
 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

HIGHWAY 112 WIDENING: HIGHWAY 412 – HIGHWAY 12 
FAPs CMF-0472(9), STPF-0004(89), STPF-0004(90), STPF-APF-0004(815) 

ARDOT JOBS 012305, 090513, 090514, 090636 
BENTON AND WASHINGTON COUNTIES, ARKANSAS 

 
Upon consideration of the approved Environmental Assessment (EA), public comments, and other 
considerations, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has determined that the Preferred Alternative for 
the proposed Highway (Hwy.) 112 widening project would have no significant impact on the human or natural 
environment and hereby issues a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) pursuant to 23 CFR § 771.121. 

The Arkansas Department of Transportation (ARDOT) in cooperation with FHWA, is proposing to improve 
12 miles of Hwy. 112 between Hwy. 412 and Hwy. 12 in Washington and Benton Counties, Arkansas. ARDOT 
Job 012305 includes the 4.4-mile section from Hwy. 412 to Hwy. 612 (Springdale Northern Bypass), Job 090513 
includes the 3.5-mile section from Hwy. 612 to West Wallis Road, Job 090514 includes the 0.9-mile section from 
West Wallis Road to Pleasant Grove Road, and Job 090636 includes the 3.2-mile section from Pleasant Grove 
Road to Hwy. 12. The project area is shown in Figure 1. FHWA is providing funding for the proposed project 
and is the lead federal agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

Due to the rapid growth in the northwest Arkansas region, concerns had been raised by local officials that existing 
Hwy. 112 would not be able to adequately handle the increased traffic volumes predicted for the region. The 
purpose of this project is to address the existing and forecasted highway congestion issues and accommodate 
bicyclists and pedestrians on Hwy. 112 from Hwy. 412 to Hwy. 12. 

An EA for this section of improvements was approved by FHWA on October 11, 2022. Environmental analysis 
of the proposed project did not identify any significant impacts to the natural and social environment as a result 
of any of the alternatives. ARDOT held an Interdisciplinary Staff meeting on March 6, 2023, to review information 
and identify the Preferred Alternative for the subject projects on Hwy. 112. Alternative E-2 was identified as the 
Preferred Alternative for Job 012305 due to its preference by the public and the City of Elm Springs, its lower 
total cost, and fewer relocation impacts. Alternative C-3 was identified as the Preferred Alternative for Job 090513 
because it provided the needed improvements to Highway 112 and had the least impacts compared to the other 
build alternatives. Alternative B-2 was identified as the Preferred Alternative for Jobs 090514 and 090636 due to 
its lower cost and fewer relocation impacts. The overall Preferred Alternative alignment is shown in Figure 2. 

This FONSI is based on FHWA’s independent evaluation. The information contained in the EA has been 
determined to adequately and accurately discuss the need, environmental impacts, and appropriate mitigation 
measures for the project. The EA provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that no identified 
impacts would cause significant adverse effects to the natural, cultural, or social environments.  
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Figure 1:  General Project Location 
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Figure 2:  Preferred Alternative  
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Public Involvement 
Public and local official involvement was an important part of the alternative development process. Collaboration 
with the public began in 2020 and continued throughout the EA process. 

Two rounds of live virtual public involvement (VPI) meetings were held for the project. The first round of meetings 
was held for Job 012305 on December 15, 2020. Three alternatives (Alternatives E-1, E-2, and E-3) were 
presented to the public during the meeting. A live VPI meeting for Jobs 090513 and 090514 was held on 
December 17, 2020. Three alternatives for Job 090513 (Alternatives C-1, C-2, and C-3) and two alternatives for 
Job 090514 (Alternatives B-1 and B-2) were presented to the public during the meeting. A total of 186 people 
registered online for the meeting on Job 012305 and 261 on Jobs 090513 and 090514. A total of 208 comments 
were received for Job 012305 and 467 on Jobs 090513 and 090514, including online comment forms, mailed 
comment forms, emailed comment forms, voicemail comments, and letters. 

After the VPI meetings and comment periods concluded, public comments, impacts to the communities, and 
input from ARDOT staff were evaluated to determine if any alternatives should be dropped from, or added for, 
further consideration. Alternatives E-1, C-1, C-2, and B-1 were dropped from consideration, and Alternative B-3 
was developed to address resident concerns.   

A second round of VPI meetings were held for the project to update the public on design modifications and an 
additional alternative developed in response to comments received during the first round of meetings. The VPI 
meeting for Job 012305 (Alternatives E-2 and E-3) was held on July 19, 2021, for Job 090513 (Alternative C-3) 
on July 20, 2021, and for Job 090514 (Alternatives B-2 and B- 3) on July 22, 2021. A total of 194 people 
registered online for the meeting on Job 012305, 115 people for Job 090513, and 128 people for Job 090514. A 
total of 42 comments were received for Job 012305, 53 for Job 090513, and 114 for Job 090514, including online 
comment forms, mailed comment forms, emailed comment forms, voicemail comments, and letters.  

Input from local, state, and federal agencies was solicited regarding the proposed project in September 2018. 
Agencies were asked to review the proposed study area and provide any information or identify concerns they 
had regarding resources within their jurisdiction or expertise. A second scoping letter was sent out to the federal 
and state agencies in February 2021, after the initial public involvement meetings were held, updating the 
agencies on the project, and requesting further input on the alternatives under consideration. Additional 
coordination with local officials and important stakeholders occurred regularly throughout the EA process. 

Following the approval of the EA, in-person Location and Design Public Hearings were held on Tuesday, 
December 13, 2022, for Job 012305 and Thursday, December 15, 2022 for Jobs 090514, 090513, and 090636. 
The EA comment period ended January 27, 2023. A total of 3,546 unique IP addresses accessed the project 
website during the comment period.  

The Location and Design Public Hearing for Job 012305 was held at the Elm Springs United Methodist Church 
in Elm Springs, Arkansas. A total of 275 people attended the hearing, and 105 comments (public and public 
officials) were received. Of the 105 comments submitted, 55 commenters were in favor of Alternative E-2, 32 
were in favor of Alternative E-3, 16 were in favor of the No Action Alternative, and 8 did not vote. The remainder 
of comments were made up of inquiries, construction suggestions, and general statements.  
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The Location and Design Public Hearing for Jobs 090513, 090514, and 090636 was held at the Bentonville 
Community Center in Bentonville, Arkansas. A total of 231 people attended the hearing, and 476 comments 
(public and public officials) were received. Of the 476 comments submitted, 15 commenters were in favor of 
Alternative C-3, 189 commenters were in favor of Alternative B-2, 243 were in favor of Alternative B-3, 18 were 
in favor of the No Action Alternative, and 15 did not vote. A total of 92 commenters voted for a western alternative 
proposed by residents but was not included in the EA as it did not meet the purpose and need of the project. 
The remainder of comments consisted of inquiries, construction suggestions, and general statements. A 
synopsis of the Location and Design Public Hearing with the disposition of comments is provided in Appendix A. 
It should be noted that while the synopsis shows a preference for Alternative B3, discrepancies in the electronic 
comment submittal form were noted. If all comments with no name or address were left out of the count, 102 
preferred Alternative B-2 and 103 preferred Alternative B-3. 

Environmental Impacts 
The environmental impacts for each of the alternatives still under consideration were described in the EA 
approved by FHWA on October 11, 2022. FHWA found that the project would not impose significant impacts on 
the social, cultural, or natural environment. After a Preferred Alternative for each project was identified, the 
impacts were combined into a single Preferred Alternative. These impacts are summarized in Table 1 and 
discussed in more detail in the following sections. 

Table 1:  Impacts Associated with the Preferred Alternative 

Resource Alternative E-2 Alternative C-3 Alternative B-2 Preferred 
Alternative2 

Construction Cost $52.1M $43.7M $44.4M $140.2M 

Right of Way Cost1 $37.9M $27.5M $29.6M $95M 

Environmental Mitigation Cost - - - $3.6M 

Approximate ROW Acquisition 85 acres 66 acres 57 acres 208 acres 

Relocations Required 21 21 7 49 

Noise Receptors Impacted 4 38 18 60 

Visual Quality Impacts Minor Minor Minor Minor 

Known NRHP Sites Impacted 1 0 0 1 

Hazardous Materials Sites Impacted 1 0 0 1 

Wetland Impacts 0.6 acre 0.2 acre None 0.8 acre 

Stream Impacts 1,769 linear ft. 1,823 linear ft. 1,532 linear ft. 5,124 linear ft. 

Floodplain Impacts 6.4 acres 7.7 acres 3.5 acres 17.6 acres 

Karst Recharge Area 36.5 acres 1.2 acres 0.8 acres 38.5 acres 

Karst Springs Impacted 0 1 0 1 

Protected Species Impacted (NLAA) 6 6 6 6 

NRHP - National Register of Historic Places 
1 Total estimated ROW cost includes utility relocation costs. 
2 Preferred Alternative is the combined impacts for all three alternatives that make up the full project length. 
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Right of Way / Land Use 

The Preferred Alternative would require approximately 208 acres of ROW acquisition. Direct land use changes 
would primarily be the conversion of forest/pastureland, commercial, and residential development to 
transportation use. The Preferred Alternative is anticipated to involve 26 residential relocations, 6 landlord 
relocations, and 17 business relocations. The Preferred Alternative would not directly impact any planned 
developments and is consistent with comprehensive land use plans for the area. 

FHWA finds that there are no significant impacts to private property or land use anticipated with the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Noise Impacts 

A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with the FHWA noise regulation, Procedures for Abatement 
of Highway Traffic and Construction Noise, 23 CFR 772 and the current ARDOT Traffic Noise Policy and utilized 
the current project functional plans and traffic projections. The Traffic Noise Study, included in Appendix B, 
identified noise impacts, evaluated noise abatement for those impacts, and detailed construction related noise.  

As noise levels near existing Hwy. 112 are already dominated by traffic noise, no substantial increase in existing 
noise levels is predicted near existing Hwy. 112. However, some receptors near the new alignment sections 
would be impacted due to a substantial increase in existing noise levels. Also, some receptors are predicted to 
be impacted because the noise level would approach or exceed the Noise Activity Category. The Preferred 
Alternative would impact a total of 60 receptors. 

Noise barriers were evaluated and must be both feasible and reasonable to be deemed “likely” for construction. 
A description of the methodology used to determine feasibility and reasonableness for a noise barrier is detailed 
in the Traffic Noise Study in Appendix B. Three noise barriers were determined to be feasible and reasonable 
based on the preliminary project plans. 

FHWA finds that there are no significant traffic noise impacts anticipated with the Preferred Alternative. 

Visual Quality 

The Preferred Alternative would widen the road and introduce roundabouts at major intersections. These design 
features would change the visual aspect of the view both of and from the road and, would make the roadway a 
relatively more dominant feature, especially in the less developed areas. The introduction of sidewalks and a 
multiuse path would provide pedestrians and cyclists with improved views of the surroundings. Construction of 
the Preferred Alternative has the potential to result in minor visual impacts from the placement of a new roadway, 
removal of trees and other vegetation, and alteration of the viewshed along the project corridor. Overall visual 
quality impacts are likely to be beneficial for travelers but may be negative for adjacent residents, particularly in 
the St. Valery Downs and Lockmoor Club subdivisions, which currently overlook a rural landscape for whom 
views of the roadway would become more prominent.  

FHWA finds that there are no significant visual quality impacts anticipated with the Preferred Alternative. 
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Cultural Resources / Historical Properties 

An Architectural Resource Survey (ARS) and an archeological survey were completed for the project in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The ARS report identified one structure 
in Elm Springs, the Nelson Feed Building, which is considered eligible to the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). The recommended NRHP eligibility for the Nelson Feed Building, located within the footprint of the 
Preferred Alternative, was submitted to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review. SHPO 
concurred the structure is NRHP-eligible. The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to resolve the adverse effect 
can be found in Appendix C. 

The Phase I archeological survey identified one new archeological site and revisited six sites, including one 
cemetery. The cemetery is undetermined in its NRHP status and will be avoided by the Preferred Alternative. 
The other six sites were determined not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP with SHPO’s concurrence. In addition, 
a Phase I survey of 38.9 acres could not be done due to lack of landowner permission. ARDOT deferred the 
completion of the Phase I survey until after ROW acquisition and prior to construction with SHPO concurrence, 
found in Appendix C 

FHWA finds that there are no significant impacts to cultural resources anticipated with the Preferred Alternative. 

Section 4(f) Properties 

The Nelson Feed Building is a 1940s feed mill and store located at 110 North Elm (also known as Hwy. 112) in 
Elm Springs. The Nelson Feed Building is associated with the rise and vertical integration of the poultry and 
trucking industries in northwest Arkansas. This property was determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion C, as a good example of an early twentieth century agricultural support facility, with local significance. 
The Preferred Alternative would demolish the Nelson Feed Building and have permanent “use” of the property 
as a transportation facility.  

In the MOA, FHWA, SHPO and ARDOT agreed that the Nelson Feed Building would be documented before 
demolition. That documentation will meet the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) architectural 
documentation standards set forth in the AHPP’s 2016 Survey Procedures Manual: Guidelines for Historic and 
Architectural Surveys in Arkansas.   

Based on the considerations documented in the Section 4(f) Evaluation in Appendix D, there is no feasible and 
prudent alternative to the proposed use of the Nelson Feed Building. The action includes all possible planning 
to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use. It is the recommendation of FHWA that the Preferred 
Alternative minimizes relocations and cost while fully meeting the project’s purpose and need.   

Hazardous Materials 

Based on federal and state regulatory database reviews and site reconnaissance, five operating gas stations 
with underground storage tanks (USTs) were identified adjacent to the Preferred Alternative. Three of the 
properties have a low potential for contamination due to past incidents of leaking underground tanks of 
gas/diesel. All three facilities repaired the leak which was reviewed by the Arkansas Department of Energy and 
Environment, Division of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and an issuance of “No Further Action” was received for 
each. The Preferred Alternative would acquire a small amount of right of way from one of the remediated sites, 
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but the gas station would remain operational and the risk of encountering contamination within the area to be 
acquired is low. There are no anticipated impacts to hazardous materials as a result of the Preferred Alternative.  

If hazardous materials are identified, observed, or accidentally uncovered by any ARDOT personnel, contracting 
company(s), or state regulating agency, work would be halted, and the appropriate entities would be notified. 
Prior to resuming construction, the type of contaminant and extent of contamination would be identified. If 
necessary, a remediation and disposal plan would be developed. All remediation work would be conducted in 
conformance with the DEQ, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration regulations. 

FHWA finds that there are no significant hazardous materials-related impacts anticipated with the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Important Farmland 

Based on a letter from the National Resource Conservation Service included in the EA, the proposed 
improvements associated with Preferred Alternative are inside of the city limits of the Tontitown, Elm Springs, 
Cave Springs, Springdale, Rogers, and Bentonville and do not fall under the Farmland Protection Policy Act.  

FHWA finds that there are no significant impacts to Important Farmland anticipated with the Preferred Alternative. 

Wetlands / Streams 

The Preferred Alternative would impact, primarily by fill, a total of approximately 0.8 acre of emergent wetlands 
and 5,124 linear feet of streams (3,015 linear feet of ephemeral streams, 125 linear feet of intermittent streams 
and 1,984 linear feet of perennial streams). Several of the streams flowing into or through the Preferred 
Alternative corridor flow from three mapped spring recharge areas delineated by the Ozark Underground 
Laboratory. Most of the wetland and stream impacts are anticipated to be permanent. Prior to construction of the 
project and to obtain the necessary permits, the number of wetland and stream credits required by the permitting 
agencies would be calculated and purchased from an approved mitigation bank to comply with Section 404 
guidelines. 

