # Units Available 
for Alt. 2 

# Units Available 
for Alt. 3 

# Units Available 
for Alts. A, B & C (For Sale) 

$ 0 - 50,000 2 12 9 
50,001 - 150,000 10 24 13 

150,001 - 250,000 3 8 1 
250,001 - 350,000 0 1 0 

350,001 and up 1 4 0 
Total 16 49 23 

    
Vacant Land # Units Available 

for Alt. 2 
# Units Available 

for Alt. 3 
# Units Available 
for Alts. A, B & C (For Sale) 

$ 0 - 25,000 3 9 5 
25,001 - 50,000 0 3 1 
50,001 - 75,000 5 5 0 

75,001 - 100,000 0 0 0 
100,001 - 200,000 4 7 0 
200,001 - 300,000 1 3 2 

300,001 and up 3 4 3 
Total 16 31 11 

    
Commercial Properties   # Units Available 

for Alt. B (For Sale)   
$ 0 - 100,000   3 

Total   3 
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This is a roadway project located between Walnut Ridge, Arkansas and the Missouri state line. The 
units contained in the housing inventory are in Lawrence, Randolph, Green, Clay, and Butler 
Counties. The dwellings and number of dwellings are comparable and adequate to provide 
replacement housing for the families displaced on the project. The housing market should not be 
detrimentally affected and there should be no problems with insufficient housing at this time. In the 
event housing cannot be found or can be found but not within the displacees' economic means at 
the time of displacement, Section 206 of Public Law 91-646 (Housing of Last Resort) will be utilized 
to its fullest and practical extent.  

The replacement property inventory was compiled from data obtained from web sites (such as Zillow, 
Appartments.com, Rent.com, HomeFinder.com, and EZMLS.com) for the subject area. The 
dwellings contained in the inventory have been determined to be comparable and decent, safe, and 
sanitary. The locations of the comparable dwellings are not less desirable in regard to public utilities 
and public and commercial facilities, are reasonably accessible to the displacees' places of 
employment, adequate to accommodate the displacees, and in neighborhoods which are not subject 
to unreasonable adverse environmental factors. It has also been determined that the available 
housing is within the financial means of the displacees and is fair housing open to all persons 
regardless of race, color, sex, religion or national origin consistent with the requirements of 49 CFR, 
Subpart A, Section 24.2 and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968. 

A commercial property inventory indicated there were at least three developed properties available 
in the subject area at the time of this inventory. Additionally, as shown in the table above, there are 
at least 11 vacant land properties for sale within a reasonable proximity of the Alternative B and C 
business relocation; six of those vacant properties are under $50,000 and could potentially be utilized 
to accommodate the business relocation. The business displaced on the project may not be able to 
relocate in the immediate area of their displacement resulting in termination of the operation. It is 
anticipated that the farm operation displaced by Alternatives A and B would be able to relocate onto 
adjacent land that would not be purchased for right of way. In order to assist the displaced businesses 
in relocating, the State will explore all possible sources of funding or other resources that may be 
available to businesses. Sources that will be considered include:  State and Local entities, the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Economic Development Administration, the 
Small Business Administration, and other Federal Agencies. Emphasis will be given in providing 
relocation advisory services to the businesses. Appropriate measures will be taken to ensure that 
each entity displaced is fully aware of their benefits, entitlements, courses of action that are open to 
it, and any special provisions designed to encourage businesses and nonprofit organizations to 
relocate within the same community. 

All displacees will be offered relocation assistance under provisions in the applicable FHWA 
regulations. At the time of displacement another inventory of available housing in the subject area 
will be obtained and an analysis of the market made to ensure that there are dwellings adequate to 
meet the needs of all displacees. Also, special relocation advisory services and assistance will be 
administered commensurate with displacees' needs, when necessary. Examples of these include, 
but are not limited to, Housing of Last Resort as previously mentioned and consultation with local 
officials, social and federal agencies, and community groups.  

There are no other identified unusual conditions involved with this project. 

 

Appendix F:  Page 4 of 10



C
O

N
C

EP
TU

A
L 

ST
A

G
E 

R
EL

O
C

A
TI

O
N

 IN
VE

N
TO

R
Y 

Jo
b 

N
o.

: 1
00

51
2 

 
Jo

b 
N

am
e:

 W
al

nu
t R

id
ge

-M
is

so
ur

i S
ta

te
 L

in
e 

(F
ut

ur
e 

I-5
7)

 P
.E

. 
 

D
at

e 
of

 In
ve

nt
or

y:
 M

ar
. 1

8,
 2

02
1 

R
el

o.
 

# 
R

el
oc

at
io

n 
Ty

pe
1  

N
am

e 
(O

w
ne

r N
am

e)
 

St
re

et
 N

am
e 

Sq
ua

re
 

Fe
et

 
Va

lu
e 

Es
tim

at
e2  

R
en

ta
l 

Es
tim

at
e3  

# 
of

 
Em

p.
4  

O
cc

. 
Le

ng
th

5  
A

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
2 

1 
R

/O
 

H
om

e 
(H

.M
. T

er
ry

 L
iv

. T
ru

st
) 

12
7 

La
w

re
nc

e 
R

d 
40

9,
 L

aw
re

nc
e 

C
o.

