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Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need 
Chapter 1 describes current transportation problems, explains how the proposed 
project could resolve these problems, and outlines the project’s lead agency roles. 

1.1 What is the Highway 89 Improvements project? 
The Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) 
is proposing to improve Highway (Hwy.) 89.  The project would 
alleviate Hwy. 89 railroad track crossing delays and improve east-west 
travel in the City of Mayflower.  The project would also include either 
widening the existing route or constructing a new location route.  

1.2 What are the existing road conditions? 

Local 
As shown on Figure 1, Interstate 40 (I-40) divides Mayflower into two 
sections, east and west.  Hwy. 89 is the only east-west highway in 
Mayflower, connecting and crossing to I-40, and connecting the two 
sections of the city.  Hwy. 89 currently has two 11-foot wide travel 
lanes with 3-foot wide shoulders east of I-40.  Hwy. 89 has two 10-foot 
wide travel lanes, with variable shoulder widths (up to 2 feet wide) 
west of I-40.   

Hwy. 89 is joined with Hwy. 365 for approximately 1 mile.  This 
north-south section of road through west Mayflower has many 
businesses.  It parallels the Union Pacific Railroad track to the east.  It 
has two 12-foot wide travel lanes and 6-foot wide shoulders.   
North Main Street (N. Main St. ) extends north of its intersection with 
Hwy. 89 West and runs parallel to, and west of, the railroad track.  N. 
Main St. has two 8-foot wide travel lanes and no shoulders.  The travel 
lane widths increase or decrease by up to 1 foot at some locations 
through the project area.   

The I-40/Hwy. 89 interchange has single-lane eastbound and 
westbound entrance and exit ramps. 

Current (2015) and predicted (2040) average daily traffic (ADT) 
numbers are also provided on Figure 1 for different points along Hwy. 
89 in the project area. 

  

Average daily traffic 
estimates are used to 
monitor the growth in 
traffic from year to 
year.  These estimates 
are also useful for 
analyzing traffic 
accident rates. 
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Figure 1   Local Area 

 

  

 



Purpose & Need    3  
 

There are only two road crossings of the railroad track in Mayflower.  
One crossing is on Hwy. 89 west of I-40 and the other is on a city 
street, Gandy Lane.   

Numerous driveways and intersections along Hwy. 89 create conflict 
points for vehicles and for bicyclists and pedestrians.  Traffic flows are 
disrupted by vehicles making turns.  There are no bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities along the route.  

Regional 
As shown on Figure 2, Hwy. 89 runs from near the Arkansas River 
eastward into Mayflower before intersecting with Hwy. 365.  It joins 
with Hwy. 365 northward to the I-40 interchange, where it crosses I-40 
and continues eastward across Faulkner County to the Pulaski County 
Line.  It begins again 5.9 miles to the east at Hwy. 107 and runs 
eastward to Hwy. 67 in Lonoke County.  Hwy. 89 then travels 
southward through the City of Lonoke to Hwy. 70, south of I-40.  Most 
of the route lacks bicycle and pedestrian facilities.   

Hwy. 365 connects the City of Conway to the City of North Little Rock.  
It also serves as the only traffic relief route for I-40 between these 
cities, meaning travelers often divert to Hwy. 365 when traffic on I-40 
is either moving slowly or stopped. 

1.3 Why are Highway 89 improvements needed? 

Railroad Track Crossing Delays and Safety 

The existing railroad track crossings in Mayflower are at-grade, 
meaning the track and the roadway are on the same level.  Passing 
trains frequently cause traffic delays lasting up to 8 minutes.  Delays 
can be particularly long (up to 45 minutes) during railroad operations 
such as train switching.  Because the Mayflower fire station, medical 
clinic, and nearest hospital are all located east of the railroad, 
emergency vehicles responding to incidents west of the railroad are 
unable to avoid these delays.  Providing a rail-grade separation at 
either the existing Hwy. 89 location or at a new location would help 
solve railroad crossing delays.  The Hwy. 89 railroad crossing’s hazard 
rating indicates it is the 214th most dangerous out of 2,453 at-grade 
crossings.  

  

Conflict points are 
where a roadway user 
can cross, merge, 
diverge, etc. with 
another roadway user.  
Conflict points are 
commonly used to 
explain the accident 
potential of a roadway. 

Hazard ratings for 
railroad crossings  are 
used to describe relative 
safety.  The ratings are 
calculated using average 
daily traffic, number of 
trains per day, number 
and types of tracks, and 
number of crashes 
within the last 15 years.   
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Figure 2   Project Region 
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Traffic Volumes and Delays  
Both the Central Arkansas Regional Transportation Study Travel 
Demand Model and historical traffic volume count trends were used to 
evaluate traffic volumes.  The modeling results and trends predict an 
increase in Mayflower’s traffic volumes.  Figure 1 shows current and 
predicted ADT volumes.   

The I-40/Hwy. 89 interchange area is a mix of local and through traffic, 
with congestion occurring during morning and evening commuting 
hours.  Vehicles stack up and block the Hwy. 89 travel lanes near the 
interchange ramps during these times as drivers wait to make left 
turns.  Additionally, incidents on I-40 cause major delays on Hwy. 89 
when traffic diverts through Mayflower.   

The Mayflower Elementary, Middle, and High Schools create much of 
the local traffic on Hwy. 89.  Traffic congestion occurs during student 
drop-off and pick-up times.  Vehicles parking along the highway’s 
narrow shoulders near the schools contribute to the problem.   

Traffic performance simulation software was used to model and 
compare the I-40/Hwy. 89 interchange operations performance.  The 
comparison measured network travel efficiency – in other words, 
mobility – using vehicle-miles traveled and vehicle-hours traveled.  
Detailed traffic modeling information is provided in Appendix A. 

Level of Service  
The 2010 Highway Capacity Manual was used to evaluate Level of 
Service (LOS).  LOS is a term used to describe roadway operating 
conditions from the drivers’ perspective.  The LOS system assigns 
quality levels to traffic service based on how well roadway systems 
perform.  LOS ratings range from A (representing free flow conditions) 
to F (representing a breakdown in traffic flow).   

LOS Ratings A through D are considered acceptable for minor arterials 
such as Hwy. 89 and Hwy. 365.  As shown in Table 1, the current LOS 
rating for both highways is E, which is considered unacceptable.  The 
table also shows predicted future LOS ratings as unacceptable.  The 
year 2040 is used to coincide with the 2040 planning horizon. 

  

LOS Ratings take into 
account road and traffic 
conditions that affect 
traffic flow, such as:  

•  Traffic volume and 
speed 

•  Shoulder and lane 
width 

•  Percent of the daily 
traffic that consists of 
trucks, buses, or 
recreational vehicles 

•  Passing opportunities 

•  Number of traffic    
signals 

•  Terrain 

Arterial roads serve 
statewide or 
interstate travel, 
linking cities and 
large towns to an 
integrated highway 
network. 
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Table 1.  Hwy. 89 and Hwy. 365 LOS Ratings 

Highway LOS 
2015 2040 

Highway 89 (west of Highway 365) E E 
Highway 365 E E 

Highway 89 (east of Highway 365) E E 

Vehicle Conflicts and Safety  
Increases in travel volumes are associated with decreases in safety.  
Additionally, rear-end collisions are more likely to occur as vehicles 
waiting to make left turns stack up in the travel lanes.   

Conflict points on roadways, such as driveways and street 
intersections, are associated with an increase in crash risk.  When 
conflict points are numerous and dense, drivers have more information 
to process and less time to react to unexpected situations.  As travel 
volumes increase, the safety performance of roadways with numerous 
conflict points can be poor. 

Appendix A includes additional traffic safety information.  

1.4 How is the project related to other transportation 
plans and goals? 
Metroplan is central Arkansas’s Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO).  As an MPO, Metroplan is responsible for regional 
transportation planning activities.  Metroplan coordinates these 
activities with the AHTD. 

In June 2016, the AHTD entered into an agreement with Metroplan to 
study the need for, and feasibility of, a continuous Hwy. 89 corridor 
from Cabot through Mayflower to west Conway.  This study is 
supported by the Arkansas 89 Corridor Coalition, a group comprised of 
city mayors, county judges, and state representatives. 

Metroplan has identified a Regional Arterial Network (RAN), a set of 
existing arterial roads that can provide viable alternatives to the 
interstate system.  Hwy. 89 is designated as a high priority RAN 
corridor that, with identified improvements, could connect 
communities in Faulkner, Pulaski, and Lonoke counties.   

  

MPOs are 
policy-making groups 
made up of 
representatives from 
local government 
representatives and 
governmental 
transportation 
authorities.  
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The proposed RAN corridor improvements are designed to increase 
regional connectivity and mobility.  In short, Hwy. 89 improvements 
are needed to connect people with the places they want to go and make 
it easier to transport goods and provide services.   

Imagine Central Arkansas (ICA) is Metroplan’s 2040 long range plan 
for central Arkansas.  The plan emphasizes improving regional 
connectivity and achieving a high level of mobility.  To accomplish this, 
ICA recommendations for RAN corridors (such as Hwy. 89) include 
intersection improvements, grade-separated rail crossings, and 
widening at select locations.   

The Mayflower Master Street Plan, the Heart of Mayflower Regulating 
Plan, and the Walkable Mayflower Pedestrian Plan provide 
transportation plans and goals.  As stated in its planning policies, 
Mayflower intends to promote alternatives to automobile travel by 
providing multiple transportation modes.  To this end, guidances for 
integrating a network of sidewalks and bicycle paths into the roadway 
network have been developed.   

Community cohesion is a component of Metroplan’s and Mayflower’s 
planning principles.  The location of highways, railroad tracks, or other 
transportation facilities can be barriers to community cohesion if they 
impede access within the community.  Transportation planners 
therefore often consider ways to remove or improve transportation 
barriers such as at-grade railroad crossings. 

1.5 What are the project purposes? 
Given the transportation needs, goals, and objectives described above, 
the purposes of this project are as follows:  

• Eliminate or reduce traffic delays at the Hwy. 89 railroad track 
crossing. 

• Reduce travel delays and improve safety along Hwy. 89. 
  

Connectivity refers 
to the number and 
directness of routes 
and roadways.  Good 
connectivity is 
provided by multiple 
routes and 
connections serving 
the same origins and 
destinations.   

Mobility is the easy 
movement of people 
and goods through an 
area. 

Connectivity and 
mobility 
improvements 
increase traffic flow 
and roadway capacity. 

Community 
cohesion describes 
the degree to which 
people have a sense of 
belonging to their 
community and have 
formed strong 
attachments to 
neighbors, groups, 
and institutions.  
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1.6 Who is leading the proposed project? 
The FHWA is the federal lead agency and the AHTD is the state lead 
agency for the proposed project.  The FHWA is involved because it 
would fund a portion of the project.  The project would also require 
state funds allocated to the AHTD.  The AHTD is responsible for 
administering and maintaining the state highway system, including 
Hwy. 89.   

1.7 How and why was this Environmental Assessment 
prepared? 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared in compliance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). 

The EA serves to:   

• Explain the proposed action’s purpose and need. 

• Describe the alternatives considered for implementing the 
proposed action. 

• Evaluate the social, economic, and environmental effects of 
the alternatives.  

• Inform the public and decision makers about potential 
impacts of the proposed action. 

• Provide sufficient evidence and analysis to determine 
whether to prepare a more detailed Environmental Impact 
Statement or a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). 

 

A Finding of No 
Significant Impact 
(FONSI) presents the 
reasons why an action 
will not have 
significant 
environmental effects 
and therefore does not 
require preparing an 
Environmental Impact 
Statement.  Based on 
analyses and project 
feedback received to 
date, the AHTD 
anticipates preparing a 
FONSI for this project. 
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Chapter 2 – Alternatives 
Chapter 2 identifies the project limits, explains how project alternatives were 
developed, and describes the alternatives evaluated in this EA. 

2.1 What are the project limits? 
The proposed project would start at the I-40/Hwy. 89 interchange and 
extend southwest to the intersection of Hwy. 89 and Billy Drive.  As 
shown on Figure 3, the project limits encompass the existing railroad 
track crossing and the areas where a new crossing could reasonably be 
located.   

2.2 How were the project alternatives developed? 
In 2005, two new location alternatives were proposed as part of a 1997 
Mayflower Planning Study update.  Four alternatives were later 
identified in 2012 during a comprehensive I-40 corridor improvement 
study.  Subsequent stakeholder input and feasibility considerations 
resulted in the proposal of three alternatives in 2013.  Additional 
refinements were then made in response to evolving stakeholder, 
Metroplan, and AHTD planning considerations.  This process resulted 
in the alternatives described below.  Relevant stakeholder 
correspondence is included in Appendix B.   

The AHTD would be responsible for designing and constructing the 
Hwy. 89/I-40 interchange improvements and a railroad overpass.  
Metroplan, Mayflower, and Faulkner County would be responsible for 
designing and constructing any new location routes and implementing 
an access management plan.   

2.3 What alternatives are evaluated in this EA? 
Four alternatives are being evaluated for this project: the No Action 
Alternative and three build alternatives.  Figure 4 shows the typical 
roadway cross section for the proposed alternatives.  The alternatives 
are described below. 

No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would provide only routine roadway 
maintenance in the project area.  Overall LOS and delays due to 
passing trains and traffic congestion would worsen as traffic volumes 
increase. 

NEPA requires including 
a “no action” alternative 
in environmental 
analysis.  Although it is 
unlikely to meet the 
project’s purpose and 
need, the “no action” 
alternative provides a 
baseline against which 
the other alternatives can 
be compared. 

Access management 
strategies involve 
planning and controlling 
the location of driveways, 
median openings, and 
intersections.  By 
reducing the number of 
conflict points, access 
management improves 
traffic flow, roadway 
capacity, and safety.  
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Figure 3   Proposed Project Limits 
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Alternative 1 
As shown on Figure 5, this alternative would construct an overpass to 
replace the existing Hwy. 89 railroad crossing.  It would also realign 
the right angle curves at the Old Sandy Road and Snuggs Circle 
intersections.  Hwy. 89 would be widened to four 12-foot wide travel 
lanes with a continuous, two-way left turn lane in order to provide 
acceptable future traffic operations through the project area.   

The existing I-40 overpass would be widened to four travel lanes with a 
dedicated center lane for making left turns onto the ramps.  
Alternative 1 would include bicycle and pedestrian facilities and a 
connection to N. Main St.  The total construction cost for this 
alternative is estimated at $18.3 million in 2016 dollars. 

Alternative 2 
This alternative would construct a railroad overpass west of the 
existing I-40 interchange.  The existing Hwy. 89 railroad crossing 
would remain in place.  As shown on Figure 6, this alternative would 
also connect the east and west segments of Hwy. 89 with a new 
location route.  The new route would start at the new railroad overpass 
and connect to the intersection of Hwy. 89 and Billy Drive.  A 
connection to N. Main St. from the new route would also be provided.   

Alternative 2 would initially be constructed as a two-lane roadway, 
with the additional lanes constructed in the future when needed.  
Right of way sufficient to allow for future expansion to a four-lane 
roadway with a raised median would be acquired.  Alternative 2 would 
include bicycle and pedestrian facilities.   

A new I-40 overpass would be constructed in addition to the railroad 
overpass.  It would provide four travel lanes and a dedicated center 
lane for making left turns onto the ramps.  The overpass would cross 
I-40 at a skewed angle, requiring a longer bridge than would a 
perpendicular crossing.  The I-40 eastbound entrance ramps would be 
modified into a partial cloverleaf configuration.  However, this design 
would require lower than desirable design speeds.  The total 
construction cost for this alternative is estimated at $18.6 million in 
2016 dollars. 
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Figure 5   Alternative 1 
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Figure 6   Alternative 2 
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Alternative 3 
Similar to Alternative 2 and as shown on Figure 7, Alternative 3 
would construct a railroad overpass west of the existing I-40 
interchange and provide a new route from the overpass to the 
intersection of Hwy. 89 and Billy Drive.  The existing Hwy. 89 railroad 
crossing would remain in place.  A connection from the new route to N. 
Main St. would also be provided.   

Alternative 3 would initially be constructed as a two-lane roadway, 
with the additional lanes constructed in the future when needed. 
Right of way sufficient to allow for future expansion to a four-lane 
roadway with a raised median would be acquired.  Alternative 3 would 
include bicycle and pedestrian facilities.   

A new I-40 overpass would provide four travel lanes and a dedicated 
center lane for making left turns onto the ramps.  The overpass would 
cross I-40 at perpendicular angle, requiring a shorter bridge than 
would a skewed angle crossing. The total construction cost for this 
alternative is estimated at $18.6 million in 2016 dollars. 

2.4 How well would each alternative improve traffic 
operations? 
Figure 8 shows the existing and predicted traffic volumes for the 
alternatives and Table 2 summarizes how LOS on existing Hwy. 89 
would be affected for each build alternative.  As shown in the table, 
Alternative 1 would provide the greatest local LOS improvement.  This 
is largely because Alternative 1 would add travel lanes and a 
continuous, left-turn lane to Hwy. 89 through Mayflower.  As detailed 
in the discussion following the table, however, LOS is not the only 
consideration for traffic operation improvements. 

No Action Alternative 
As regional and local growth continue, traffic volumes and travel-time 
delays would worsen and LOS would decline.  Vehicle delays at the 
railroad track crossing would continue, and emergency services would 
continue to be adversely effected.   
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Figure 7   Alternative 3 
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Figure 8   Existing and Predicted Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
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Table 2.  Predicted LOS for Hwy. 89 and Hwy. 365 for All Alternatives 

Highway 
No Action Alternative 

1 
Alternatives 2 and 

3 
2015 2040 2015 2040 2015 2040 

Existing Highway 89 (west of 
Highway 365) E E A A D D 

Highway 365 E E A B C D 
Existing Highway 89 (east of 

Highway 365) E E A B B B 
Note: Assumes Highway 89 is upgraded into a regional arterial between Interstate 40 and Highway 67. 

Alternative 1 
Providing a railroad overpass would eliminate delays at the existing 
Hwy. 89 crossing.  With emergency response vehicles no longer delayed 
at the crossing, community safety would be improved.  Other safety 
improvements would include: 

• Straightening the right angle curves at the Old Sandy Road and 
Snuggs Circle intersections.  

• Providing a continuous, two-way left turn lane to separate 
left-turning traffic from through traffic, reducing delays and 
rear-end crashes.     

As shown in Table 2, adding lanes and widening the road would locally 
improve the LOS of Hwy. 89 within Mayflower.  Alternative 1 would 
somewhat improve how well Hwy. 89 performs as a regional arterial 
road, although not to the same degree as Alternatives 2 and 3.   

Alternative 2 
Providing a railroad overpass and an improved interchange would 
reduce delays at the existing railroad track crossing by providing an 
optional route with no railroad crossing delays.  Community safety 
would be improved when emergency vehicles are able to avoid delays.  
Other safety improvements would include: 

• Diverting a portion of east-west regional traffic from Hwy. 89 
onto the new route resulting in fewer vehicle conflicts because 
the overall number of vehicles sharing the same roadway would 
be reduced. 

• Lower driveway density leading to fewer conflicts for new route 
users.     
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The dedicated center lane for making left turns onto the interchange 
ramps would reduce congestion in the travel lanes at the I-40 
interchange because vehicles waiting to turn would no longer block the 
travel lanes. 

The partial cloverleaf configuration of the I-40 eastbound entrance 
ramps would require lower than desirable design speeds.  This means 
traffic would merge onto I-40 at slower speed, causing safety concerns 
and, to a lesser extent, delays. 

Providing a new route directly linking the east and west segments of 
Hwy. 89 would reduce local east-west travel time.  The diversion of a 
portion of local east-west travel would result in acceptable LOS ratings 
for existing Hwy. 89.   

Alternative 3 
Traffic impacts for Alternative 3 would be similar to those described 
for Alternative 2.  However, the ramp configurations would meet 
desirable design speed criteria so vehicles could merge more safely and 
with less delay. 

2.5 How would bicyclists and pedestrians be 
accommodated? 
The No Action Alternative would not provide bicycle or pedestrian 
facilities.  The inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities for each 
build alternative would benefit bicyclists and pedestrians.  

2.6 How has the public been involved? 
Both a public officials meeting and an open forum public involvement 
meeting were held on June 25, 2013, at the Mayflower Elementary 
School.  Fifteen people attended the public officials meeting, and 35 
people attended the public involvement meeting.  Sixteen comment 
forms and one email were received.  A majority of the commenters 
preferred Alternative 3.  The public involvement meeting synopsis is 
included in Appendix B.  As evident in the public meeting synopsis, 
Alternative 1’s previous configuration was different than Alternative 1 
as currently proposed.   