The project would comply with all requirements of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Section 404 
permit program, DEQ Water Quality Certification (Section 401), and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES; Section 402). Avoidance and minimization efforts have been employed throughout the design 
and construction process. 

FHWA finds that there are no significant impacts to wetlands or streams anticipated with the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Floodplains 

The Preferred Alternative would cross 17.6 acres of floodplains associated with Brush Creek, Spring Creek, and 
Osage Creek. These floodplains would be bridged, which would result in minor impacts to the floodplains. The 
bridge crossings and box culvert extensions within the floodplains would be constructed in a manner to minimize 
impacts to the 100-year flood elevations.  
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The project has been designed to minimize adverse impacts to floodplains. Implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative would follow local and state floodplain management plans and the project plans will be submitted to 
the Local Floodplain Administrator for approval. 

FHWA finds that there are no significant impacts to floodplains anticipated with the Preferred Alternative. 

Protected Species and Other Wildlife 

A total of 11 threatened or endangered species are on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) official 
species list for the proposed project. A list of the protected species and the habitat and effects determinations 
can be found in Table 3. 

Table 3:  Threatened and Endangered Species Impacts Associated with the Preferred Alternative 

Species/Critical Habitat Habitat Availability USFWS Effects 
Determination 

Indiana Bat 
(Myotis sodalis) 

7.5 acres of potential suitable bat habitat  May Affect, Not Likely 
to Adversely Affect 

Gray Bat 
(Myotis grisescens) 

7.5 acres of potential suitable bat habitat  May Affect, Not Likely 
to Adversely Affect 

Northern Long-eared Bat 
(Myotis septentrionalis) 

7.5 acres of potential suitable bat habitat  May Affect, Not Likely 
to Adversely Affect 

Ozark Big-eared Bat 
(Corynorhinus townsendii 
ingens) 

7.5 acres of potential suitable bat habitat  No Effect 

Eastern Black Rail 
(Laterallus jamaicensis 
ssp. jamaicensis) 

0.8 acres of potential suitable habitat in form of 
emergent wetlands No Effect 

Red Knot 
(Calidris canutus rufa) 

No suitable habitat in project area No Effect 

Piping Plover 
(Charadrius melodus) 

No suitable habitat in project area No Effect 

Benton County Cave 
Crayfish  
(Cambaras aculabrum) 

Karst region has documented caves in 
Washington and Benton County. One spring 

within the Preferred Alternative footprint 

May Affect, Not Likely 
to Adversely Affect 

Ozark Cavefish 
(Troglichthys rosae) 

Karst region has documented caves in 
Washington and Benton County. One spring 

within the Preferred Alternative footprint 

May Affect, Not Likely 
to Adversely Affect 

Neosho Mucket 
(Lampsilis rafinesqueana) 

Osage Creek contains potentially suitable 
habitat 

May Affect, Not Likely 
to Adversely Affect 

Missouri bladderpod 
(Physaria filiformis) 

No suitable habitat in project area No Effect 
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It was determined that the project “May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect” several species as noted in Table 2. 
The following recommended best management practices and avoidance and minimization measures are 
proposed to be implemented in the project design: 

• Implementing the sediment and erosion control measures described in Section 3.5. 
• ARDOT special provisions will include: 

o Off-site Restraining Conditions for Indiana and Northern Long-eared Bats Special Provision 
o Water Pollution Control Special Provision 
o Cave Discovery Special Provision– Including construction methods and procedures upon cave 

discovery 
o Vegetated Buffer Zone Special Provision 

USFWS concurrence and Section 7 clearance can be found in Appendix E. The project would involve impacts 
to a known losing stream within the Elm Springs Recharge Area known to have both Ozark Cavefish and Benton 
County Cave Crayfish.  ARDOT is proposing, as a voluntary conservation measure for these species, to deposit 
$3,566,974 into an account to be managed by a conservation organization. These funds would be used to 
implement future conservation actions benefiting these species.  

FHWA finds that there are no significant impacts to protected species anticipated with the Preferred Alternative. 

Karst Areas and Water Quality 

The Preferred Alternative would impact 38.5 acres within karst recharge areas and would directly impact one 
spring. Springs, especially within karst recharge areas, can serve as habitat for federally-listed species, including 
the Ozark Cavefish and the Benton County Cave Crayfish.  

Brush Creek, Spring Creek, and Osage Creek may be temporarily impacted by construction activities associated 
with the widening of the existing highway bridge over each creek. Additionally, a losing stream crosses Hwy. 112 
immediately south of Barrington Road that has four tributaries impacted within the proposed ROW. This stream 
and its tributaries are identified as karst features with approximately 1,095 linear feet of the main channel and 
approximately 1,200 linear feet of tributary within the proposed ROW. One spring and the associated stream 
located just north of Hwy. 264 are karst features with approximately 394 linear feet of the channel in the proposed 
ROW that would be impacted.  

The Preferred Alternative would have minor water quality impacts from stormwater discharges. Short-term, 
minor, construction-related impacts to surface waters within the disturbed areas may occur. Erosion and 
sediment control would follow ARDOT’s best management practices (BMPs) to minimize sedimentation and 
avoid impacts to groundwater and sensitive or endangered species. A large site Construction Stormwater Permit 
from DEQ, which requires a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), would be prepared to prevent and 
minimize the potential release of contaminants into surface waters and groundwater. Sediment and erosion 
control devices will be installed and maintained according to the SWPPP and could include diversion channels, 
silt fence, filter socks, slop protections, slope drains, sediment basins, and sediment traps. 

Additionally, a Short-Term Activity Authorization from DEQ would be obtained for each stream crossing and a 
Section 401 water quality certification would also be obtained in conjunction with the required Section 404 permit. 
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Where possible, a vegetated buffer zone of 25 feet around waterways and 50 feet around sensitive streams will 
be maintained. 

In the event of cave discovery during construction, the USFWS and ARDOT Environmental Division would be 
contacted for a determination of the proper procedures. 

Based on information provided by the Arkansas Department of Health, there are no surface water intakes, public 
water supply wells, or wellhead protection areas within the project area. No impacts to public water supply 
systems are anticipated as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 

FHWA finds that there are no significant impacts to water quality anticipated with the Preferred Alternative. 

Indirect Impacts 

Construction of the Preferred Alternative is anticipated to result in temporary encroachment-alteration effects to 
water quality that may impact streams, karst features (e.g. springs), and cave-obligate species. 
Encroachment-alteration effects are physical, chemical, or biological changes in the environment that occur as 
a result of the project but are removed in time or distance from the direct effects. The Preferred Alternative may 
indirectly affect streams by causing a temporary increase in sedimentation, which decreases water quality, to 
the local watershed from stormwater runoff. The Preferred Alternative may also indirectly impact springs and 
other connected, subterranean karst features, through the introduction of degraded water quality associated with 
construction and/or stormwater runoff. Because springs are linked to suitable habitat for aquatic cave species 
such as the Ozark Cavefish and the Benton County Cave Crayfish, the introduction of degraded water quality 
may also indirectly impact these two species. These temporary impacts would likely include increased turbidity 
in some areas or even sources of petroleum or other pollutants from construction vehicles. 

BMP measures would be implemented as part of the design and construction of the project to avoid and/or 
reduce encroachment-alteration effects to surrounding resources resulting from stormwater runoff. These 
construction BMPs would help minimize water quality degradation. Additionally, the project would have 
provisions relating to karst features (including springs) in place that would reduce impacts if cave or surface 
openings are encountered during construction. 

Changes in the pattern of land use, growth patterns, population density, or growth rate may occur as a result of 
a highway project, and the resulting induced development can impact sensitive resources. These are another 
type of indirect effect that are categorized as induced growth effects. An increased rate of development would 
potentially impact sensitive biological resources. However, for each action alternative, measures such as federal 
and state permitting, and local land use regulations would minimize potential adverse induced growth impacts 
for sensitive resources.  

The Preferred Alternative would increase accessibility but would not provide new access to areas not already 
accessible as this alternative primarily follows the existing Hwy. 112 alignment. There is the potential of land use 
changes from rural or undeveloped to residential, commercial, or industrial resulting from increased mobility and 
the reduction in travel times. In the vicinity of the intersections with Hwy. 264, the alignment travels through 
undeveloped land that potentially would be developed with commercial and higher density residential uses 
supporting the development and employment associated with Northwest Arkansas National Airport (XNA), as 
Hwy. 264 connects Interstate 49 through Cave Springs to XNA. At the northern end, the Preferred Alternative 
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would have anticipated land use changes primarily include an increase in the rate/intensity of development and 
redevelopment along Hwy. 112, which may include residential developments and service-based businesses.  

FHWA finds that there are no significant indirect impacts anticipated with the Preferred Alternative. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts of past and reasonably foreseeable future actions, including construction of Hwy. 612, the 
proposed XNA Access Road, construction of a wastewater line from Cave Springs to the Northwest Arkansas 
Conservation Authority, current/future residential and commercial development, and other reasonably 
foreseeable transportation projects, combined with impacts from the Preferred Alternative, include impacts to 
water resources, a reduction in habitat suitable for some federally-protected species, and changes in land use 
and noise. Affected water resources could include stream and wetland impacts, floodplain impacts, and a 
temporary increase in sedimentation to the local watershed from stormwater runoff. Habitat for federally-
protected species could be impacted; however, the Preferred Alternative is not expected to contribute to 
substantial cumulative impacts to species habitats. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative is not likely to contribute 
substantial cumulative impacts to land use in the project vicinity or to traffic noise. 

FHWA finds that there are no significant cumulative impacts anticipated with the Preferred Alternative. 

Council on Environmental Quality Regulations 
The 2020 Council on Environmental Quality regulations require consideration of a project’s affected environment 
and degree of effect in determining whether the project would have a significant impact (40 CFR § 1501.3). 

Regarding the potentially affected environment, “agencies should consider, as appropriate to the specific action, 
the affected area (national, regional, or local) and its resources, such as listed species and designated critical 
habitat under the Endangered Species Act. Significance varies with the setting of the proposed action. For 
instance, in the case of a site-specific action, significance would usually depend only upon the effects in the local 
area.” 

“In considering the degree of the effects, agencies should consider the following, as appropriate to the specific 
action: (i) both short- and long-term effects; (ii) both beneficial and adverse effects; (iii) effects on public health 
and safety; and (iv) effects that would violate Federal, State, Tribal, or local law protecting the environment.” 

The following issues are considered in the determination of whether there are significant impacts:  

1. Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. 

In addition to the adverse impacts described above, the Preferred Alternative is anticipated to reduce traffic 
congestion and provide improved access and connectivity for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

2. The degree to which the project affects public health or safety. 

The additional travel lanes and raised medians would improve safety for motorists. The curb and gutter, 
grass berms, and sidewalks would improve safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. The project is not anticipated 
to have any adverse public health or safety impacts. 
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3. Unique characteristics of the geographical area such as proximity to historic or cultural 

resources, parks, prime farmland, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical 
areas. 

Wetlands and streams are anticipated to be impacted, but these impacts would be mitigated through the 
purchase of wetland and stream credits at an approved wetland mitigation bank. One NRHP structure, the 
Nelson Feed Building in Elm Springs, was identified within the footprint of the Preferred Alternative. This 
adverse effect is being resolved with an MOA among FHWA, SHPO, and ARDOT that can be found in 
Appendix C. The Preferred Alternative is located within the city limits of several communities, so the 
Farmland Protection Policy Act does not apply. The Preferred Alternative would impact 38.5 acres of karst 
terrain and one spring; however, due to the implementation of BMPs, FHWA does not anticipate significant 
impacts to water quality. There are no adverse impacts expected to any parks, wild and scenic rivers, or 
other ecologically critical areas.  

4. The degree to which the effects on the environment are expected to be highly controversial. 

The term “controversial” refers to cases where substantial dispute exists as to the size, nature, or effect of 
the action rather than to the existence of opposition to a use, the effect of which is relatively undisputed. 
Public meetings and public hearings were conducted for the proposed project.  The public primarily 
commented on roundabout locations, traffic operations, and property impacts.  Residents of the St. Valery 
Downs Subdivision were concerned about noise impacts to the homes adjacent to the Preferred Alternative. 
FHWA agreed with the findings of the noise study that noise abatement was feasible for the subdivision, but 
not reasonable, under current noise policy.   

5. The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are highly uncertain 
or involve unique or unknown risks. 

The impacts to the human environment are well-document in the EA for the proposed project in the land use, 
hazardous waste, visual quality, and noise sections. No significant adverse effects to the human environment 
are anticipated as a result of the proposed project. 

6. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant 
effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration. 

The FHWA NEPA regulations at 23 CFR § 771.115(a) list the types of actions normally requiring the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The proposed project is not within the scope of a 
project typically requiring the preparation of an EIS and the EA identified no significant impacts associated 
with any of the alternatives. The project has logical termini and independent utility, represents a reasonable 
expenditure, and does not force additional improvements to be made to the transportation system. This action 
would not set a precedent for future actions with significant effects or represent a decision in principle about 
a future consideration. 
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7. Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant, but cumulatively 

significant, impacts.  

As outlined in the EA and this FONSI document, only minor cumulative impacts on the local economy are 
anticipated. No significant cumulative effects have been identified for the proposed project. 

8. The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or 
objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause 
loss of significant scientific, cultural, or historic resources. 
Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, records checks and an intensive cultural 
resources survey were conducted. One NRHP structure, the Nelson Feed Building in Elm Springs, was 
identified within the footprint of the Preferred Alternative. This adverse effect is being resolved with an MOA 
among FHWA, SHPO, and ARDOT that can be found in Appendix C. 

9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species 
or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act. 

Impact could occur to potential habitat for seven of the 11 threatened or endangered species that may be 
found in the project area. The USFWS has determined that the project “may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect” those seven species. The USFWS has determined the requirements of Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act are fulfilled as a result of implementing conservation measures, special provisions, 
and mitigation; all of which mitigate impacts below the level of significance.   

10. Whether the action threatens a violation of federal, state, or local law or requirements 
imposed for the protection of the environment. 

The proposed action does not knowingly threaten a violation of any federal, state, or local law for the 
protection of the environment.  All applicable permits would be acquired prior to construction. 

Conclusion 
Based upon the EA, comments received as a result of the public involvement meeting and public hearings, and 
the foregoing information and other supporting information, FHWA concludes that the Preferred Alternative would 
not have a significant impact on the environment. No additional NEPA documentation is required for this project. 
If changes in laws or regulations that apply to the project occur during design or construction, or there are major 
design changes that result in significantly greater impacts than those described in this document, a NEPA 
re-evaluation of the project will be performed. ARDOT has completed the assessment of the proposed project 
and FHWA issues a finding of no significant impact for the Hwy. 112 widening projects from Hwy. 412 to Hwy. 12 
in Washington and Benton Counties, Arkansas. 
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Appendix A – LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING SYNOPSIS 
AND DISPOSITION OF COMMENTS  

  



LOCATION AND DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING SYNOPSIS  
 

Job Number 012305 
Hwy. 412 – Springdale Bypass (S) (Hwy. 112) 

Benton & Washington Counties 
December 13, 2022 

 

An in-person Location and Design Public Hearing for the proposed improvements on 
Highway 112 was held Tuesday, December 13, 2022 from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m.  The project 
information was made available on the ARDOT website from November 30, 2022 through 
January 27, 2023. Efforts to involve minorities and the public in the meeting(s) included: 
 

 Public Hearing insertion placed in Northwest Arkansas Democrat Gazette on 
Sunday, October 30, 2022.  