 
3,

20
0 

$1
18

,8
00

 
$1

,1
00

 
 

 

2 
PP

 
G

ar
ag

e/
Sh

ed
 (H

.M
. T

er
ry

 L
iv

. 
Tr

us
t) 

12
7 

La
w

re
nc

e 
R

d 
40

9,
 L

aw
re

nc
e 

C
o.

 
87

5 
 

 
 

3 
PP

 
Si

lo
 (J

ab
be

rw
oc

k 
LT

D
) 

R
ur

al
, R

an
do

lp
h 

C
o.

 
N

/A
 

$3
6,

95
0 

 
 

 
4 

PP
 

Ba
rn

 (B
al

tz
) 

Br
im

na
ge

 R
d,

 R
an

do
lp

h 
C

o.
 

1,
00

0 
$6

1,
77

5 
 

 
 

5 
PP

 
2 

Si
lo

s 
(B

al
tz

) 
Br

im
na

ge
 R

d,
 R

an
do

lp
h 

C
o.

 
N

/A
 

 
 

 
6 

PP
 

2 
Si

lo
s 

(C
ol

e)
 

C
R

 1
09

, C
la

y 
C

o.
, A

R
 

N
/A

 
$1

16
,1

00
 

 
 

 

7 
PP

 
2 

Si
lo

s 
(W

ilm
a 

C
ox

 F
am

ily
 L

TD
 

Pa
rtn

er
sh

ip
) 

R
ur

al
, C

la
y 

C
o.

 
1,

30
0 

$3
36

,1
00

 
 

 
 

8 
PP

 
Ba

rn
 (G

oo
dm

an
) 

R
ur

al
, C

la
y 

C
o.

, A
R

 
2,

36
0 

$6
9,

90
0 

 
 

 
9 

R
/O

 
H

om
e 

(B
au

sc
hl

ic
he

r) 
53

06
 H

w
y.

 6
7,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
2,

00
2 

$7
2,

40
0 

$1
,0

50
 

 
 

10
 

PP
 

G
ar

ag
e/

Sh
ed

 (B
au

sc
hl

ic
he

r) 
53

06
 H

w
y.

 6
7,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
67

5 
 

 
 

11
 

R
/O

 
H

om
e 

(D
av

id
so

n)
 

54
24

 H
w

y.
 6

7,
 C

or
ni

ng
 

1,
76

6 
$6

6,
50

0 
$9

86
 

 
 

12
 &

 
13

 
R

/T
 +

 
LL

BU
S 

H
om

e 
(N

oe
l) 

54
68

 H
w

y.
 6

7,
 C

or
ni

ng
 

2,
60

0 
$6

5,
30

0 
$1

,1
00

 
 

 

14
 

PP
 

Ba
rn

 (N
oe

l) 
54

68
 H

w
y.

 6
7,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
2,

90
0 

 
 

 
15

 
PP

 
Ai

rs
tri

p 
(R

ic
e)

 
C

R
 1

48
, C

or
ni

ng
 

N
/A

 
$1

84
,7

50
 

 
 

 

Appendix F:  Page 5 of 10



R
el

o.
 

# 
R

el
oc

at
io

n 
Ty

pe
1  

N
am

e 
(O

w
ne

r N
am

e)
 

St
re

et
 N

am
e 

Sq
ua

re
 

Fe
et

 
Va

lu
e 

Es
tim

at
e2  

R
en

ta
l 

Es
tim

at
e3  

# 
of

 
Em

p.
4  

O
cc

. 
Le

ng
th

5  
A

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
3 

1 
R

/O
 

H
om

e 
(B

re
ch

) 
84

5 
G

re
en

e 
23

4 
R

d,
 W

al
nu

t R
id

ge
 

1,
59

0 
$4

0,
45

0 
90

0 
 

 
2 

PP
 

Ba
rn

 (B
re

ch
) 

84
5 

G
re

en
e 

23
4 

R
d,

 W
al

nu
t R

id
ge

 
60

0 
 

 
 

3 
PP

 
6 

Si
lo

s 
(D

od
d)

 
C

R
 2

16
, K

no
be

l 
N

/A
 

$1
4,

80
0 

 
 

 

4 
& 

5 
R

/T
 +

 
LL

BU
S 

M
an

uf
ac

tu
re

d 
H

om
e 

(D
od

d)
 

C
R

 2
16

, K
no

be
l 

72
8 

 
$5

00
 

 
 

6 
R

/O
 

H
om

e 
(H

ol
lis

) 
43

4 
C

R
 2

27
, K

no
be

l 
1,

80
4 

$6
2,

65
0 

$9
95

 
 

 
7 

R
/O

 
H

om
e 

(B
at

em
an

) 
26

88
 H

w
y.