The project has continued to evolve since 2013 in response to 
additional considerations.  As indicated in 2014-2015 correspondence 
provided in Appendix B, Alternative 3 has been identified as the 
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preferred alternative by Metroplan, Faulkner County, and the cities of 
Mayflower and Conway.     

Location and Design Public Hearings will be held upon completion of 
the EA process and prior to issuing a FONSI.  The FONSI will address 
public input resulting from the hearings.   

2.7 How have tribal governments been involved? 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal 
agencies to consult with tribes where projects could affect tribal areas 
with historical or cultural significance.  The FHWA initiated 
coordination with tribes having an active cultural interest in the area.  
The Tribal Historic Preservation Officers were given the opportunity to 
comment on the proposed project.  These comments are included as 
tribal correspondence in Appendix B. 
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Chapter 3 – Project Impacts 
This chapter summarizes potential project impacts on people and the 
environment.   

3.1 How were potential impacts evaluated?  
AHTD environmental and planning specialists conducted studies to 
determine how the project might impact the area’s natural and built 
environments.  Studies and analyses results not incorporated by 
reference or included as EA appendices are contained in the project 
file. 

The analyses considered both the intensity of the effects and their 
duration (e.g., short-term during construction, or remaining 
permanently after construction).  The effects discussed in this chapter 
are presumed to be permanent unless otherwise noted.   

Effects are generally described in terms such as beneficial or adverse.  
Mitigation measures are sometimes available to minimize or 
neutralize negative effects, and can enhance positive effects.   

3.2 How would the project affect land uses in the 
project area? 
Figure 10 provides a land use map.  Portions of the study area outside 
the Mayflower city limits are not covered by specific zoning categories.  
These portions are a mix of residential, commercial, and pasture uses.  
In addition to traditional zoning categories (e.g., Single Family) 
Mayflower has established character zoning categories, as described 
below: 

Mixed Use Center extends civic activity around City Hall and 
incorporates mixed use development along the central core.  This zone 
includes Mayflower’s new town center plan.   

Creekside encourages a dense residential neighborhood to support 
Mayflower’s revitalization and provide for transitions between the 
creek, the new town center, and Mixed Use Zone commercial uses. 

Highway provides development opportunities to take advantage of 
Hwy. 89 and Hwy. 365 road access while providing transitions to the 
new town center’s pedestrian-oriented development and Mixed Use 
Zone uses.  

Potential impacts are 
changes or effects that 
could occur as a result of a 
proposed action.  The 
impacts may be social or 
cultural, economic, or 
ecological.  The terms 
“impact” and “effect” can 
be used interchangeably. 

 



22    Highway 89 Improvements EA  
 

Figure 9   Land Use 
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Interstate Drive addresses the connection to Lake Conway from the 
existing mixed use and highway frontages in the heart of Mayflower.  
Development in the zone should focus on opportunities to enhance the 
lakefront and wilderness areas using low impact development 
techniques.   

Additional existing and planned land use information is provided in 
Appendix D. 

No Action Alternative 
Because new right of way would not be acquired, the No Action 
Alternative would not directly impact current or future land uses.    

Alternative 1  
The acreage amounts needed for Alternative 1 within each zone are 
shown in Table 3 and discussed below.   

This alternative is compatible with the intended uses of the Mixed Use 
Center and Highway zones.  Land use effects are therefore likely to be 
beneficial in these zones.   

The alternative is not compatible with the intended uses of the Single 
Family and Creekside zones.  This is because these zones require lower 
speeds and narrower roadway cross sections than those proposed by 
this alternative.  Land use effects are therefore likely to be adverse in 
these zones.   

Alternative 2 
The acreage amounts needed for Alternative 2 within each zone are 
shown in Table 4 and discussed below.   

This alternative is compatible with the intended uses of the Mixed Use 
Center and Highway zones.  Land use effects are therefore likely to be 
beneficial in these zones.   

The alternative may not be compatible with the intended use of the 
Single Family zone; however, the amount of acreage required would 
not be substantial.  Land use effects are therefore likely to be neutral 
or slightly adverse in this zone. 

  

Table 3.  Alt. 1 Zone 
Acreage Requirements 

ZONE ACRES 

Single 
Family 9.7 

Creekside 2.4 

Mixed Use 
Center 1.0 

Highway 9.6 

Interstate 
Drive 0 

 

Table 4.  Alt. 2 Zone 
Acreage Requirements 

ZONE ACRES 

Single 
Family 1.6 

Creekside 0 

Mixed Use 
Center 16.5 

Highway 7.7 

Interstate 
Drive 0 
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Alternative 3 
The acreage amounts needed for Alternative 3 within each zone are 
shown in Table 5 and discussed below.   

This alternative is compatible with the intended uses of the Mixed Use 
Center and Highway zones.  Land use effects are therefore likely to be 
beneficial in these zones.   

The alternative may not be compatible with the intended use of the 
Single Family zone; however, the amount of acreage required would 
not be substantial.  Land use effects are therefore likely to be neutral 
or slightly adverse in this zone. 

3.3 Which properties would be displaced and how 
much would it cost? 
The types and numbers of properties potentially displaced under the 
build alternatives are described below.  Additional displacement and 
relocation information is provided in Appendix D.   

No Action Alternative 
Since new right of way would not be needed, existing residences, 
businesses, or other properties would not be affected.  No relocation 
costs would be incurred under this alternative.   

Alternative 1  
A total of 53 properties would be displaced under this alternative.  This 
includes 26 residential owners and tenants; 17 businesses; seven 
landlord businesses; and one non-profit organization.  Alternative 1 
has the potential to impact 100 to 120 employees.  The following 
number and type of special category households would be relocated: 

• Two disabled  
• Two minority 
• Five elderly 
• Six low income 

Total displacement and relocation costs under this alternative are 
estimated at $1.9 million in 2016 dollars.  

  

Table 5.  Alt. 3 Zone 
Acreage Requirements 

ZONE ACRES 

Single 
Family 1.8 

Creekside 0 

Mixed Use 
Center 

24 

Highway 5.1 

Interstate 
Drive 0 

 

Relocations occur when 
a residence, business, or 
nonprofit organization is 
impacted severely enough 
that they cannot continue 
to live or do business at 
their current location.  
This usually occurs when 
proposed right of way 
acquisition requires 
removing a  structure, 
taking most of a 
business’s parking, or 
severing access to a 
property. 
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Alternatives 2 and 3 
Up to 10 properties would be displaced under these alternatives.  This 
includes seven residential owners and tenants; two businesses; and 
one landlord business.  Alternative 2 has the potential to impact 15 to 
25 employees.  Alternative 3 has the potential to impact eight to 12 
employees.  

The following number and type of special category households would 
be relocated: 

• One disabled 
• One elderly 
• Three low income 

Total displacement and relocation costs under these alternatives are 
estimated at $392,000 in 2016 dollars.  

3.4 What utilities would need to be relocated and how 
much would it cost? 
Utilities in the project area include the following:  water, sewer, 
electric power, gas, phone, and cable telecommunications.  These 
utilities are transmitted by both above- and below-ground lines.   

Since new right of way would not be needed, utility relocation costs 
would not be incurred under the No Action Alternative.  Table 6 
provides the total utility relocation cost for each build alternative in 
2016 dollars.  

3.5 Would any Prime Farmland be impacted by the 
project? 
The acres of Prime Farmland that would be converted to 
transportation uses under each build alternative are provided in Table 
7.  Since new right of way would not be needed, Prime Farmland would 
not be acquired under the No Action Alternative.  Appendix E 
provides a copy of the Farmland Conversion Rating Form the AHTD 
submitted to the Natural Resources Conservation Service.   

   

Prime Farmland is 
defined by the U.S. 
Department of 
Agriculture as land that 
has the best 
combination of physical 
and chemical 
characteristics for 
producing crops. 

Table 6.  Total Utility 
Relocation Costs 

ALT. COST 

1 $3.1 m 

2 $1.9 m 

3 $2.2 m 

 

Table 7.  Total Prime 
Farmland Acreage 

Requirement 

ALT. ACRES 

1 9 

2 14 

3 13 
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3.6 What characterizes the community and how would 
the project affect residents, services, and businesses?  
Faulkner County and Mayflower respectively have populations of 
approximately 121,552 and 2,431 persons.  These populations 
increased by 33 and 37 percent, respectively, between 2000 and 2010.  
Faulkner County and Mayflower residents have higher education and 
income levels relative to Arkansas as a whole.  Faulkner County 
residents are relatively younger than the state’s population, and 
Mayflower residents are relatively older.   

Residences, farms, and Conway’s new airport are located along Hwy. 
89 to the west of Mayflower.  The majority of retail businesses along 
Hwy. 89 in Mayflower are small and local.   

Community service facilities in the immediate project area include 
banks, a grocery store, medical clinic, laundromat, and a church.  Civic 
institutions in the project area include City Hall, the fire and police 
departments, the public library, and the senior citizens center.   

Located adjacent to Mayflower’s east side, Lake Conway and the Bell 
Slough Wildlife Management Area provide recreational opportunities.  
These areas draw tourists, which in turn contribute to the local 
economy.     

Jump Start Mayflower is a cooperative program helping Mayflower lay 
the groundwork for future economic development.  To this end, 
targeted investment of public and private funds within small areas and 
neighborhoods is ongoing.  The Jump Start program includes an 
initiative to design and construct a new town center located in the 
heart of Mayflower.  

Appendix F contains detailed socio-economic information for 
Mayflower and its vicinity.  Potential effects under each alternative 
are summarized below. 

No Action Alternative 
Delays at the railroad track crossing would continue and traffic 
congestion would increase.  By doing nothing to address these 
conditions or improve mobility, the No Action Alternative would have 
an adverse impact on the community and businesses.   
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Alternative 1  
The incompatibility of the Slow Street town center plan with Hwy. 89 
widening would cause an adverse effect.  Although this alternative 
would not sever any subdivisions, it would relocate numerous 
businesses and several homes located in established, interdependent 
neighborhoods.  Adverse effects to businesses are possible.   

Alternative 1 would have a beneficial impact on Hwy. 89 and Hwy. 
89/365 mobility within Mayflower.  Eliminating delays at the existing 
Hwy. 89 railroad track crossing and adding bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities would also be a beneficial impact.  

Some potentially permanent disconnections or divisions of the 
community would occur as a result of the high number of 
displacements and relocations.  However, existing community services 
would not be eliminated.  Project construction activities would 
temporarily have adverse effects on community cohesion and on 
businesses because access to Mayflower schools, other community 
services, and shops would be impeded.   

Alternatives 2 and 3 
Alternatives 2 and 3 would have a beneficial impact on Hwy. 89 
mobility both locally in Mayflower and on the Hwy. 89 regional 
corridor. 

Reducing the amount of traffic at the existing Hwy. 89 railroad 
crossing and providing a route to avoid railroad crossing delays would 
be a beneficial impact.  The addition of bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
linking adjoining neighborhoods and communities would be another 
beneficial impact.  

Permanent disconnections or divisions of community or neighborhoods 
would not occur.  Existing community services would not be 
eliminated.  Project construction activities would temporarily have 
adverse effects on nearby businesses and residences because access 
would be impeded.  However, relative to Alternative 1, Alternatives 2 
and 3 would have fewer overall community and business impacts. 

Other than for the No Action Alternative, all of the proposed project 
alternatives would provide benefits to public services by improving 
response times for police and emergency vehicles.   

Mayflower’s Slow Street 
plan will provide a 
walkable town center 
combining the best 
qualities of the American 
Main Street with those of a 
town square.  It is the 
centerpiece of the city’s 
Jump Start revitalization 
efforts. 
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3.7 How would the project area’s visual quality be 
affected? 
Increased roadway widths would alter the appearance of the existing 
roadway for travelers along the road and for residents and businesses 
(referred to as project “neighbors”).  The removal of residences, 
businesses, and trees and other vegetation would alter visual resources 
along the project corridor.  Remaining residences and commercial 
buildings would be in closer proximity to the roadway.   

The railroad overpass would be approximately 25 feet in elevation at 
its uppermost portion and include fencing over the railroad track.  For 
this reason, an overpass at any of the proposed locations would 
introduce a structure considerably higher than others in the area.  Its 
height would increase neighbors’ views of the overpass.  Likewise, it 
would expand travelers’ views of the surrounding area.   

Project visual resources would not detract from the area’s overall 
existing visual character.  Local planning and development guidelines 
would be taken into consideration to ensure compatibility (see 
Appendix C).  For these reasons, overall visual quality impacts are 
likely to be beneficial, particularly for travelers.  Impacts may also be 
beneficial for business neighbors, which may benefit from increased 
visibility to travelers.  Impacts may be adverse for residential 
neighbors for whom views of the roadway would become more 
prominent, however.   

Project construction would result in vegetation clearing and the 
short-term presence of construction vehicles and equipment, 
temporarily altering the area’s visual character.  Impacts in roadside 
cleared areas would be minor and short-term until new vegetation 
becomes established.   

Adverse impacts to overall visual quality are not expected as a result of 
the project.  A Visual Impact Assessment Scoping Questionnaire and 
technical memorandum (including visual impact definitions) are 
provided in Appendix G. 

  

Project viewers include 
travelers (drivers, 
bicyclists, and 
pedestrians) with views 
from the road and 
neighbors with views 
to the road.  

Visual resources 
include features such 
as land and vegetation; 
buildings and other 
manmade structures; 
and roadway elements 
such as cross sections 
and construction 
materials.  

Visual quality impacts 
are determined by 
predicting viewer 
responses to changes in 
the project area’s visual 
resources. 

Visual character is 
created by the overall 
composition of visual 
resources.  The degree 
to which a proposed 
project is compatible 
with an area’s visual 
character is used to 
gage changes to visual 
resources. 
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3.8 How would water resources, wetlands, and 
protected species be affected by the project? 
Figure 11 shows the water resources and wetland locations in the 
project study area.   

The proposed project area contains three unnamed intermittent 
streams (designated as Stream A, C, and D) and one unnamed 
ephemeral stream (designated as Stream B).  The streams are all 
tributaries to Lake Conway.     

Wetland A is a depressional forested area located inside the southeast 
quadrant of the I-40 interchange.  Wetland B is a forested, scrub/shrub 
area located between I-40 and Hwy. 89.  The wetland is located along 
the floodplain of an intermittent stream.  Wetland C is an herbaceous 
wetland that is located in a depressional drainage area spanning 
multiple pastures.   

The Endangered Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) and the threatened  
Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) are known to utilize the proposed 
project area.  Although these shore birds typically inhabit gravel and 
sand bars along large rivers, they are known to utilize Lake Conway 
for foraging habitat.  Potential impacts to these protected species were 
therefore analyzed in the context of water resource impacts. 

Appendix H provides a technical memorandum prepared for potential 
water resource and wetland impacts.  Protected species impacts are 
included in Appendix I.  The No Action Alternative would not have 
wetland, stream, or protected species impacts.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

An endangered 
species is one that is 
in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a 
significant portion of 
its range.  Endangered 
species receive the 
highest level of 
protection.  A 
threatened species 
is one that is likely to 
become endangered in 
the near future.   

Endangered Least Tern 

 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https://lccnetwork.org/sites/default/files/styles/large/public/News/interior_least_tern.jpg?itok%3D_gdbn1Uy&imgrefurl=https://lccnetwork.org/news/interior-least-tern-how-small-bird-changing-our-view-big-picture&docid=1XqlVnRB9XTwGM&tbnid=8wFGrteODCxvDM:&vet=1&w=444&h=480&hl=en&authuser=0&bih=1089&biw=1920&ved=0ahUKEwjGgcvZiKvQAhVBQyYKHfDhCYoQMwibAShYMFg&iact=mrc&uact=8
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Table 8 summarizes the total number of wetland acres of impacted 
and linear feet of streams impacted under each build alternative.   

Table 8.  Total Wetland and Stream Impacts 

ALTERNATIVE 
TOTAL 

WETLAND 
ACREAGE 

TOTAL LINEAR 
FEET OF STREAM 

1 0.4 412 

2 1.3 633 

3 0.6 632 

Direct stream and wetland impacts are as follows: 

Alternative 1 
Alternative 1 would impact Wetland A and Wetland B as well as 
Streams A, C, and D.  Stream impacts should be minimal with little to 
no stream realignment; however, the proposed railroad overpass could 
potentially result in the realignment of Stream D.   

Alternative 2 
Alternative 2 would result in impacts to Wetland A and Wetland C as 
well as Streams A, B, and C.  Stream impacts should be minimal with 
little to no stream realignment.   

Alternative 3 
Alternative 3 would result in impacts to Wetland C and Streams A, B, 
and C.  Stream impacts should be minimal with little to no stream 
realignment.   

Water Quality Impacts and Protected Species Impacts Under All Build 
Alternatives 
Water quality impacts could occur due to soil disturbance from land 
clearing, culvert construction, and operating construction equipment 
and vehicles.  Stormwater runoff during the construction phase of the 
proposed project would also temporarily impact water quality.   
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Temporary water quality impacts during construction could affect the 
foraging habits of the protected species, although impacts are expected 
to be temporary and minimal.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
concurrence would be obtained once a Preferred Alternative is 
identified.  

3.9 How would vegetation be affected by the project? 
Current vegetation is a combination of oak-hickory-pine forest, 
oak-pine forest, oak forest, loblolly-shortleaf pine forest or pine-oak 
forest.  In the upland forests, shortleaf pine is present, while loblolly 
pine is native only to wet lowland sites such as riparian areas.  A few 
native species were noted in the project area, but non-native Japanese 
honeysuckle and Japanese stiltgrass have become established in the 
forest understory.  Bermuda grass and tall fescue were the most 
prominent in pastures. 

Appendix I provides additional information regarding potential 
vegetation impacts.  Direct vegetation impacts are as follows: 

No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not affect existing vegetation.  

Alternative 1  
This alternative would affect approximately 30 acres of existing 
vegetation, of which 3.7 acres is upland oak-hickory-pine forest.   

Alternative 2  
This alternative would affect approximately 37.2 acres of existing 
vegetation, of which 21 acres are forested with upland hardwood trees.   

Alternative 3  
This alternative would affect approximately 42 acres of existing 
vegetation, of which 28.4 acres is upland oak-hickory-pine forest. 

3.10 Are there any hazardous material, waste, or 
contaminated sites in the project area? 
As shown on Figure 12, seven underground storage tanks (USTs) and 
two aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) are located in the project study 
area.  The USTs are associated with two gas stations (Mayflower Quick 
Mart and Valero Corner Store).   
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The ASTs are associated with a commercial site.  No UST or AST leaks 
or spills have been reported.  One electrical substation was identified 
in the project study area.   

The subsurface pipeline rupture in March 2013 released 210,000 
gallons of heavy crude oil.  The oil flowed from the rupture site into 
Lake Conway.  Containment and cleanup of oil and contaminated soil 
was subsequently completed.  However, it is possible that future 
excavations could encounter pockets of subsurface contamination in 
and near the spill site.   

Appendix J provides additional information regarding potential 
hazardous material and waste impacts.  Potential impacts under each 
alternative are summarized below.  

No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not have any effects on hazardous 
material or waste sites. 

Alternative 1  
Although both gas stations are near Alternative 1’s proposed 
centerline, their USTs are not likely to be effected. 

The oil spill crossed portions of Hwy. 89.  Adverse impacts could 
occur should subsurface contamination be encountered during 
construction in these areas.   

Alternative 2  
This alternative would adversely impact five 8,000-gallon USTs at 
the Mayflower Quick Mart.  The removal of two ASTs at a 
commercial site may also be necessary.   

Adverse impacts could occur along a small segment of Hwy. 89 east 
of I-40 should subsurface oil contamination be encountered during 
construction.   

Alternative 3  
This alternative would adversely impact five 8,000-gallon USTs at the 
Mayflower Quick Mart.  It would also adversely impact one 
8,000-gallon and one 10,000-gallon USTs at the Valero Corner Store.  
The removal of two ASTs at a commercial site would also be necessary.     

Adverse impacts could occur along a small segment of Hwy. 89 east of 
I-40 should subsurface oil contamination from the pipeline rupture be 
encountered during construction.   
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An electrical substation is located within Area 3’s alignment.  Adverse 
impacts could occur should the substation need to be moved due to the 
potential presence of oils and lubricants.  Potential PCB contamination 
is also associated with substations.   

3.11 What resources are either not present or not 
affected? 
Air Quality 
The proposed project is within an area designated by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as meeting transportation 
pollutant standards.  Procedures for conforming with the Clean Air 
Act, as amended, are therefore not applicable.  Air quality impacts are 
not anticipated.      

Cultural Resources 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires agencies 
to consider the effects of federal actions to historic properties.  In 
compliance with Section 106 requirements, AHTD cultural resource 
specialists consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) and Native American tribes.  Project-related impacts are not 
anticipated.  Appendix K provides additional Cultural Resource 
information.   