 Display advertisement placed in Northwest Arkansas Democrat Gazette on Sunday, 
November 20, 2022, and ran Sunday, November 27, 2022.   

 PSA placed in La Zeta FM for Job 012305 to run dates December 9 – December 13, 
2022  

 Letters mailed to Public Officials on December 6, 2022.  
 Letters mailed to City Officials on December 6, 2022.  
 Arkansas Mailing Services (flyers mailed to citizens) December 7, 2022. 
 Flyers hand delivered to residents along the affected route.  

 
 
The following information and links were available on the ARDOT website: 
 

 Short video presentation about the 
project  

 Public meeting notice 
 Project location map 
 Project design plans 

 Online comment form 
 Interactive project map 
 Previous PI Information  
 Frequently asked questions with 

answers 
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Table 1 describes the results of the public participation at the meeting. 
 

TABLE 1 

Public Participation Totals 

Online registration of attendance at PI 26 

In-Person Registration 246 

Public Officials Registration 29 

Number of website viewers (English) 1,459 

Number of website viewers (Spanish) 32 

Online Comment Forms Received 33 

In-Person Comment Forms Received 53 

E-mail comments received 3 

Phoned Comments Received 1 

Mailed Comment Forms Received 15 

    Total comments received 105 
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CRAFTON TULL staff reviewed all comments received and evaluated their contents.  The 
summary of comments listed below reflects the personal perception or opinion of the 
person or organization making the statement.  Some of the comments were combined 
and/or paraphrased to simplify the synopsis process. 
 
An analysis of the responses received as a result of the public survey is shown in Table 2. 
 

TABLE 2 

Alternative Preferred Totals 

Preferred No Action Alternative 16 

Preferred Alternate E2  55 

Preferred Alternate E3 32 

No alternative preference 8 

Beneficial impacts due to the proposed project 11 

Adverse impacts due to the proposed project 30 

No response to beneficial or adverse impacts 66 

Had a suggestion to improve the project 42 

Knew of historical sites in the project area 7 

Knew of environmental constraints 11 

Knew of home or property limitations 8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
A summary of the comments received is presented below arranged by the alternative that 
was preferred by the responder. The summaries are followed by a list of general comments 
about the proposed project. 
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Alternate E2 (55 respondents)  
 

 Sixteen individuals did not provide a comment. 
 Five individuals have concerns that E3 would cut off downtown Elm Springs, thus 

preferring alternate E2. 
 Three individuals were primarily concerned about the loss of property. 
 Three individuals requested bike path across Hwy. 612 Bridge. 
 Two individuals have concerns about traffic noise at Tuscany Subdivision. 
 Two individuals have concerns about the impacts to a nursery. 
 Two individuals were concerned about access to their property. 
 Two individuals are in favor of either alternative. 
 Two individuals are concerned about the existing trees and if they will be 

replaced. 
 Two individual have safety concerns of the existing road. 
 One individual wants Hwy. 612 to be completed first. 
 One individual is concerned about the biking path design at roundabouts. 
 One individual is concerned about the Illinois River watershed quality. 
 One individual does not want Hwy. 112 improved and to use I-49 instead. 
 One individual thinks the proposed route would be good for the community. 
 One individual favors E-2 since it has less impacts to the church. 
 One individual likes the 12’ side paths. 
 One individual states most people are in favor of E-2. 
 One individual is concerned about the future of their property. 
 One individual is concerned about the bats in the area. 
 One individual wants the bridge replaced on S. Goad Springs Rd. at puppy creek 

for an alternative N/S route. Additionally, add a roundabout at Hwy. 264 and 
Bellview Road. 

 One individual has safety concerns of the existing road and would like the road 
shifted east near Hwy. 612. 

 One individual would like to tie Barrington Rd. to Har-Ber roundabout and 
eliminate the roundabout at Barrington. 

 One individual would like larger roundabouts for safety. 
 One individual would like to access the gas station from Water Street without 

going through the roundabout. 
 One individual would like sidewalks connecting to the park and also has flooding 

concerns at Scott Street. 
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Alternate E3 (32 respondents) 
 

 Four individuals want to protect downtown Elm Springs. 
 Three individuals want a center turn lane instead of a raised median. 
 Two individuals are concerned with the amount of roundabouts. 
 Two individuals did not provide a comment. 
 Two individuals are in favor for either alternative. 
 Two individuals are concerned about flooding and request a crossover at their 

drive. 
 One individual wants Hwy. 612 to be completed first, and to complete 112 as soon 

as possible. 
 One individual is concerned about the right turn only at Scott Street. 
 One individual is concerned about a spring and the damage to the town of Elm 

Springs. 
 One individual likes the 12’ side path. 
 One individual is concerned about the Har-Ber roundabout and does not like the 

right turn only from Scott St. 
 One individual is not in favor of the roundabouts. 
 One individual is concerned about the economic impact to the town of Elm 

Springs. 
 One individual is concerned about the impact to their property, access to their 

property, and thinks the sidewalks are a waste. 
 One individual requests for the curves to be straightened north of Hwy. 412. 
 One individual requests to tie Barrington Rd. to Har-Ber roundabout. 
 One individual requests to add a turn lanes and remove sidewalks. 
 One individual wants the job to be completed and for the current roadway to be 

patched. 
 One individual wants Hwy. 612 to be completed first. 
 One individual wants E3 if the Church and Post Office are not going to be 

affected. 
 One individual requests that the speed be reduced to 35 MPH between Marchant 

and Elm Springs. They also are concerned about light pollution and drainage 
concerns near Sta. 280+75. 

 One individual would like the stop light at Har-Ber to remain and that Hwy. 612 
be completed. 

 One individual requests street lighting at roundabouts. 
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No Build (17 respondents) 
 

 Three individuals are concerned about their property. 
 Two individuals are not in favor of roundabouts. 
 One individual believes the improvement is a waste of funds and is skeptical about 

the safety of roundabouts. 
 One individual prefers traffic lights over roundabouts. 
 One individual does not want sidewalks, bike trail, or raised median. 
 One individual is not in favor of the project. 
 One individual is concerned about their property value and would like a stoplight 

at Via Firenze. 
 One individual requests the speed be reduced on the existing road. 
 One individual requests a bike path across Hwy. 612 Bridge. 
 One individual thinks there are too many roundabouts. 
 One individual would like the road to be shifted away from Tuscany Subdivision. 
 One individual believes the improvement is a waste of funds and to remove bike 

lanes and curb and gutter. 
 One individual would like their driveway moved. 
 One individual did not provide a comment. 

 

No Alternate Selected (8 respondents) 
 

 One individual did not provide a comment. 
 One individual is concerned about the capacity of the roundabouts. 
 One individual is concerned about a spring west of Water St. and Hwy. 112. 
 One individual is concerned about traffic noise, subdivision entrance, and impacts 

to homeowner’s property. 
 One individual is concerned about the loss of property. 
 One individual is concerned about slowing emergency vehicles. 
 One individual wants the job to start as soon as possible. 
 One individual would like a larger driveway and bridge. 

 
 
A listing of general comments concerning the proposed project follows: 
 

 Eighteen individuals did not provide a comment. 
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 Eleven individuals have concerns about their property. 
 Eight individuals are concerned about the access to their property. 
 Six individuals think E3 would protect downtown Elm Springs. 
 Five individuals prefer a turn lane instead of a raised median. 
 Four individuals are concerned that E3 will cut off Elm Springs. 
 Four individuals are not in favor of roundabouts. 
 Four individuals request a bike path across Hwy. 612 bridge. 
 Four individuals think the construction at Hwy. 612 should be completed first. 
 Four individuals are concerned about traffic noise. 
 Four individuals are concerned about the safety of the existing road. 
 Four individuals are not in favor for sidewalks and bike paths. 
 Three individuals think there are too many roundabouts. 
 Three individuals suggest to tie Barrington Rd. to Har-Ber roundabout, removing 

Barrington roundabout. 
 Three individuals have drainage concerns. 
 Three individuals are concerned about roundabout safety. 
 Three individuals want the job completed as soon as possible. 
 Two individuals think the project is a waste of funds. 
 Two individuals are concerned about the right turn only at Scott St. 
 Two individuals are in favor for the 12’ side paths. 
 Two individuals are concerned about a spring near the town of Elm Springs. 
 Two individuals are concerned about the negative impact to the nursery. 
 Two individuals think both alternatives look good. 
 Two individuals want to reduce impact to the church. 
 Two individuals have concerns for the existing trees and if they will be replaced. 
 Two individuals are not in favor of the raised median. 
 One individual is concerned about the bats. 
 One individual is concerned about roundabout capacity. 
 One individual is concerned about the Illinois River watershed quality. 
 One individual does not want Hwy. 112 improved and thinks traffic should use I-

49. 
 One individual thinks Alternate E-2 would be good for the community. 
 One individual wants Hwy. 112 to remain on Main Street in Elm Springs. 
 One individual does not want to affect the post office. 
 One individual thinks most people are in favor for Alternate E-2. 
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 One individual is concerned about the roundabouts at Hwy. 612. 
 One individual is not in favor of the project. 
 One individual wants a stop light at Via Firenze. 
 One individual wants the speed to be reduced on the present road through town. 
 One individual suggests to replace the bridge on S. Goad Springs Rd. at Puppy 

Creek to give another N/S route and add roundabout at Hwy. 264 and Bellview 
Road. 

 One individual has concerns for the roundabouts slowing emergency vehicles. 
 One individual would like the road to be shifted east near Hwy. 612. 
 One individual wants the curves to be straightened north of Hwy. 412. 
 One individual is concerned about light pollution. 
 One individual requests the speed limit to be reduced to 35 in the town of Elm 

Springs. 
 One individual requests the stop light to be retained at Har-Ber. 
 One individual requests street lighting at roundabouts. 
 One individual requests the road to be shifted away from Tuscany Subdivision. 
 One individual would like the sidewalks to connect to the park. 

 
  
PC 
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LOCATION AND DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING SYNOPSIS

Job Number 090513
Springdale Bypass – W. Wallis Road (S)

Benton County
December 15, 2022

An in-person Location and Design Public Hearing for the proposed improvements on
Highway 112 was held Thursday, December 15, 2022 from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. The project
information was made available on the ARDOT website from November 30, 2022 through
January 27, 2023. Efforts to involve minorities and the public in the meeting(s) included:

 Public Hearing insertion placed in Northwest Arkansas Democrat Gazette on
Sunday, October 30, 2022.

 Display advertisement placed in Northwest Arkansas Democrat Gazette on Sunday,
November 20, 2022, and ran Sunday, November 27, 2022.

 PSA placed in La Zeta FM for Job 090513 to run dates December 11 – December
15, 2022

 Letters mailed to Public Officials on December 6, 2022.
 Letters mailed to City Officials on December 6, 2022.
 Arkansas Mailing Services (flyers mailed to citizens) December 7, 2022.
 Flyers hand delivered to residents along the affected route.

The following information and links were available on the ARDOT website:

 Short video presentation about the
project

 Public meeting notice
 Project location map
 Project design plans

 Online comment form
 Interactive project map
 Previous PI Information
 Frequently asked questions with

answers
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Job 090513 – Location and Design Public Hearing Synopsis
December 15, 2021
Page 2 of 4

Table 1 describes the results of the public participation at the meeting.

TABLE 1

Public Participation Totals

Online Registration of Attendance at PI 14
Combined In-Person Registration
(090513 , 090514, & 090636) 187

Combined Public Officials Registration
(090513, 090514, & 090636) 44

Number of Website Viewers (English) 863

Number of Website Viewers (Spanish) 6

Online Comment Forms Received 14

In-Person Comment Forms Received 7

E-mail Comments Received 2

Mailed Comment Forms Received 3

Total comments received 26

CRAFTON TULL staff reviewed all comments received and evaluated their contents.  The
summary of comments listed below reflects the personal perception or opinion of the
person or organization making the statement.  Some of the comments were combined
and/or paraphrased to simplify the synopsis process.

An analysis of the responses received as a result of the public survey is shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2

Alternative Preferred Totals

Preferred Alternative C3 Modified 15

Preferred No Build Alternative 6

No alternative preference 5

Beneficial impacts due to the proposed project 2

Adverse impacts due to the proposed project 15

No response to beneficial or adverse impacts 9

Had a suggestion to improve the project 16

Knew of historical sites in the project area 0
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TABLE 2 (CONT.)

Alternative Preferred Totals

Knew of home or property limitations 4

Knew of environmental constraints 3

A summary of the comments received is presented below arranged by the alternative that
was preferred by the responder. The summaries are followed by a list of general comments
about the proposed project.

Alternative C3 Modified (15 respondents)

 Three individuals would like the alignment moved further west near the City of
Cave Springs.

 Two individuals are concerned about their home being taken.
 Two individuals suggest connecting Sands Rd. and Main Street utilizing part of

existing Hwy. 112.
 One individual is concerned about the sound.
 One individual is in favor as proposed.
 One individual is concerned about pedestrian safety and the need to improve the

infrastructure of the paths and sidewalks.
 One individual is concerned about the billboards near W. Miller being too close to

the road. Favor to remove and not rebuild.
 One individual is concerned with the impact to the water quality.
 One individual is concerned with the amount of roundabouts.
 One individual is concerned with their house being too close to the proposed

Highway.
 One individual is concerned with the median preventing access to the property

from the opposing traffic side of highway.

No Build (6 respondents)

 One individual is concerned about their home being taken.
 One individual is concerned about the sound.
 One individual is concerned with the lack of access to their property.
 One individual is concerned with the amount of roundabouts.
 One individual prefers no action.
 One individual would like the alignment moved west near Spring Ridge Dr. to

provide better access to Spring Ridge Dr.
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No Alternate Selected (5 respondents)

 Two individuals are concerned about pedestrian safety and the need to improve the
infrastructure of the paths and sidewalks.

 Two individuals are concerned with the lack of access to their property.
 One individual is concerned about their home being taken.

A listing of general comments concerning the proposed project follows:

 Twelve individuals are concerned with loss of homes and farms.
 Six individuals are concerned with the current alignment at certain locations.
 Six individuals are concerned with the highway creating safety issues.
 Five individuals are concerned with problems moving equipment and livestock.
 Three individuals suggest improving bike and trail infrastructure.
 Three individuals are concerned with the access of their property.
 Two individuals are concerned about increased flooding.
 Two individuals are concerned with the amount of roundabouts.
 Two individuals suggest to use traffic controlled intersections
 One individual is concerned about the impact on water quality.
 One individual is concerned with the Right of Way acquisition of their property.
 One individual in concerned about the cost of the project.
 One individual prefers widening only.
 One individual suggests providing public access to tributaries below Lake Keith

PC
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LOCATION AND DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING SYNOPSIS

Job Number 090514
W. Wallis Road – Pleasant Grove Rd. (S)

Benton County
&

Job Number 090636
W. Wallis Road – Hwy. 12 (S)

December 15, 2022
l

An in-person Location and Design Public Hearing for the proposed improvements on
Highway 112 was held Thursday, December 15, 2022 from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m.  The project
information was made available on the ARDOT website from November 30, 2022 through
January 27, 2023. Efforts to involve minorities and the public in the meeting(s) included:

• Public Hearing insertion placed in Northwest Arkansas Democrat Gazette on
Sunday, October 30, 2022.

