


















































































































































































































































FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

HIGHWAY 265 IMPROVEMENTS 
FAP NUMBER STP-9399(8) 

AHTD JOB NUMBER 012007 
WASHINGTON AND BENTON COUNTIES, ARKANSAS 

 
The Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) has requested that 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) issue a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) for the Highway 265 Improvements Project in Washington and Benton 
Counties, Arkansas.  The project location is shown on Figure 1. 
 
Upon consideration of the FHWA-approved Environmental Assessment (EA), public 
comments, and considerations discussed below, the FHWA has determined that Location 
Alternative 3R (Figure 2) be known as the Preferred Location Alternative as it will have 
no significant impact on the human environment and hereby issues a FONSI pursuant to 
23 CFR 771.121(a).  Location Alternative 3R will be constructed to the cross-section 
shown as Design Alternative B (Figure 3). 
 
This FONSI is based on FHWA's independent evaluation.  The information contained in 
the EA has been determined to adequately and accurately discuss the need, environmental 
issues, and impacts of the proposed project and appropriate mitigation measures.  The 
assessment provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that an 
Environmental Impact Statement is not required.  No impacts identified would cause any 
significant adverse effects to the human or natural environment.  

Purpose and Need  
The purpose and need of the proposed Highway 265 improvements, as outlined in the 
EA, is to improve roadway geometrics and provide for an essential regional connection 
between eastern Fayetteville, eastern Springdale, Bethel Heights, and the future 
Highway 412 Springdale Northern Bypass.  The data contained in the EA supports the 
need for the project, given both existing conditions and those projected for 2028. 

Project History 
This project was initially evaluated in an EA that was approved by the FHWA on 
October 19, 2006.  The 2006 EA included Location Alternatives 1 and 2, as well as the 
two design alternatives shown in Figure 3.  These alternatives were presented to the 
public at a Location Public Hearing (LPH) that was held on May 10, 2007.  A request to 
evaluate an additional new location alternative was received, and a second EA was 
completed in July 2008.  The 2008 EA included an evaluation of the three location 
alternatives shown in Figure 4 and the 2006 design alternatives.  A Location and Design 
Public Hearing was held November 6, 2008. 
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The Interdisciplinary Staff, composed of representatives from various disciplines of the 
AHTD and the FHWA, not only considered information contained in the EA but also 
considered comments and responses from the Location and Design Public hearing before 
recommending Location Alternative 3 with Design Alternative B as the Preferred 
Alternative (see Figures 4 and 3).  As a result of comments received, it was determined 
that the northern portion of Alternative 3 should be shifted slightly west to minimize 
impacts, and as a result, was renamed Alternative 3R, as shown in Figure 5.    
 
The Selected Alternative, Location Alternative 3R, using Design Alternative B as the 
cross-section, will fulfill the project’s purpose and need, minimize impacts, and balance 
the benefits versus the overall impacts.  The Selected Alternative is approximately 2 
miles in length on new location with an estimated construction cost of $22.3 million.   
 
Appendix 1 contains the comments received at the Location and Design Public Hearing 
held November 6, 2008, with accompanying responses. 

Potential Impacts 

1) The proposed project will require the acquisition of additional right of way along 
its entire length totaling an estimated 32 acres.  The proposed project will not 
require any residential relocations but will require the acquisition of one 
commercial property. 

2) The project will require the acquisition and demolition of standing structures.   
3) The State Historic Preservation Officer,  in consultation with the FHWA, has been 

unable to determined that the proposed actions will have no effect upon any 
properties protected under Section 106 of The National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966.  The Phase I Cultural Resources work was conducted prior to acquisition 
of Right of Way (ROW), and about ten percent of the proposed project could not 
be surveyed due to access denial by the landowner. No standing structures or 
architectural features can be found within the unsurveyed portion of the ROW, 
and impacts to the property in the study area that was identified in the EA as listed 
on the National Register of Historic Properties were avoided.  Previous archival 
research indicates a 19th century cabin and a possible segment of the Trail of Tears 
in the project vicinity, although the exact location is unknown.  Correspondence 
with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Programmatic Agreement 
(PA) can be found in Appendix 2.  