 9
0,

 K
no

be
l 

1,
76

6 
$6

3,
10

0 
$9

75
 

 
 

8 
& 

9 
R

/T
 +

 
LL

BU
S 

H
om

e 
(B

at
em

an
) 

17
 C

R
 2

50
, K

no
be

l 
85

2 
$4

8,
75

0 
$9

00
 

 
 

10
 

PP
 

Ba
rn

 (T
ow

ns
en

d)
 

33
3 

C
R

 2
50

, K
no

be
l 

1,
03

3 
$9

2,
85

0 
 

 
 

11
 

R
/O

 
H

om
e 

(T
ow

ns
en

d)
 

33
3 

C
R

 2
50

, K
no

be
l 

2,
33

2 
$1

,0
00

 
 

 
12

 
R

/O
 

H
om

e 
(B

au
sc

hl
ic

he
r) 

53
06

 H
w

y.
 6

7,
 C

or
ni

ng
 

2,
00

2 
$7

2,
40

0 
$1

,0
50

 
 

 
13

 
PP

 
G

ar
ag

e/
Sh

ed
 (B

au
sc

hl
ic

he
r) 

53
06

 H
w

y.
 6

7,
 C

or
ni

ng
 

67
5 

 
 

 
14

 
R

/O
 

H
om

e 
(D

av
id

so
n)

 
54

24
 H

w
y.

 6
7,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
1,

76
6 

$6
6,

50
0 

$9
86

 
 

 
15

 &
 

16
 

R
/T

 +
 

LL
BU

S 
H

om
e 

(S
pe

nc
e)

 
54

68
 H

w
y.

 6
7,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
2,

60
0 

$6
5,

30
0 

$1
,1

00
 

 
 

17
 

PP
 

Ba
rn

 (S
pe

nc
e)

 
54

68
 H

w
y.

 6
7,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
2,

90
0 

 
 

 
18

 
PP

 
Ai

rs
tri

p 
(R

ic
e)

 
C

R
 1

48
, C

or
ni

ng
 

N
/A

 
$1

84
,7

50
 

 
 

 

19
 

PP
 

Ab
an

do
ne

d 
m

an
uf

ac
tu

re
d 

ho
m

e 
(C

lo
ud

 N
in

e 
In

c.
) 

N
ea

r 8
45

 G
re

en
e 

23
4 

R
d,

 W
al

nu
t 

R
id

ge
 

50
0 

$1
0,

00
0 

 
 

 

A
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

A
 

1 
FO

 
M

 &
 M

 A
hr

en
t F

ar
m

s 
LL

C
 

C
R

 1
55

, C
or

ni
ng

 
2,

33
2 

$1
39

,8
50

 
 

3-
4 

9 

2 
& 

3 
R

/T
 +

 
LL

BU
S 

H
om

e 
(A

hr
en

t) 
79

8 
St

at
e 

Li
ne

 R
d,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
1,

67
5 

$2
30

,9
00

 
$1

,3
00

 
 

 

4 
PP

 
M

et
al

 B
ar

n/
G

ar
ag

e 
(T

ay
lo

r) 
PO

 B
ox

 5
18

, P
op

la
r B

lu
ff,

 M
O

 
1,

00
0 

U
nk

no
w

n 
 

 
 

Appendix F:  Page 6 of 10



R
el

o.
 

# 
R

el
oc

at
io

n 
Ty

pe
1  

N
am

e 
(O

w
ne

r N
am

e)
 

St
re

et
 N

am
e 

Sq
ua

re
 

Fe
et

 
Va

lu
e 

Es
tim

at
e2  

R
en

ta
l 

Es
tim

at
e3  

# 
of

 
Em

p.
4  

O
cc

. 
Le

ng
th

5  
A

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
B

 
1 

FO
 

M
 &

 M
 A

hr
en

t F
ar

m
s 

LL
C

 
C

R
 1

55
, C

or
ni

ng
 

2,
33

2 
$1

39
,8

50
 

 
3-

4 
9 

2 
PP

 
Ba

rn
 (B

rin
ey

) 
93

2 
C

R
 1

54
, C

or
ni

ng
 

2,
40

0 
$1

31
,9

00
 

 
 

 

3 
& 

4 
R

/T
 +

 
LL

BU
S 

H
om

e 
(L

af
fe

rty
) 

71
06

 H
w

y.
 6

7,
 C

or
ni

ng
 

1,
22

4 
$1

05
,8

50
 

$1
,2

00
 

 
 

5 
PP

 
Ba

rn
 (L

af
fe

rty
) 

71
06

 H
w

y.
 6

7,
 C

or
ni

ng
 

1,
32

1 
 

 
 

6 
PP

 
Ab

an
do

ne
d 

w
ar

eh
ou

se
 1

 
(D

ow
dy

 L
iv

. T
ru

st
) 

71
67

 H
w

y.
 6

7,
 C

or
ni

ng
 

1,
53

6 

$7
1,

25
0 

 
 

 

7 
PP

 
Ab

an
do

ne
d 

w
ar

eh
ou

se
 2

 
(D

ow
dy

 L
iv

. T
ru

st
) 