• Display advertisement placed in Northwest Arkansas Democrat Gazette on
Sunday, November 20, 2022, and ran Sunday, November 27, 2022.

• PSA placed in La Zeta FM for Job 090514 and 090636 to run dates December 11 –
December 15, 2022

• Letters mailed to Public Officials on December 6, 2022.

• Letters mailed to City Officials on December 6, 2022.

• Arkansas Mailing Services (flyers mailed to citizens) December 7, 2022.

• Flyers were hand delivered to residents along the route prior to the hearing.

The following information and links were available on the ARDOT website:

 Short video presentation about the project
 Public meeting notice
 Project location map
 Project design plans
 Online comment form
 Interactive project map
 Prior PI Information
 Frequently asked questions with answers
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Job 090514 & 090636 – Location and Design Public Hearing Synopsis
December 15, 2022
Page 2 of 4

Table 1 describes the results of the public participation at the meeting.

TABLE 1

Public Participation Totals

Online Registration of Attendance at PI 18
Combined In-Person Registration
(090513, 090514, & 090636) 187

Number of Website Viewers (English) 1179

Number of Website Viewers (Spanish) 7

Online Comment Forms Received 420

In-Person Comment Forms Received 27

E-mail Comments Received 2

Mailed Comment Forms Received 1

Total comments received 450

CRAFTON TULL staff reviewed all comments received and evaluated their contents.  The
summary of comments listed below reflects the personal perception or opinion of the
person or organization making the statement.  Some of the comments were combined
and/or paraphrased to simplify the synopsis process.

An analysis of the responses received as a result of the public survey is shown in Table 2.
Alternate B4 was not an alternate put forth at this hearing but it is listed because of the
number of respondents that mentioned it in their comments.

TABLE 2

Alternative Preferred Totals

No Action 12

B2 189

B3 243

B4 92

Did not vote 10
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A summary of the comments received is presented below arranged by the alternative that
was preferred by the responder. The summaries are followed by a list of general comments
about the proposed project.

Alternate B2 Modified (189 respondents)

 75 People stated, “B3 would destroy an entire community of long time family and
neighbors. A western route proposed as B4 would be the absolute best option and
would not impact even one house. It would put the traffic where it needs to go and
relieve the congestion at Hwy. 12 & 112. Please reconsider!”

 23 people are concerned about property impacts.
 7 People are concerned about flooding.
 2 People want the route to be chosen as soon as possible.
 2 People said the western route would be much better.
 2 People expressed concerns of flooding, water pollution, noise, and environmental

impacts
 2 People are worried about displacing neighbors.
 2 people have concerns of utilities, property access, and effect on home owners
 1 Person said B3 is too intrusive.
 1 Person said B2 is the sensible choice.
 1 Person said they really prefer B4 but choose B2
 1 Person said B2 has fewer curves.
 1 Person said to cancel the project and improve existing.
 1 Person said they feel exploited.
 1 Person said B2 will negatively affect too many people
 1 Person said B2 is most cost effective with less impact to homes and community.
 1 Person said to please think of those affected.
 1 Person said the farmers that live here should not have to sacrifice their land. The

county, and city should have planned beforehand.
 1 Person asks that a roundabout be moved to qualify home for relocation assistance.
 1 Person said that long-time residents shouldn’t lose their land and homes due to a

lack of transportation planning.
 1 person says this is a guilt community.
 1 Person prefers the new alternatives over the previous meeting.

Alternate B3 (242 respondents)

 75 people expressed noise concerns.
 8 people are concerned about property impacts.
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
 6 People prefer B4.
 4 People said this alternate has fewer properties effected with minimal cost increase.
 2 people said to keep away from existing homes.
 1 Person is concerned about flooding.
 1 Person has noise and safety concerns.
 1 Person has noise and flooding concerns.
 1 Person called this a flawed project.
 1 Person said to move traffic away from school zones.
 1 Person said this will lesson stream impacts.
 1 Person wants smoothed out bike paths at cross walks.
 1 Person has concerns about driveway access.

No Build (11 respondents)

 2 people said widening the road in this residential area will increase traffic
speeds, decreasing safety and increasing noise and pollution. Larger roads should
be kept away from existing residential areas. Therefore they choose the no build
alternative. If DOT decides to go ahead with this project, they would choose the
B3 option, which keeps the road further away from most existing houses than
option B2. In addition, because the road options are so close to existing homes,
DOT should ensure that the new road has landscaping and greenery.

 2 People have safety and noise concerns
 1 Person said don’t ruin our neighborhood.
 1 Person stated “B3 would destroy an entire community of long time family and

neighbors. A western route proposed as B4 would be the absolute best option and
would not impact even one house. It would put the traffic where it needs to go and
relieve the congestion at Hwy. 12 & 112. Please reconsider!”

 1 Person said there needs to be a light at Pleasant Grove.
 1 Person said move Walmart.
 1 Person said don’t ruin our neighborhood.

No Preference (11 respondents)

 1 person prefers a shift to west.
 1 person wants B4
 1 People are concerned about current traffic counts.
 1 Person is happy about the design.
 1 Person is concerned about impacts to their cattle operation.
 1 Person is concerned about the intersection with Hwy. 12.
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DISPOSITION OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

Job 012305
Hwy. 112 Improvements Hwy. 412 – Springdale Bypass (S)

Washington and Benton County

An “In-person” Location and Design Public Hearing for this project was held on December 13, 2023 at
the Elm Springs United Methodist Church, 118 Elm Springs. The proposed design was displayed on
an aerial photograph, depicting design features on an approximate scale of 1”:200’.  Representatives
of various ARDOT Divisions as well as Districts 4 and 9 were present to explain the proposed design
and to answer questions. Copies of the Environmental Assessment and other general project
information were available.

Seventy two (72) written comments were received. Summaries of these comments and responses
thereto follow:

COMMENT: James Aunspaugh stated he was in favor of E2 option because it caused less impacts to
the Church.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Donna Power stated they would like to see the bridge on Goad Springs over Puppy Creek
replaced to provide another North/South Route and to add a roundabout at Hwy. 264 and Bellview Road
RESPONSE: The bridge on Goads Springs road over Puppy Creek is not under the jurisdiction of
ARDOT. A roundabout at Hwy 264 and Bellview Road is being planned but is not part of this
improvement.

COMMENT: Alice Jernigan, Sean Goode, Arnold Smith request that a bike path be included across
the Hwy. 612 bridge.
RESPONSE: The existing abutments built on the Hwy 612 job will not work for a wider bridge. ARDOT
is willing to consider a permit allowing a third party to build a separate bridge for bikes.

COMMENT: Isabella Hambry stated she wanted Larger Roundabouts for safety.
RESPONSE: The roundabouts have been designed to accommodate the design traffic for this roadway
including a WB-67 tractor trailer.

COMMENT: Michael Efird, Emily Efird, Vivain Hamby, and Johnathan Hamby stated that option E2
cuts off Elm Springs.
RESPONSE: Option E2 routes Hwy. 112 through Main Street of Elm Springs.

COMMENT: Lief Kindberg stated he had concerns about Illinois River watershed quality, wants
vegetated detention and other infiltration devices.
RESPONSE: A storm water prevention plan utilizing best practices will be implemented during

construction to keep sediment from leaving the project.

COMMENT: Ben Peters, Mike Fisk, and Paul Walla stated Barrington Road should be rerouted to
connect to Har-Ber roundabout.
RESPONSE: The locations of the turnarounds and roundabouts were discussed with the local
municipalities and MPO and approved by ARDOT, following ARDOT’s policy on access control. U-turns
can be made at the nearest turnaround. No additional turnaround locations will be provided.

COMMENT: Chad ONeal stated he does not want Hwy. 112 improved. People should use I-49

RESPONSE: ARDOT is responding to the need for an improved traffic facility based on the growing
population in this area that desires a safer facility that can move more traffic with this proposed project.
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COMMENT: Charlie Boyce stated he owns Paschal Air and is concerned about trucks not having a
direct southbound left turn into business.
RESPONSE: The locations of the turnarounds and roundabouts were discussed with the local
municipalities and MPO and approved by ARDOT, following ARDOT’s policy on access control. U-turns
can be made at the nearest turnaround. No additional turnaround locations will be provided.

COMMENT: Brad Bruns stated he is not in favor of Roundabout at Har-ber , Does not like right turn
only off Scott in E2 Alternate
RESPONSE: The locations of the turnarounds and roundabouts were discussed with the local
municipalities and MPO and approved by ARDOT, following ARDOT’s policy on access control. U-turns
can be made at the nearest turnaround. No additional turnaround locations will be provided.

COMMENT: Shelby Luker stated she believes E3 option will take money from the town of Elm Springs.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Janell Bird stated she would like sidewalks connecting to park, flooding concerns at Scott
St.
RESPONSE: Connecting sidewalks to the park in Elm Springs could be something that the officials of
Elm Spring may want to consider but is not within the scope of this project. A longer higher bridge on
Hwy 112 over Brush Creek and a larger than existing culvert replacement on Scott Street will make
Scott Street passable during minor flooding. However Scott Street is in a floodplain and will likely be
overtopped in a major flooding event.

COMMENT: Benjamin Hawkins, Kyla Carter stated Option E2 would protect downtown Elm Springs.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: James Bennett stated he wants project completed soon. Current road needs patching.
RESPONSE: A project of this scope requires a lot of time for all agencies to provide input, right of way
to buy, utilities to adjust, and selecting a contractor before work can begin.

COMMENT: Isaac Stevens stated he was concerned about biking path designs at Roundabouts and
narrowing path over Hwy 612.
RESPONSE: Roundabouts are designed so that bike riders have the option of riding in the roundabout
itself or taking the sidewalk. The existing abutments built on the Hwy 612 job will not work for a wider
bridge. ARDOT is willing to consider a permit allowing a third party to build a separate bridge for bikes.

COMMENT: Jeff Kee stated he wants sound wall for Tuscany Subdivision.
RESPONSE: A noise study has determined that sound levels will not meet the threshold of requiring a
sound wall at this location

COMMENT: August Kuklinski stated he thought improvement was waste of funds and was skeptical of
RAB safety. .
RESPONSE: Roundabouts have proven over the years to reduce the severity of accidents that may
occur as opposed to signalized intersections where accidents can be quite severe if someone runs a
red light.

COMMENT: Linda Kersh stated she wants construction to start at Hwy. 612 first.
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RESPONSE: The sequence of construction and where the contractor begins his work will be up to the
contractor.

COMMENT: Gene Stevens, Glenda Stevens stated they thought both options looked good.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Travis Greenley stated he would like to see the alignment shift away from Tuscany.
RESPONSE: The alignment is designed to utilize as much of the existing roadbed as possible. It has
been shifted as far west as possible to avoid the backyard fences of residence except at the
roundabout approach.

COMMENT: Lorene Hollinsworth stated the project had a lot of wasteful spending. Bike lanes and curb
and gutters should be eliminated.
RESPONSE: Bike lanes are viewed favorably by many of the public in this area. Curb and gutter
sections facilitate the use of storm sewer to manage the rainfall runoff and thus lessen right of way
taking that would be needed for a ditch.

COMMENT: Tiffany Hudson stated she would like to have the speed through town reduced.
RESPONSE: The speed limit will be studied at the completion of the project by Maintenance Division.

COMMENT: Shawn Sedrick, Chad Howard, and Gus Kuklinski stated that they are not in favor of
roundabouts.
RESPONSE: Roundabout intersections have been proven to have less severe accidents than
signalized intersections.

COMMENT: Kim Greenlee stated she would like to see a stop light at Via Firenze and is concerned
about property values.
RESPONSE: Roundabout intersections have been proven to have less severe accidents than
signalized intersections.

COMMENT: Michael and Joan McDonald stated they would like the project to move onto someone
else’s property.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: A.J. Hollinsworth stated he was not in favor of bike trails, sidewalks or a divided road on
the project.
RESPONSE: The typical section of the project was discussed with the local municipalities and MPO
and approved by ARDOT.

COMMENT: Richard Gray stated he was not in favor of roundabouts. Would like stoplights instead.
RESPONSE: Roundabout intersections have been proven to have less severe accidents than
signalized intersections.

COMMENT: Stacy Davis, Neal Gierach, and Tamara Martin stated there were too many roundabouts.
RESPONSE: The locations of the turnarounds and roundabouts were discussed with the local
municipalities and MPO and approved by ARDOT, following ARDOT’s policy on access control. U-turns
can be made at the nearest turnaround. No additional turnaround locations will be provided.
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COMMENT: Walter Ashcroft stated he was not in favor of the project.
RESPONSE: The traffic on Highway 112 has increased considerably in the past few years and is
projected to keep growing. The present facility was not designed to handle a design year traffic of
20,000 vehicles per day. Traffic at intersecting streets are finding it difficult to find gaps to enter the
roadway. Adding roundabouts at the intersecting streets and adding lanes will alleviate these issues.

COMMENT: Gary Goodson stated he wants to see job completed but keep the light at Har-ber.
RESPONSE: The locations of the turnarounds and roundabouts were discussed with the local
municipalities and MPO and approved by ARDOT, following ARDOT’s policy on access control. U-
turns can be made at the nearest turnaround.

COMMENT: Larry Johnson, Eugene Fuller, and Brian Ikehara stated they prefer turn lane instead of
median.
RESPONSE: The typical section of the project was discussed with the local municipalities and MPO
and approved by ARDOT.

COMMENT: Justin Hire and Andy Dowrum stated Hwy. 612 should be completed first. Justin Hire
wanted this project to be completed ASAP.
RESPONSE: Both projects will proceed as funding becomes available.

COMMENT: Charles Tegethoff stated the curves on Hwy 112 north of highway 412 should be
straightened more.
RESPONSE: The alignment is designed to utilize as much of the existing roadbed and right of way
as possible. The curves are designed to meet or exceed the design requirements for a 45 miles per
hour facility exclusive of the roundabouts.

COMMENT: Diane Sachs and Rick Boosely stated E3 option would protect downtown Elm Springs.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Charles Easely stated the sidewalks were a waste and medians would restrict access.
RESPONSE: The typical section of the project was discussed with the local municipalities and MPO
and approved by ARDOT

COMMENT: Steve Alarid stated he wants speed reduced to 35 between Marchant and Elm Springs,
and does not want lighting spill over on private property. He also had a drainage concern near station
280+75.
RESPONSE: Adding additional lanes to the facility will allow more opportunities for motorist to enter
the roadway without reducing traffic.

COMMENT: Justin Kennedy stated he does not like option E2 because of right turn only at Scott St.
RESPONSE: The locations of the turnarounds and roundabouts were discussed with the local
municipalities and MPO and approved by ARDOT, following ARDOT’s policy on access control. U-
turns can be made at the nearest turnaround.

COMMENT: Jennifer Pastor and James Jordan stated they liked the 12’ side path.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.
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COMMENT: Denise Johnson stated she wants center turn lane entire length, with shoulders and no
sidewalks.
RESPONSE: The typical section of the project was discussed with the local municipalities and MPO
and approved by ARDOT.