Floodplains 
There are no encroachments into special flood hazard areas – also 
known as the 100-year floodplain.  Alternatives 2 and 3 may involve 
minor fill in Lake Conway at the I-40/Hwy. 89 interchange ramps.  
However, the fill areas would not obstruct any inlet streams and would 
not affect water surface elevation, which is controlled by the lake’s 
dam.  The floodplain north of the proposed interchange is part of the 
lake.  The ramp work does not encroach the floodplain as currently 
designed.  However, any ramp work that may extend northward would 
require evaluating an existing culvert under I-40.  

Noise 
Noise modeling indicates that a minor increase in noise levels would 
occur along the existing route from the projected traffic volume 
increase during the planning period.  No sensitive receptors would be 
impacted by noise on any of the alternatives.  Appendix L provides 
the noise analysis prepared for the proposed project. 

  

Sensitive noise 
receptors include 
residences and public 
places that have a 
special sensitivity to 
noise, such as schools, 
churches, and parks. 
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Environmental Justice and Title VI Populations 
Environmental Justice and Title VI populations exist in small numbers 
in the project study area.  While some impacts would be borne by those 
populations, the level of adverse impacts would not be 
disproportionately high.  As detailed in the Environmental 
Justice/Title VI report prepared for the proposed project, the study 
area is not considered a minority-predominant community.   

Wild and Scenic Rivers 
No Wild and Scenic Rivers or other federal or state regulated 
waterbodies would be impacted by the proposed project.   

Landforms, Geology, and Soils 
The landforms, geological resources, and soils described in Appendix I 
would not be impacted by any of the alternatives. 

Public and Private Water Supplies 
The Arkansas Department of Health public water supply database was 
reviewed to determine if any surface water intakes, wellheads, or 
associated protection areas of either type were present in the project 
area.  The project area is not within a public drinking water system’s 
Wellhead Protection Area.   

If any permanent impacts to private drinking water sources resulted 
from this project, the AHTD would take action to mitigate these 
impacts.   

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 
Increased urban development can result from this type of project.  
Urban development is associated with decreases in water quality both 
temporarily and permanently.  Temporary impacts most commonly 
result in increased rates of sedimentation from stormwater runoff from 
disturbed soils during construction.  Permanent impacts include 
increased rates of pollutants such as fertilizer, herbicides, insecticides, 
and petroleum products in stormwater runoff. 

Other than the potential for increased soil disturbance and temporarily 
water quality impacts referenced in section 3.8, adverse indirect and/or 
cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project are not 
anticipated.  

 

  

Environmental Justice 
at the FHWA means 
identifying and addressing 
disproportionately high and 
adverse effects of the 
agency’s programs, policies, 
and activities on minority 
populations and low-income 
populations to achieve an 
equitable distribution of 
benefits and burdens.  
Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 prohibits 
discrimination on the basis 
of race, color, sex, national 
origin, religion, or disability 
under any program or 
activity receiving federal 
financial assistance. 

Indirect effects are 
reasonably foreseeable 
effects that may be caused 
by the project but would 
occur in the future or 
outside of the project area. 

Cumulative effects result 
from the total effects of a 
proposed project when 
added to other past, 
present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects 
or actions.   
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Chapter 4 – Results and Recommendations 
This chapter summarizes environmental analysis results and 
recommendations.   

4.1 What are the results of this EA? 
Table 9 summarizes quantitative alternative impacts for comparison 
purposes.   

Table 9 
Alternative Impact Comparison 

Alternative Total Project 
Cost 

(2016 dollars)
 

Construction 
Cost 

(2016 dollars) 

Other* 

(2016 dollars) 

Right of Way 
(acres) 

Relocations Wetland 
Impacts 
(acres) 

 

Stream 
Impacts 

(linear feet) 

No Ac t ion  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

A l te rnat ive  1  30.2  m i l l i on  18.3  m i l l i on  11.9  m i l l i on  31.7  51  0 .4  412  

A l ternat ive  2  23.2  m i l l i on  18.6  m i l l i on  4 .6  m i l l i on  40.1  10  1 .3  633  

A l ternat ive  3  23.4  m i l l i on  18.6  m i l l i on  4 .8  m i l l i on  43.8  10  0 .6  632  

*Other  inc ludes re locat ion,  ut i l i ty ,  and r igh t  of  way acquis i t ion costs  
 

Alternative 1 is likely to present more adverse impacts than 
Alternatives 2 and 3 for the following reasons: 

• Less compatible with existing and planned land uses.  
• More disruptive of access to schools, businesses, residences, and 

services during construction. 
• Greater community division associated with high number of 

relocations. 

The overall environmental impact of Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 is 
similar.  As described in Chapter 2 and detailed in Appendix A, 
Alternative 3 best suits the project’s purpose and need.  Additionally, 
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Metroplan, Faulkner County, and the cities of Mayflower and Conway 
have expressed a preference for Alternative 3.   

Traffic modeling results indicate that Alternative 3 would optimize 
mobility. 

For the reasons described above, Alternative 3 was identified as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Commitments 
The AHTD’s standard commitments regarding relocation procedures, 
hazardous waste abatement, cultural resources discovery, water 
quality impact controls, and revegetation have been made for this 
project.  They are as follows: 

• The relocation procedures provided in Appendix E will be 
followed. 

• If hazardous materials, unknown illegal dumps, or USTs are 
identified or accidentally uncovered by AHTD personnel or its 
contractors, the type and extent of the contamination will be 
determined according to the AHTD’s response protocol.  In 
cooperation with the ADEQ, appropriate remediation and 
disposal methods will be determined.   

• An asbestos survey will be conducted by a certified asbestos 
inspector on each building slated for acquisition and demolition.  
All detected asbestos-containing materials will be removed prior 
to demolition in accordance with ADEQ, EPA, and Occupational 
Health and Safety regulations. 

• An intensive cultural resources survey will be conducted for the 
Preferred Alternative.  If sites are affected, a report 
documenting the survey results and stating the AHTD's 
recommendations will be prepared and submitted for SHPO 
review.  If prehistoric sites are impacted, FHWA-led 
consultation with the appropriate Native American Tribe will be 
conducted and the site(s) evaluated to determine if Phase II 
testing is necessary.  Should any of the sites be determined as 
eligible or potentially eligible for National Register of Historic 
Places nomination and avoidance is not possible, site-specific 
treatment plans will be prepared and data recovery conducted at 
the earliest practicable time.  All borrow pits, waste areas and 

Phase II testing 
involves surveying 
and archeological 
testing to determine 
site boundaries, 
cultural and scientific 
importance, and 
National Register of 
Historic Places 
eligibility. 
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work roads will be surveyed for cultural resources when 
locations become available. 

• Project construction will be in compliance with all applicable 
Clean Water Act, as amended, requirements.  This includes 
obtaining the following: Section 401 Water Quality Certification; 
Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Permit; 
and Section 404 Permit for Dredged or Fill Material. 

• Stream and wetland mitigation will be offered at an approved 
mitigation bank site at a ratio approved during the Section 404 
permitting process. 

• A Water Pollution Control Special Provision would be 
incorporated into the contract to minimize potential water 
quality impacts. 

• Appropriate action will be taken to mitigate any permanent 
impacts to private drinking water sources should they occur due 
to this project. 

• A wildflower seed mix will be included in the permanent seeding 
for the project. 

4.2 Is the NEPA process finished? 
After this EA is approved by the FHWA for public dissemination, 
Location and Design Public Hearings will be held. 

After a review of comments received from citizens, public officials, and 
public agencies, a FONSI document will be prepared by the AHTD and 
submitted to the FHWA.  Approval of the FONSI by the FHWA will 
identify the Selected Alternative and conclude the NEPA process. 

 

  

Mitigation banks are 
water resource areas 
used to provide 
compensation for 
unavoidable impacts.  
The banks allow many 
small wetland or stream 
mitigation projects to be 
consolidated into a 
larger, potentially more 
ecologically valuable 
site.  
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Acronyms      
 

ADEQ Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 

ADT  Average Daily Traffic 

AHTD Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department 

EA   Environmental Assessment 

EPA   Environmental Protection Agency 

FHWA  Federal Highway Administration 

FONSI  Finding of No Significant Impacts 

ICA   Imagine Central Arkansas 

LOS   Level of Service 

MPO   Metropolitan Planning Organization 

RAN   Regional Arterial Network 

NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act 

SHPO   State Historic Preservation Officer 
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ANALYSIS 
JOB 080457 
Highway 89 

UPRR Overpass & Realignment (Mayflower) 
FAULKNER COUNTY 

 
 

PURPOSE OF PROPOSED PROJECT 
The Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department is proposing to construct 

an improved east-west route in the vicinity of Mayflower.  The purpose of this project is 

to improve community cohesion, safety, and enhance regional connectivity in the 

greater northern central Arkansas region.  Community cohesion refers to a community’s 

sense of unity while regional connectivity describes the ability for vehicles to travel 

between different areas within a specified transportation network.  See Figure 1 for a 

map of the northern central Arkansas region. 

 

DISCUSSION OF NEEDS  
Metropolitan Planning Background 

Metroplan is the designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO) that is 

responsible for long-range transportation planning for central Arkansas.  

Rail Grade Separation 
In 1996, Metroplan reviewed the regional needs for rail grade separations by using 

quantifiable evaluation factors such as delay, accessibility, connectivity, geographic 

distribution, and safety.  In addition to the evaluation factors, consideration was given to 

locations that could leverage other projects and mitigate congestion.  Through this 

process, Metroplan identified a rail grade separation as being needed in Mayflower.  

Subsequently, the Arkansas Highway Commission authorized a 1997 Mayflower 

Planning Study to evaluate the need for and feasibility of a rail grade separation in 

Mayflower.  The study determined that the relocation of Highway 89 from Highway 365 

around Mayflower, including grade-separation of the UPRR, was feasible.  An update of 

this study, conducted in 2005, verified this conclusion. 

Appendix A:  Transportation Planning Analysis   A-1



Figure 1 – Regional Map 
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Regional Arterial Network 
Beginning in 1999, Metroplan identified the Regional Arterial Network (RAN) which is a 

set of regionally significant non-freeway roads that emphasize connectivity and mobility.  

In its 2040 long-range metropolitan transportation plan (MTP) - Imagine Central 

Arkansas, the RAN vision was again highlighted for providing an adequate series of 

arterials that serve intra-regional travel and major traffic generators for all modes of 

transportation, thereby providing an alternative to the freeway network.  To achieve this, 

the RAN should have a high level of mobility that can be accomplished by intersection 

improvements, access management strategies, road widening, and grade-separated rail 

crossings. Highway 89 was identified as one of the RAN corridors to connect 

communities like Cabot, Jacksonville, Mayflower, and Conway. 

In May 2014, the North Belt Freeway Toll Feasibility Study was completed for the 

connection from the Interstate 40 and Interstate 430 interchange to the Highway 67 and 

Highway 440 interchange.  The study concluded that significant costs for the North Belt 

Freeway could not be paid for by toll revenue alone.  Since then, Metroplan has 

removed the North Belt Freeway from its fiscally constrained MTP and has placed 

added importance on the RAN in the northern portion of the central Arkansas region.   

Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations 
Providing bicycle and pedestrian accommodations both on and off the roadways is one 

of the primary goals outlined in Metroplan’s MTP and the Mayflower Master Street Plan 

(MSP).  Highway 89 and Highway 365 have been identified as regional bike routes and 

will need to be addressed as such.  Figure 2 shows the central Arkansas bike routes 

identified in Metroplan’s MTP.   

Access Management 
An access management plan may be required between the Department and the 

appropriate local jurisdiction(s).  Access management strategies that control the location 

of driveways and intersections are critical to maximizing the safe and efficient 

performance of a roadway.  Frequent and heavily-used access points create more 

conflict and delay which result in an increased risk of collisions and decreased capacity 

on the roadway.  Access management of the RAN is a key objective in Metroplan’s 
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MTP.  The Mayflower MSP also identifies access management as one of its primary 

goals to promote safety, convenience, and aesthetics. 

Figure 2 – Central Arkansas Bike Routes 
(Source: Metroplan’s MTP) 
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Economic Analysis 

An economic analysis was conducted for Faulkner County and the Mayflower area.  The 

population of Faulkner County has increased from 86,014 to 114,745 (33%) between 

2000 and 2010.  Faulkner County has a younger population that has achieved higher 

levels of education.  Table 1 shows the demographic data. 

The economic vitality of the Faulkner County is driven mostly by the abundant 

educational and employment opportunities.  Conway is home to the University of 

Central Arkansas, Hendrix College, and Central Baptist College.  Faulkner County also 

contains several well-known business entities, including Acxiom Corporation and a 

Hewlett-Packard center that specializes in technical support and sales.  Approximately 

half of the work force in Faulkner County is in the educational, manufacturing, and 

retail/food service industries.  Employers rely heavily on the efficiency of the 

transportation network for the area. 

Improving the Highway 89 connection through Mayflower would improve the economic 

vitality of the region.  Residences, farms, and Conway’s new airport are located along 

Highway 89 to the west of Mayflower.  These destinations are segmented from the 

greater transportation network by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and are subject to 

slow travel through Mayflower.  Direct access to the Interstate 40 interchange and 

improved reliability through a railroad grade separation would improve the accessibility 

of these establishments, placing residents closer to jobs and farms closer to markets.  

However, improvements, particularly if conducted on the existing facility, carry the risk 

of negatively impacting current residents and landowners through required relocations. 
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Table 1 – Demographic Data 

Attribute Mayflower Faulkner County State of 
Arkansas 

Population 2010 2,234 114,745 2,915,918 
Population 2000 1,631 86,014 2,673,400 
Population 1990 1,414 60,006 2,350,725 
Percent Change 1990/2000 15% 43% 14% 
Percent Change 2000/2010 37% 33% 9% 
Median Resident Age 39.8 31.5 37.4 
Median Household Income $ 42,435 $ 51,095 $ 41,264 
Median Household Value $ 131,000 $ 141,700 $ 108,700 
White-Non Hispanic 91.7% 83.2% 77.0% 
Black 5.0% 10.0% 15.4% 
Other Races 3.3% 6.8% 7.6% 
Education Attained by Age 25+ 
High School Graduates 72.8% 72.7% 80.3% 
Bachelor’s Degree or Higher 10.5% 22.0% 18.7% 
Employment by Industry Type 
Educational, Health Care & Social Services 26.9% 24.8% 24.0% 
Manufacturing 7.7% 8.6% 13.5% 
Retail, Food Services & Accommodations 13.1% 12.5% 13.4% 
Other 44.9% 46.7% 39.8% 
Unemployment Rate 7.4% 7.3% 9.2% 
 

Existing Conditions 

Highway Characteristics 
In the greater northern central Arkansas region, Highway 89 runs eastward from west of 

Mayflower to the Pulaski County line.  Direct connectivity between Pulaski and Lonoke 

Counties is limited, and local road travel is necessary to get from Mayflower to 

Highway 67 and Cabot. 

In Mayflower, Highway 89 is the only east-west highway that connects Interstate 40 to 

the western portion of Mayflower (see Figure 3).  Highway 89 is primarily a two-lane, 

minor arterial with access to Interstate 40. Highway 89 runs concurrent with 

Highway 365 between the north and south Highway 89 intersections.  Highway 89 has 

11-foot travel lanes with 3-foot shoulders east of Highway 365 and 10-foot travel lanes 

with no shoulders west of Highway 365.  Highway 89, in the study area, has numerous 
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closely spaced driveways and side streets.  Combined with Lollie Road, Highway 89 

provides access to the Conway Municipal Airport located near the Arkansas River.   

The UPRR mainline tracks run through the heart of Mayflower.  There are two railroad 

crossings in the city.  One is on Highway 89; the other is on Gandy Lane, which is not 

part of the state highway system.  Both facilities are served by at-grade crossings.  

Frequent train activities have caused delays to motorists and pedestrians on 

Highway 89 and created disruption to the community.  Long delays are common when a 

train switch occurs and train cars block the crossings.  This situation prevents 

Highway 89 from functioning well as a regional arterial. 

The posted speed limit on Highway 89 east of Highway 365 is 35 miles per hour (mph) 

from the Interstate 40 interchange to the intersection with Highway 365.  The posted 

speed limit on Highway 89 west of Highway 365 is also 35 mph from the intersection 

with Highway 365 to the east approach to the railroad crossing.  West of the railroad 

crossing the posted speed limit increases to 40 mph, and then increases to 55 mph 

west of Mayflower.  There are two right angle curves on Highway 89, one at the Old 

Sandy Road intersection and the other at the Snuggs Circle intersection with advisory 

speeds of 30 mph and 20 mph, respectively. 
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Figure 3 – Study Area 
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Highway 365 is a two-lane, minor arterial with 12-foot travel lanes and 6-foot shoulders.  

It is a north-south route that runs parallel to Interstate 40, connecting Conway to 

North Little Rock.  It serves as the only relief route if an incident occurs on Interstate 40.  

Numerous driveways and side streets exist along Highway 365.  The posted speed limit 

on Highway 365 is 45 mph between the north Highway 89 intersection and the 

Satterfield Lane intersection.  The speed limit is reduced to 35 mph between the 

Satterfield Lane intersection and the south Highway 89 intersection. 

Land Use 
Most of the land use near the Highway 89 corridor in the study area consists of rural 

residential and small commercial developments.  The Mayflower Elementary School is 

located one block off of Highway 365 and Highway 89 at the intersection of Grove 

Street and Mitchell Street.  The elementary school is accessible from both highways.  

Mayflower Middle and High Schools are located off Highway 89 via Old Sandy Road on 

the west end of Mayflower. These schools are the primary traffic generators in the area.  

Congestion occurs during student drop-off and pick-up times, and vehicles park along 

the 2-foot shoulder on Highway 89 to wait for student dismissal.  

Operational Analysis 

Traffic Volumes 
Traffic volumes for the year 2040 were estimated using both the Central Arkansas 

Regional Transportation Study (CARTS) Travel Demand Model (TDM) and historical 

traffic volume count trends.  Volumes were projected to the year 2040 in order to 

coincide with Metroplan’s 2040 MTP.  The existing and projected traffic volumes shown 

in Figure 4 assume Highway 89 is upgraded to a regional arterial between Interstate 40 

and Highway 67.   
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Figure 4 – Existing and Projected Traffic Volumes
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Level of Service Analysis 

The traffic operation performance of a roadway can be described by its level of service 

(LOS), with LOS A being best and LOS F being worst.  The 2010 Highway Capacity 

Manual defines LOS as a quality measure to describe traffic conditions that may include 

speed, travel time, delay, maneuverability, traffic interruptions, and comfort.  (See 

Appendix A for a detailed explanation of Level of Service.)  LOS D or better is 

considered acceptable for urban roadways such as Highway 89 and Highway 365.  

Table 2 shows the LOS based on current (2015) and future (2040) traffic. 

Table 2 – LOS for Highway 89 and Highway 365  

Highway LOS 
2015 2040 

Highway 89 (west of Highway 365) E E 
Highway 365 E E 

Highway 89 (east of Highway 365) E E 
Note: Assumes Highway 89 is upgraded into a regional arterial between Interstate 40 and Highway 67. 

Operations on both Highway 365 and Highway 89 would be at unacceptable levels if 

Highway 89 were to become an arterial serving regional traffic.  Highway 89 is 

approaching full capacity at the Interstate 40 and Highway 89 interchange area, and 

conditions will further deteriorate as traffic volumes increase.  Queue spillback is 

expected to worsen at the interchange, particularly for the westbound left-turn 

movement at the northern Highway 89 and Highway 365 intersection and the eastbound 

left-turn movement at the westbound ramp terminal.  Queues will likely extend into 

adjacent intersections during peak traffic periods. 

Crossing Delay Study 

A delay study was conducted at the Highway 89 railroad crossing to estimate the extent 

of motorist delay caused by train movements.  The study consisted of measuring the 

actual delay time experienced by vehicles waiting for trains at the crossing from 

7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and from 3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., then expanding this sample to 

a 24-hour period.  Table 3 shows the delay study results. 

  

Appendix A:  Transportation Planning Analysis   A-11



Table 3 – Crossing Delay Study Results 

Average Number of Vehicles 
Delayed (vehicles/day) 

Average Delay 
(seconds/vehicle) 

Approximate Annual  
Delay Cost* 

279 128 $70,000 
Note: *Based on a Delay Cost of $19.24/vehicle hour (updated to current year) 
Source:  User and Non-User Benefit Analysis for Highways (2010). 

 

As shown in the delay study, about 279 vehicles per day are delayed for approximately 

128 seconds each, resulting in an average of 10 vehicle-hours of delay per day.  Using 

an hourly delay cost of $19.24, the cost of vehicle delay at the crossing is approximately 

$70,000 per year. 