4) The proposed action will not impact properties as defined by Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended. 
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5) The project is located in an area that is designated as in attainment for all 
transportation pollutants.  Therefore, the conformity procedures of The Clean Air 
Act, as amended, do not apply.  Computer analyses for similar projects indicate 
that the predicted worst-case carbon monoxide concentrations for the Preferred 
Alternative do not exceed the National Air Quality Standards. 

6) In accordance with the Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 772, procedures 
for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, a study was 
conducted to assess the potential noise impacts associated with the proposed 
project.  A noise analysis indicates that 42 residences along the project route are 
predicted to approach or exceed the noise abatement criteria or experience a 
substantial increase in traffic noise levels associated with the Selected Alternative.  
Evaluation for noise abatement measures along the proposed route did not identify 
any areas that met AHTD criteria warranting the need for noise walls or berms.  
This is a result of one or a combination of factors including a lack of noise 
receptors within the design year noise contour, the relatively low density of 
development, and /or the need to provide direct access to adjacent properties.   

7) Field inspections found no evidence of underground storage tanks (USTs) or 
hazardous materials in the project area. 

8) The Preferred Alternative will impact a designated floodplain hazard area 
associated with a tributary to Spring Creek.  The project will not support 
incompatible use and development of the floodplain.  Adjacent properties should 
neither be impacted nor have a greater flood risk than existed before construction 
of the job.  The encroachment will constitute a significant floodplain 
encroachment or a significant risk to property and life. 

9) In accordance with Executive Order 11990, special considerations were taken in 
developing and evaluating the alternatives to avoid and minimize wetland impacts 
associated with this project.  The Selected Alternative will not impact 
jurisdictional wetlands. 

10) Pursuant to Section 7(c) of The Endangered Species Act of 1973, the project area 
was evaluated for the potential occurrence of threatened and endangered species.  
The probability that the Selected Alternative would adversely affect threatened or 
endangered species is low.  The study area lies within an ecoregion known to 
contain karst features. Although none are known, cave obligate species such as the 
Ozark cavefish, Amblyopsis rosae, and the gray bat, Myotis grisescens, could 
potentially exist in or near the project area.  

11) Through coordination with the Natural Resources Conservation Service, it has 
been determined that the project would have no impact on prime farmland or 
farmland of statewide importance. 
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12) This project has been developed in accordance with The Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
as amended, and Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice.  These federal 
actions stipulate that no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, religion, sex, 
national origin, marital status, handicap, family composition, age, or income be 
excluded from participation in, or be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise 
subject to discrimination under any program of the federal, state, or local 
government. No person was discriminated against or denied the opportunity to 
comment on the proposed project alternatives. 

 
Commitments   
 

1) Relocations will be conducted in accordance with The Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. 

2) An asbestos survey will be conducted on each building prior to the development of 
demolition plans.  If the survey detects the presence of any asbestos-containing 
materials, plans will be developed to accomplish the safe removal of these 
materials prior to demolition.  All asbestos abatement work will be conducted in 
conformance with the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ), 
Environmental Protection Agency, and Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration asbestos abatement regulations. 

3) During construction, if hazardous materials or USTs are identified or accidentally 
uncovered by any AHTD Personnel, contracting company(s), or state regulatory 
agency, the AHTD will determine the type, size, and extent of the contamination 
according to the AHTD’s response protocol.  The AHTD, in consultation with 
ADEQ, will decide the type of containment, remediation, and disposal methods to 
be employed for that particular type of contamination. 

4) An additional archeological survey will be conducted for the unsurveyed portion 
of the ROW after it has been purchased and all commitments found in the 
Programmatic Agreement (Appendix 2) will be met. Consultation with Native 
American tribes will continue as specified in the PA, and throughout project 
development. 

5) The design measures to minimize floodplain impacts include (1) avoiding 
longitudinal floodplain encroachments, (2) sufficient bridging and/or drainage 
structures to minimize adverse effects from backwater, (3) sufficient bridging 
and/or drainage structures to minimize increases in velocity, (4) minimizing 
channel alterations, (5) adequate and timely erosion control to minimize erosion 
and sedimentation and (6) using AHTD’s Standard Specifications for controlling 
work in and around streams to minimize adverse water quality impacts.  The final 
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project design will be reviewed to confirm that the design is adequate and that 
potential risk to life and property are minimized. 