71
67

 H
w

y.
 6

7,
 C

or
ni

ng
 

2,
45

5 
 

 
 

8 
PP

 
Ab

an
do

ne
d 

w
ar

eh
ou

se
 3

 
(D

ow
dy

 L
iv

. T
ru

st
) 

71
67

 H
w

y.
 6

7,
 C

or
ni

ng
 

6,
00

0 
 

 
 

9 
& 

10
 

R
/T

 +
 

LL
BU

S 
H

om
e 

(H
ay

ne
s 

In
ve

st
m

en
t 

Pr
op

er
tie

s 
LL

C
) 

11
 C

R
 1

56
-1

, C
or

ni
ng

 
1,

19
0 

$2
8,

20
0 

$1
,0

50
 

 
 

11
 

PP
 

Ab
an

do
ne

d 
st

or
e 

(D
ow

dy
 L

iv
. 

Tr
us

t) 
H

w
y.

 6
7,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
3,

10
4 

$5
9,

45
0 

 
 

 

12
 

PP
 

Ab
an

do
ne

d 
ga

ra
ge

 (D
ow

dy
 L

iv
. 

Tr
us

t) 
H

w
y.

 6
7,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
3,

60
0 

 
 

 

13
 

PP
 

Ab
an

do
ne

d 
bu

si
ne

ss
 (T

ri-
St

at
e 

M
et

al
 F

in
is

hi
ng

-
Eq

ui
pm

en
t/S

ho
p)

 
72

10
 H

w
y.

 6
7,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
4,

51
2 

$6
8,

35
0 

 
 

 

14
 

PP
 

Ab
an

do
ne

d 
bu

si
ne

ss
 (T

ri-
St

at
e 

M
et

al
 F

in
is

hi
ng

-W
ar

eh
ou

se
 1

) 
72

10
 H

w
y.

 6
7,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
1,

62
0 

 
 

 

15
 

PP
 

Ab
an

do
ne

d 
bu

si
ne

ss
 (T

ri-
St

at
e 

M
et

al
 F

in
is

hi
ng

-W
ar

eh
ou

se
 2

) 
72

10
 H

w
y.

 6
7,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
90

0 
 

 
 

16
 

PP
 

Ab
an

do
ne

d 
bu

si
ne

ss
 (D

eb
's

 
Pl

ac
e-

R
et

ai
l S

to
re

) 
72

10
 H

w
y.

 6
7,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
2,

27
2 

 
 

 

17
 &

 
18

 
R

/T
 +

 
LL

BU
S 

H
om

e 
1 

(H
ay

ne
s 

In
ve

st
m

en
t 

Pr
op

er
tie

s 
LL

C
) 

11
 C

R
 1

56
-1

, C
or

ni
ng

 
1,

19
0 

$2
8,

20
0 

$1
,0

50
 

 
 

19
 &

 
20

 
R

/T
 +

 
LL

BU
S 

H
om

e 
2 

(H
ay

ne
s 

In
ve

st
m

en
t 

Pr
op

er
tie

s 
LL

C
) 

11
 C

R
 1

56
-1

, C
or

ni
ng

 
1,

19
0 

$1
,0

50
 

 
 

Appendix F:  Page 7 of 10



R
el

o.
 

# 
R

el
oc

at
io

n 
Ty

pe
1  

N
am

e 
(O

w
ne

r N
am

e)
 

St
re

et
 N

am
e 

Sq
ua

re
 

Fe
et

 
Va

lu
e 

Es
tim

at
e2  

R
en

ta
l 

Es
tim

at
e3  

# 
of

 
Em

p.
4  

O
cc

. 
Le

ng
th

5  

21
 

BU
S 

H
og

 W
ild

 T
ire

 &
 T

ru
ck

 R
ep

ai
r 

(E
m

m
on

s)
 

H
w

y.
 6

7 
& 

C
R

 1
56

, C
or

ni
ng

 
1,

42
8 

$4
9,

55
0 

O
w

ne
d 

4-
5 

7 

22
 &

 
23

 
R

/T
 +

 
LL

BU
S 

H
om

e 
(D

uh
on

) 
10

08
 S

ta
te

lin
e 

R
d,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
1,

38
0 

$3
2,

40
0 

$9
75

 
 

 

24
 &

 
25

 
R

/T
 +

 
LL

BU
S 

H
om

e 
(H

ar
po

le
) 

10
24

 S
ta

te
lin

e 
R

d,
 C

or
ni

ng
 

1,
93

1 
$9

2,
55

0 
$1

,1
50

 
 

 

A
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

C
 

1 
R

/O
 

H
om

e 
(D

eb
or

d)
 

10
06

 C
R

 1
54

, C
or

ni
ng

 
1,

64
0 

$5
6,

90
0 

$9
50

 
 

 
2 

PP
 

Si
lo

s 
(C

ol
em

an
) 

C
R

 1
54

, C
or

ni
ng

 
N

/A
 

$4
9,

45
0 

 
 