COMMENT: James Miller stated Roundabouts will slow traffic for EMS.
RESPONSE: Roundabout intersections have been proven to have less severe accidents than
signalized intersections. By adding an additional lanes to Hwy. 112 an area to safely pull aside for
EMS will be available.

COMMENT: Shawn Womack stated he would like to see project started ASAP.
RESPONSE: Constructing a project takes a lot of work and input from stakeholders before the actual
project starts.

COMMENT: Anna Hollingsworth stated she wants a bigger driveway and bridge.
RESPONSE: Driveways are generally replaced at the existing width that is serving the property as
long as it meets minimum width.

COMMENT: Don Hurlbur and Rita Littrell stated E3 would negatively impact nursery.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Cynthia Busse stated she had concerns about her property and the welfare of the bat
population.
RESPONSE: ARDOT right of way will address any loss of value to a particular property on a case by
case basis. Environmental input will stipulate measures to be taken to reduce the impact to
endangered species of bats.

COMMENT: Benjamin Hawkins stated the project is good for the community.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: David Demoroski stated there should be no roundabouts at Hwy. 612 and center turn
lanes all the way.
RESPONSE: The typical section of the project was discussed with the local municipalities and MPO
and approved by ARDOT. The locations of the turnarounds and roundabouts were discussed with the
local municipalities and MPO and approved by ARDOT, following ARDOT’s policy on access control.
U-turns can be made at the nearest turnaround.

COMMENT: Barton and Melissa Ashworth stated they were concerned about existing trees.
RESPONSE: All trees necessary for the construction of the project will need removed. Trees may be
planted through ARDOT’s permitting process after completion of the project.

COMMENT: Kendra Payne stated she was concerned about being able to turn out of drives.
RESPONSE: Adding an additional driving lane in each direction should allow more opportunities to
enter the roadway.

COMMENT: Jeanine Burkes stated she is in favor of E2.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.
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COMMENT: Josh Beshears, Dora Bartels, Jerry Bartels, Mark Rothmeyer and Howard Martin were
concerned about loss of property.
RESPONSE: ARDOT right of way will address any loss of value to a particular property on a case by
case basis.

COMMENT: Glenda Stevens stated she has concerns about Spring Street west of Water St. and
Hwy 112.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Harold Douthit stated he thought most people were in favor of E2.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Cathy Rothmeyer, Gary Downum and Linda Downum stated they have safety concerns
about the present road. Cathy Rothmeyer would like to see it shifted east near Hwy. 612.
RESPONSE: This project is designed to create roadway that is safer and more efficient for all.

COMMENT: Dean and Joy Noblin stated they want a crossover at their driveway and are concerned
about flooding.
RESPONSE: The locations of the turnarounds and roundabouts were discussed with the local
municipalities and MPO and approved by ARDOT, following ARDOT’s policy on access control. U-
turns can be made at the nearest turnaround. Drainage is a major consideration for roadway design
and most structures along this route have been made much larger than existing. In addition a storm
sewer will be added to carry the rainwater from the roadway.

COMMENT: Ronnie Rothwell stated he is in favor of E3 option if it does not affect Methodist Church
or Post Office.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Euva Phillips stated she represented Arvest Bank and would like to see the drive shifted
2 ft. north to better que drive through traffic.
RESPONSE: The driveway will be replaced to connect as near to existing drive as practicable.

COMMENT: Wayne Story stated he was concerned about the capacity of the Roundabouts.
RESPONSE: The roundabouts have been designed to accommodate the design traffic for this roadway
including a WB-67 tractor trailer.
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An Open Forum Design Public Hearing for this project was held on December 15, 2022 at the
Bentonville Community Center, 1101 SW Citizen’s Circle, Bentonville, Arkansas. The proposed design
was displayed on an aerial photograph, depicting design features on an approximate scale of 1”:200’.
Representatives of various ARDOT Divisions as well as District 9 were present to explain the proposed
design and to answer questions. Copies of the Environmental Assessment and other general project
information were available.

Twenty-Five (25) written comments were received. Summaries of these comments and responses
thereto follow:

COMMENT: Roger Meredith, Teresa Meredith, Brian Buttry, Mindy Buttry, Randy Crawford and Lee
Ann Crawford want C3 moved farther west near City of Cave Springs.
RESPONSE: Moving the alignment further west, near Cave Springs, will place the project further into
a special flood hazard area.

COMMENT: Judie Shook is concerned about 448 S. Main St. & 478 S. Main St. being taken.
RESPONSE: These two addresses will be effected by the roundabout tie-in to S. Main St. ARDOT
right of way will address any loss of value to a particular property on a case by case basis.

COMMENT: Jim Long has concerns about affect to his property, taking his house.
RESPONSE: The property at 245 Healing Springs Rd. will be effected. ARDOT right of way will
address any loss of value to a particular property on a case by case basis.

COMMENT: Doug May Wants C3 moved farther west near Spring Ridge Dr. to ease access to the
road.
RESPONSE: The proposed alignment is paralleled by a creek to the west that prevents a western shift.

COMMENT: Leif Kindberg wants to reduce impact to water sheds along 112 to Osage Creek - Public
access to Lake Keith.
RESPONSE: The corridor will use curb and gutter, with a storm sewer, to collect pavement runoff and
discharge at specific locations.

COMMENT: Megan Neumeier wants a barrier wall for safety between home and Hwy. (Fairway Valley
Subdivision)
RESPONSE: The design utilizes the safety standards defined by AASHTO and FHWA.

COMMENT: Anne Olinger and Anita Lambert want to shift Wager connection to Existing Wager North
to avoid taking of house.
RESPONSE: Utility constraints prevent eastern tie-in to existing Wager Dr.

COMMENT: Anthony Vanderploeg wants southbound traffic access to property on northbound side.
RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT: Matthew Horak wants to know it there will be a retaining wall near Spring Ridge to act as
a sound barrier?
RESPONSE: The Noise Study does not include a sound barrier at this location.

COMMENT: Jim Gigantino has concerns for the billboards near W. Miller being too close to the road.
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RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT: Isaac Stevens has concerns for path/trail fluidity along route. Path connections to Cave
Springs. Pedestrian safety at roundabouts.
RESPONSE: Roundabouts are designed so that bike riders have the option of riding in the roundabout
itself or taking the sidewalk. The existing abutments built on the Hwy 612 job will not work for a wider
bridge. ARDOT is willing to consider a permit allowing a third party to build a separate bridge for bikes.

COMMENT: Thomas and Sondra McCurdy want to avoid house on W. Brown Rd.
RESPONSE: This house will be impacted to tie W. Brown Rd. to the roundabout at Hwy. 112 and
Doral Dr. ARDOT right of way will address any loss of value to a particular property on a case by
case basis.

COMMENT: Lance Jobe wants 6’ sidewalks over the bridge at Hwy. 612.
RESPONSE: The bridge over Hwy. 612 is on ArDOT job 012305. The existing abutments built on the
Hwy 612 job at this location will not work for a wider bridge. ARDOT is willing to consider a permit
allowing a third party to build a separate bridge for bikes.

COMMENT: Graham Pods says traffic lights are more efficient.
RESPONSE: Comment noted. Roundabouts have proven over the years to reduce the severity of
accidents that may occur as opposed to signalized intersections where accidents can be quite severe
if someone runs a red light.

COMMENT: James and Joseph Long prefer no action.
RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT: Alan Craighead wants to reduce the amount of roundabouts.
RESPONSE: The locations of the turnarounds and roundabouts were discussed with the local
municipalities and MPO and approved by ARDOT, following ARDOT’s policy on access control. U-turns
can be made at the nearest turnaround.

COMMENT: Randall Noblett and David Keck want to connect Main Street to Sands Road using Exist.
112.
RESPONSE: Existing Hwy. 112 between Shores Ave. and Sands Dr. will be obliterated.

COMMENT: Kayvan Afrasiabi wants 6' sidewalks over 612 on bridge - Safety concerns for crossing
112 near major Bike paths.
RESPONSE: The bridge over Hwy. 612 is on ArDOT job 012305. The existing abutments built on the
Hwy 612 job at this location will not work for a wider bridge. ARDOT is willing to consider a permit
allowing a third party to build a separate bridge for bikes.

COMMENT: Martha Rakes is concerned about lack of access to property - Prefers widening only.
RESPONSE: Existing access will be restored.

COMMENT: Terry Rakes is concerned about a lack of access to property, destroys farms, dam in cave
springs needs work.
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RESPONSE: Existing access will be restored. Dam work in Cave Springs is beyond the scope of this
project.

COMMENT: Cecil Shores stated he wants increased access to property between 264 and Shores RAB
for equipment and a livestock passage.
RESPONSE: Existing access will be restored.
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An Open Forum Design Public Hearing for this project was held on December 15, 2023 at the
Bentonville Community Center. The proposed design was displayed on an aerial photograph, depicting
design features on an approximate scale of 1”:200’.  Representatives of various ARDOT Divisions as
well as District 9 were present to explain the proposed design and to answer questions. Copies of the
Environmental Assessment and other general project information were available.

Four hundred fifty (450) comments were received. Summaries of these comments and responses
thereto follow:

COMMENT: Alan Henley, Amanda Henley, Joseph Levey, Angela Bingham, Mark Bradbury, Diane
Lidsley, Aubrey Wood, Joey Travis, Rick Fish, Kailey Schell, Tristen Schell, Amanda Schell, Julian
Schell, Dawn Miller, Pasha Maleknia, Joy Hagerty, Michael Forehand, Cole Erisman, Nick Slagle, Diane
McNabb, Randy Murray, and Leslie Wing stated reasons as to why they think alternative B2 is a better
alternative. (Less curves, less costly, better for the environment, less effect on residents, less impact
on community & businesses.)
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: David Shelly, Allison Eil, Robert Kennedy, Michelle Gordon, China Feinber, Simone
Schwarze, Adam Maris, and stated reasons as to why they think alternative B3 is a better alternative.
(Less effect on residents, less impact on community & businesses, less noise impacts)
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Talon Townsend, Brook Cannedy, Piper Satterfield, June Thompson, Adah Townsend,
Julie Harvester, John Harvester, Jon Jouvenaux, Bryan Beeson, Scott Thompson, Vera Howard, Gan
Nunnally, Chassity Nunnally, George Nunnally, Beth Nunnally, Kraig Bond, Samual Cox, Paul James,
Jessie Keller, Seth McDaniel, Sumer Brandon, Mitzi Taylor, Stan Webb, Ray Drew, Jim Higginbottom,
Larry Robertson, Teresa Beeson, Linda Brown, Lezlie Newton, Dustin Kindell, Betsy Smyth, Isaiah
Thompson, Bridget Dye, Julie Jouvenaux, Natalie Bowman, and John Green stated that B3 would
destroy an entire community of long time family and neighbors. A western route proposed as B4 would
be the absolute best option and would not impact even one house. It would put the traffic where it needs
to go and relieve the congestion at Hwy. 12 & 112. In support of B2.
RESPONSE: The Hwy. 112 corridor has been analyzed by ARDOT’s Environment Division in order to
detect environmentally sensitive areas and document impacts to those areas. Alternatives B2 and B3
are proposed to optimize roadway geometry and minimize impacts to the environmentally sensitive
areas. There is not an official B4 alternative proposed by ARDOT.

COMMENT: Mackenzie Trofholz, Landon Taylor, Caitlin Potlack, Andrew Potlack, Dax Weindorf, Karri
Weindorf, Jason Shaffer, Jeff Parker, Si Shen, Russlyn Simmering, Leslye Perna, Samuel Fremstad,
Katie Fremstad, Jason Fremstad, Missy Clifton, Laurel Holler, Jan Amann, Mary Paquette, Corey
Paquette, Brenda Shelly, Joseph Cavness, Fred Ficklim, Hazel Russell, Verity Russell, Lydia Russell,
Charlotte Russell, Anna Russell, Randy Rodgers, Mindy Harrington, Lisa Christianson, Thuc Tran,
Jason Slepecki, David Poltack, Jeff Clifton, Cindy Schell, Samuel Russel, Brett Goode, Alexander
Schwarze, Jerry Dou, Jonathan Feinberg, Lawrence Schmitz, Erica Schmitz, Dax Weindrof, Paul Dorey,
Peggy Woolard, Lisa Beaumont, and Kevin Beaumont stated the environment study documented
increased noise levels for St Valery Down will increase approximately 16dbs and considered a
“substantial increase” of noise pollution to the homes in St. Valery Down. To build a road along the
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eastern boundary, option B2, without building a noise barrier is unacceptable to residents of St. Valery
Down. They urged the state to select alternative B3.
RESPONSE: The Hwy. 112 corridor has been analyzed by ARDOT’s Environment Division in order to
detect environmentally sensitive areas and document impacts to those areas. Alternatives B2 and B3
are proposed to optimize roadway geometry and minimize impacts to the environmentally sensitive
areas. The environmental division will evaluate any potential needs for noise reduction devices.

COMMENT: Joyce Meczkowski, Frank Meczkowski, Greg Lancelot, Annie Walker, concerns for the
affect that B2 will have on St Valery Downs. (Noise concerns, Flooding, and Safety)
RESPONSE: The Hwy. 112 corridor has been analyzed by ARDOT’s Environment Division in order to
detect environmentally sensitive areas and document impacts to those areas. Alternatives B2 and B3
are proposed to optimize roadway geometry and minimize impacts to the environmentally sensitive
areas. Drainage is a major consideration for roadway design and most structures along this route
have been made much larger than existing. In addition, a storm sewer will be added to carry the
rainwater from the roadway.

COMMENT: Lynn Fortner stated a concern about heavy traffic at Hwy. 112 and W. Pleasant Grove,
considers it a dangerous intersection.
RESPONSE: A temporary signal is planned as an immediate stop gap solution at this intersection until
a roundabout can be built.

COMMENT: David Schaible stated that alternative B2 takes out my business.
RESPONSE: Concerns about property limitations will be addressed on a case by case basis during the
Right of Way acquisition process.

COMMENT: Kristy Moses stated Exploitation: make full use of & derive benefit from our land!
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Ronald McLane, Neil Pumford, Heather Ledford, Scott Moses, and Larry Woolard stated
concerns for the increased risk of flooding with the proposed routes.
RESPONSE: Drainage is a major consideration for roadway design and most structures along this
route have been made much larger than existing. In addition, a storm sewer will be added to carry the
rainwater from the roadway.

COMMENT: Alan Craighead stated that they prefer alternative B3 due to the decrease of stream
impacts. Mr. Craighead also stated that due to the volume on Hwy 112, there will be an increase in total
accidents with the amount of roundabouts proposed. Considerations to use other forms of traffic control
at some side streets.
RESPONSE: The Hwy. 112 corridor has been analyzed by ARDOT’s Environment Division in order to
detect environmentally sensitive areas and document impacts to those areas. Alternatives B2 and B3
are proposed to optimize roadway geometry and minimize impacts to the environmentally sensitive
areas. The use and location of roundabouts were discussed with the local municipalities and MPO and
approved by ARDOT.

COMMENT: Jim Gigantino, and Gary Wilf stated they are in favor of the proposed Hwy. 112
alternatives.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

Appendix A
Page 27 of 31



Page 3 of 6
DISPOSITION OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

Jobs 090514 & 090636
W. Wallis Rd. – Pleasant Grove Rd. (Hwy. 112)

Pleasant Grove Rd. – Hwy. 12 (Hwy. 112)
Benton County

COMMENT: Roger O’Neal stated to move Walmart to another state, problem solved.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Randall Noblett stated that the community has offered a Northwest route from Scroggins
Road that would serve Wester traffic better and reduce North-South congestion North of Scroggins.
RESPONSE: There is not an official Northwest route proposed by ARDOT.