The time delay study indicated that, on average, vehicles are delayed for approximately 

two minutes.  Although train log data showed that trains are typically on the tracks 

ranging from one to eight minutes, trains do occasionally stop on the tracks for an 

extended period due to switching operations. 

Safety Analysis 

Crash rates are an effective tool to measure the relative safety of a highway.  The 

combination of crash frequency, traffic volumes, and length of the highway segment 

being evaluated are used to calculate crash rates.   

Annual average crash rates were calculate using crash records for the years 2011, 

2012 and 2013 (the three most recent years for which data is available).  Crash rates 

are expressed as the total number of crashes (all severity types) per million vehicle 

miles traveled (mvm).  Additionally, fatal (K) and serious injury (A) crash rates were 

evaluated separately and are expressed as KA per 100 mvm traveled. 

The limits of the crash analysis for Highway 89 include two segments.  Segment one 

begins one mile east of the northern intersection of Highway 365 and Highway 89 and 

ends at that intersection.  The second segment begins at the southern intersection of 

Highway 365 and Highway 89 and ends two miles west of that intersection.  The limits 
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of the crash analysis for Highway 365 begin at the northern Highway 89 intersection and 

end at the southern Highway 89 intersection. 

The safety analysis compared crash rates for Highway 89 and Highway 365 to the 

statewide average crash rates.  The resulting crash rates are shown in Table 4 and the 

associated crash locations are shown in Figure 5.   

Table 4 – Crash Rates (2011-2013) 

Year Route/ 
Section 

Length 
(mi) 

Weighted 
ADT 

Crashes/ 
KA 

Crashes  
Crash 
Rate* 

Statewide 
Average**  

KA  
Crash 
Rate** 

Statewide 
Average** KA 
Crash Rate*** 

2011 89/5 2.00 4,500 3/1 0.98 2.81 32.62 9.94 
2012 89/5 2.00 4,500 0/0 0.00 2.78 0.00 11.43 
2013 89/5 2.00 4,600 2/1 0.60 2.34 29.78 12.47 
2011 365/10 1.00 9,500 0/0 0.00 2.81 0.00 9.94 
2012 365/10 1.00 9,900 0/0 0.00 2.78 0.00 11.43 
2013 365/10 1.00 10,000 2/1 0.55 2.34 27.40 12.47 

*    Crash rates (all severity types) are expressed in per million vehicle miles traveled (MVM). 
**  Two-lane, undivided, urban highways 
*** KA crash rates are expressed in per 100 MVM. 
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Figure 5 – Crash Locations (2011-2013) 
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For Highway 89, there were three rear-end crashes, two single-vehicle crashes, and 

one angle crash over the three-year time period.  Serious injuries were caused by the 

angle crash and one of the three rear-end crashes.  For Highway 365 there was one 

single-vehicle crash and one rear-end crash.  The single-vehicle crash resulted in a 

serious injury.   

A review of crash data for the Highway 89 railroad crossing (Union Pacific crossing ID 

434214S) revealed that there have not been any crashes at this location in the past 15 

years.  The statewide ranking for this location is 214 out of 2,453 at-grade railroad 

crossings.  This means there were 213 crossings in greater need of improvement than 

this one, at the time of the evaluation. 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
In addition to the No Action Alternative, three build alternatives were considered for the 

project as shown in Figure 6. 

No Action 

This alternative would not provide any improvements to the Mayflower area other than 

routine maintenance.  Delays due to passing trains and congestion would become 

progressively worse as traffic volumes increase. 

Alternative 1 

This alternative would construct an overpass at the existing Highway 89 railroad 

crossing.  It would also realign the two right angle curves at the Old Sandy Road and 

Snuggs Circle intersections.  In order to provide acceptable traffic operations in the 

future, Highway 89, west of Highway 365, and Highway 365, between the Highway 89 

north and south intersections, would need to be widened to four travel lanes with a 

continuous, two-way left-turn lane.  This alternative would also include bike lanes and 

pedestrian facilities.  The Interstate 40 overpass would also be widened to four travel 

lanes and a dedicated left-turn lane for traffic turning onto the Interstate 40 ramps.  A 

connection to Main Street will be provided with this alternative. 
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Alternative 2 

This alternative would connect Highway 89 South and Highway 89 North with a new 

location route.  The new location route would start at the westbound ramps of the 

Interstate 40 interchange and connect to existing Highway 89 near Billy Drive, west of 

Mayflower.  The bypass would initially be built as a 2-lane highway.  However, acquiring 

the necessary right-of-way for future expansion to a 4-lane highway with a raised 

median would be prudent.  The interstate overpass would need to provide four travel 

lanes in addition to a dedicated left-turn lane.  The overpass would cross Interstate 40 

at a skewed angle, which would require a longer bridge than a perpendicular crossing.  

A connection from the eastbound exit ramp to Highway 365 and a connection to Main 

Street from the new location route will be provided with this alternative. 

Alternative 3 

Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would provide a new location route from the 

westbound ramps of the Interstate 40 interchange to existing Highway 89 at Billy Drive, 
west of Mayflower.  The bypass would initially be built as a 2-lane highway.  However, 

acquiring the necessary right-of-way for future expansion to a 4-lane highway with a 

raised median would be prudent.  The interstate overpass would need to provide four 

travel lanes in addition to a dedicated left-turn lane.  A connection from the eastbound 

exit ramp to Highway 365 and a connection to Main Street from the new location route 

will be provided with this alternative. 

Future traffic volumes will vary based on the alternative chosen as shown in Figure 7. 
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ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 
The alternatives were evaluated based on their ability to meet the purpose and need by 

improving regional connectivity, mobility, and safety while enhancing community 

cohesion.  Community cohesion refers to a community’s sense of unity while regional 

connectivity describes the ability for vehicles to connect to destinations within a 

specified transportation network.  Typically, a lack of regional connectivity can impact 

community cohesion by limiting alternative routes.  The analyses were based under the 

assumption that Highway 89 is upgraded to a regional arterial between Interstate 40 

and Highway 67. 

Although Alternative 1 would allow traffic flow through Mayflower without the disruption 

by train activities, it would require widening Highway 365 and Highway 89 west of 

Highway 365 to four travel lanes with a continuous, two-way left-turn lane.  This is 

particularly important if Highway 89 is developed as a regional arterial.  This alternative 

would have significant impacts to local businesses and homes along the route due to 

the major widening. 

Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would meet the regional long range planning vision by 

providing greater regional connectivity and mobility.  A bypass would offer commuters 

on the east side of Interstate 40 a more efficient route choice to get to the west side of 

town.  The improved route would reduce the effects of Interstate 40 and the UPRR as 

community barriers.  One result of that is enhanced community cohesion due to the 

diversion of regional trips.  No modifications would need to be made to Highway 365 or 

existing Highway 89 west of Highway 365 if Alternative 2 or 3 were implemented.
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Figure 6 – Alternatives 1, 2, & 3
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Figure 7 – Traffic Volumes for Alternatives 
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Operational Performance 

East-west travel time through Mayflower with the implementation of a bypass was 

evaluated.  The results of this evaluation are shown in Table 5 and indicate that the 

No Action Alternative and Alternative 1 do not provide the same level of mobility for 

east-west trips as Alternatives 2 and 3. 

Table 5 – Average East-West Travel Time 

No Action 
AM (PM) 

Alternative 1 
AM (PM) 

Alternatives 2 and 3 
AM (PM) 

398 (391) 387 (379) 134 (135) 
Note: travel times are in seconds 

 

In addition to the travel time savings, a bypass would also provide an alternate route 

choice for through traffic.  The diversion of traffic would result in an acceptable LOS on 

existing Highway 365 and Highway 89, west of Highway 365, through the study period.  

Table 6 shows the Highway 89 and Highway 365 LOS for the alternatives. 

Table 6 – LOS for Existing Highway 89 and Highway 365 for All Alternatives 

Highway No Action Alternative 1 Alternatives 2 and 3 
2015 2040 2015 2040 2015 2040 

Existing Highway 89 (west of Highway 365) E E A A D D 
Highway 365 E E A B C D 

Existing Highway 89 (east of Highway 365) E E A B B B 
Note: Assumes Highway 89 is upgraded into a regional arterial between Interstate 40 and Highway 67. 
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Proposed Cross Sections 

The proposed cross sections depend on the selected alternative.  Table 7 describes the 

cross sections associated with each alternative. 

Table 7 – Cross-Sections 

Highway1 Alternative 1 Alternatives 2 and 3 

Existing 
Highway 89 

(west of 
Highway 365) 

Four travel lanes with continuous, 
two-way left-turn lane2 No Change 

Highway 365 Four travel lanes with continuous, 
two-way left-turn lane2 No Change 

Existing 
Highway 89 

(east of 
Highway 365) 

Four travel lanes with continuous, 
two-way left-turn lane2 

Four travel lanes with 
continuous, two-way left-

turn lane2 

Mayflower 
Bypass - Two travel lanes3 

1 All improved segments would provide sidewalks 
2 Bike lanes would be provided 
3 Acquisition of right-of-way required  for future expansion to a 4-lane facility  with a raised median 

would be prudent since numerous assumptions had to be made 
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CONCLUSIONS 
The need to improve Highway 89 for regional connectivity near Mayflower, including a 

grade-separation of the UPRR, was identified as early as 1997.  Regional growth, an 

increased interest in regional connectivity, and the designation of Highway 89 as a 

priority route on the RAN have increased the need for improving this facility.  

Highway 89 is the only east-west arterial between Faulkner and Pulaski Counties.  

Traffic operations on Highway 89 have been deteriorating in the Mayflower area due to 

traffic growth and train activity, making it less than optimal as a regional arterial. 

Three build alternatives were developed for consideration in improving regional 

connectivity, community cohesion, and safety.  It was assumed that Highway 89 would 

be developed into a 4-lane arterial between Interstate 40 and Highway 67.  The facility 

would also include access management components to protect its capacity and safety 

performance.  Alternative 1 involves the construction of a railroad overpass on the 

Highway 89 alignment, while Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 propose new location 

routes connecting Highway 89 North to Highway 89 South and a railroad overpass. 

The overall results of the alternatives evaluation indicate that although Alternative 1 

provides an acceptable level of service for the existing facilities, it is not as beneficial as 

the other alternatives on a regional basis.  Alternative 1 would also require widening 

Highway 365 and Highway 89 west of Highway 365 to four travel lanes with a 

continuous, two-way left-turn lane.  This would require additional right-of-way which 

could cause major impacts on local businesses and homes along the route.   

Alternatives 2 and 3 would benefit the region by enhancing connectivity and community 

cohesion.  Providing a bypass would diminish the UPRR crossing as a barricade without 

inducing major impacts to residential homes and local businesses.  The bypass would 

also divert traffic from the existing route, resulting in fewer vehicular conflicts.  As a 

result, safety and operations would be improved.   
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APPENDIX A 

Level of Service
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Explanation of Level of Service 
The 2010 Highway Capacity Manual defines LOS as a quality measure to describe 
traffic conditions that may include speed, travel time, delay, freedom to maneuver, traffic 
interruptions, and comfort.   
 
For Two-Lane Highways (One travel lane in each direction) 
 
LOS A: At LOS A, motorists experience high operating speeds and little difficulty in 

passing.  A small amount of platooning would be expected.  Drivers should be 
able to maintain operating speeds close or equal to the free-flow speed (FFS) 
of the facility. 

 
LOS B: At LOS B, passing demand and passing capacity are balanced.  Platooning 

becomes noticeable.  It becomes difficult to maintain FFS operation, but the 
speed reduction is still relatively small. 

 
LOS C: At LOS C, most vehicles are traveling in platoons.  Speeds are noticeably 

reduced on all three classes of highway. 
 
LOS D: At LOS D, platooning increases significantly.  Passing demand is high but 

passing capacity approaches zero.  A high percentage of vehicles are now 
traveling in platoons, and percent time-spent-following (PTSF) is quite 
noticeable.  The fall-off from FFS is now significant. 

 
LOS E: At LOS E, demand is approaching capacity.  Passing is virtually impossible, 

and PTSF is more than 80%.  Speeds are seriously reduced.  Speed is less 
than    two-thirds the FFS.  The lower limit of this LOS represents capacity. 

 
LOS F: LOS F exists whenever demand flow in one or both directions exceeds the 

capacity of the segment.  Operating conditions are unstable, and heavy 
congestion exists on all two-lane highways. 
 
 

For Multi-Lane Highways (More than one travel lane in each direction) 
 

LOS A: LOS A describes free-flow operations where FFS prevails and vehicles are 
almost completely unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the traffic 
stream.  The effects of incidents or point breakdowns are easily absorbed. 

 
LOS B: LOS B represents reasonably free-flow operations where FFS is maintained.  

The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly restricted, and 
the general level of physical psychological comfort provided to drivers is still 
high.  The effects of minor incidents and point breakdowns are still easily 
absorbed. 
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LOS C: LOS C provides for flow with speeds near the FFS.  Freedom to maneuver 
within the traffic stream is noticeably restricted, and lane changes require more 
care and vigilance on the part of the driver.  Minor incidents may still be 
absorbed, but the local deterioration in service quality will be significant.  
Queues may be expected to form behind any significant blockages. 

 
LOS D: LOS D is the level at which speeds begin to decline with increasing flows, with 

density increasing more quickly.  Freedom to maneuver within the traffic 
stream is seriously limited and drivers experience reduced physical and 
psychological comfort levels.  Even minor incidents can be expected to create 
queuing, because the traffic stream has little space to absorb disruptions. 

 
LOS E: LOS E describes operation at capacity.  Operations at this level are highly 

volatile because there are virtually no usable gaps within the traffic stream, 
leaving little room to maneuver within the traffic stream.  Any disruption to the 
traffic stream can establish a disruption wave that propagates throughout the 
upstream traffic flow.  At capacity, the traffic stream has no ability to dissipate 
even the most minor disruption, and any incident can be expected to produce 
a serious breakdown and substantial queuing.  The physical and psychological 
comfort afforded to drivers is poor. 
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US. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Arkansas Division 

October 6, 2014 

700 West Capitol Ave 
Suite 3130 

Little Rock AR 72201 
(501) 324-6423 

In Reply Refer To: 
AHTD Job No. 080457 

UPRR Overpass & Realign. 
(Mayflower) (S) 

Faulkner County, Arkansas 
HDA-AR 

Rebecca Brave 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
The Osage Nation 
Post Office Box 779 
Pawhuska, Oklahoma 74056 

Dear Ms. Brave: 

This letter is written in order to initiate consultation between the Federal Highway 
Administration, Arkansas Division Office and the Osage Nation regarding a federal-aid highway 
project that may potentially affect ancestral lands or properties that may be of religious or 
cultural significance to your Tribe. 

The Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) plans to realign the UPRR 
overpass on Highway 89 in the city of Mayflower in Faulkner County (see project location map). 
To date, a survey of existing records regarding previously recorded archeological sites has been 
conducted and no previously recorded archeological sites are located near the project area. In 
an effort to determine the existence of archeological sites within the proposed project area, the 
AHTD is planning to conduct a cultural resources survey of the project area. 

Please review this information and notify us of any constraints or concerns that you may have 
regarding this undertaking. We would greatly appreciate your input regarding not only this 
project but also sites or properties in the immediate area that might be of cultural or religious 
significance to your Tribe. If you have any questions or need additional information, please 
contact me at (501) 324-6430. 

Sincerely 

Randal Looney 
Enclosure 	 Environmental Coordinator 
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US. Department 
of ionsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Arkansas Division 

October 6, 2014 

700 West Capitol Ave 
Suite 3130 

Little Rock AR 72201 
(501) 324-6423 

In Reply Refer To: 
AHTD Job No. 080457 

UPRR Overpass & Realign. 
(Mayflower) (S) 

Faulkner County, Arkansas 
Polk County, Arkansas HDA-AR 

Everett Bandy 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma 
Post Office Box 765 
Quapaw, Oklahoma 74363-0765 

Dear Mr. Bandy: 

This letter is written in order to initiate consultation between the Federal Highway 
Administration, Arkansas Division Office and the Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma regarding a 
federal-aid highway project that may potentially affect ancestral lands or properties that may be 
of religious or cultural significance to your Tribe. 

The Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) plans to realign the UPRR 
overpass on Highway 89 in the city of Mayflower in Faulkner County (see project location map). 
To date, a survey of existing records regarding previously recorded archeological sites has been 
conducted and no previously recorded archeological sites are located near the project area. In 
an effort to determine the existence of archeological sites within the proposed project area, the 
AHTD is planning to conduct a cultural resources survey of the project area.. 

Please review this information and notify us of any constraints or concerns that you may have 
regarding this undertaking. We would greatly appreciate your input regarding not only this 
project but also sites or properties in the immediate area that might be of cultural or religious 
significance to your Tribe. If you have any questions or need additional information, please 
contact me at (501) 324-6430. 

Sincerely, 

Randal Looney 
Enclosure 	 Environmental Coordinator 
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Arkansas Division 700 West Capitol Ave 
Suite 3130 

Little Rock AR 72201 
(501) 324-6423 

US. Department 
of Trcnsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

October 6, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
AHTD Job No. 080457 

UPRR Overpass & Realign. 
(Mayflower) (S) 

Faulkner County, Arkansas 
Polk County, Arkansas HDA-AR 

Mr. Earl J. Barbry, Jr. 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana, Inc. 
Post Office Box 1589 
Marksville, LA 71351 

Dear Mr. Barbry: 

This letter is written in order to initiate consultation between the Federal Highway 
Administration, Arkansas Division Office and the Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana, Inc. regarding 
a federal-aid highway project that may potentially affect ancestral lands or properties that may 
be of religious or cultural significance to your Tribe. 

The Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) plans to realign the UPRR 
overpass on Highway 89 in the city of Mayflower in Faulkner County (see project location map). 
To date, a survey of existing records regarding previously recorded archeological sites has been 
conducted and no previously recorded archeological sites are located near the project area. In 
an effort to determine the existence of archeological sites within the proposed project area, the 
AHTD is planning to conduct a cultural resources survey of the project area. 

Please review this information and notify us of any constraints or concerns that you may have 
regarding this undertaking. We would greatly appreciate your input regarding not only this 
project but also sites or properties in the immediate area that might be of cultural or religious 
significance to your Tribe. If you have any questions or need additional information, please 
contact me at (501) 324-6430. 

Sincerely, 

andal Looney 
Enclosure 	 Environmental Coordinator 
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Arkansas Division 

October 6, 2014 

700 West Capitol Ave 
Suite 3130 

Little Rock AR 72201 
(501) 324-6423 

US Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

In Reply Refer To: 
AHTD Job No. 080457 

UPRR Overpass & Realign. 
(Mayflower) (S) 

Faulkner County, Arkansas 
HDA-AR 

Dr. Ian Thompson. 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer & 
NAGPRA Program Coordinator 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Post Office Box 1210 
Durant, OK 74702-1210 

Dear Dr. Thompson: 

This letter is written in order to initiate consultation between the Federal Highway 
Administration, Arkansas Division Office and the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma regarding a 
federal-aid highway project that may potentially affect ancestral lands or properties that may be 
of religious or cultural significance to your Tribe. 

The Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) plans to realign the UPRR 
overpass on Highway 89 in the city of Mayflower in Faulkner County (see project location map). 
To date, a survey of existing records regarding previously recorded archeological sites has been 
conducted and no previously recorded archeological sites are located near the project area. In 
an effort to determine the existence of archeological sites within the proposed project area, the 
AHTD is planning to conduct a cultural resources survey of the project area. 

Please review this information and notify us of any constraints or concerns that you may have 
regarding this undertaking. We would greatly appreciate your input regarding not only this 
project but also sites or properties in the immediate area that might be of cultural or religious 
significance to your Tribe. If you have any questions or need additional information, please 
contact me at (501) 324-6430. 

Sincerely 

Randal Looney 
Enclosure 	 Environmental Coordinator 
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Arkansas Division 

October 6, 2014 

700 West Capitol Ave 
Suite 3130 

Little Rock AR 72201 
(501) 324-6423 

US Department 
of lansportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

In Reply Refer To: 
AHTD Job No. 080457 

UPRR Overpass & Realign. 
(Mayflower) (S) 

Faulkner County, Arkansas 
H DA-AR 

Ms. Lisa Larue-Baker 
Historic Preservation Coordinator 
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians 
Post Office Box 746 
Tahlequah, Oklahoma 74465 

Dear Ms. Larue-Baker: 

This letter is written in order to initiate consultation between the Federal Highway 
Administration, Arkansas Division Office and the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians 
regarding a federal-aid highway project that may potentially affect ancestral lands or properties 
that may be of religious or cultural significance to your Tribe. 

The Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) plans to realign the UPRR 
overpass on Highway 89 in the city of Mayflower in Faulkner County (see project location map). 
To date, a survey of existing records regarding previously recorded archeological sites has been 
conducted and no previously recorded archeological sites are located near the project area. In 
an effort to determine the existence of archeological sites within the proposed project area, the 
AHTD is planning to conduct a cultural resources survey of the project area. 