 
3 

PP
 

Ba
rn

 1
(T

ho
m

ps
on

) 
10

94
 S

ta
te

lin
e 

R
d,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
82

5 
$1

3,
65

0 
 

 
 

4 
PP

 
Ba

rn
 2

 (T
ho

m
ps

on
) 

10
94

 S
ta

te
lin

e 
R

d,
 C

or
ni

ng
 

1,
37

0 
 

 
 

5 
PP

 
Ba

rn
 (C

oo
pe

r) 
11

58
 S

ta
te

lin
e 

R
d,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
75

0 
$1

9,
20

0 
 

 
 

6 
PP

 
Ba

rn
 (C

oo
pe

r) 
11

58
 S

ta
te

lin
e 

R
d,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
67

2 
 

 
 

7 
R

/O
 

M
an

uf
ac

tu
re

d 
H

om
e 

(C
oo

pe
r) 

11
58

 S
ta

te
lin

e 
R

d,
 C

or
ni

ng
 

98
0 

$7
50

 
 

 
8 

R
/O

 
H

om
e 

(W
oo

dr
uf

f) 
C

ou
nt

y 
R

oa
d 

27
8,

 N
ee

ly
vi

lle
, M

O
 

2,
00

0 
U

nk
no

w
n 

 
 

 

9 
R

/O
 

H
om

e 
(H

ar
di

n)
 

24
19

 C
ou

nt
y 

R
oa

d 
27

8,
 N

ee
ly

vi
lle

, 
M

O
 

2,
64

3 
U

nk
no

w
n 

 
 

 

10
 &

 
11

 
R

/T
 +

 
LL

Bu
s 

H
om

e 
(H

ar
po

le
) 

10
24

 S
ta

te
 L

in
e 

R
d,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
1,

93
1 

$9
2,

55
0 

$1
,1

50
 

 
 

12
 

R
/O

 
H

om
e 

(D
uh

on
) 

10
08

 S
ta

te
 L

in
e 

R
d,

 C
or

ni
ng

 
1,

38
0 

$3
2,

40
0 

$9
75

 
 

 
13

 
BU

S 
H

og
 W

ild
 T

ire
 &

 T
ru

ck
 R

ep
ai

r 
(E

m
m

on
s)

 
H

w
y.

 6
7 

& 
C

R
 1

56
, C

or
ni

ng
 

1,
42

8 
$4

9,
55

0 
O

w
ne

d 
4-

5 
7 

1 
R

el
o.

 T
yp

e:
 

R
/O

  
 

R
es

id
en

tia
l O

w
ne

r 
 

 
 

 
FO

 
 

Fa
rm

 O
pe

ra
tio

n 
R

/T
 +

 L
LB

U
S 

 
R

es
id

en
tia

l T
en

an
t a

nd
 L

an
dl

or
d 

Bu
si

ne
ss

 
 

 
N

PO
 

 
N

on
pr

of
it 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
BU

S 
 

Bu
si

ne
ss

  
 

 
 

 
 

PP
 

 
Pe

rs
on

al
 P

ro
pe

rty
 

2 
Va

lu
e 

es
tim

at
e 

of
 th

e 
en

tir
e 

pa
rc

el
 b

as
ed

 th
e 

to
ta

l a
pp

ra
is

ed
 v

al
ue

 o
f l

an
d 

an
d 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 a
s 

id
en

tif
ie

d 
th

ro
ug

h 
th

e 
C

ou
nt

y 
As

se
ss

or
 (v

ia
 A

R
 C

ou
nt

y 
D

at
a)

 
3  M

on
th

ly
 re

nt
al

 c
os

t b
as

ed
 o

n 
es

tim
at

es
 fr

om
 w

eb
si

te
s 

su
ch

 a
s 

Zi
llo

w
, o

r f
ro

m
 c

om
pa

ra
bl

e 
pr

op
er

tie
s 

4  N
um

be
r o

f e
m

pl
oy

ee
s 

(b
as

ed
 o

n 
in

te
rv

ie
w

s 
w

ith
 o

w
ne

rs
 o

r f
ro

m
 w

eb
si

te
s 

su
ch

 a
s 

dn
b.

co
m

) 
5  O

cc
up

an
cy

 in
 y

ea
rs

 (b
as

ed
 o

n 
in

te
rv

ie
w

s 
w

ith
 o

w
ne

rs
 o

r f
ro

m
 w

eb
si

te
s 

su
ch

 a
s 

dn
b.

co
m

) 
 

Appendix F:  Page 8 of 10



C
O

N
C

EP
TU

A
L 

ST
A

G
E 

R
EL

O
C

A
TI

O
N

 IN
VE

N
TO

R
Y 

Jo
b 

N
o.

: 1
00

51
2 

 
Jo

b 
N

am
e:

 W
al

nu
t R

id
ge

-M
is

so
ur

i S
ta

te
 L

in
e 

(F
ut

ur
e 

I-5
7)

 P
.E

. 
 