COMMENT: John Strickland and Beth Strickland stated that both alternatives were a waste of money
and that a more Western route would be a better use of money.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Susan Podd stated that they asked for advice and was told: No action with a comment
“Roundabout at Scoggins road and go Northwest to another roundabout to east end of Windmill and
Morning Star then west to Hwy. 112”.
RESPONSE: There is not an official Northwest route proposed by ARDOT.

COMMENT: Charles Hatfield (pg. 1114 of LDPH Packet – Difficult interpretation of handwriting) stated
concerns for working the cattle on their property?
RESPONSE: Concerns about property limitations will be addressed on a case by case basis during the
Right of Way acquisition process.

COMMENT: Lind Prosh stated that the project will greatly impact their home and that they are sad to
think they may have to leave.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Admanda Costa stated that alternative B3 would terminate their business completely due
to the loss of septic lines, therefore they prefer alternative B2.
RESPONSE: Concerns about property limitations will be addressed on a case by case basis during the
Right of Way acquisition process.

COMMENT: Marc Williams stated that the B3 route is preferable to their family and many neighbors
in Saint Valery Downs and prefers the project to be moved west. Marc also stated that the environmental
impact of B2 is extreme, as many old growth Walnut trees in this natural forest will need to be taken
down, and wetlands below will be polluted with the runoff from the proposed highway route which may
impact cavefish downstream.
RESPONSE: The Hwy. 112 corridor has been analyzed by ARDOT’s Environment Division in order to
detect environmentally sensitive areas and document impacts to those areas. Alternatives B2 and B3
are proposed to optimize roadway geometry and minimize impacts to the environmentally sensitive
areas. There is not an official Northwest route proposed by ARDOT.

COMMENT: Donald Prosch, Linda Prosch, and Rachel Gubler express concern for choosing the
proposed alternative as soon as possible.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Reed Gilstrap stated that this is a guilt community.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.
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COMMENT: David and Iwana Stephenson stated that the road easement and path for bikes/walking
is too close to our home. For us to feel safe, we would push for a new cost replacement for our
home/residence. (Sta. 548-580 approx.) The access to the pasture gate is a shared dual easement and
must remain, the new map shows this going away. We are a working farm and the new changes will
cause unnecessary expense and time due to the lack of road access points and having to use the
roundabouts to access other parts of the property. David and Iwana would also like to know why they
can’t move the road at Wallis Road “N” to (Pleasant Crossing) “Diamond Stone” about 120’ West and
totally miss our property, that area is open property?
RESPONSE: Concerns about property limitations will be addressed during the Right of Way acquisition
process on a case by case basis. The current alignment has been placed to optimize roadway geometry
and minimize impacts overall.

COMMENT: Carolyn O’Neal stated concerns that the roundabouts and proposed road will consume
their neighborhood and neighbor’s property. There has been lots of flooding through our field on many
occasions and with the new construction you can bet that more flooding will result, are you prepared for
that? We cannot get out of Ozark Acres due to traffic from schools and working traffic between the
hours of 7:00 to 8:30 to turn left (south), with a single lane roundabout will this continue to be a problem?
It will also put the highway 80 feet from a neighbor’s house and will result in noisy traffic and sickening
effecting people that have spent their life raising their family in this quiet neighborhood.
RESPONSE: Concerns about property limitations will be addressed during the Right of Way acquisition
process on a case by case basis. Drainage is a major consideration for roadway design and most
structures along this route have been made much larger than existing. In addition, a storm sewer will
be added to carry the rainwater from the roadway. The environmental division will evaluate any potential
needs for noise reduction devices.

COMMENT: Chad Gilliam and Pat Semon asks that the intersection of Pleasant Grove and Hwy. 112
to be improved as soon as possible with a new traffic device as the intersection has become dangerous
and a stop sign is not enough.
RESPONSE: A temporary signal is planned as an immediate stop gap solution at this intersection until
a roundabout can be built.

COMMENT: Chad O’Neal stated that widening is not needed, traffic is elevated for about 4 hours a
day and that no massive improvements are required. Encourage drivers to take I-49. There is no
pedestrian traffic on Hwy. 112 so there is not demand for two sidewalks on the highway, only one would
be enough. Requests that the projects be cancelled and leave the roads as they are. The project will
not benefit the area economically and will not improve or affect traffic positively. It will negatively affect
our environment, more run-off, more asphalt, less green and trees. It will improve vagrant migration by
encouraging them to use the new sidewalks, rather than using existing paths or avenues. The timeline
of the construction will impact Hwy. 112 for 3-9 years. This delta is too much and the timeline is too long
and will cause pain for many of us living along the highway. Proposed cross sections will promote
flooding onto my property and the increase of paved area will make flooding around Hwy. 112 worse.
The deep ditches on each side of the road that controls local flooding will be consumed by this ridiculous
construction plan.
RESPONSE: The traffic on Highway 112 has increased considerably in the past few years and is
projected to keep growing. The present facility was not designed to handle a design year traffic of
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20,000 vehicles per day. Traffic at intersecting streets are finding it difficult to find gaps to enter the
roadway. Adding roundabouts at the intersecting streets and adding lanes will alleviate these issues.
The typical section of the project was discussed with the local municipalities and MPO and approved
by ARDOT. The Hwy. 112 corridor has been analyzed by ARDOT’s Environment Division in order to
detect environmentally sensitive areas and document impacts to those areas. Alternatives B2 and B3
are proposed to optimize roadway geometry and minimize impacts to the environmentally sensitive
areas. The project will be staged construction to minimalize impacts to traffic. Drainage is a major
consideration for roadway design and most structures along this route have been made much larger
than existing. In addition, a storm sewer will be added to carry the rainwater from the roadway

COMMENT: Jerry Basham suggests to move the proposed roundabout north enough to miss the
property to the south of the intersection of Hwy. 112 and Ozark Acres road, 3473 Hwy. 112. This would
impact our house and possibly qualify for relocation assistance program and be less intrusive. We would
like to be contacted to visit about this proposal.
RESPONSE: Concerns about property limitations will be addressed during the Right of Way acquisition
process on a case by case basis.

COMMENT: Greg Remaly, Dan Jackson and Molly Ross stated B2 is the better of the two options but
prefer an alternative B4 to be considered.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted. There is not an official B4 alternative proposed by ARDOT.

COMMENT: Mike Parker, Robert Dennis, and Don Pennington left a comment in favor of a new option,
B4.
RESPONSE: There is not an official B4 alternative proposed by ARDOT.

COMMENT: Travis Turner stated concerns of storm water on their property and that the proposed
routes will further exasperate the water problem. Route B2 will require relocation of my driveway and
control of storm water. I expect a new driveway and stir water remediation by ARDOT. In addition, I
expect to be connected to city sewer as relocation of the driveway will potentially disrupt my septic
systems.
RESPONSE: Drainage is a major consideration for roadway design and most structures along this route
have been made much larger than existing. In addition, a storm sewer will be added to carry the
rainwater from the roadway

COMMENT: Kent and Kim Myers stated concerns of flooding, costs, increase of noise, and view
changes for options B2 and B3 and state they want to a see a westerly B4 alternative.
RESPONSE: The Hwy. 112 corridor has been analyzed by ARDOT’s Environment Division in order to
detect environmentally sensitive areas and document impacts to those areas. Alternatives B2 and B3
are proposed to optimize roadway geometry and minimize impacts to the environmentally sensitive
areas. The environmental division will evaluate any potential needs for noise reduction devices. There
is not an official B4 alternative proposed by ARDOT.

COMMENT: Michael Fryar and Debra Cook stated concerns of property limitations with the loss of
access to utilities, septic system, and a narrow strip of land. Michael also stated concerns of drainage
issues, property access issues, and the proposed route will go through a memorial erected to honor the
passing of a late husband to Michael’s girlfriend. Requests the following to be looked into: Utilities,
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privacy gate, pecan trees, memorial, garden, truck access – 30’ driveways, make northwest drive
accessible, and provide median gap to go north or south with semi-trucks.
RESPONSE: Concerns about property limitations can be addressed during the Right of Way acquisition
process. The locations of the turnarounds and roundabouts were discussed with the local municipalities
and MPO and approved by ARDOT, following ARDOT’s policy on access control. U-turns can be made
at the nearest turnaround. No additional turnaround locations will be provided.

COMMENT: Tanner Bedwell stated they are not in favor for either but understand the route need to be
improved.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted.

COMMENT: Madeline Simmons and David Simmons stated widening in the residential area will
increase traffic speeds, decreasing safety and increasing noise and pollution. Larger roads should be
kept away from existing residential areas. Therefore I choose the no-build alternative. If DOT decides
to go through with this project, I choose the B3 option. The DOT should ensure that the new road has
landscaping and greenery.
RESPONSE: The traffic on Highway 112 has increased considerably in the past few years and is
projected to keep growing. The present facility was not designed to handle a design year traffic of
20,000 vehicles per day. Traffic at intersecting streets are finding it difficult to find gaps to enter the
roadway. Adding roundabouts at the intersecting streets and adding lanes will alleviate these issues.
The environmental division will evaluate any potential needs for noise reduction devices. Landscaping
and greenery may be planted through ARDOT’s permitting process after the completion of the projects.

COMMENT: Kelly Hatfield stated farmers that live here should not have to sacrifice their land. The
county, and city should have planned beforehand. The Locmoore subdivision should have never been
allowed to build right on the road. B4 is still the best route.
RESPONSE: This comment has been noted. There is not an official B4 alternative proposed by ARDOT.
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Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 
1100 North Street  •  Little Rock, AR 72201  •  501.324.9150 

ArkansasPreservation.com 
 

Asa Hutchinson 
Governor 

Stacy Hurst 
Secretary 

 

July 19, 2021 
 
Mr. John Fleming 
Division Head 
Environmental Division 
Arkansas Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 2261 
Little Rock, AR 72203-2261 
 
Re: Benton and Washington Counties – Springdale 
 Architectural Resources Survey – FHWA 

Hwy 412 – Springdale Bypass (S) 
Route 112, Sections 1 & 2 
Addendum Report – Architectural Assessment for ARDOT Project No. 012305, Hwy 412-Springdale 
Bypass P.E., Washington and Benton Counties, Arkansas (July 2021) 

 ARDOT Job Number 012305 
 AHPP Tracking Number 102214.02 
 
Dear Mr. Fleming:   
 
The staff of the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) reviewed the Architectural Resources 
Survey for the above-referenced job in Benton and Washington Counties. Based on the provided 
information, the AHPP concurs that Property 1, Property 3, Property 5, Property 7, Property 8, Property 9, 
Property 11, Property 12, and Property 13 are not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review this Architectural Resources Survey. If you have any questions, 
please contact Eric Mills of my staff at (501) 324-9784 or eric.mills@arkansas.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
for 
Scott Kaufman 
Director, AHPP 
 
cc: Mr. Randal Looney, Federal Highway Administration 
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Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 
1100 North Street  •  Little Rock, AR 72201  •  501.324.9150 

AArkansasPreservation.com 
 

Asa Hutchinson  
Governor 

SStacy Hurst 
Secretary 

May 12, 2022 
 
Mr. John Fleming 
Division Head 
Environmental Division 
Arkansas Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 2261 
Little Rock, AR 72203-2261 
 
Re: Benton and Washington Counties: General 
 Section 106 Review: FHwA 

Proposed Undertaking: Springdale Bypass (S) 
Route 112, Sections 1&2 
Cultural Resources Survey Report: Phase I Cultural Resources Survey for ARDOT Job No. 
012305 Highway 112 Widening Elm Springs Washington and Benton Counties, Arkansas 
ARDOT Job Number: 012305 

 Commonwealth Heritage Group, Inc. Report Number: TN-0101 
 AHPP Tracking Number – 102214.03 
 
Dear Mr. Fleming: 
 
The staff of the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) reviewed the cultural resources 
survey report for the above-referenced undertaking in in Benton and Washington Counties, 
Arkansas. The proposed undertaking involves widening the corridor from US 412 at Log Mile 7.97 
north to Log Mile 10.95 at Hale Ave. then north at Log Mile 0.00 to the Springdale Bypass at Log 
Mile 1.02.  
 
Commonwealth Heritage Group, Inc. conducted a Phase I cultural resources survey of the area of 
potential effect (APE) to determine if any historic properties were present in the tract and if so, to 
make management recommendations regarding these properties. A total of 798 shovel tests were 
recorded, with one positive shovel test, 674 negative shovel tests, and 148 which could not be 
excavated. 
 
The AHPP concurs with the finding that both archeological sites of 3WA0379 and 3WA1585 are 
not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The AHPP also has a 
preference for the selection of Alternate E3 as no further cultural resources assessment would be 
required. The selection of Alternate E2, as stated by Commonwealth, would result in an adverse 
effect to the 1920 Nelson Feed Building which is eligible for listing on the NRHP. 
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Tribes that have expressed an interest in the area include the Cherokee Nation, the Osage Nation, 
the Shawnee Tribe, and the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians. We recommend 
consultation in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(2). 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to review this undertaking. If you have any questions, please 
contact Kathryn Bryles at (501) 324-9784 or kathryn.bryles@arkansas.gov. Please refer to the 
AHPP Tracking Number above in any correspondence. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
for 
Scott Kaufman 
Director, AHPP 
 
cc: Dr. Melissa Zabecki, Arkansas Archeological Survey 
 

Kathryn
Bryles

Digitally signed by 
Kathryn Bryles 
Date: 2022.05.12 
15:12:35 -05'00'
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AAsa Hutchinson  
Governor  

SStacy Hurst  
Secretary 

May 12, 2022 

Mr. John Fleming 
Division Head 
Environmental Division 
Arkansas Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 2261 
Little Rock, AR 72203-2261 

Re: Benton County: General 
Section 106 Review: FHwA 
Proposed Undertaking: Springdale Bypass – Hwy. 1 P.E. 
Route 112, Section 2 
Cultural Resources Survey Report: Phase I Cultural Resources Survey for ARDOT Job No. 
090512, Springdale Bypass – Hwy. 12 P.E. Benton County, Arkansas 
Commonwealth Heritage Group, Inc. Report Number: TN-0102 
AHPP Tracking Number – 102215.12 

Dear Mr. Fleming: 

The staff of the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) reviewed the cultural resources 
survey report for the above-referenced undertaking in in Benton County, Arkansas. The proposed 
undertaking involves widening the corridor of Hwy. 112, with two new right-of-ways. The 
proposed corridor extends approximately 1 321 km and covers about 144.46 acres. 

Commonwealth Heritage Group, Inc. conducted a Phase I cultural resources survey of the area of 
potential effect (APE) to determine if any historic properties were present in the tract and if so, to 
make management recommendations regarding these properties. A total of 1,239 shovel tests 
were recorded, with no positive shovel tests, 1,050 negative shovel tests, and 189 which could not 
be excavated. 

The AHPP concurs with the finding that the archeological site 3BE0615, a historic cemetery, is 
undetermined in its eligibility for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The 
AHPP also concurs with Commonwealth that this site should be avoided by shifting the project’s 
alignment to the west. 