Please review this information and notify us of any constraints or concerns that you may have 
regarding this undertaking. We would greatly appreciate your input regarding not only this 
project but also sites or properties in the immediate area that might be of cultural or religious 
significance to your Tribe. If you have any questions or need additional information, please 
contact me at (501) 324-6430. 

Sincerely, 

Randal Looney 
Enclosure 	 Environmental Coordinator 
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Arkansas Division 

October 6, 2014 

700 West Capitol Ave 
Suite 3130 

Little Rock AR 72201 
(501) 324-6423 

US. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

In Reply Refer To: 
AHTD Job No. 080457 

UPRR Overpass & Realign. 
(Mayflower) (S) 

Faulkner County, Arkansas 
HDA-AR 

Dr. Richard Allen 
Policy Analyst and NAGPRA/ 
Section 106 Review Contact 
Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma 
Post Office Box 948 
Tahlequah, OK 74465 

Dear Dr. Allen: 

This letter is written in order to initiate consultation between the Federal Highway 
Administration, Arkansas Division Office and the Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma regarding a 
federal-aid highway project that may potentially affect ancestral lands or properties that may be 
of religious or cultural significance to your Tribe. 

The Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) plans to realign the UPRR 
overpass on Highway 89 in the city of Mayflower in Faulkner County (see project location map). 
To date, a survey of existing records regarding previously recorded archeological sites has been 
conducted and no previously recorded archeological sites are located near the project area. In 
an effort to determine the existence of archeological sites within the proposed project area, the 
AHTD is planning to conduct a cultural resources survey of the project area. 

Please review this information and notify us of any constraints or concerns that you may have 
regarding this undertaking. We would greatly appreciate your input regarding not only this 
project but also sites or properties in the immediate area that might be of cultural or religious 
significance to your Tribe. If you have any questions or need additional information, please 
contact me at (501) 324-6430. 

Sincerely, 

Randal Looney 
Enclosure 	 Environmental Coordinator 
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Huber, Joanna 

From: 	 EBandy@quapawtribe.com  

Sent: 	 Thursday, October 23, 2014 5:24 PM 

To: 	 Looney, Randal 

Subject: 	 AHTD 080457 UPRR Overpass & Realign 

The Quapaw Tribe Historic Preservation Office has received and reviewed the notification for project notification AHTD 

080457 UPRR Overpass & Realign. 

The Quapaw Tribe concurs with the AHTD findings that a CRS of the project area is necessary. 

The Quapaw Tribe Historic Preservation Office looks forwards to receiving and reviewing the results of this report. 

Thank you for your efforts to consult thus far, 

-Everett Bandy 

THPO, Quapaw Tribe 

Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

CONFIDENTIALITY / PRIVACY NOTICE: This message and any attachments transmitted with it, is for the 
designated recipient only and may contain privileged or confidential information. If you have received it in 
error please notify the sender, via return e-mail, immediately and permanently delete the original. Any 
unauthorized review, disclosure, dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. 
Thank you. 

1 
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From: Lindsey Bilyeu [mailto:lbilyeu@choctawnation.com]  

Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:24 PM 
To: Looney, Randal (FHWA) 

Subject: RE: AHTD Job No. 080457 UPRR Overpass & Realign. (Mayflower) (S), Faulkner Co., AR 

Dear Randal, 

The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma thanks the FHWA Arkansas Division for the correspondence regarding 
the above referenced project.  This project lies in the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma’s Trail of Tears 
Removal Corridor in Faulkner Co., AR.  The Choctaw Nation Historic Preservation Department requests 
to be a consulting party on this project.  Please forward our office the cultural resources survey once it is 
completed.  If you have any questions, please contact our office at 580-924-8280 ext. 2631. 

Thank You, 

Lindsey D. Bilyeu 
NHPA Senior Section 106 Reviewer 
Historic Preservation Department 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 1210 
Durant, OK 74701 
580-924-8280 ext. 2631 

This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, 
confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you have received this message in error, you are hereby notified that we do not consent to any 
reading, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender 
immediately and destroy the transmitted information. Please note that any view or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the 
author and do not necessarily represent those of the Choctaw Nation.
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From: Randal.Looney@dot.gov

To: Wilks, Diana

Subject: FW: 080457, UPRR Overpass and Realign, Mayflower, Faulkner County, AR

Date: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 10:55:15 AM

Randal J. Looney
FHWA – Arkansas Division Office
700 West Capitol Ave., Rm 3130
Little Rock, AR 72201-3298
501-324-6430
fax:  501-324-6423

From: Lisa LaRue-Baker - UKB THPO [mailto:ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 10:53 AM
To: Looney, Randal (FHWA)
Cc: verna; eberry@unitedkeetoowahband.org
Subject: 080457, UPRR Overpass and Realign, Mayflower, Faulkner County, AR

The United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma has reviewed your project under Section 106
of the NHPA, and at this time, have no comments or objections.  However, if any human remains are
inadvertently discovered, please cease all work and contact us immediately.

Thank you,

Lisa C. Baker  
Acting THPO

United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma

PO Box 746

Tahlequah, OK 74465

c  918.822.1952 

ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed.
If you have received this email in error please notify the system manager.
This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the
individual named. If you are not the named addressee you should not
disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender
immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete
this e-mail from your system. If you are not the intended recipient you are
notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in
reliance on the contents of this information is strictly prohibited.

Please FOLLOW our historic preservation page and LIKE us on FACEBOOK
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Huber, Joanna 

From: 	 EBandy@quapawtribe.com  

Sent: 	 Thursday, October 23, 2014 5:24 PM 

To: 	 Looney, Randal 

Subject: 	 AHTD 080457 UPRR Overpass & Realign 

The Quapaw Tribe Historic Preservation Office has received and reviewed the notification for project notification AHTD 

080457 UPRR Overpass & Realign. 

The Quapaw Tribe concurs with the AHTD findings that a CRS of the project area is necessary. 

The Quapaw Tribe Historic Preservation Office looks forwards to receiving and reviewing the results of this report. 

Thank you for your efforts to consult thus far, 

-Everett Bandy 

THPO, Quapaw Tribe 

Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

CONFIDENTIALITY / PRIVACY NOTICE: This message and any attachments transmitted with it, is for the 
designated recipient only and may contain privileged or confidential information. If you have received it in 
error please notify the sender, via return e-mail, immediately and permanently delete the original. Any 
unauthorized review, disclosure, dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. 
Thank you. 

1 
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From: Lindsey Bilyeu [mailto:lbilyeu@choctawnation.com]  

Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:24 PM 
To: Looney, Randal (FHWA) 

Subject: RE: AHTD Job No. 080457 UPRR Overpass & Realign. (Mayflower) (S), Faulkner Co., AR 

 
Dear Randal, 
 
The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma thanks the FHWA Arkansas Division for the correspondence regarding 
the above referenced project.  This project lies in the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma’s Trail of Tears 
Removal Corridor in Faulkner Co., AR.  The Choctaw Nation Historic Preservation Department requests 
to be a consulting party on this project.  Please forward our office the cultural resources survey once it is 
completed.  If you have any questions, please contact our office at 580-924-8280 ext. 2631. 
 
Thank You, 
 
Lindsey D. Bilyeu 
NHPA Senior Section 106 Reviewer 
Historic Preservation Department 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 1210 
Durant, OK 74701 
580-924-8280 ext. 2631 
 
 

 
 
This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, 
confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you have received this message in error, you are hereby notified that we do not consent to any 
reading, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender 
immediately and destroy the transmitted information. Please note that any view or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the 
author and do not necessarily represent those of the Choctaw Nation. 
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Why Mayflower? 

Ten miles south of Conway and twenty miles north of Downtown 
Little Rock, Mayflower is surrounded by unincorporated Faulkner 
County. Recent trends for living outside Conway and Little Rock 
city centers have led young families to Mayflower, also known for 
its strong school system. Mayflower has some commercial and 
retail areas along Interstate 40 and Highway 365, but otherwise is 
predominantly residential. Most of the new single-family residential 
has been built west of the rail road, closer to the school buildings. 

With the tornado in April 2014 and an oil pipe break prior to 
that event, a desire to guide development in Mayflower in a 
sustainable and resilient format became the center of discussion.  
With consistent support from other design and recovery groups, 
Jump Start was presented to the City as a means to establish the 
regulatory and implementation plans to more quickly move a vision 
focused on long-term resiliency forward.

The design and conceptual work is currently being performed by 
the University of Arkansas Community Design Center and students 
from the University of Arkansas, in collaboration with residents and 
stakeholders of Mayflower.  A focus on the heart of the City will 
be realized further through this process. Since that visioning and 
design process is still being developed, the Jump Start Initiative 

is using a rough concept to outline the strategies for sustainable 
development and the strategies will be adaptable to the final vision 
and design created by the community along with the UACDC.

Goals for the Mayflower City Center

•	 Improve pedestrian and bicycle safety with a particular 
focus on creating opportunities to safely cross the 
railroad tracks, as well as including stormwater 
management enhancements. 

•	 Propose zoning solutions that help to support infill 
for greater housing diversity on current vacant 
or underutilized lots to help catalyze private 
redevelopment more effectively.

•	 Create a Heart of the City to build a central gathering 
place and activate the City Center in Mayflower.

Implement the Imagine Central Arkansas’ 
Regional 2040 Long Range Plan

Focus on building local capacity to create 
positive and sustainable growth

Build development patterns that promote 
local and sustainable market factors

Harness and grow local funding capacity to 
continue sustainable growth

Generate a framework and business model describing 
how new development and redesigned infrastructure 

can generate long-term economic growth

Produce a replicable process that can be utilized in 
similar contexts and grow the pie for neighboring 

communities

The

JUMP START
INITIATIVE

    Planning for
Sustainable Growth will:
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Disaster Resilience

Focus on disaster resilience will be essential for Mayflower in its 
recovery effort from the past tornadoes. As the City continues 
to grow an effort to protect all residents and visitors during 
a future storm event will be more difficult if a resilience plan 
is not established.  Through a series of small to large safe 
room development and planning within neighborhoods, a 
consistent method for protecting current and future residents 
will be secured.

Complete + Context Sensitive Streets

Smart Growth America defines complete streets:

They are designed and operated to enable safe access for 
all users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and 
transit riders of all ages and abilities. Complete Streets make 
it easy to cross the street, walk to shops, and bicycle to work. 
Complete Streets projects are particularly prudent when 
more communities are tightening their budgets and looking 
to ensure long-term benefits from investments.

The City adopted Walkable Mayflower, a federally funded 
pedestrian plan prepared by Metroplan, in 2008. Walkable 
Mayflower is clearly a tremendous step towards a City-wide 
commitment to walkability, partly addressing Complete 
Streets principles. Strengthening of this commitment to 
walkability to implement the following Walkable Mayflower 
recommendations is a recommended priority:

•	 The City should develop and adopt an ordinance for the 
provision of sidewalks in all residential and commercial 
properties.

•	 Minimum five-foot wide sidewalks should be constructed 
on both sides of any municipal or state roadway to 
CARTS design standards.

•	 Pedestrian walkway construction and maintenance 
should be made a regular item on Mayflower’s Public 
Works annual program.

Zoning Strategy

Zoning is a key tool to guide sustainable development, but 
there are some challenges that always need to be considered. 
Too often zoning regulations are either too extreme in that 
not enough regulations and quality control over the built 
environment are established, or the zoning over regulates 
and requires more than the market can handle. For Jump Start 
and Mayflower, the zoning must fall between these options to 
create a window of flexibility that appeals to developers and 
does not stifle creativity. This ensures predictability is intact 
for the benefit of the municipality, residents and neighbors 
to the development, by having stronger requirements where 
they are needed (materials, building placement, heights, etc).

The greatest aspect of this tool is that it costs little to establish 
relative to the positive outcome and value generation it 
supports. Through the Jump Start Initiative, a zoning regulation 
package based on the form and orientation of buildings, the 
quality and relationship of the private and public realms, and 
the vision from the community, has been developed. This 
zoning is the first step towards establishing the appropriate 
policy within Mayflower.

The zoning process outlines regulations that focus on the 
public realm as a meaningful place. By creating a window 
of regulations, the goals of development patterns, mixing-
uses and creating public spaces are easier to obtain, without 
needing to consistently request variances. Many of the 
development patterns that we appreciate and visit abroad, 
are deregulated in this code and allowed to exist by right, 
whereas in the existing code, it was near to impossible to 
create a walkable, mixed-use place.

A key aspect to this zoning is how it is administered.  A 
concerted effort to have a trained planning administrator 
in-house at the City will be essential to the successful 
implementation of the zoning.  The qualifications of the staff 
member must include the familiarity with form-based codes 
and have a keen eye towards economic development and a 
history of administering mixed-use development.
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Complete Streets are not necessarily context sensitive. To 
guide effective design and operation of safe streets for 
all users, including bicyclists, a one-size-fits-all minimum 
sidewalk requirement is not enough. Inclusion of specific 
thoroughfare standards within the form-based zoning 
code to encourage preferred design of Complete Streets 
elements calibrated to community context is the next step. 
For example, as noted in Walkable Mayflower, five-foot wide 
sidewalks at the back of curb satisfies minimum Complete 
Streets walkability standards but does not include bicycle 
infrastructure and does not provide for the safest and most 
comfortable public realm for pedestrians, especially within 
a town center environment. Calibration of public realm 
elements, including sidewalk width, landscaped buffer, 
lighting, furniture and amenities, bicycle infrastructure, and 
street trees, will provide for the safest Complete Streets as 
well as a vibrant, livable, and valuable public realm over the 
long-term – in line with the community’s future vision.

“Context sensitive solutions (CSS) is a collaborative, 
interdisciplinary approach that involves all 
stakeholders to develop a transportation facility 
that fits its physical setting and preserves scenic, 
aesthetic, historic and environmental resources, 
while maintaining safety and mobility. CSS is an 
approach that considers the total context within which 
a transportation improvement project will exist.” 

--  Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)  
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City of Mayflower, Arkansas   2 | P a g e  
Heart of Mayflower Zoning District Ordinance  September 3, 2015 

SECTION __. HEART OF MAYFLOWER ZONING DISTRICT 
 

Sec. 1 - Applicability.  
 
(a) Generally. The standards, guidelines and other regulations of the Heart of Mayflower 

Zoning District (the District) applies to the parcels/lots within the District as delineated 
on the Heart of Mayflower Regulating Plan (Regulating Plan), attached as Exhibit A to 
the Ordinance adopting the District, which is hereby established and incorporated herein 
by reference.  

 
(b) Heart of Mayflower Regulating Plan. The Regulating Plan establishes the character 

zones, build-to lines, build-to zones, parking setbacks, height maximums, and upper floor 
recess requirements for the District.  The Regulating Plan also establishes lot and block 
standards for subdivision within the District.  Accordingly, to the extent standards 
established herein are in conflict with provisions of Chapter 9 of the Code of Ordinances, 
as amended, the standards herein shall control.  

 
(1) Character Zones Established.  The Regulating Plan establishes four character 

zones: 
 

(A) Mixed Use Center Zone – The Mixed Use Center Zone is intended to 
extend the civic activity around City Hall and incorporate mixed-use 
development along the central core of the area. 

 
(B) Creekside Zone – The Creekside Zone between the rail line and the Mixed 

Use Center Zone and along the creek in town is intended to encourage a 
dense residential neighborhood to support the revitalization of the Heart of 
Mayflower and provide for appropriate transitions between the creek and 
commercial uses within the Mixed Use Center.  

 
(C) Highway Zone – The Highway Zone is intended to provide appropriate 

development opportunities to take advantage of the Highway 365 and 89 
road access while providing appropriate transitions to pedestrian-oriented 
development within the Mixed Use Center. 

 
(D) Interstate Drive – The Interstate Drive Zone is intended to address the 

connection to Lake Conway from the mixed use and highway frontages in 
the Heart of Mayflower.  Development in the Interstate Drive Zone should 
focus on opportunities to enhance the lakefront and wilderness areas 
utilizing Low Impact Development techniques. 

 
(2) Note about measuring build-to lines, zones, and parking setbacks:  Due to the 

public improvements planned for different streets within the Heart of Mayflower 
Zoning District including the realignment of travel lanes, addition of on-street 
parking, the future right-of-way lines and corresponding property lines are subject 
to change based on the approved streetscape plan.  The future property lines along 
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the framework of streets as shown in the Regulating Plan shall be the basis for 
establishing the build-to lines, zones and parking setback lines along any street in 
the Heart of Mayflower Zoning District that requires public street improvements.  
If the existing street does not require any public improvements, the build-to zone, 
line and parking setback lines shall all be measured from the property/R-O-W line 
along that street frontage.  The Planning Administrator or designee may revise the 
build-to lines, zones, and parking setbacks to accommodate required streetscape 
improvements based upon a Council approved Streetscape Plan and survey. 

 
(c) Non-conforming Uses and Substantial Modification/Destruction.  
 

(1) Non-conforming uses shall be governed by Mayflower City Ordinance 14.04.08. 
 
(2) Regardless of transfer of ownership existing buildings that do not conform to the 

provisions of this District may continue in use as they are until the building is 
reconstructed or substantially modified, such as an addition or expansion of the 
building. Additions or expansions shall follow the guides for Non-Conforming 
Buildings in Exhibit B. 

 
(d) Applicability of Other City Ordinances.  The development and subdivision standards in 

the Mayflower City Ordinances, as amended, shall not apply to the Heart of Mayflower 
Zoning District except as specifically referenced herein.  Development standards not 
addressed in this section shall be governed by the Mayflower City Ordinances including 
any Special Development Controls and Site Plan Requirements to the extent they are not 
in conflict with the intent or text of the Heart of Mayflower Zoning District.   

 
Sec. 2. Community Intent and Public Improvements. The Heart of Mayflower Zoning District 
is a downtown Civic area and will be emphasized as a center of commerce, activities, events and 
residence with their roots in the enduring qualities of Mayflower—its small town ambience and 
heritage.  In order to grow and sustain the Heart of Mayflower, the following is hereby 
established:  
 
(1) Walkability. In order to facilitate walkability and livability, streets within the District 

shall provide accessible sidewalks with street trees; cross-sections as delineated in 
Exhibit C, incorporated herein by reference, are established to facilitate an integrated set 
of transportation choices—driving, walking and cycling, as well as to form public places 
bounded by building facades creating a sense of “outdoor rooms” or enclosure along the 
street or within building courtyards opening to the street.  

 
(2) Public Improvements. The public improvements within city right-of-way necessary to 

facilitate walkability, as delineated on the Regulating Plan, shall be designed and 
constructed by the City or other public entities when funding becomes available; 
accordingly, new design and construction of private buildings and improvements within 
the district shall conform to and be complementary with those public improvements. 
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(3) Architecture. Architectural standards herein (e.g., “windows generally shall be oriented 
vertically”) are functional in nature, not stylistic.  Similarly, the building types depicted 
herein are to establish functional architectural results (e.g, definition between building 
stories), not a particular taste.  Accordingly, architectural style and elements (e.g., 
Victorian, Arts & Crafts, color palettes, etc.), except for building materials, shall be 
determined through privately enforced covenants, conditions & restrictions (CC&Rs). 

Sec. 3. Schedule of Uses. 
 
Due to the emphasis on urban form over land uses in the Heart of Mayflower District, general 
use categories have been identified by areas.  Uses not listed in the following schedule, but are 
substantially similar, may be permitted upon the approval of the City Manager or his or her 
designee, subject to appeal to the City Council. 

 
Table 1 – Schedule of Uses 

Land Use  Mixed Use 
Center Zone 

Creekside Zone Highway Zone Interstate 
Drive Zone 

Commercial Uses (Office & Retail Uses) 
 Retail Sales or Service with no drive through facility 

(includes alcohol sales).   
Excluded from this category are retail sales and services 
establishments geared towards the automobile, 
including gasoline service stations.  

P P/C 
(permitted only at 
corner sites on 
the ground floor) 

P P 

 Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate establishments 
including banks, credit unions, real estate, and property 
management services, with no drive through facility 

P P/C 
(permitted only at 
corner sites on 
the ground floor) 

P P 

 Offices for business, professional, and technical uses 
such as accountants, architects, lawyers, doctors, etc.  

P P P P 

 Food Service uses such as full-service restaurants, 
cafeterias, and snack bars with no drive through facilities 
including café seating within a public or private sidewalk 
area with no obstruction of pedestrian circulation  

P P/C 
(permitted only at 
corner sites on 
the ground floor) 

P P 

 Finance and Food Service uses such as banks, credit 
unions, and fast casual dining with drive through 
facilities. 