D
at

e 
of

 In
ve

nt
or

y:
 M

ar
. 1

8,
 2

02
1 

 Al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

2 

R
el

oc
at

io
n 

Ty
pe

  
N

um
be

r 
Pr

op
er

ty
 V

al
ue

s 
or

 R
es

id
en

tia
l R

en
ta

l R
at

es
* 

Em
pl

oy
ee

s 
A

ffe
ct

ed
 (R

an
ge

) 
R

es
id

en
tia

l O
w

ne
r 

3 
$9

0,
00

0.
00

 - 
$1

46
,0

00
.0

0 
N

/A
 

R
es

id
en

tia
l T

en
an

t 
1 

$1
,1

00
.0

0 
N

/A
 

La
nd

lo
rd

 B
us

in
es

s 
1 

$9
5,

00
0.

00
 

N
/A

 
Bu

si
ne

ss
 

0 
N

/A
 

N
/A

 
Fa

rm
 O

pe
ra

tio
n 

0 
N

/A
 

N
/A

 
N

on
pr

of
it 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
0 

N
/A

 
N

/A
 

Pe
rs

on
al

 P
ro

pe
rty

 
10

 
N

/A
 

N
/A

 
To

ta
ls

 
14

 
N

/A
 

U
nk

no
w

n 
  Al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
3 

R
el

oc
at

io
n 

Ty
pe

  
N

um
be

r 
Pr

op
er

ty
 V

al
ue

s 
or

 R
es

id
en

tia
l R

en
ta

l R
at

es
* 

Em
pl

oy
ee

s 
A

ffe
ct

ed
 (R

an
ge

) 
R

es
id

en
tia

l O
w

ne
r 

6 
$7

4,
00

0.
00

 –
 $

11
1,

00
0.

00
 

N
/A

 
R

es
id

en
tia

l T
en

an
t 

3 
$9

00
.0

0 
– 

$1
,1

00
.0

0 
N

/A
 

La
nd

lo
rd

 B
us

in
es

s 
3 

$4
9,

00
0.

00
 –

 $
95

,0
00

.0
0 

N
/A

 
Bu

si
ne

ss
 

0 
N

/A
 

N
/A

 
Fa

rm
 O

pe
ra

tio
n 

0 
N

/A
 

N
/A

 
N

on
pr

of
it 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
0 

N
/A

 
N

/A
 

Pe
rs

on
al

 P
ro

pe
rty

 
7 

N
/A

 
N

/A
 

To
ta

ls
 

16
 

N
/A

 
U

nk
no

w
n 

      

Appendix F:  Page 9 of 10



Al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

A 

R
el

oc
at

io
n 

Ty
pe

  
N

um
be

r 
Pr

op
er

ty
 V

al
ue

s 
or

 R
es

id
en

tia
l R

en
ta

l R
at

es
* 

Em
pl

oy
ee

s 
A

ffe
ct

ed
 (R

an
ge

) 
R

es
id

en
tia

l O
w

ne
r 

0 
N

/A
 

N
/A

 
R

es
id

en
tia

l T
en

an
t 

1 
$1

,3
00

.0
0 

N
/A

 
La

nd
lo

rd
 B

us
in

es
s 

1 
$1

90
,0

00
.0

0 
N

/A
 

Bu
si

ne
ss

 
0 

N
/A

 
N

/A
 

Fa
rm

 O
pe

ra
tio

n 
1 

$1
39

,8
50

.0
0 

U
nk

no
w

n 
N

on
pr

of
it 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
0 

N
/A

 
N

/A
 

Pe
rs

on
al

 P
ro

pe
rty

 
0 

N
/A

 
N

/A
 

To
ta

ls
 

2 
N

/A
 

U
nk

no
w

n 
 Al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
B 

R
el

oc
at

io
n 

Ty
pe

  
N

um
be

r 
Pr

op
er

ty
 V

al
ue

s 
or

 R
es

id
en

tia
l R

en
ta

l R
at

es
* 

Em
pl

oy
ee

s 
A

ffe
ct

ed
 (R

an
ge

) 
R

es
id

en
tia

l O
w

ne
r 

0 
N

/A
 

N
/A

 
R

es
id

en
tia

l T
en

an
t 

6 
$9

75
.0

0 
– 

$1
,2

00
.0

0 
N

/A
 

La
nd

lo
rd

 B
us

in
es

s 
6 

$3
2,

00
0.

00
 –

 $
12

1,
00

0.
00

 
N

/A
 

Bu
si

ne
ss

 
1 

$5
0,

00
0.