6) The AHTD will comply with all requirements of The Clean Water Act, as 
Amended, for the construction of this project.  This includes Section 401: Water 
Quality Certification, Section 402: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
Permit (NPDES), and Section 404: Permits for Dredged or Fill Material. 

7) A special provision will be included in the contract that will contain measures to 
be utilized if karst features are discovered during construction.  These measures 
will aid in the protection of endangered or threatened cave species. 

Based upon the EA, additional information included in this document, and the 
Disposition of Public Comments for the Location and Design Public Hearing(s), FHWA 
concludes that no additional environmental documentation is required for this project. 
 
 
     
Randal J. Looney Date 
Environmental Specialist 
FHWA, Arkansas Division Office 
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DISPOSITION OF COMMENTS 

 



 

 

LOCATION AND DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
DISPOSITION OF COMMENTS 

 
Job Number 012007 

FAP Number STP-9399(8) 
Highway 265 Improvements 

Washington and Benton Counties 
 
 

An Open Forum Location and Design Public Hearing (L&DPH) was held for this project 
at the Bayyari Elementary School in Springdale, Arkansas on November 6, 2008.  The  
three location alternatives were displayed on aerial photography, depicting design 
features on an approximate scale of 1”=100’.  Two design alternatives were presented for 
the typical section of improvement.  Design Alternative A consists of four 11-foot lanes 
with a 15-foot wide curbed grass median, and 4-foot wide bike lanes with 5-foot concrete 
walks offset 3-feet from the curb on both sides.  Design Alternative B consists of four 11-
foot wide lanes with a 12-foot wide continuous two-way center left-turn lane, and 4-foot 
bike lanes with 5-foot concrete walks offset 3-feet from the curb on both sides.  The 
display was placed on tables for detailed inspection by all interested parties.  
Representatives of various AHTD Divisions and AHTD District 4 and 9 were present to 
explain the displays and to answer questions.  Copies of the Environmental Assessment 
and other general project information were available. 
 
The following comments or questions were received during the comment period.  A 
response to each question or comment is shown below: 
 
COMMENT:  Dennis Wooldridge, Wanda Wooldridge, Johnny Harrison, Charles 
Davenport, Myrtle Davenport, Feng Hou Huang, Dennis Watson, Herman Sisemore, 
Dorothy Sisemore, Janet Haley, Martha Pierce, John Pierce, David Sparks, Bobby 
Wilson, Leona Wilson, Max Edwards, Connie Priddy, Phillip Priddy, Becky Sims, Julian 
Jackson, Harold Sims, Jeff Hutcheson, Dale Clark, Ina King, Norman King and Ken 
Whisenhunt prefer Alternative 3 with the five-lane cross section. 
RESPONSE: The Inter-Disciplinary Staff Members, within the Arkansas Highway and 
Transportation Department (AHTD), met to evaluate the proposed alternatives and 
typical sections that were evaluated in the Environmental Assessment on Job 012007.  
Based on the comments that were received from this Public Hearing, lesser impacts, and 
lower estimated cost, Alternative 3 has been identified as the preferred location 
alternative for the proposed improvements to Highway 265 with the five lane cross-
section as the preferred design alternative.    
 
COMMENT: Deborah West prefers Alternative 3 with the five-lane cross section.  Ms. 
West lives and works on Old Wire Road, and believes Alternative 1 would take her front 
yard, septic system and parking at her office. 
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RESPONSE: Alternative 3, with the five-lane cross section, has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative for the proposed project. 
 
COMMENT:  Patsy Christie (Planning and Community Development Director for the 
City of Springdale), John McLarty (NARTS Transportation Study Director) and Ben 
Peters (Springdale Engineer) prefer Alternative 3 with the raised median to allow access 
management and to preserve traffic flow. 
RESPONSE: Alternative 3 has been identified as the preferred location for the proposed 
improvements to Highway 265; however the preferred typical cross-section consists of 
five lanes, based on public comment and lower estimated costs. 
 