NP NP P 
(permitted at the 
rear of the 
structure 
opposite the 
primary street 
frontage) 

P 
(permitted at 
the rear of the 
structure 
opposite the 
primary street 
frontage) 

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation Uses 
 Art galleries  P P/C 

(permitted only 
at corner sites 
on the ground 
floor)  

P P 

 Art, antique, furniture or electronics studio (retail, repair 
or fabrication; excludes auto electronics sales or 
service) 

P P/C 
(permitted only 
at corner sites 
on the ground 
floor) 

P P 

 Theater, cinema, dance, or music establishment P NP P P 
 Museums and other special purpose recreational 

institutions 
P NP P P 

 Fitness, recreational sports, gym, or athletic club P P/C 
(permitted only 
at corner sites 
on the ground 
floor)  

P P 

 Parks, greens, plazas, squares, and playgrounds P P P P 
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Land Use  Mixed Use 
Center Zone 

Creekside Zone Highway Zone Interstate 
Drive Zone 

Educational, Public Administration, Health Care and Other Institutional Uses  
 Business associations and professional membership 

organizations 
P P/C 

(permitted only at 
corner sites on 
the ground floor) 

P P 

 Schools, libraries, and community halls P NP P P 
 Civic uses (City Hall, Courthouse, and other public 

offices and functions) 
P NP P P 

 Social and fraternal organizations P P P P 
 Social services and philanthropic organizations  P NP P P 
 Religious Institutions  P NP P P 
Residential Uses  
 Home Occupations  NA P NA P 
 Live/Work units NA P NA P 
 Residential Apartments and/or condominiums P P NP P 
 Upper floor residential uses1 P P P P 
 Single-family residential attached dwelling unit 

(Townhomes)  
NP P NP P 

 Single-family residential detached dwelling unit NP P/C (lots shall be 
40 feet wide or 
less) 

NP P/C (lots shall 
be 40 feet wide 
or less) 

Other Uses  
 Model homes for sales and promotion** NA P NP P 
 Full-service hotels P NP P P 
 Bed and breakfast establishments P P NP P 
 Outdoor Storage NP NP NP NP 
 Outdoor Display (within 10 feet of front façade of 

building only; merchandise must be brought indoors 
after closing) 

P P P P 

 Parking, surface P A P P 
 Parking, structured P P P P 
 Sales from kiosks P NP P P 
 Food Truck (on-street) P NP P P 
 Food Truck Park (off-street) P/C 

(temporary 
use only) 

NP P P 

 Any permitted use with a drive through facility NP NP P/C P/C 
 Farmer’s Market P NP P P 
 Veterinary clinic (no outdoor facilities for overnight 

storage of animals) 
P NP P P 

P= Permitted by 
right 

NP= Not Permitted P/C= Permitted 
with conditions 

A= Permitted 
Accessory Use 

NA= Not 
applicabl
e 

SUP = 
Permittedwith a 
Specific Use 
Permit 

 

 
Residential density and non-residential floor-to-area ratios are governed by height of buildings, 
setback lines and parking requirements.  All allowed uses are permitted on any floor of a 
building unless specifically prohibited herein.  
 
(a) Accessory Building Uses. The massing and use of accessory buildings shall comply with 

those standards in the SF-7, article III, division 6 of this chapter or SFA, article III, 
division 7 of this chapter. 

 

                                                
1 Residential uses shall be permitted by right in the upper floors of all buildings  
** Model homes are limited to a time period until all the homes are sold in the neighborhood. 
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Sec. 4. Development Standards.  
 
The following table shall establish the development standards for the three (3) different zones in 
the Heart of Mayflower Zoning district. 
 

 
Table 2 – Development Standards 

Zone Mixed Use Center 
Zone 

Creekside Zone Highway Zone Interstate Drive 
Zone 

Standard  
1. Build to zones and 

setbacks 
• 0 feet minimum 
• 15 feet maximum 
• Corner lots shall be 

built to the build-to-
zone for a minimum 
of 35’ from the 
corner along each 
street front. 

• 0 feet minimum 
• 20 feet maximum 
• Corner lots shall be 

built to the build-to-
zone for a minimum 
of 25’ from the corner 
along each street 
front. 

• 10 feet minimum 
• 75 feet maximum 

• 10 feet minimum 
• 75 feet 

maximum 

2. Building Height 
a. First floor height 

 
 
 
 
 

b. Upper floor height 

4 Stories or 55 feet 
maximum 

3 stories or 40 feet 
maximum 

5 stories or 65 feet 
maximum 

3 stories or 40 feet 
maximum 

Min. 12 feet clear 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10 feet clear (min.) 

Min. 12 feet clear for 
non-residential or 
live/work units only; 10 
feet min. for residential 
uses 
 
 
 
10 feet clear (min.) 

Min. 12 feet clear 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10 feet clear (min.) 

Min. 12 feet clear 
for non-residential 
or live/work units 
only; 10 feet min. 
for residential uses 
 
 
10 feet clear (min.) 

3. Buildable Area A maximum of 90% of 
the lot area may be 
covered by building 
footprint. 

A maximum of 75% of 
the lot area may be 
covered by building 
footprint. 

A maximum of 80% of 
the lot area may be 
covered by building 
footprint. 

All development 
focused on Low 
Impact Techniques. 
Maximum of 75% of 
the lot area may be 
covered by building 
footprint. 

4. Building Frontage 
required 

• Min. of 70% of the 
building façade 
along mixed use 
streets shall be 
built within the 
built-to-zone.   

• Min. of 30% of the 
building facades 
along all other 
streets shall be 
built to the build-to-
zone. 

• Min. of 50% of the 
building façade 
along Creekside 
Street shall be built 
within the build-to-
zone 

• Min. of 25% of the 
building facades on 
all other streets shall 
be built to the build-
to-zone 

• A minimum of 50% 
of the building shall 
be built to the build-
to zone along 
Highway 365 or 
Highway 89. 

• There shall be no 
minimum building 
frontage 
requirement along 
all other streets. 

 

• Min. of 50% of 
the building 
façade along 
Interstate Drive 
shall be built 
within the build-
to-zone 

• Min. of 25% of 
the building 
facades on all 
other streets 
shall be built to 
the build-to-zone 

5. Encroachments over 
sidewalks or public R-O-
W 

No more than 6 feet 
horizontal 
encroachment over the 
sidewalk/R.O.W with 
min. vertical clearance 
over the sidewalk of 8 
feet 

Not permitted  • Permitted within the 
setback and subject 
to AHTD standards.  

• Where arcades or 
colonnades are 
used, align with first 
floor height. 

• For signs, canopies 
or awnings minimum 
8 feet clear. 

• Not permitted 

6. Encroachments into 
setback area or yards 
 
 

 No more than 50% of 
the required yard or 
setback 

No more than 50% of 
the required yard or 
setback 

No more than 50% of 
the required yard or 
setback 

No more than 50% 
of the required yard 
or setback 

 
 

 
• Min. 10’ wide                                                                                              
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Zone Mixed Use Center 
Zone 

Creekside Zone Highway Zone Interstate Drive 
Zone 

7. Streetscape Standards 
a. Sidewalksβ 
b. Parkway/Planting 

Zone # 

c. Street trees## 
 

• Min. 5’ wide 
 
Required at average of 
50 feet on center along 
all public street 
frontages (excluding 
alleys) (min. 3” caliper 
tree measured at 6’ 
above ground level) 

• Min. 5’ wide 
• Min. 5’ wide 

 
• Required at average 

of 50 feet on center 
along all public street 
frontages (excluding 
alleys) (min. 3” 
caliper tree 
measured at 6’ 
above ground level) 

• Min. 5’ wide 
• Min. 5’ wide 

 
• NA 

• Min. 5’ wide 
• Min. 5’ wide 
 
• NA 

8. Lot and Block Standards 
a. Block perimeter 
b. Lot width 
c. Lot depth 

 

 
 
Min. 1,200’; max. 
1,600’ 
Min. 20’; max. 400’ 
NA 
 

 
 
Min. 1,200’; max. 1,600’ 
Min. 20’; max. 400’ 
NA 
 

 
 
Min. 1,200’; max. 
1,600’ 
Min. 20’; max. 400’ 
NA 

 
 
NA 
Min. 20’; max. 400’ 
NA 

βWhere no sidewalks abutting the subject property exist, the applicant has the option of paying a fee in lieu of 
constructing the required width of sidewalk.  The fee shall be based upon the average per square foot cost of a 
standard concrete sidewalk at the time of development application and shall be established by the Planning 
Administrator or designee subject to City Council approval on an annual basis. 
#Street trees shall be planted in the Parkway at least 3’ from the curb. All utilities and street furniture will be 
located in the parkway. 
## The applicant has the option of paying a fee in lieu of the Street Tree requirement.  The fee shall be based 
on the average cost per caliper of a native canopy tree and shall be established by the Planning Administrator 
or designee subject to City Council approval.  In addition, the Planning Administrator or designee may create 
a recommended tree palette for Street trees, subject to City Council approval. 

 
Sec. 5. Parking. 
 

(a) Mixed Use Center and Creekside Zones. Parking shall only be located behind or to the 
side of buildings within the Mixed Use Center and Creekside Zones.  Shared parking and 
access is preferred in these character zones. 
 

(b) Highway and Interstate Drive Zones.  Parking should be located behind and to the side of 
buildings if possible.  Parking shall not be located between the building and Lake 
Conway or other open space.  If parking is placed in front of the building along a public 
right of way, it shall only be constructed within the 10’ minimum to 75’ maximum build 
to zone. 
 

(c) The number of off-street parking spaces required shall be established in this section: 
 

(1) Off-Street Parking. 
 

(A) For any parking lot permitted along the side of buildings on lots within 
Mixed Use Center, it shall be no wider than seventy-five feet (75’), and a 
street-screen shall be provided such that the side of the parking bays 
closest to the street shall be screened by a wall or landscaped wrought iron 
fence three feet (3’) in height. 
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ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
JOB 080457 – August 2016 

UPRR Overpass & Realignment (Mayflower) 
Faulkner County 

 
As requested, an economic analysis was conducted for Job 080457 in Faulkner County.  The 

analysis includes a review of the following demographic data that was compiled for the City 

of Mayflower, Faulkner County and the State. 

 
      City of              Faulkner   
      Mayflower  County    State      
Population, 2010     2,234  114,745 2,915,918 
Population, 2000    1,631  86,014  2,673,400 
Population 1990    1,414  60,006  2,350,725 
Percent Change 1990/2000       15%      43%         14% 
Percent Change 2000/2010       37%      33%           9% 

 

Median Resident Age        39.8       31.5    37.4 
Median Household Income            $42,435  $51,095   $41,264 
Median House Value             $131,000           $141,700   $108,700 

White-Non Hispanic     91.7%   83.2%         77.0% 
Black          5.0%   10.0%         15.4% 
Other Races       3.3%     6.8%        7.6% 
 
Education Attained by Age 25+ 
High School Graduates    72.8%   72.7%      80.3% 
Bachelors Degree or higher    10.5%   22.0%      18.7% 
 
Employment by Industry Type  
Educational and Social Services  26.9%   24.8%      24.0%  
Manufacturing       7.7%     8.6%      13.5% 
Retail Trade     13.1%   12.5%      13.4% 
Other      44.9%   46.7%      39.8% 
Unemployment Rate       7.4%     7.3%        9.2% 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: 
U.S. Census Bureau, August 2016 
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Mayflower and Faulkner County Economic Analysis 
 
An economic analysis was conducted for Faulkner County and the Mayflower area.  The 

population of Faulkner County has increased from 86,014 to 114,745 (33%) between 2000 

and 2010.  Faulkner County has a younger population that has achieved higher levels of 

education.  Table 1 shows the demographic data. 

 

The economic vitality of the Faulkner County is driven mostly by the abundant educational 

and employment opportunities.  Conway is home to the University of Central Arkansas, 

Hendrix College, and Central Baptist College.  Faulkner County also contains several well-

known business entities, including Acxiom Corporation and a Hewlett-Packard center that 

specializes in technical support and sales.  Approximately half of the work force in Faulkner 

County is in the educational, manufacturing, and retail/food service industries.  Employers 

rely heavily on the efficiency of the transportation network for the area. 

 

Improving the Highway 89 connection through Mayflower would improve the economic 

vitality of the region.  Residences, farms, and Conway’s new airport are located along 

Highway 89 to the west of Mayflower.  These destinations are segmented from the greater 

transportation network by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and are subject to slow travel 

through Mayflower.  Direct access to the Interstate 40 interchange and improved reliability 

through a railroad grade separation would improve the accessibility of these establishments, 

placing residents closer to jobs and farms closer to markets.  However, improvements, 

particularly if conducted on the existing facility, carry the risk of negatively impacting 

current residents and landowners through required relocations. 
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Social, Environmental Justice, Community Impacts and 
Economics Study 

A socioeconomic, environmental justice and community impacts discipline describes the 
existing conditions in the project study area and evaluates potential impacts with or without 
the proposed project. 
 
Social 
The geographic area considered for analysis of existing social conditions and impacts 
consists of Faulkner County in the City of Mayflower.  Mayflower’s estimated population is 
2,431.   With the rapidly growing City of Conway to its north and the bustling Cities of Little 
Rock and North Little Rock to it’s south, this area is often referred to as having a “Small 
Town Atmosphere with Big City Access”.   
 
One purpose of the project is to improve community cohesion. The City of Mayflower takes 
pride in it’s community’s sense of unity and cohesion and the ability to rebound after 
disasters.  Therefore, it is appropriate to consider changes to community character and 
cohesion in assessing the significance of the proposed project’s effects. 

 
• What is Environmental Justice and how do we address it? 

Environmental Justice refers to social equity in bearing the burden of adverse 
environmental impacts. In the past, minorities and low-income populations have 
experienced disproportionate impacts caused by construction of transportation projects. In 
response to this concern, an Executive Order was issued by President Bill Clinton in 1994. 
Among other things, it directed that: 

 “Each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by 
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations.” 

-Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, 1994. 

Projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply with Executive 
Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 
and Low-Income Populations. The environmental justice evaluation determines whether 
low-income or minority populations would suffer disproportionately high and adverse 
effects of an action.  Low income is defined based on the Department of Health and Human 
Services (DHHS) 2016 poverty guidelines, which is $24,300 for a family of Four (4). The 2010- 
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2014 American Community Survey data on poverty shows the highest percentage of the 
population below the poverty level in the City of Mayflower as being 9.9%.  In Faulkner 
County, the median household income stands at $51,095, which is higher than the Poverty 
guidelines published by the DHHS. 

The Federal Highway Administration defines Minority as a person who is: 

o Black (having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa); 
 

o Hispanic (of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American or other 
Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race) 
 

o Asian American (having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 
Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands); or 
 

o American Indian and Alaskan Native (having origins in any of the original 
people of North America and who maintains cultural identification through 
tribal affiliation or community recognition). 

• How would Social, Environmental Justice and Business/Economic 
Conditions be affected during construction of each Alternative? 

 The study area encompasses mostly residential and commercial areas, with high residential    
 housing and various community service retail establishments.  
 

o The No-Action Alternative consists of no improvements being made to the 
existing Highway 89 with sustaining routine maintenance.  Without constructing 
a railroad overpass on Hwy. 89, continued traffic delays and congestion would 
remain. There would be no impacts to residents, tenants and business owners.  

 
o Alternative 1 follows along the existing Highway 89 and Highway 365, passing 

through areas that are primarily business, commercial, and residential 
properties. This alternative will not sever any subdivisions; however it will 
relocate several homes located in established, interdependent neighborhoods, 
numerous businesses and personal properties. Upgrading the existing highway 
will disrupt community services and facilities located along Highway 365 while 
defeating the purpose of the project. Local businesses located at the Highway 89 
bridge and interchange would also be relocated. 
 

o Alternative 2 and 3 would not negatively impact the community services and 
facilities located along Highway 89 (west) and Highway 365; however the new 
location alternative passes through areas that are primarily residential with few 
businesses. Denoting that this alternative will not sever any subdivisions or 

F-4   Highway 89 Improvements EA



urban neighborhoods but will require the relocation of few homes and 
businesses in the project area.  Alternative 2 and 3 would temporarily disrupt 
traffic and relocate local businesses at the location of the new Highway 89 Bridge 
and interchange.  
 

o Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would not result in any permanent disconnection or 
division of any community or neighborhood area, and would not eliminate the 
community service facilities currently existing within the neighboring area. The 
alternatives would have a beneficial impact related to community cohesion 
because an improved path would be constructed and the widened highway 
would enhance bicycle and pedestrian linkages to adjoining communities. 

 
The nearest residential properties to the proposed project are on the west side of Highway 
365.  The closet businesses are located on the northern, southern, eastern and western side 
of the proposed project. 

• Would the project have unavoidable adverse effects on Environmental 
Justice/Title VI populations that could not be mitigated?  

 
The 2014 U.S. Census data covers the project area and provides population demographic 
characteristics. The total population of this census tract is approximately 2,431 residents.   
 
Approximately 15.7% of residents are over age 65, which is slightly higher than in the 
surrounding Faulkner County.  Table 1 provides a Demographic comparison of population 
demographics for the study area, neighboring city, county and the state as a whole.  The 
population is 8.1 percent minority, or not of the white race category in the city of 
Mayflower. The percentage of minority residents in the county as a whole is substantially 
higher than the percentage of minority residents in the city of Mayflower.  Approximately 
1.2% of residents in the study area identify themselves as Hispanic or Latino, compared with 
4.0 percent for the entire County, respectively. 
 
The data gathered from the U.S. Census and field observations indicate the minimal 
presence of EJ/Title VI populations in the project area.  While some impacts will be borne by 
those populations, the level of impacts would not be disproportionately high. Based on this 
information, the study area is not considered a minority-predominant community. Further 
steps to minimize the impacts will be considered during the final design phase. 

 
• Community character and how community service facilities will be 

affected during construction? 
One purpose of the project is to improve community cohesion. The City of Mayflower takes 
pride in its “small town atmosphere with big city access”.  The community’s sense of unity 
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and cohesion and the ability to rebound after numerous disasters is propelling it forward 
with rebuilding initiatives for long range economic development.  Mayflower’s unification 
extends far beyond the thoughts and ideas of local politicians and longtime citizens. The City 
held meetings with High School students to gather ideas and feedback on what they would 
hope to see designed for their future.  Therefore, it is appropriate to consider changes to 
community character and cohesion in assessing the significance of the proposed project’s 
effects.   
 
The study area encompasses mostly industrial, commercial and residential areas.  The 
project will create benefits such as improved local accessibility for businesses, commercial 
and residential usage, increased movement, convenience, and improved safety for 
motorists.  Recreational users and emergency service providers would also benefit from the 
enhanced circulation and accessibility throughout the project area.  
 
Numerous community service facilities are located within the proposed project area, such 
as, Conway Regional Medical Clinic of Mayflower, The Laundry Room, banks, Harp’s Grocery 
and the First Baptist Church. Community service facilities that would be indirectly impacted 
during construction consist of the City Hall, Fire and Police Departments, the Public Library 
and Senior Citizens Center. 
 
Construction delays, dust, noise and exhaust fumes from equipment would temporarily 
affect residences and businesses along each Alternative.  Access to homes and businesses 
would be maintained during construction. 

• What measures are proposed to minimize or avoid effects to social 
and economic resources? 

The right of way acquisition necessary for the proposed overpass and roadway realignment 
(widening) project will be minimized as much as possible.  The opportunity for businesses to 
relocate within the vicinity of the project area is an option.  The Department’s design 
engineers will work closely with residents and business owners regarding driveway 
configurations and other specific property concerns.  Property acquisition will be completed 
in accordance with the federal Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970. 

  

F-6   Highway 89 Improvements EA



Public Involvement 
Public interaction is essential to involve all populations in the study area to assist in making 
transportation decisions.  Allowing the public early and on-going interaction allows them to 
feel as though their input is important in the transportation decision making process.  

A Public involvement meeting was conducted in June 2013 but was poorly attended due to a 
disaster that happened in the City of Mayflower (oil spill).  Moving forward now that the 
clean-up process is complete the citizens have resolved to revitalize their city and focus on 
community cohesion. 

 

To date, the proposed project has generated a great deal of excitement within the 
community and attracted a wide range comments and ideas.  The focus has expanded to not 
only improve traffic flow on Highway 89 by way of constructing an overpass but to also 
improve regional connectivity across cities and to include bike lanes.    

A Public Involvement Synopsis is located in Appendix B of the Highway 89 Improvements 
Environmental Assessment.   

Relocation 

Relocations occur when residential, business, or non-profit properties fall within the 
established right of way limits for a proposed project.  Until the final design has been 
established, relocation quantities are estimates. 