00
 

4-
5 

Fa
rm

 O
pe

ra
tio

n 
1 

$1
39

,8
50

.0
0 

U
nk

no
w

n 
N

on
pr

of
it 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
0 

N
/A

 
N

/A
 

Pe
rs

on
al

 P
ro

pe
rty

 
11

 
N

/A
 

N
/A

 
To

ta
ls

 
25

 
N

/A
 

4-
5 

 Al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

C
 

R
el

oc
at

io
n 

Ty
pe

  
N

um
be

r 
Pr

op
er

ty
 V

al
ue

s 
or

 R
es

id
en

tia
l R

en
ta

l R
at

es
* 

Em
pl

oy
ee

s 
A

ffe
ct

ed
 (R

an
ge

) 
R

es
id

en
tia

l O
w

ne
r 

2 
$2

0,
00

0.
00

 –
 $

79
,0

00
.0

0 
N

/A
 

R
es

id
en

tia
l T

en
an

t 
0 

N
/A

 
N

/A
 

La
nd

lo
rd

 B
us

in
es

s 
0 

N
/A

 
N

/A
 

Bu
si

ne
ss

 
0 

N
/A

 
N

/A
 

Fa
rm

 O
pe

ra
tio

n 
0 

N
/A

 
N

/A
 

N
on

pr
of

it 
O

rg
an

iz
at

io
n 

0 
N

/A
 

N
/A

 
Pe

rs
on

al
 P

ro
pe

rty
 

5 
N

/A
 

N
/A

 
To

ta
ls

 
7 

N
/A

 
N

/A
 

* P
ro

pe
rty

 v
al

ue
 e

st
im

at
es

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
to

ta
l a

pp
ra

is
ed

 v
al

ue
 o

f l
an

d 
an

d 
im

pr
ov

em
en

ts
 fo

r t
he

 e
nt

ire
 p

ar
ce

l a
s 

id
en

tif
ie

d 
th

ro
ug

h 
th

e 
C

ou
nt

y 
As

se
ss

or
 (v

ia
 A

R
 C

ou
nt

y 
D

at
a)

. P
ro

pe
rty

 v
al

ue
 e

st
im

at
es

 a
nd

 e
st

im
at

ed
 re

si
de

nt
ia

l r
en

ta
l r

at
es

 a
ls

o 
as

se
ss

ed
 u

si
ng

 w
eb

si
te

s 
su

ch
 a

s 
Zi

llo
w

, o
r f

ro
m

 c
om

pa
ra

bl
e 

pr
op

er
tie

s.
 

Appendix F:  Page 10 of 10



 

 

Appendix G – Supplementary Regulatory Context on 
Environmental Justice Analysis 

 
 

Job No. 100512, Walnut Ridge – Missouri State Line (Future I-57) P.E. 
 

 
 

 
     

 

 
  

Prepared by Garver for the 
Arkansas Department of Transportation 

In cooperation with the Federal Hwy Administration 
 

This report was funded in part by the Federal Hwy Administration, U.S. Department of 
Transportation. The views and opinions of the authors expressed herein do not 

necessarily state or reflect those of the U.S. Department of Transportation. 
 



Appendix G: Page 1 of 3 

Future 1-57 FEIS: Environmental Justice Regulatory Context Memo CV 

Environmental Justice (EJ) Regulatory Context Memo 
The purpose of this memo is to provide supplemental information used to inform the analysis of 

Environmental Justice (EJ) and Title VI populations with regard to the proposed project. This 
document is not intended to be a standalone document. 

This memo only provides regulatory context information with regard to the EJ and Title VI analysis. 

1.1 Executive Order 12898 

Executive Order (EO) 12898 - Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations and Low-Income Populations - directs federal agencies to "achieve environmental justice 
by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 

effects including the interrelated social and economic effects of their programs, policies, and activities 
on minority populations and low-income populations in the United States." 

1.2 DOT Order 5610.2C 

According to Department of Transportation (DOT) Order 5610.ZC, Environmental Justice is the fair 

treatment and meaningful involvement of all people, regardless of race, ethnicity, income, national 
origin, or educational level, with respect to the development, implementation and enforcement of 

environmental laws, regulations and policies. For the purpose ofDOT's Environmental Justice Strategy, 
fair treatment means that no population, due to policy or economic disempowerment, is forced to bear 

a disproportionate burden of the negative human health and environmental impacts, including social 
and economic effects, resulting from transportation decisions, programs and policies made, 
implemented and enforced at the Federal, State, local or tribal level. 

It is the policy of DOT to promote the principles of environmental justice ( as embodied in the Executive 

Order) through the incorporation of those principles in all DOT programs, policies, and activities. This 
will be done by fully considering environmental justice principles throughout planning and decision­
making processes in the development of programs, policies, and activities, using the principles of the 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI), 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, 

(URA), the Fixing America's Surface Transportation Act, Pub.L. No. 114-94, (FAST Act) and other DOT 
statutes, regulations and guidance that address or affect infrastructure planning and decision-making; 
social, economic, or environmental matters; public health; and public involvement. 

These requirements will be administered so as to identify, early in the development and planning of 
the program, policy, or activity, the risk of discrimination and disproportionately high and adverse 

effects so that positive corrective action can be taken. In implementing these requirements, the 
following information should be obtained where relevant, appropriate and practical: 

• Population served and/ or affected by the program, policy, or activity by race, color, national

origin, and income level;
• Proposed steps to guard against disproportionately high and adverse effects on persons on

the basis of race, color, national origin, and income level;
• Present and proposed membership by race, color, national origin, in any planning or advisory

body that is part of the program, policy, or activity.