The AHPP concurs portion of site 3BE0737 within the APE is not eligible for inclusion in the 
NRHP. The AHPP also concurs that sites 3BE0738, 3BE0739, and 3BE0741 are not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. 

Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 
1100 North Street  •  Little Rock, AR 72201  •  501.324.9150 

ArkansasPreservation.com 
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Tribes that have expressed an interest in the area include the Cherokee Nation, the Osage Nation, 
the Shawnee Tribe, and the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians. We recommend 
consultation in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(2). 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to review this undertaking. If you have any questions, please 
contact Kathryn Bryles at (501) 324-9784 or kathryn.bryles@arkansas.gov. Please refer to the 
AHPP Tracking Number above in any correspondence. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
for 
Scott Kaufman 
Director, AHPP 
 
cc: Dr. Melissa Zabecki, Arkansas Archeological Survey 
 

Kathryn
Bryles

Digitally signed by 
Kathryn Bryles 
Date: 2022.05.12 
15:37:15 -05'00'
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Arkansas Historic Preservation Program
1100 North Street  •  Little Rock, AR 72201  •  501.324.9150

AArkansasPreservation.comm 
 

Sarahh Huckabeee Sanders 
Governor 

Mikee Mills 
Secretary 

January 30, 2023

Mr. John Fleming
Division Head
Environmental Division
Arkansas Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 2261
Little Rock, AR 72203-2261

RE:     Benton County: General
           Section 106 Review: FHwA
           Proposed Undertaking: Springdale Bypass – Hwy. 12 P.E.
           Route 112, Section 2
           ARDOT Number: 090512
           AHPP Tracking Number: 102215.03
           
Dear Mr. Fleming:

The staff of the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) reviewed the project identification form for the 
abovementioned project located in Benton County, Arkansas. The proposed project involves widening 7.93 miles of 
Highway 112 between the Springdale Bypass to Highway 12.

The AHPP concurs with ARDOT’s proposal to defer the completion of the Phase I survey until the preferred alignment
is selected, the Finding of No Significant Impact is issued, and properties are acquired. The AHPP looks forward to 
receiving the addendum report once the Phase I work is completed.

Tribes that have expressed an interest in the area include the Cherokee Nation, the Osage Nation, the Shawnee Tribe, 
and the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians. We recommend consultation in accordance with 36 CFR § 
800.2(c)(2).

Thank you for the opportunity to review this undertaking. Please refer to the AHPP Tracking Number listed above in 
all correspondence. If you have any questions, call Kathryn Bryles at 501-324-9784 or email 
kathryn.bryles@arkansas.gov.

Sincerely,

for
Scott Kaufman
Director, AHPP

cc:       Dr. Melissa Zabecki, Arkansas Archeological Survey
            Mr. Randal Looney, Federal Highway Administration

Kathryn Bryles
Digitally signed by Kathryn 
Bryles
Date: 2023.01.30 12:27:33 
-06'00'
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Appendix D – SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION



 
 

SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION AND DOCUMENTATION OF IMPACTS FOR 

HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

 
 
 

ARDOT Job 012305 

FAP NHPP-9253(86) 

Hwy. 412 – Springdale Bypass (S) 

Benton & Washington Counties 

 
 
 

NELSON FEED BUILDING 

Elm Springs, Arkansas 
 
 
 

August 2023 
 
 
 

Federal Highway Administration 
 

Arkansas Department of Transportation 
 
 
 
 
_______________________ _______________________________ 
Date of Approval Randal Looney 
 Environmental Coordinator 
 Federal Highway Administration 

September 7, 2023
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AR DOT Job 012305 Histor ic  Sect ion 4(F)  E va luat ion :  N elson  Feed Bu i ld ing    2  
 

 

1 What is Section 4(f)? 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified in federal law as 
49 U.S.C. § 303, protects public parks, recreation areas, wildlife/waterfowl refuges, and 
important historic sites from being harmfully affected by transportation projects.  The U.S. 
Secretary of Transportation may approve a project that requires the use of land from a 
significant publicly-owned park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or a historic 
site of national, state, or local significance only if the following determinations have been 
made: 

1) There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land; and 

2) All possible planning has been undertaken to minimize harm to the property 
resulting from such use. 

These determinations, submitted pursuant to 49 U.S.C. § 303 and 23 U.S.C. § 138, are set 
forth in this Section 4(f) evaluation. 

2 What is the proposed project and why is it needed? 
The purpose of the proposed project is to address worsening traffic congestion, flooding 
issues, and the lack of bicycle and pedestrian facilities on Highway 112 in Benton and 
Washington Counties.  The proposed project would widen and improve Highway 112 from 
Highway 412 to the Springdale Northern Bypass (Highway 612), as seen in Figure 1.   

Over the past 30 years, both Benton and Washington Counties have seen substantial growth 
in population.  This increased growth in population and economic development in the larger 
cities of Fayetteville, Springdale, Rogers, and Bentonville has led to urban sprawl.  In 
addition, the project area and smaller cities along Highway 112 are also experiencing a 
substantial growth in population and, as a result, an increase in the number of commuters 
traveling to and from the suburbs and cities.  Tontitown, at the south end of the project, has 
seen its population increase by 835% in the past 30 years.  Review of the 2020 U.S. Census 
Bureau data indicated that none of the census tracts or census block groups within the 
project area had median household incomes below the poverty guidelines or minority 
populations greater than 50%.  In accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 12898 
and FHWA Order 6640.23A, no impacts to environmental justice populations are 
anticipated as a result of the proposed project. 

As a result of the growing commuter population, traffic volumes on Highway 112 in the 
project area are projected to grow more than 37% between 2024 and 2044, even if the 
proposed project was not constructed.  This section of Highway 112 is forecasted to 
experience severe traffic congestion in both the morning and afternoon peak traffic periods. 
The calculated level of service within the 20-year planning period (2044) is “very poor” for 
all sections of Highway 112, both northbound and southbound, if the project is not 
constructed. 
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Project Location 

Figure 1 
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The project would address these congestion issues by widening the highway from two travel 
lanes to four travel lanes with a center median, providing partial access control.  The 
proposed Highway 112 typical section can be seen in Figure 2.  The additional highway 
capacity and partial access control provided by the center median would result in congestion 
levels improving from “very poor” in 2044 without construction of the project to “good” or 
“very good” through downtown Elm Springs in 2044 if the proposed project is constructed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sections of Highway 112 in the project area are prone to flooding.  Hydraulic analyses 
recommended the reconstruction of Highway 112 and improving drainage and bridge 
structures to reduce the frequency of highway closures due to flood events.  The proposed 
project would bring the highway and drainage structures to current flood design standards. 

Highway 112 currently has no accommodations for bicyclists or pedestrians in the project 
area, with only 2-foot-wide shoulders.  Bicyclists attempting to use the highway are forced 
to share the single travel lane with motorized vehicles, while pedestrians must use the 
narrow shoulder or walk off the paved roadway.  The proposed 5-foot-wide sidewalks and 
12-foot-wide sidepath, as seen in Figure 2, would provide safe, efficient accommodations for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

3 What Section 4(f) property is involved in this project and why is it important? 

Early in the project development, the Arkansas Department of Transportation (ARDOT) 
identified the Nelson Feed Building within the area of potential effect on a proposed 
alignment.  The Nelson Feed Building is a 1940s feed mill and store located at 110 North 
Elm (also known as Highway 112) in Elm Springs, as seen in Figure 3.  The building exhibits 
both a commercial form, in the store or warehouse section, and an agricultural form, in the 
feed bin section.  The building is plain with exposed rafter tails and the window and door 
openings as its only adornment.  The building has retained most of its integrity, with the 
garage door cut into the feed bins as the only change to the front façade occurring sometime 
between May 2014 and October 2016.  In coordination with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO), ARDOT determined that the Nelson Feed Building was eligible for inclusion 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  The NRHP-eligible status qualifies the 
Nelson Feed Building for protection under Section 4(f) as a historic site. 

Highway 112 Proposed Typical Sect ion 

Figure 2 
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The Nelson Feed Building originally held Kever and Shaw Feeds, Inc. (Kever and Shaw), 
consisting of a poultry feed mill and hatchery.  E.E. Kever and Willis Shaw began their 
partnership in the late 1930s.  Shaw also ran a transportation service called Willis Shaw 
Express, founded in 1938.  

Kever and Shaw owned the Nelson Feed Building by the late 1940s.  In 1947, a fire burned 
down the garage where Kever and Shaw ran a spoke mill and coop factory business, as 
reported in the Northwest Arkansas Times.  The report did not note the address of the rental 
garage.  It is unknown in what year Kever and Shaw began the poultry feed mill or if that 
was the same business model as the coop factory. 

The Nelson Feed Building is in a rural commercial area just north of a main intersection at 
Water/School Street and Highway 112.  To the west of the intersection, the Elm Springs 
Commercial Historic District buildings, dating from 1914 through 1936, line Water Street.  
To the east of the intersection, along School Street, residential buildings and a church border 
the roadway.  

The immediate setting of the Nelson Feed Building includes a truck scale, a small gravel 
parking lot, and a church to the north, with an unoccupied grass lot to the south.  To the 
east of the building, a semi-circular gravel drive leads from the north parking lot around 
the back of the building, allowing customers access to the loading docks and feed bins, 
joining Elm Street again to the south.  The business directly across Highway 112 from the 

Nelson Feed Bui lding 

Figure 3 
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Nelson Feed Building housed Willis Shaw’s trucking business, which began as Willis Shaw 
Produce and later became Willis Shaw Express.  

According to the Arkansas Business Hall of Fame, Shaw pioneered the development of the 
long-haul transportation of live poultry and refrigerated and frozen foods.  Lorene Shaw, 
his wife, served as a vital part of his success, working as a bookkeeper for his businesses.  
The Nelson Feed Building is associated with the rise and vertical integration of the poultry 
and trucking industries in northwest Arkansas.  This building has held feed businesses from 
its construction through at least 2012, when it became known as Nelson Feed.  By 2022, the 
building no longer housed a feed store, but it still served as a commercial building.  Two 
tenants operated a towing service and a trash removal service.  By June 2023, these tenants 
had relocated to Springdale, Arkansas.  This property was determined eligible for inclusion 
in the NRHP under Criterion C, as a good example of an early twentieth century 
agricultural support facility, with local significance.   

4 What alternatives were considered for the proposed project? 

Three build alternatives (E1, E2, and E3) and the No Action Alternative were considered in 
Chapter 2 of the Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared for the proposed project and 
signed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on October 11, 2022.  All build 
alternatives would fully address the project’s purpose and need by providing a widened 
highway, improved flood design, and a sidewalk and sidepath for bicyclists and pedestrians.  
The location of the build alternatives can be seen on Figure 4. 

The No Action Alternative would provide only routine maintenance for Highway 112 in the 
project area and would not address the purpose and need of the project.  Highway 112 
congestion would continue to worsen, as described in Section 1, the flooding issues would 
continue to impact the highway, and bicyclists and pedestrians would continue to be forced 
to use the existing travel lanes and narrow shoulders.  The No Action Alternative was 
retained for a baseline comparison of impacts against the build alternatives, as required by 
40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(c). 

Alternative E1 followed the existing Highway 112 alignment with traffic signals and 
intersection improvements at Highway 412 and roundabouts added at five locations.  The 
typical section would consist of four 11-foot-wide travel lanes with curb and gutter and a 15-
foot-wide median with 5-foot-wide sidewalks on the east side of the highway and a 12-foot-
wide sidepath on the west side.  The bridge over Brush Creek south of Elm Springs and the 
bridge over Highway 612 would be replaced.  Alternative E1 would require demolition of the 
Nelson Feed Building, a “use” of the Section 4(f) resource as permanent incorporation to a 
transportation facility, as described in 23 C.F.R. § 774.17.  Alternative E1 was discarded 
from further consideration following early public involvement due to requiring more 
business relocations and fewer favorable public comments than the other alternatives. 
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Figure 4 
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Alternative E2 also followed the existing alignment, except it would be constructed on new 
alignment south of Elm Springs, with a new bridge over Brush Creek.  Alternative E2 would 
include traffic signals, intersection improvements at Highway 412, and five roundabouts 
and the same typical section as Alternative E1.  The Nelson Feed Building would have to be 
demolished with Alternative E2, a “use” of the Section 4(f) resource as permanent 
incorporation to a transportation facility, as described in 23 C.F.R. § 774.17.  Alternative E2 
was carried through the EA for environmental impact analysis and public comment. 

Alternative E3 was developed when the Nelson Feed Building was deemed eligible for the 
NRHP.  Alternative E3 was developed as an avoidance alternative, as required by 
49 U.S.C. § 303(c)(1) and 23 U.S.C § 138(a)(3)(A) and was identical to Alternative E1, 
including the same typical section, except offset on new alignment to the east in Elm Springs 
with two new roundabouts and a new bridge over Brush Creek.  Alternative E3 was carried 
through the EA for environmental impact analysis and public comment. 

Following the approval of the EA and the public hearing and comment period, ARDOT 
decision makers met to identify a Preferred Alternative for the proposed project.  It was 
discovered that Alternative E3, the avoidance alternative, impacted a utility building that 
was estimated to cost $12M and several years to relocate.  Alternative E4 was developed by 
modifying Alternative E3 to avoid both the Nelson Feed Building and the utility building by 
shifting the alignment further east behind the utility building.  Although relocations were 
minimized as much as possible during the development of Alternative E4, the alignment 
shift would have resulted in an additional five relocations compared to Alternative E3 and 
seven more relocations compared to Alternative E2.  Due to the additional relocations, 
Alternative E4 was dropped from further consideration. 

The three alternatives considered by decision makers can be seen in Figures 5, 6, and 7 and 
the impacts for all alternative can be seen in Table 1.  Alternative E2 was identified as the 
Preferred Alternative by ARDOT decision makers because it met the project’s purpose and 
need while minimizing relocations and costs. 

5 What coordination was done related to the Section 4(f) property impacts? 

ARDOT consulted with the SHPO for the NRHP eligibility determination for the Nelson 
Feed Building (Structure E), with SHPO concurrence as eligible for the NRHP received in 
February 2019 (see attached).  In March and November 2022 and April 2023, FHWA 
initiated consultation with United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma, the 
Osage Nation, the Caddo Nation, and the Shawnee Tribe.  Two Tribes submitted responses. 
One Tribe responded with a request to review the cultural resources survey report.  The 
SHPO and Tribe responses to the report agreed on the adverse effect to the Nelson Feed 
Building, requiring mitigation. Consultation with the SHPO and the Osage Nation for the 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to resolve the adverse effects began in May 2023.  
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Table 1 

Alternative Impact Comparison Table*  

R e s o u r c e  
N o  A c t i o n  

A l t e r n a t i v e  A l t e r n a t i v e  E 2  A l t e r n a t i v e  E 3  A l t e r n a t i v e  E 4  

Length 4.4 miles 4.3 miles 4.3 miles 4.3 miles 

Right of Way Required None 85.2 acres 90.3 acres 89.7 acres 

Construction Cost None $52.1M $51.9M $51.9M 

Right of Way Cost None $25.5M $39.9M $27.9M 

Total  Cost None $77.5M $91.8M $79.8M 

Wetland Impacts None 0.6 acre 0.6 are 0.6 acre 

Floodplain Impacts None 6.4 acres 4.6 acres 4.2 acres 

Stream Impacts None 1,769 l inear feet 1,804 l inear feet 1,728 l inear feet 

Springs Impacted None None None None 

Karst  Recharge Area Impacts None 36.5 acres 36.5 acres 36.5 acres 

Bat Foraging Habitat Impacts None 2.8 acres 4.2 acres 4.3 acres 

Residential Relocations None 7 12 15 

Business Relocations None 12 8 9 

Landlord Relocations None 2 3 4 

Total  Relocations None 21 23 28 

Histor ic Sites Impacted None 1 0 0 

Hazardous Materials  Sites 
Impacted 

None 1 1 1 

Noise Receptors Impacted 17 4 7 7 

Visual Quality Impacts None Minor Minor Minor 

*This table has been updated since EA approval .  
 