Estimated right of way widths were used in determining potential structures to be 
relocated.  An Alternative Alignments Study and a Conceptual Stage Relocation 
Inventory were completed in June 2016.  It describes the existing residential and 
commercial locations in the project study area and estimates the ROW acquisition and 
Utility relocation costs, as well as, evaluates potential relocation impacts within the 
proposed project.  This study is provided in Appendix D of the Highway 89 
Improvements Environmental Assessment. 
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Table 1 
Demographic Data 

  
City of 

Mayflower 
City of 

Conway 
Faulkner 
County 

State of 
Arkansas 

Population 2015 2,431 64,980 121,552 2,978,204 

Population 2010 2,234 58,908 113,237 2,915,918 

Percent Change 2000/2015 8.8% 10.3% 7.3% 2.1% 

Median Resident Age 39.8 27.6 31.5 37.6 

Median Household Income $42,135 $47,126 $51,095 $41,264 

Median House Value $131,000 $158,500 $141,700 $108,700 

White-Non Hispanic 91.7% 77.4% 84.3% 77.0% 

Hispanic 2.4% 5.1% 3.9% 6.4% 

Black   5.0% 15.6% 10.2% 15.4% 

Other Races   0.9% 1.9% 1.6% 1.2% 

Education Attained by Age 25+  

High School Graduates 95.2% 91.9% 89.7% 84.3% 

Bachelors Degree or higher 21.7% 36.6% 26.4% 20.6% 

Employment by Industry Type 

Educational, Health Care & 
Social Services 26.9% 27.8% 24.8% 24.0% 

Manufacturing, Construction, 
Warehousing & Transportation 25.7% 15.4% 20.5% 25.5% 

Retail, Food Services & 
Accommodations 5.1% 10.6% 9.0% 8.0% 

Other Services 5.7% 3.5% 4.3% 4.8% 

Unemployment Rate 6.9% 7.0% 6.8% 8.4% 

 

 
  

F-8   Highway 89 Improvements EA



Studies, Coordination, and Methods 
A current site inspection of the entire project study area was conducted to verify existing 
land use on a parcel by parcel basis.  Each parcel was examined through visual inspection to 
determine if the current alternative would prevent or limit the ability to use the property 
for an existing or allowed land use. 

 
The research revealed what replacement residences and commercial buildings are available 
in the project area.  

 
• What regulations do we follow when dealing with relocations of 

residential and commercial property? 

Where right of way acquisition is needed, the acquisition and relocation program would be 
conducted in accordance with the federal Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, as amended.  Relocation resources are available to all relocated 
residents and businesses without discrimination. 

Inspections of the potential displacement locations are conducted by Relocation 
Coordinators.  The Coordinators utilize area demographic data, visual inspections, past 
experiences and knowledge in making this determination. 

The Right of Way Procedures for the Acquisition Manual and the Right of Way Policies and 
Procedures Manual, Section 6 will govern right of way acquisition proceedings.  These laws 
ensure fair and equitable treatment of those displaced.  They also encourage and expedite 
acquisition of property by negotiation. 

• What effects to relocations would result under the No Action 
Alternative? 

The No-Action Alternative would not require the relocation of any residences, 
businesses, or personal properties.  No new right of way would be acquired. 

• What effects to relocations would result under Alternatives? 

Alternative 1 
Alternative 1 would relocate 17 residential owners, 9 residential tenants, 17 
businesses, 7 landlord businesses, 1 Non-profit organization and 2 personal properties.  
There are a total of 6 low-income households, 2 minority families, 5 elderly 
households and 2 households with individuals that have disabilities that would be 
relocated as a result of this project.  Alternative 1 has the potential to impact 100-120 
employees.   
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Alternative 2  

Alternative 2 would relocate 6 residential owners, 1 residential tenant, 2 businesses, 1 
landlord business and 1 personal property.  There are a total of 3 low-income 
households, 1 elderly household and 1 household with individuals that have 
disabilities that would be relocated as a result of this project.  

Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 would relocate 6 residential owners, 1 residential tenant, 2 businesses, 1 
landlord business and 1 personal property.  There are a total of 3 low-income 
households, 1 elderly household and 1 household with individuals that have 
disabilities that would be relocated as a result of this project.  

Appendix D provides further details. 

• Are replacement housing and commercial business sites available in 
the study area? 

Consistent with the Uniform Relocation Assistance & Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970, relocation of displaced residents/businesses considers the availability of residences 
similar in cost and access to services as the displaced residences/businesses.  
 
Appendix D provides further details. 
 

Replacement Housing/Commercial Business 
 
An available housing inventory has been compiled and it indicates there are at least thirty-
four (34) comparable replacement dwellings available for sale, thirty one (31) comparable 
replacement dwellings available for rent and at least twenty two (22) commercial properties 
are currently for sale and thirty four (34) for lease within twelve (12) miles of the project 
area.  
 
Appendix D provides further details. 
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Appendix G – Visual Impact Assessment Memorandum  
  

 



 
 

January 3, 2017 
 
TO: Project File 
 
FROM: Mary Pearson, Environmental Analyst III, Environmental Division 
 
SUBJECT: AHTD Job Number 080457 
 UPRR Overpass & Realign. (Mayflower) (S) 
 Visual Impact Assessment for Highway 89 Improvements EA 
 
Purpose of this Memorandum  
The purpose of this Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) Memorandum (memo) is to evaluate 
potential visual impacts associated with the Hwy. 89 Improvements project.  The VIA was 
prepared using guidance outlined in the Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway 
Projects published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in January 2015.   

Visual Impact Assessment 
The VIA Scoping Questionnaire was completed.  As shown in Attachment 1, the response to 
each question has a corresponding value of either 1 or 2, resulting in an overall score of 12.  
Consistent with FHWA guidelines, a score of 10 to 14 recommends the preparation of a brief 
visual assessment in memo format.  This memo serves as the recommended visual assessment 
documentation.   

Visual resource and VIA definitions for the concepts and terms used in the remainder of this 
memo are provided in Attachment 2.  It is important to note that the AHTD would be responsible 
only for designing and constructing a railroad overpass and roadway widening (under Alternative 
1) or a railroad overpass and an I-40 interchange (under Alternatives 2 and 3).  Metroplan, 
Faulkner County, and the cities of Mayflower and Conway would be responsible for all other 
proposed improvements – including new location routes.  The new location routes are therefore 
conceptual and necessarily restrict the scope of this VIA.  

Proposed project viewers are categorized as either neighbors or travelers.  Neighbors include 
residents, school and business occupants, and public space users.  Travelers include users of 
Hwy. 89, adjacent roadways, and I-40.   

Existing Visual Character 
The project study area is relatively flat.  Elevations range from approximately 270 to 290 feet 
above mean sea level (msl) along the north-south portion of Hwy. 89 and west of the I-40 
interchange.  Elevations west of the railroad track and along the proposed new location routes 
range from 310 to 340 feet above msl.  Long distance views are uncommon due to a combination 
of elevation uniformity and the screening effect of wooded areas.  Wooded areas – consisting 
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primarily of hardwoods and pine - are dense at many locations.  Most of the residences feature 
trees, grassy lawns and other landscaping elements.   

In addition to the school zones, Alternative 1’s project corridor includes residential and 
commercial areas.  Many of the residences feature grassy lawns and trees.  The commercial area 
is concentrated along the 1-mile north-south portion of Hwy. 89 through the heart of Mayflower.  
Bordered by I-40 to the west, the commercial area lacks landscaping and is not architecturally 
uniform in appearance.  The area also lacks sidewalks, curbs, and gutters.  Most of the 
neighboring structures afford partial or complete views of Hwy. 89 and are in turn visible to 
travelers along the route.  Residences, a few businesses, Mayflower Elementary School, a 
church, and the city park are located near the proposed overpass location.  

The new location route for Alternatives 2 and 3 includes residential, pasture, and undeveloped 
areas.  Residences and businesses – including two gas station/convenience stores – are located 
within and adjacent to the proposed overpass/interchange area.  The I-40 corridor also passes 
through the proposed overpass/interchange area. 

Permanent Impacts 
The construction of an overpass at any of the proposed locations would introduce a structure that 
is relatively higher than the surrounding area.  The upper portion of an overpass would be 
approximately 25 feet in elevation and include fencing over the railroad track.  This would 
represent a moderate change from the project area’s existing visual character.   

In conjunction with the expansion of highway right of way, the increase in roadway width and 
profile would modify the appearance of the roadway.  The removal of residences and businesses 
and tree/vegetation clearing would alter the current appearance of the project corridor under any 
of the build alternatives.  Some of the remaining residences and commercial structures would be 
in closer proximity to the highway.  However, the proximity of the remaining residences and 
commercial structures would not exceed zoning codes.  Depending on viewer exposure and 
sensitivity, these changes could be experienced as either beneficial, neutral, or adverse.     

The proposed roadway cross section and materials are typical of transportation improvements in 
the central Arkansas region.  Visual resources uncommon in the area would not be introduced, 
and landforms would not be noticeably altered.  Local planning and development guidelines 
would be taken into consideration during final design to ensure visual compatibility of the 
proposed project.  The proposed pedestrian/bicycle facilities meet community development goals 
of integrating a network of sidewalks and bicycle paths into the roadway network.  The visual 
resources of these facilities are therefore predicted to be beneficial to the existing overall visual 
character of the existing roadways.   

For the reasons described above, adverse permanent impacts adverse would be minor and 
localized for sensitive project neighbors (e.g., residents) for whom exposure will increased.  
Based on predicted viewer exposure and sensitivity, Alternative 1 is likely to present a greater 
number of visual impacts than Alternatives 2 and 3.   

Overall visual quality under Alternatives 2 and 3 is predicted to be enhanced for the majority of 
commercial neighbors and travelers by conforming with Mayflower and Faulkner County land 
development principles.   
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Temporary Impacts 
Project construction would result in the short-term presence of construction vehicles and 
equipment, grading and excavation, and vegetation clearing throughout the project area.  The 
areas where construction and grading would remove existing natural vegetation would be 
viewable by travelers and site-specific neighbors.  Grading and excavation activities and the 
presence of construction vehicles and equipment would result in a temporary change in the visual 
character of the project site.  These activities would be short-term.  Impacts in roadside cleared 
areas would be short/medium-term until new vegetation becomes established.  These temporary 
visual impacts would be minor and not expected to result in an adverse response by typical 
viewers. 

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
The Heart of Mayflower Regulating Plan details the project area’s form-based land development 
regulations to foster predictable built results and a high quality public realm.  The proposed 
project’s visual resources (e.g, cross section and construction materials) would complement the 
visual character desired by the community as expressed in Mayflower’s development 
regulations.  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.   
 
Attachments: 

1. VIA Scoping Questionnaire 
2. VIA Definitions  
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Visual Impact Assessment Scoping Questionnaire 

Project Name: 

Location: 

Special Conditions/Notes: Conducted By: 

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.)

 High level of permanent change (3)  Moderate level of permanent change (2) 
 Low level of permanent or temporary change 

(1) 
 No Noticeable Change (0) 

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.)

 Low Compatibility (3)  Moderate Compatibility (2) 
 High compatibility (1) 

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.)

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

Highway 89 Improvements (Mayflower) (S)

Mayflower, Faulkner County

M. Pearson
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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?

  Extensive Non-Conventional Mitigation Likely 
(3)

 Some non-conventional Mitigation Likely (2) 

 Only Conventional Mitigation Likely (1)  No Mitigation Likely (0) 

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.)

 High Potential (3)  Moderate Potential (2) 
 Low Potential (1)  No Potential (0) 

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.)

 High Sensitivity (3)  Moderate Sensitivity (2) 
 Low Sensitivity (1) 
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3. To what degree does the project’s aesthetic approach appear to be consistent with applicable laws,
ordinances, regulations, policies or standards?

 Low Compatibility (3)  Moderate Compatibility (2) 
 High compatibility (1) 

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.)

 Yes (3)  Maybe (2) 
 No (1) 

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.)

 Yes (3)  Maybe (2) 
 No (1) 

Total Project Score: 12
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Determining the Level of Visual Impact Assessment 
Total the scores of the answers to all ten questions on the Visual Impact Assessment Scoping 
Questionnaire. Use the total score from the questionnaire as an indicator of the appropriate level of 
VIA to perform for the project. Confirm that the level suggested by the checklist is consistent with 
the project teams’ professional judgments. If there remains doubt about whether a VIA needs to be 
completed, it may be prudent to conduct an Abbreviated VIA. If there remains doubt about the level 
of the VIA, begin with the simpler VIA process. If visual impacts emerge as a more substantial 
concern than anticipated, the level of VIA documentation can always be increased.  

The level of the VIA can initially be based on the following ranges of total scores: 

☐ Score 25-30 
An Expanded VIA is probably necessary. It is recommended that it should be proceeded by a formal 
visual scoping study prior to beginning the VIA to alert the project team to potential highly adverse 
impacts and to develop new project alternatives to avoid those impacts. These technical studies will 
likely receive state-wide, even national, public review. Extensive use of visual simulations and a 
comprehensive public involvement program would be typical. 

☐ Score 20-24 
A Standard VIA is recommended. This technical study will likely receive extensive local, perhaps 
state-wide, public review. It would typically include several visual simulations. It would also include 
a thorough examination of public planning and policy documents supplemented with a direct public 
engagement processes to determine visual preferences. 

☐ Score 15-19 
An Abbreviated VIA would briefly describe project features, impacts and mitigation requirements. 
Visual simulations would be optional. An Abbreviated VIA would receive little direct public interest 
beyond a summary of its findings in the project’s environmental documents. Visual preferences 
would be based on observation and review of planning and policy documents by local jurisdictions. 

☐ Score 10-14 
A VIA Memorandum addressing minor visual issues that indicates the nature of the limited impacts 
and any necessary mitigation strategies that should be implemented would likely be sufficient along 
with an explanation of why no formal analysis is required. 

☐ Score 6-9 
No noticeable physical changes to the environment are proposed and no further analysis is required. 
Print out a copy of this completed questionnaire for your project file to document that there is no 
effect.   A VIA Memorandum may be used to document that there is no effect and to explain the 
approach used for the determination. 
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Visual Impact Assessment Definitions 

The FHWA guidelines recognize three types of visual resources: 

• Natural visual resources include landforms and land cover such as trees,
vegetation, and water.

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

• 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.

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 two perspectives: 

1. The view of the project to the surrounding community (neighbors).

2. The view from the project to motorists (travelers).

Neighbors who can see a highway project and travelers who use it are defined as viewers.   
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. 

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?
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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 – 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.   
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WETLANDS ASSESSMENT MEMORANDUM 

Description of Wetlands 

Wetlands and streams were delineated using the 1987 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
Wetland Delineation Manual and the Regional Supplement to the USACE Wetland Delineation 
Manual:  Eastern Mountains and Piedmont Region.  The delineation will be sent to the USACE 
for their concurrence of jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. including wetlands.  The proposed 
project area contains three unnamed intermittent streams (Streams 1, 3, 4)*, one ephemeral 
stream (Stream 2) and three (3) wetland areas.  The streams are all unnamed tributaries that 
flow east into Lake Conway.  Lake Conway is an impoundment of Palarm Creek, which flows 
into the Arkansas River south of the city of Mayflower (see figure at the end of this 
memorandum). 

Wetland 1 is a depressional forested area that is located inside the southeast quadrant of the 
Interstate 40/Hwy. 89 interchange.  The forested wetland is dominated by sweetgum 
(Liquidambar styraciflua), willow oak (Quercus phellos), persimmon (Diospyros virginiana), 
water oak (Quercus nigra), and green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica).  The Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (NRCS) has mapped the soils located in Wetland 1, Wetland 2 and part of 
Wetland 3 as Leadvale Silt Loam.  Leadvale silt loam is a deep, moderately well drained soil with 
a fragipan. The soil identified in the wetland areas primarily exhibited a hue of 10YR, value of 4, 
and chroma of 2. The redoximorphic features primarily exhibited a hue of 10YR, value of 5, and 
a chroma of 6. 

Wetland 2 is a forested, scrub/shrub area that is located between Interstate 40 and Hwy. 365. 
The wetland is located along the floodplain of an intermittent stream.  The forested/scrub 
shrub wetland is dominated by green ash, red maple (Acer rubrum), buttonbush (Cephalanthus 
occidentalis), greenbrier (Smilax bona-nox and Smilax hispida), and various Juncus and Carex 
species.   

Wetland 3 is an herbaceous wetland that is located in a depressional drainage area spanning 
multiple pastures.   The herbaceous wetland is dominated by field brome (Bromus japonica), 
tall false rye grass (Schedonorus arundinaceus), little brown jug (Rhexia mariana), bermuda 
(Cynodon dactylon), and various Juncus and Carex species.  The NRCS has mapped the second 
soil type in Wetland 3 as Linker Fine Sandy Loam.  The second soil type identified in the 
Wetland 3 primarily exhibited a hue of 10YR, value of 5, and a chroma of 2.  The redoximorphic 
features primarily exhibited a hue of 5YR, value of 5, and a chroma of 8.   

* The EA designates Streams 1-4 and Wetland 1-3 as Streams A-D and Wetland A-C, respectively
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Anticipated Impacts of the Proposed Alternatives to Wetlands and Streams 

Impacts to wetlands and streams must be addressed under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, are administered under the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE).  Wetlands provide flood control, aid in water quality, and provide wildlife 
habitat.  Impacts to wetlands and streams must be minimized and mitigated. 

The No Action Alternative would have minimal to no impacts to streams or wetlands. 

Alternative 1 would impact Wetland 1 and Wetland 2.  Wetland 1 would be impacted by the 
widening of the Hwy. 89 overpass at Interstate 40.  Wetland 2 would be impacted by the 
widening of Hwy. 365 on existing location.  Construction of this alternative would impact 
Streams 1, 3 & 4 along Hwy. 365 with culvert retention or replacement.  Stream impacts should 
be minimal with little to no stream realignment.  Construction will also impact Stream 4 along 
Hwy. 89 with culvert retention or replacement.  The proposed railroad overpass adjacent to 
Hwy. 89 could potentially impact Stream 4 and cause stream realignment.  All impact 
assessments are preliminary and will vary based on roadway design. 

Alternative 2 would impact Wetland 1 and Wetland 3.  Wetland 1 would be impacted by the 
widening of the Hwy. 89 overpass at Interstate 40.  Wetland 3 would be impacted by 
construction of the proposed roadway on new location.  Construction of this alternative would 
impact Streams 1, 2 & 3 by constructing drainage structures in the streams.  Stream impacts 
should be minimal with little to no stream realignment.  All impact assessments are preliminary 
and will vary based on roadway design.  

Alternative 3 would impact Wetland 3.  Wetland 3 would be impacted by construction of the 
proposed roadway on new location.  Construction of this alternative would impact Streams 1, 2 
& 3 by constructing drainage structures in the streams.  Stream impacts should be minimal with 
little to no stream realignment.  All impact assessments are preliminary and will vary based on 
roadway design.   

Secondary and cumulative impacts should be similar between the three proposed alternatives. 
Water quality will be impacted primarily during the construction phase of the project. 
Increased soil disturbance due to land clearing, culvert construction, construction equipment 
and vehicles may temporarily impact water runoff during the construction phase of the 
proposed project.  Upon project completion and vegetation regrowth, water quality should 
return to pre-construction levels.  
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*Streams 1, 3 & 4 are Intermittent; Stream 2 is Ephemeral; L/F = Linear Feet

Mitigation 

The unavoidable impacts caused by activities in Waters of the U.S. including wetlands would be 
covered under a USACE Section 404 Permit.  After the preferred alternative is selected, impacts 
will be minimized through design considerations and the permit type will be determined based 
on anticipated impacts. The Charleston Method and the Little Rock Stream Method will be used 
to determine the appropriate credits required to mitigate for the adverse impacts imposed by 
the proposed project.  Wetland credits will be debited from the Hartman Bottoms Mitigation 
Bank.  Stream credits will be purchased from a USACE approved stream mitigation bank.   

Wetland 
1 

Impact 
Acres 

Wetland 
2 

Impact 
Acres 

Wetland 
3 

Impact 
Acres 

Stream 
1 

L/F 
Impacts 

Stream 
2 

L/F 
Impacts 

Stream 
3 

L/F 
Impacts 

Stream 
4 

L/F 
Impacts 

Alternative 
1 

0.3 0.1 114 93 205 

Alternative 
2 

0.7 0.6 286 177 170 

Alternative 
3 

0.6 285 177 170 

TOTAL IMPACTS Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Wetland (Acres) 0.4 1.3 0.6 

Stream (L/F) 412 633 632 
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Appendix I – Vegetation, Geological Resources, Soils, and Protected Species 



VEGETATION, GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES, SOILS, AND THREATENED 
AND ENDANGERED SPECIES  

Natural Environment 

The project is located in the Fourche Mountains Ecoregion (EPA 36d Level IV 
Ecoregion) of the Ouachita Mountains (Level III) Ecoregion (Woods et al. 2004). The 
Fourche Mountains Ecoregion is characterized by rugged, east to west trending, 
narrow-crested mountain ridges that are separated by narrow and a few wider 
valleys. Elevations range from 290-2700 feet, and uplands are the lowest in the 
eastern portion of the Fourche Mountains (Woods et al. 2004). The landform is 
comprised of mostly forested areas in the steeper areas, and pastureland and some 
forests in the broad, gently sloping valleys.  