COMMENT: Jerre Van Hoose (Mayor) prefers Alternative 3 with the raised median 
cross section because it is more attractive. 
RESPONSE: Alternative 3 has been identified as the preferred location for the proposed 
improvements to Highway 265; however the preferred typical cross-section consists of 
five lanes, based on public comment and lower estimated costs 
 
COMMENT: Fred Davis, Lois Davis, Pattie Whisenhunt and June Painter prefer 
Alternative 3 with the raised median because they believe it is safer. 
RESPONSE: Alternative 3 has been identified as the preferred location for the proposed 
improvements to Highway 265; however the preferred typical cross-section consists of 
five lanes, based on public comment and lower estimated costs 
 
COMMENT: Don Sims prefers Alternative 3 with the raised median cross section. 
RESPONSE: Alternative 3 has been identified as the preferred location for the proposed 
improvements to Highway 265; however the preferred typical cross-section consists of 
five lanes, based on public comment and lower estimated costs 
 
COMMENT: Patrick Leding prefers Alternative 3 with some modifications. 
RESPONSE: The modifications Mr. Leding proposed would require the relocation of at 
least two additional residences, therefore the modifications were rejected. 
 
COMMENT:  Mildred Winborn asked “if Alternative 3 is selected, could the bike lanes 
be moved to the existing highway?”  Ms. Winborn also prefers the five-lane cross-section 
for safety reasons. 
RESPONSE: Alternative 3 has been identified as the preferred location for the proposed 
improvements to Highway 265, and the preferred typical cross-section consists of five 
lanes.  Bike lanes will be provided along this alternative.  To include bike lanes along the 
existing highway also is outside the scope of this project. 
 



Finding of No Significant Impact 
Appendix 1 
AHTD Job Number 012007 
Page 14 of 26 
 
COMMENT:  Eve Adams prefers Alternative 1 to preserve green space. 
RESPONSE:  Based on the comments that were received from this Public Hearing, 
lesser impacts, and lower estimated cost, Alternative 3 has been identified as the 
preferred location alternative for the proposed improvements to Highway 265 with the 
five lane cross-section as the preferred design alternative.    
 
COMMENT:  Allis Williamson & Cornelia Williamson prefer Alternative 1 with the 
five lane cross-section because it does not divide their property. 
RESPONSE: Alternative 3 has been identified as the preferred location for the proposed 
improvements to Highway 265; however, the preferred typical section does consist of 
five lanes. 
 
COMMENT:  Richard Baker, Michael Baker, Roger Bottorff and Desinee Bottorff 
prefer Alternative 1 with the five lane cross-section because they own commercial 
property adjacent to the existing highway. 
RESPONSE:  Based on the comments that were received from this Public Hearing, 
lesser impacts, and lower estimated cost, Alternative 3 has been identified as the 
preferred location alternative for the proposed improvements to Highway 265 with the 
five lane cross-section as the preferred design alternative. 
 
COMMENT:  Troy Hecker Kemper prefers Alternative 1 with the raised median 
because it has more eye appeal. 
RESPONSE:  Based on the comments that were received from this Public Hearing, 
lesser impacts, and lower estimated cost, Alternative 3 has been identified as the 
preferred location alternative for the proposed improvements to Highway 265 with the 
five lane cross-section as the preferred design alternative.    
 
COMMENT: Johnny Kendrick & Twyla Kendrick prefer Alternative 1.  They are 
concerned that if Alternative 2 or 3 is identified, their property will be divided and this 
would cause a hardship running cattle on their property. 
RESPONSE: Alternative 3 has been identified as the preferred location for the proposed 
improvements to Highway 265.  Any hardships associated with this alternative will be 
addressed during the right of way appraisal and acquisition phase. 
 
COMMENT: Howard Donaghey prefers Alternative 1 with the five lane cross-section to 
have fewer roads to maintain. 
RESPONSE: Based on the comments that were received from this Public Hearing, lesser 
impacts, and lower estimated cost, Alternative 3 has been identified as the preferred 
location alternative for the proposed improvements to Highway 265 with the five lane 
cross-section as the preferred design alternative.      
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COMMENT: Brian Erskine prefers Alternative 1 with the five lane cross-section.  
Alternatives 2 and 3 go through his boat/mini storage business. 
RESPONSE: Alternative 3 was identified as the preferred location for the proposed 
improvements to Highway 265; however, the alignment was modified to minimize the 
impacts to his business. 
 