Chapter 1 

Regulatory Context 
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Statutes governing DOT operations will be administered so as to identify and avoid discrimination and 
avoid disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority populations and low-income 

populations by: 

1. Identifying and evaluating environmental, public health, and interrelated social and economic

effects of DOT programs, policies, and activities.
2. Proposing measures to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse

environmental and public health effects and interrelated social and economic effects, and

providing offsetting benefits and opportunities to enhance communities, neighborhoods, and

individuals affected by DOT programs, policies, and activities, where permitted by law and

consistent with the Executive Order.

3. Considering alternatives to proposed programs, policies, and activities, where such
alternatives would result in avoiding and/ or minimizing disproportionately high and adverse

human health or environmental impacts, consistent with the Executive Order, and

4. Eliciting public engagement opportunities and considering the results thereof, including

soliciting input from affected minority and low-income populations in considering

alternatives.

Following the guidance set forth in this Order, its Appendix, and DOT's Environmental Justice Strategy, 

the head of each Operating Administration and the responsible officials for other DOT components 
shall determine whether programs, policies, or activities for which they are responsible: 

• will have an adverse human health or environmental effect on minority and low-income

populations and
• whether that adverse effect will be disproportionately high.

In making determinations regarding disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low­

income populations: 
• mitigation and enhancement measures that will be implemented and all offsetting benefits to

the affected minority and low-income populations may be taken into account, as well as the

design, comparative impacts, and the relevant number of similar existing system elements in

non-minority and non-low-income areas.

The Operating Administrators and other responsible DOT officials will ensure that any of their 

respective programs, policies or activities that will have a disproportionately high and adverse effect 

on minority populations or low-income populations will only be carried out if: 
• further mitigation measures or alternatives that would avoid or reduce the disproportionately

high and adverse effect are not practicable.

o In determining whether a mitigation measure or an alternative is "practicable," the

social, economic (including costs) and environmental effects of avoiding or mitigating

the adverse effects will be taken into account.

The Operating Administrations and other responsible DOT officials will also ensure that any of their 

respective programs, policies, or activities that will have a disproportionately high and adverse effect 
on populations protected by Title VI ("protected populations") will only be carried out if: 

1. A substantial need for the program, policy, or activity exists, based on the overall public

interest; and
2. Alternatives that would have less adverse effects on protected populations (and that still

satisfy the need identified in number 1 immediately above in this paragraph).

a. Would have other adverse social, economic, environmental or human health impacts

that are severe; or

b. Would involve increased costs of extraordinary magnitude.

Chapter 1 

Regulatory Context 
2 



Appendix G: Page 3 of 3 
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The findings, determinations, and/or demonstration made in accordance with this section must be 
appropriately documented in the NEPA document. 

1.3 FHWA Order 6640.23A 

FHWA Order 6640.23A specifically details the FHWA's responsibilities in complying with DOT Order 
5610.2C, EO 12898, as well as Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI). Under Title VI, FHWA 
managers and staff must administer programs in a manner to ensure that no person is excluded from 

participating in, denied the benefits of, or subjected to discrimination under any program or activity 
of FHWA because of race, color, or national origin. Under EO 12898, FHWA must administer their 
programs to identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health 
or environmental effects of FHWA programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and/or 
low-income populations. When determining whether an action will have a disproportionately high and 
adverse effect, FHW A will consider mitigation and enhancement measures. In determining whether a 
mitigation measure or alternative is "practicable," the social economic (including costs), and 
environmental effects of avoiding mitigating the adverse effects will be considered. 

1.4 FHWA Guidance on Environmental Justice and NEPA 

The information contained in FHWA memorandum Guidance on Environmental Justice and NEPA 
dated December 16, 2011 advises on the process to address EJ during NEPA review, including 
documentation requirements. The Guidance defines the process for identifying minority populations 
and low-income populations, documenting public participation, and identifying disproportionately 

high and adverse effects. The Guidance directs the agency to use localized census tract data and other 
relevant information sources to list any readily identifiable groups or clusters of minority and/ or low­
income persons in the EJ study area. Small clusters or dispersed populations should not be overlooked. 
The Guidance also directs FHWA to include a discussion of major proactive efforts to ensure public 
participation, the view of the affected population( s ), and steps being taken to resolve any controversy 
that exists. Lastly, the Guidance provides a step-by-step procedure for summarizing beneficial and 
adverse effects, comparing impacts on the minority and non-minority populations and low-income and 
higher-income populations, and the consideration of mitigation measures if necessary. 

1.5 EO 13166, Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited 

English Proficiency (LEP) 

The August 2000 Executive Order strives to "improve access to federally conducted and federally 
assisted programs and activities for persons who, as a result of national origin, are limited in their 

English proficiency (LEP)". It requires each Federal agency to "examine the services it provides, and 
develop and implement a system by which LEP persons can meaningfully access those services 
consistent with, and without unduly burdening, the fundamental mission of the agency." 
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