Surface geology in the project area is largely mapped as the Upper Atoka 
Formation, which is middle Pennsylvanian-aged, Atokan Series, and described as 
interbedded sandstone, shale and siltstone. A small portion of the project area lies 
within the Quaternary Terrace of unconsolidated clay, sand and gravel complex 
from the Late Pleistocene.  

Soils are mapped as Enders, Leadvale, Linker, Mountainburg and Taft in the 
immediate project area. The Enders gravelly fine sandy loam consists of deep, well-
drained soils derived from interbedded shale and sandstone and is frequently found 
on moderately steep upland mountaintops and ridges and gently sloping mountain 
sideslopes in forested regions; slopes range from 1 to 65 percent (NRCS 2016). The 
Leadvale fine, silty soils are deep to very deep, moderately well drained soils found 
on slightly concave toe slopes, benches and terraces; slopes range from 0 to 15 
percent (NRCS 2016). The Linker fine sandy loam is derived from sandstone is often 
found in pastures that have been cultivated on 3 to 8 percent slopes (NRCS 2016). 
The Mountainburg cobbly fine sandy loam is shallow, derived from sandstone and is 
usually found on higher forested ridgetops and benches on 20 percent slopes (NRCS 
2016). Taft soils are very deep poorly drained soils with a fragipan in the subsoil. 
The soils formed in silty alluvium on nearly level—slopes range from 0 to 2 
percent—upland flats and stream terraces and in depressions, mostly of forested 
areas (NRCS 2016). Wetlands in the project area would be mapped as Taft soils.  

Water resources include Palarm Creek and Beaverdam Creek that lie to the east 
and west of the proposed project area, respectively, and eventually flow into the 
Arkansas River, which is south of the project area. Palarm Creek is dam controlled 
to create Lake Conway just to the east of the proposed project. There are several 
small headwater streams that contribute to Palarm Creek and Beaverdam Creek as 
well. The project area lies completely within the Lake Conway-Point Remove 
Watershed, which has the Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) of 11110203.  

Appendix I:  Vegetation, Geological Resources, Soils, and Threatened and Endangered Species   I-1



Natural vegetation historically was oak-hickory-pine forest. In the upland forests, 
shortleaf pine is present, while loblolly pine is native only to wet lowland sites such 
as riparian areas. Current vegetation is a combination of oak-hickory-pine forest, 
oak-pine forest, oak forest, loblolly-shortleaf pine forest or pine-oak forest (Woods et 
al. 2004). In wetlands, sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), willow oak (Quercus 
phellos) and water oak (Quercus nigra) are the common tree species.  

A few non-native species were noted in the project area, but Japanese honeysuckle 
(Lonicera japonica) and Japanese stiltgrass (Microstegium vimineum) have become 
established in the forest understory, while Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon) and 
tall fescue (Schedonorus arundinaceus) were the most prominent in pastures. 

The No Build Alternative would not affect the existing vegetation adjacent to 
Highways 89 and 365. Alternative 1 proposes to construct an overpass at the 
existing Highway 89 railroad crossing as well as widen Highway 89, west of 
Highway 365, and Highway 365, between the Highway 89 north and south 
intersections, and the I-40 overpass to four travel lanes with a continuous, two-way 
left-turn lane on existing location. This alternative would include bike lanes and 
pedestrian facilities. Alternative 1 would affect approximately 30 acres of existing 
vegetation, of which 3.7 acres are forested. 

Alternative 2 proposes to connect Highway 89 South and Highway 89 North with a 
route on new location. The connection route would initially be built as a 2-lane 
highway; however, AHTD would acquire enough right-of-way for future expansion 
to a 4-lane highway with a raised median. The I-40 overpass would be widened to 
four lanes with a dedicated left-turn lane. For Alternative 2, the I-40 eastbound 
entrance ramp would be modified and would require a longer bridge. Alternative 2 
would affect approximately 37.2 acres of existing vegetation, of which 21 acres is 
upland oak-hickory-pine forest. 

Alternative 3 proposes to connect the westbound ramps of the I-40 interchange to 
Highway 89 with a route on new location. A connection from the eastbound exist 
ramp to Highway 365 and a connection to Main Street from the new location route 
would also be built. The connection routes would initially be built as a 2-lane 
highway; however, AHTD would acquire enough right-of-way for future expansion 
to a 4-lane highway with a raised median. The I-40 overpass would be widened to 
four lanes with a dedicated left-turn lane. This alternative has two interchange 
configuration options. Alternative 3 would affect approximately 42 acres of existing 
vegetation, of which 28.4 acres is upland oak-hickory-pine forest. 

Secondary and cumulative impacts should be similar among alternatives.  These 
types of projects often result in increased urban development in the project vicinity.  
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Urban development is associated with decreases in water quality both temporarily 
and permanently.  Temporary impacts most commonly result in increased rates of 
sedimentation from stormwater runoff from disturbed soils during construction. 
Permanent impacts include increased rates of pollutants such as fertilizer, 
herbicides, insecticides, and petroleum products in stormwater runoff.  

Threatened and Endangered Species 
According to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service Information Planning and 
Conservation System (IPaC), the threatened Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) 
and the endangered Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) are known to utilize the 
proposed project area.   These birds typically inhabit gravel/sand bars along large 
rivers, but are known to utilize Lake Conway for foraging habitat.  Water quality 
impacts due to construction should be considered and monitored throughout the 
construction process. Water quality will be impacted primarily during the 
construction phase of the project.  Increased soil disturbance due to land clearing, 
culvert construction, construction equipment and vehicles may temporarily impact 
water quality in Stormwater runoff during the construction phase of the proposed 
project.  Upon project completion the area will be revegetated and water quality 
should return to pre-construction conditions. These secondary impacts could impact 
the foraging habits of the listed species, although impacts are expected to be 
temporary and minimal.   United States Fish and Wildlife Service concurrence will 
be obtained once a Preferred Alternative is identified.  

Impact Analysis 

Land cover in the immediate project area was historically oak-hickory and oak-
hickory-pine upland hardwood forest. Current land use is similar as it is mostly 
forested besides scattered residential homes, businesses and pastureland. Direct 
impacts to land use/land cover includes the conversion of property to transportation 
rights-of-way. Land use/land cover categories were discerned through field work 
and digitized as features by aerial imagery interpretation using Google Earth Pro 
and ESRI ArcMap. Estimated land use/land cover impacts were calculated based on 
right-of-way plans. 

The No Build Alternative would convert 0 acres of upland oak-hickory-pine forest to 
transportation use, while Alternative 1 would convert approximately 30 acres to a 
transportation use. Of those 30 acres, 3.7 acres are forested with upland hardwood 
tree species. The additional 26.3 acres of non-forested pasture land, residential and 
commercial use and utility corridors would be converted to a transportation use. 
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Alternative 2 would convert approximately 37.2 acres to a transportation use. Of 
those 37.2 acres, 21 acres are forested with upland hardwood tree species. The 
additional 16.2 acres of non-forested pasture land, residential and commercial use 
and utility corridors would be converted to a transportation use. 

Alternative 3 would convert approximately 42 acres to a transportation use. Of 
those 42 acres, 28.4 acres are forested with upland hardwood tree species. The 
additional 13.6 acres of non-forested pasture land, residential and commercial use 
and utility corridors would be converted to a transportation use. No secondary or 
cumulative impacts to land use/land cover are anticipated. 
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDOUS WASTE 
MEMORANDUM 

 
A visual assessment and a one-mile query of available databases of the 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) revealed 
seven underground storage tanks (UST’s), two above ground storage 
tanks (AST’s), and an oil spill site within the project area alternatives.  
Ground reconnaissance confirmed these sites.  Figure 1 shows the 
locations of the hazardous material sites and their relation to the 
proposed alternatives are discussed below. 

No Action 

The No Action Alternative would not result in any hazardous materials 
impacted in or around the project area because no additional 
excavations, acquisitions or planned expansions would be performed in 
the area.  No indirect or cumulative impacts would be expected with 
the No Action Alternative.   

Alternative 1 

Two gas stations are located on opposite sides of Highway 89 east of 
the Interstate 40 interchange.  The proposed centerline of Alternative 
1 located between these two stations should not affect two USTs to the 
north and five USTs to the south of the alternative. 

An oil spill site was identified within Alternative 1 along Highway 365.  
On March 29, 2013, the subsurface Pegasus Pipeline owned by 
ExxonMobil Pipeline Company experienced a crude oil release in 
Mayflower, Arkansas.  The released crude oil was controlled shortly 
after the release was discovered.  Prior to being controlled, the spill 
released 210,000 gallons of Wabasca heavy crude oil just north of 
Starlight Road in the City of Mayflower flowing northeasterly to Lake 
Conway.  The oil and its contaminated debris, soils and water have 
been removed by Arcadis US, Inc. of Raleigh, North Carolina, and the 
area is presently being monitored for oil sheen and air impacts.  
However, it is possible that oil pockets could still be discovered during 
future excavation activities.   
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Figure 1 
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Photo 1.  Emergency crews work to cleanup an oil spill near Interstate 40 in Mayflower, Arkansas 
in this March 31, 2013 file photo.  Reuters/Jacob Slaton/Files. 

Alternative 2 

This alternative will impact five USTs and two ASTs.  Five 8,000 
gallon USTs are located at the Mayflower Quick Mart [ADEQ Facility 
Identification Number (AFIN) 2300673].  

Two ASTs (one 500 gallon and one 1,000 gallon), are located at 
Faulkner Plumbing & Mechanical at 33 Snuggs Circle, outside the city 
limits of Mayflower.  The ASTs can be moved easily once empty.  No 
soil staining, dead vegetation or petroleum smells were evident around 
these two ASTs. 

Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 will impact seven USTs and two ASTs.  Two USTs, (one 
8,000 and one 10,000 gallon tank) are located at the Valero Corner 
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Store (AFIN Number 2300815) and the other five USTs are located at 
the Mayflower Quick Mart, as described under Alternative 2.  The two 
ASTs located at Faulkner Plumbing & Mechanical will be impacted by 
this alternative.  Table 1 below summarizes the hazardous material 
impacts for each alternative. 

Table 1 

Hazardous Materials -  Alternative Impact Comparisons

Alternative Underground 
Storage Tanks 

Above Ground 
Storage Tanks Oil Spill Site 

No Ac t ion  0  0  0  

A l te rnat ive  1  0  0  1  

A l te rnat ive  2  5  2  0  

A l te rnat ive  3  7  2  0  

Commitments 

If hazardous materials are identified, observed or accidentally 
uncovered by any AHTD personnel, contracting company(s), or state 
regulating agency, it would be the AHTD’s responsibility to determine 
the type, size and extent of contamination.  The AHTD would identify 
the type of contaminant, develop a remediation plan and coordinate 
disposal methods employed for the particular type of contamination. 
All remediation work would be conducted in conformance with the 
ADEQ, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations. 

An asbestos survey by a certified asbestos inspector will be conducted 
on each building identified for demolition.  If the survey detects the 
presence of any asbestos-containing materials, plans will be developed 
for the safe removal of these materials prior to demolition.   

All asbestos abatement work will be conducted in accordance with 
ADEQ, EPA, and OSHA asbestos abatement regulations. 
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A Special Provision addressing the oil spill, its impacts, and its present 
condition will provide notification procedures to AHTD staff and will 
assign additional Arcadis US Inc., and ADEQ contacts in case any oil 
contamination is encountered during construction.  This SP will 
provide the contractor an additional contact person to report to, if oil 
spill contamination if discovered and will identify the area of concern. 

References: 

Reuters Article  Insight: Mayflower, meet Exxon:  When oil spilled in an Arkansas town 
http://www.reuters.com/article/us-exxon-spill-mayflower-insight-idUSBRE93A0PI20130411 

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality.  Arkansas Hazardous Waste Generators 
Facility Access 2016 Database Summary,  http://www2.adeq.state.ar.us/hazwaste  (August 17, 
2016). 

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality.  Regulated Storage Tanks (RST) Data Files, 
http://www.adeq.state.ar.us/rst/tankstats/quick_stat.asp.  (August 17, 2016). 

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality.  Solid Waste–Illegal Dumps Data Files, 
http://www.adeq.state.ar.us/solwaste/branch_enforcement/illegal_dumps.asp  (August 17, 2016). 

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality.  Solid Waste-Permitted Facilities Data Files, 
http://www.adeq.state.ar.us/solwaste/branch_technical/permitted_facils/permit_list.asp  
(August 17, 2016). 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources include elements of the built environment (buildings, structures, or 

objects) or evidence of past human activity (archeological sites).  Those that are listed, or 

eligible for inclusion, in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) are defined as 

historic properties (36 CFR Part 800.16(l)).  Impacts to historic properties are avoided, 

minimized, or mitigated through a variety of methods that vary depending on the nature 

of the property.  Those that are not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP do not require 

protection. 

A variety of records were checked to determine if previously documented cultural 

resources were known in the project area.  These include the archeological site files kept 

by the Arkansas Archeological Survey (AAS) in Fayetteville and the historic structure 

database kept by the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) in Little Rock. 

Several early maps were also reviewed to gather information regarding early historic 

settlement in the project area.  The windshield survey consisted of driving to as many 

public access points as possible along each alternative to determine if any unrecorded 

historic structures were present. 

A review of the AAS site files revealed no previously recorded sites within or near the 

proposed alternatives.  

A review of the AHPP historic structure file shows one recorded historic structure near 

the proposed alternatives.  Structure FA1285 has been destroyed.. 

A Request for Technical Assistance (RTA) was submitted to the State Historic 

Preservation Office (SHPO) on existing structures that appeared to be fifty years old or 

older.  Of the twenty-seven structures submitted, SHPO found five were determined 
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eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.  These structures will not be directly impacted by any 

of the alternatives.  

The cultural resources survey consisted of a visual survey of the proposed alternatives by 

an AHTD staff archeologist in March 2012.  The survey was conducted in order to 

identify any obvious archeological sites or historic properties that might be affected by 

the project and to see if any of the alternatives were located within areas having a high 

probability for the occurrence of undiscovered cultural resources. 

No new cultural resources were identified during the windshield survey.  Several early 

maps were reviewed to gather information regarding early historic settlement in the 

project area.  These included copies of the 1819 and 1855 General Land Office (GLO) 

maps for Township 4 North of Ranges 13 and 14 West, and the 1936 Faulkner County 

Highway Map.  The 1819 Government Land Office map showed no cultural indicators 

such as fields, houses, or roads.  The 1855 GLO map showed a field and house in the 

SW1/4 of Section 19, Township 4 North, Range 13 West.  The area is located just north 

of the green alternative line and newer houses are present in that area.  The 1936 Faulkner 

County road map showed Highway 65, Main Street, and Highway 89 in the same 

location.  Mayflower Cemetery is present on this road map as well as the quadrangle 

map.  A few structures are shown along Main Street in Section 19.  A structural survey 

did not show any houses along Main Street that would be eligible for the NRHP.  

The alternatives were also plotted on the most recent Mayflower topographic quadrangle 

map in order to preview existing landforms for areas considered to have a high 

probability for Native American and historic settlements.  An analysis of the Mayflower 

topographic quadrangle map shows that the alternatives cross ridge and valley terrain, 

and terraces and depressions.  The alternatives are near several creeks, lakes, and the 

Arkansas River which increases the chances of finding unknown Native American sites 

around these water sources or on terraces above it.   

There are no archeological constraints apparent for any alternative.  
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Once a Preferred Alternative has been identified, an intensive cultural resources survey 

will be conducted.  If no cultural resources would be impacted, the project will be 

documented on an AHTD Project Identification Form and submitted to the SHPO with a 

recommendation of no further work.  If cultural resources would be impacted, a full 

report documenting the results of the survey and stating the AHTD’s recommendations 

will be prepared and submitted to the SHPO for review.  If prehistoric sites would be 

impacted, continuing consultation with the appropriate Native American Tribe would 

occur and the site or sites would be evaluated to determine if Phase II testing is 

necessary.  Should any of the sites be found to be eligible or potentially eligible for 

nomination to the NRHP and avoidance is not possible, site-specific data recovery plans 

will be prepared and data recovery will be carried out at the earliest practicable time.  
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Fundamentals of Sound and Noise 

“Noise” is defined as an unwanted sound.  Sounds are described as noise if they interfere 
with an activity or disturb the person hearing them.  Sound is measured in a logarithmic 
unit called a decibel (dB).  The human ear is more sensitive to middle and high frequency 
sounds than it is to low frequency sounds, so sound levels are weighted to more closely 
reflect human perceptions.  These “A-weighted” sounds are measured using the decibel 
unit dB(A).  Because the dB(A) is based on a logarithmic scale, a 10 dB(A) increase in 
sound level is generally perceived as twice as loud while a 3 dB(A) increase is just barely 
perceptible to the human ear.   

Sound levels fluctuate with time depending on the sources of the sound audible at a 
specific location.  In addition, the degree of annoyance associated with certain sounds 
varies by time of day, depending on other ambient sounds affecting the listener and the 
activities of the listener.  The time-varying fluctuations in sound levels at a fixed location 
can be quite complex, so they are typically reported using statistical or mathematical 
descriptors that are a function of sound intensity and time.  A commonly used descriptor 
of the equivalent sound level is Leq, which represents the equivalent of a steady, 
unvarying level over a defined period of time containing the same level of sound energy 
as the time varying noise environment.  Leq(h) is a sound level averaged over one hour. 
For highway projects, the Leq(h) is commonly used to describe traffic-generated sound 
levels at locations of outdoor human use and activity (such as residences). 

Noise Impact Criteria 

Traffic noise impacts take place when the predicted traffic noise levels approach or 
exceed the noise abatement standard, or when the predicted traffic noise levels exceed the 
existing noise level by ten dB(A) (decibels on the A-scale).  The noise abatement 
standard of 67 dB(A) is used for sensitive noise receptors such as residences, schools, 
churches, and parks.  The term “approach” is considered to be one dB(A) less than the 
noise abatement standard. 

The number of noise receptors was estimated for this project utilizing the Federal 
Highway Administration’s Traffic Noise Model 2.5, existing and proposed roadway 
information, existing traffic information, and projected traffic levels for 2040. 

Traffic noise analyses 

Traffic noise analyses were performed for the project utilizing a roadway cross-section 
for the No-Action Alternative consisting of two 11-foot paved travel lanes and 3-foot 
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paved shoulders.  Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and the Bypass Alternative were modeled utilizing 
a roadway cross-section consisting of four 11-foot paved travel lanes, a 12-foot paved 
turn lane, and two 4-foot paved bike lanes. 

Effects of Project 

The traffic noise estimates for the project resulted in a noise abatement distance between 
64 feet to 83 feet of the centerline of the alternatives shown in the following table.  No 
sensitive receptors are expected to be impacted in any of the alternatives shown.  This is 
due to the reduced speeds and low truck volumes associated with the project.  Future 
noise levels will increase from 1 and 3 dBA between 2016 and 2040 due to increased 
traffic volumes.  This increase would be barely noticeable.     

Alternative 

66 dBA Noise 

Abatement Distance  

(feet from Centerline) 

2016 

66 dBA Noise 

Abatement Distance  

(feet from Centerline) 

2040 

Noise  

Increase at 25’ 

(EOP) 

(dBA) 

No Action 62 69 1 

1 61 67 <1 

2 65 68 < 1 

3 65 68 < 1 

Bypass 65 83 3 

EOP – Edge of pavement 

Traffic Noise Abatement 

Since noise impacts are predicted within 500 feet of the proposed project, the feasibility 
and reasonableness of potential noise abatement measures must be evaluated.  Based 
upon AHTD’s “Policy on Highway Traffic Noise Abatement”, any noise abatement effort 
using barrier walls or berms is not warranted for this project. In order to provide direct 
access to the highway from adjacent properties, breaks in the barrier walls or berms 
would be required.  These necessary breaks for highway access would render any noise 
barrier ineffective.   

To avoid noise levels in excess of design levels, any future receptors should be located a 
minimum of 10 feet beyond the distance that the noise abatement standard is projected to 
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occur.  This distance should be used as a general guide and not a specific rule since the 
noise will vary depending upon the roadway grades and other noise contributions. 

Any excessive project noise, due to construction operations, should be of short duration 
and have a minimum adverse effect on land uses or activities associated with this project 
area. 

In compliance with Federal guidelines, a copy of this analysis will be transmitted to the 
Central Arkansas Planning and Development District for possible use in present and 
future land use planning. 
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