COMMENT: Stowe Hottis prefers Alternative 2 with the five lane cross-section. 
RESPONSE: Based on the comments that were received from this Public Hearing, lesser 
impacts, and lower estimated cost, Alternative 3 has been identified as the preferred 
location alternative for the proposed improvements to Highway 265 with the five lane 
cross-section as the preferred design alternative.    
 
COMMENT:  Robert E. May, of Beaver Lake Concrete, asks that a traffic signal be 
installed at Highway 265 and Randall Wobbe Lane because of the hazardous condition at 
the existing intersection. 
RESPONSE: A traffic signal is warranted at this location and will be included in the 
project. 
 
COMMENT: Janet Haley asks that a traffic signal be installed at Old Wire Road and 
Dodd Road. 
RESPONSE: Alternative 3 has been identified as the preferred location for the proposed 
improvements to Highway 265.  Since this alternative was identified, Ms. Haley should 
see a reduction in traffic volumes at Old Wire Road and Dodd Road. 
 
COMMENT: Ina L. King and Norma N. King think bike lanes and sidewalks shouldn’t 
be included on a state highway. 
RESPONSE: The bike lanes and sidewalks are included because of comments received 
asking that they be included in the project and in accordance with the Heritage Trail 
Designation. 
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ARKANSAS STATE HIGHWAY 
AND 

TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 
 

Scott E. Bennett 
Director 

Telephone (501) 569-2000 
Voice/TTY 711 

 

P.O. Box 2261 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203-2261 

Telefax (501) 569-2400 
www.arkansashighways.com 

 
   

  
August 21, 2015 

 
 
Mr. Angel Correa 
Acting Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
700 West Capitol, Room 3130  
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201-3298 
 
 
 RE: AHTD Job Number 012007 
  FAP Number STP-9399(8) 
  Randall Wobbe Lane – Hwy. 264 
  (Springdale) (S) 
  Washington and Benton Counties 
 Design Reassessment 
 
Dear Mr. Correa: 
An Environmental Assessment (EA) for the referenced project was prepared by the 
Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) and submitted for your 
approval.  The document was signed and approved for public dissemination on July 15, 
2008.  A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) document was subsequently 
approved on October 24, 2012.  Since that time, design modifications have resulted in a 
revised alternative.  The new Proposed Alternative and the original Selected Alternative 
are shown on the enclosed figure. 

During the appraisal and acquisition process, the AHTD’s Right of Way Division 
encountered two major issues with the Selected Alternative. 

• A 36-inch water line buried along the eastern side of Jefferson Street would have 
to be moved.  The cost to move this water line was estimated at $1.2 million.  This 
relocation cost would have been paid by the City of Springdale.   
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• The Selected Alignment would have impacted the Cargill turkey processing 
plant’s power generating facilities, truck wash rack, transport trailer storage area, 
concrete parking, and high security fencing.  Estimated costs to acquire the 
property and reimburse Cargill with adequate land, access, and operational 
equipment were greater than originally estimated and would have been in excess 
of $5 million. 

The Proposed Alternative was developed using the cross-section for Design Alternative B 
outlined in the EA and the alignment was adjusted to reduce impacts to the water line and 
Cargill.  The Proposed Alternative would fulfill the project’s purpose and need, minimize 
impacts, reduce costs, and provide connectivity for Old Wire Road and Randall Wobbe 
Lane to Highway 264. 

The Comparative Analysis and Impact Summary Table below indicates that the Proposed 
Alternative would reduce cost, residential relocations, and noise impacts relative to the 
Selected Alternative.  Additionally, no water line relocation would be necessary with the 
Proposed Alternative and impacts to Cargill property would be minimal. 
 

Comparative Analysis and Impact Summary Table 

 No 
Action 

Selected 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Alternative 

Length (miles) 1.9 2.0 2.2 
Cost Estimate (Millions 
2014$) N/A 25.3 22.2 

Projected ADT (2034)  33,000 32,000 32,000 
Projected LOS (2014) F D D 
Estimated Noise Receptors 31 23 22 
Floodplain Impacts (acres) 0 0.5 0.5 
Residential Relocations  0 7 4 
Business Relocations 0 1 1 
Archeological Sites 0 3 3 

 
A review of the project changes and its associated impacts reflect no change in the 
original determination included in the FONSI and that its construction will have no 
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