The Nelson Feed Building impacts were discussed in the Section 3.7 of the approved EA.  
The EA, in accordance with 23 C.F.R. §771.111, was available for public comment at the 
public hearing on December 13, 2022 and on the ARDOT website from November 30, 2022 
to January 27, 2023.  The public hearing had 246 attendees with 1,491 website views and 
105 total comments received.  Of the comment forms received, a total of 16 comments 
preferred the No Action Alternative, 55 preferred Alternative E2, 32 preferred Alternative 
E3, and eight did not indicate an alternative preference.  No comments were received 
regarding the impacts to the Nelson Feed Building.  
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Per 23 C.F.R. § 774.5(a), the Department of Interior (DOI) was provided the opportunity to 
comment on the draft Section 4(f) evaluation.  The DOI had no objection to the draft Section 
4(f) evaluation and concurred with the Section 106 adverse effect determination and that 
there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to the Section 4(f) use of the property.  
DOI coordination is attached. 

6 What has been proposed to mitigate the impacts to the Section 4(f) property? 

The FHWA and the SHPO reached an agreement through the Section 106 process 
(36 C.F.R. § 800) in the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 470) on measures to 
minimize harm, which have been incorporated into this project. To  resolve the adverse 
effect to the Nelson Feed Building, ARDOT drafted their standard mitigation measures into 
a MOA and consulted with FHWA and the SHPO staff.  

In the MOA, FHWA, SHPO and ARDOT agreed that the Nelson Feed Building would be 
documented before demolition to the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) 
architectural documentation standards set forth in the AHPP’s 2016 Survey Procedures 
Manual: Guidelines for Historic and Architectural Surveys in Arkansas. ARDOT staff also 
conducted additional research, and a brief written history will be added to the architectural 
documentation. ARDOT will provide the documentation for curation to the AHPP, Arkansas 
State Library, the Arkansas Studies Institute, the Arkansas State Archives, and the 
Torryson Library at the University of Central Arkansas. An executed copy of the MOA, 

Utility 
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which includes all agreed-upon mitigation stipulations, is attached. No construction will be 
undertaken on the historic property until all fieldwork portions of the required mitigation 
have been completed. 

7 What are the results of this Section 4(f) evaluation? 

FHWA is required to select an alternative that avoids the use of the Section 4(f) resource if 
such an alternative is found that is both feasible and prudent, per 23 C.F.R. § 774.3(a).  The 
No Action Alternative avoided use of the Nelson Feed Building and is feasible per 
23 C.F.R. § 774.17 but does not meet the project’s purpose and need.  Alternatives E3 and 
E4 avoided use of the Nelson Feed Building, are feasible, and meet the project’s purpose and 
need.   

Alternative E3 would have impacted a utility building, adding unreasonable relocation costs 
and delays to the project schedule.  Alternative E4 would have avoided the utility building 
but required seven additional relocations compared to Alternative E2.  A summary of the 
factors required to be considered in determining whether an alternative is prudent under 
23 C.F.R. § 774.17 can be found in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Avoidance Alternative Analysis  

“ P r u d e n t ”  A l t e r n a t i v e  F a c t o r  C o n s i d e r e d  
N o  A c t i o n  

A l t e r n a t i v e  

A v o i d a n c e   

A l t e r n a t i v e  E 3  

A v o i d a n c e   

A l t e r n a t i v e  E 4  

( i )  I t  compromises the project  to a  degree that i t is  
unreasonable to  proceed with the project in l ight of  i ts  
stated purpose and need 

Yes — — 

(i i )  I t  results in unacceptable safety or operational  
problems Yes — — 
(i i i)  After reasonable mit igation,  i t  st i l l  causes: 

(A) Severe social,  economic,  or environmental  impacts 
(B) Severe disruption to established communit ies 
(C)  Severe disproport ionate impacts to  minority  or low 

income populat ions 
(D) Severe impacts to  environmental  resources 

protected under other Federal  statutes 

— Yes Yes 

( iv)  I t  results  in addit ional construction,  maintenance, or 
operational  costs of an extraordinary magnitude — Yes Yes 

(v)  It  causes other unique problems or unusual factors — Yes - 
(v i)  I t  involves mult iple [above] factors…that whi le 
indiv idual ly  minor,  cumulatively  cause unique problems or 
impacts of extraordinary magnitude 

— — — 
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A summary of the alternative analysis can be found in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Section 4(f ) Alternat ive Analysis Summary  

F a c t o r  C o n s i d e r e d  
N o  A c t i o n  

A l t e r n a t i v e  
A l t e r n a t i v e  E 1  

P r e f e r r e d   

A l t e r n a t i v e  E 2  

A v o i d a n c e   

A l t e r n a t i v e  E 3  

A v o i d a n c e   

A l t e r n a t i v e  E 4  

Feasible Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Prudent No Yes Yes No No 
Uses Section 4(f)  
Property 

No Yes Yes No No 

Harm to Section 4(f)  
Property After 
Mit igat ion 

None 
Adverse Effect 
to  Nelson Feed 

Bui lding 

Adverse Effect 
to  Nelson Feed 

Bui lding 
None None 

Impact Comparison None 
More 

relocations 

Fewer 
relocations and 

lower cost 
Highest cost 

Most 
relocations 

 
When no feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives are identified, the remaining 
alternatives must be considered to determine which would cause the “least overall harm” to 
the Section 4(f) resource.  The factors that are required to be considered in this analysis 
under 23 C.F.R. § 774.3(c)(1) for the use of a Section 4(f) property can be found in Table 4. 

Based on the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the 
proposed use of the Nelson Feed Building, and the action includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm to the property resulting from such use.  Alternatives E3 and E4, the 
avoidance alternatives, would result in severe adverse impacts, the magnitude of which 
substantially outweighs the importance of protecting the Section 4(f) property. 

It is the recommendation of FHWA that Alternative E2 be identified as the Selected 
Alternative.  Alternative E2 minimizes relocations and cost while fully meeting the project’s 
purpose and need.  The Nelson Feed Building will be demolished by the construction of the 
Selected Alternative and will be documented to AHPP standards as mitigation for the 
adverse effect. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix D
Page 13 of 25



AR DOT Job 012305 Histor ic  Sect ion 4( f )  E va luat ion :  N elson  Feed Bu i ld ing    14  
 

 

Table 4 

Least Overall  Harm Analysis  

F a c t o r  C o n s i d e r e d  A l t e r n a t i v e  E 1  P r e f e r r e d  A l t e r n a t i v e  E 2  

( i )  The abi l i ty to  mit igate adverse 
impacts to  each Section 4(f)  
property; 

The adverse effect to  the Nelson 
Feed Bui lding wi l l  be mit igated 
through an MOA. 

The adverse effect to  the Nelson 
Feed Bui lding wi l l  be mit igated 
through an MOA. 

( i i )  The relat ive severity of  the 
remaining harm, after mit igation,  
to  the protected features that 
qual i fy each Section 4(f)  property 
for protection; 

The bui lding wil l  be demolished,  
but the architectural  
documentation wil l  be retained 
and provided for curation at  
several fac i l it ies. 

The bui lding wil l  be demolished,  
but the architectural  
documentation wil l  be retained 
and provided for curation at  
several fac i l it ies. 

( i i i) The relat ive s ignif icance of  
the Section 4(f)  property; 

The Nelson Feed Bui lding is 
el igible for the NRHP under 
Criterion C, as a  good example of  
an early  twentieth century 
agricultural support  faci l i ty.  

The Nelson Feed Bui lding is 
el igible for the NRHP under 
Criterion C, as a  good example of  
an early  twentieth century 
agricultural support  faci l i ty.  

( iv)  The views of  the off ic ia l  with 
jur isdiction over each Section 4(f)  
property; 

The SHPO determined that 
mit igation was acceptable for the 
Nelson Feed Bui lding.  

The SHPO determined that 
mit igation was acceptable for the 
Nelson Feed Bui lding. 

(v)  The degree to  which each 
alternative meets the purpose and 
need for the project; 

Ful ly  meets the project purpose 
and need 

Ful ly  meets the project purpose 
and need 

(v i)  After reasonable mit igation,  
the magnitude of  any adverse 
impacts to  resources not 
protected by Section 4(f) ;  

More relocations Fewer relocations 

(v i i)  Substantia l  dif ferences in 
costs among the alternatives.  

Higher right of way and 
relocation costs 

Lower r ight of  way and relocation 
costs 
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 MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG THE  

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION,  
THE ARKANSAS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
AND THE ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION  

REGARDING 
ARDOT JOB 012305 

HWY. 412 – SPRINGDALE BYPASS (S) 
HIGHWAY 112, BENTON & WASHINGTON COUNTIES, ARKANSAS 

NELSON FEED BUILDING 

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arkansas 
Department of Transportation (ARDOT) plan to carry out Job 012305, which is a 
federal undertaking as defined under 36 CFR § 800.16(y); and 

WHEREAS, the undertaking consists of widening Hwy. 112 from a two-lane to a 
four-lane divided highway on existing and new location for 4.4 miles in order to 
improve safety, congestion, and reliability, in Benton and Washington Counties; 
and  

WHEREAS, the FHWA has defined the undertaking’s area of potential effect (APE) 
as the proposed right-of-way acquired for the widening of Hwy. 112; and 

WHEREAS, the Arkansas FHWA Division Administrator is the "Agency Official" 
responsible for ensuring that the Program in Arkansas complies with Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA) (54 U.S.C. 
§ 306108), and codified in its implementing regulations, 36 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Part 800, as amended; and

WHEREAS, ARDOT administers Federal-aid projects throughout Arkansas as 
authorized by Title 23 U.S.C 302; and  

WHEREAS, the responsibilities of the Arkansas State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) under Section 106 of the NHPA and 36 CFR Part 800 are to advise, assist, 
review, and consult with federal agencies as they carry out their historic 
preservation responsibilities; and 

WHEREAS, ARDOT, in consultation with SHPO, has determined that the Nelson 
Feed Building (Building) at 110 N. Elm Street, in Elm Springs, is eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion C (Design/
Construction); and  

WHEREAS, the Building will be demolished and results in an adverse effect for 
this undertaking; and 
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WHEREAS, FHWA has consulted with the Osage Nation, the Caddo Nation, the 
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma, and the Shawnee 
Tribe, regarding the effects of the undertaking on historic properties of religious or 
cultural significance; and  
 
WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1), the FHWA has notified the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of its adverse effect 
determination, and the ACHP did not respond to the request for participation 
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1)(iii); and 
 
WHEREAS, the definitions set forth in 36 CFR § 800.16 are applicable throughout 
this Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). 
 
NOW THEREFORE, the FHWA, the SHPO, and ARDOT agree that the 
undertaking shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in 
order to take into account the adverse effect of this undertaking on the historic 
property. 
 

STIPULATIONS 
 
The FHWA, through ARDOT, shall ensure that the following stipulations are carried 
out. 
 

I. MITIGATION OF ADVERSE EFFECT TO THE HISTORIC PROPERTY 
 

A. ARDOT will produce architectural documentation for the Nelson Feed 
Building that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation set forth in 48 FR 
44716 and the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program’s (AHPP) 2016 
Survey Procedures Manual: Guidelines for Historic and Architectural 
Surveys in Arkansas. Documentation for the Building will include the 
AHPP Arkansas Architectural Resources Form and color digital 
photographs. 
 

B. The documentation will be provided for curation to the AHPP, the 
Arkansas State Library, the Arkansas Studies Institute, the Arkansas 
State Archives, and the Torreyson Library at the University of Central 
Arkansas. 
 

C. No construction will be undertaken on the historic property until all 
fieldwork portions of the required mitigation have been completed. 
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D. The FHWA shall ensure that adequate time and funding are provided 
in order to carry out all aspects of the required mitigation. 

 
II. HUMAN REMAINS 

 
Human remains are not expected to be discovered on this undertaking; 
however, if they are encountered during implementation of the project, all 
activity in the vicinity of the discovery shall cease. Procedures shall follow 
those as outlined in Stipulation XII of the Programmatic Agreement Among 
the FHWA, the SHPO, the ACHP, the Osage Nation, and ARDOT 
Regarding Section 106 Implementation for Federal-Aid Transportation 
Projects. The treatment of human remains shall follow the guidelines 
developed for the Arkansas Burial Law (Act 753 of 1991, as amended) and 
the ACHP’s Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of Burial Sites, Human 
Remains, and Funerary Objects published February 23, 2007. As such a 
permit will be obtained from the AHPP prior to exaction of any remains. 
 

III. DURATION 
 
This MOA will expire if its terms are not carried out within ten (10) years 
from the date of its execution. Prior to such time, the FHWA may consult 
with the other signatories to reconsider the terms of the MOA and amend 
it in accordance with Stipulation VIII below. 
 

IV. PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS STANDARDS 
 

The FHWA shall ensure that all historic preservation activities pursuant to 
this MOA are carried out by, or under the direct supervision of, a person or 
persons meeting the appropriate qualifications set forth in the Secretary of 
the Interior’s professional qualification standards (36 CFR Part 61). 
 

V. POST-REVIEW DISCOVERY SITUATIONS 
 

Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.13, if cultural material is discovered during 
implementation of the project, then procedures shall follow those as 
outlined in Stipulation XI of the Programmatic Agreement Among the 
FHWA, the SHPO, the ACHP, the Osage Nation, and ARDOT Regarding 
Section 106 Implementation for Federal-Aid Transportation Projects. 
 

VI. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
 

Should the SHPO or any consulting party to this MOA object within 
thirty (30) calendar days to any findings, proposed actions or 
determinations made pursuant to this MOA, the FHWA shall consult with 
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the objecting party to resolve the objection.  If the FHWA determines that 
the objection cannot be resolved, it shall request further comments from 
the ACHP pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.7.  Any ACHP comment provided in 
response to such a request shall be taken into account by the FHWA in 
accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(b)(2) with reference only to the subject 
of the dispute. The FHWA’s responsibility to carry out all actions under this 
MOA that are not subject to dispute shall remain unchanged. 

 
VII. MONITORING 

 
The consulting parties or one or more parties in cooperation may monitor 
the undertaking and stipulations carried out pursuant to this MOA. 

 
VIII. AMENDMENTS 

 
Should any of the signatories to this MOA believe that the terms of this 
MOA are not being met or cannot be met, that party shall immediately 
notify the other signatories and request consultation to amend this MOA in 
accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6.  The process to amend this MOA shall 
be conducted in a manner similar to that leading to the execution of this 
MOA. 

 
IX. TERMINATION 

 
If any signatory to this MOA determines that its terms of this MOA will not 
or cannot be carried out, that party shall immediately consult with other 
signatories to attempt to develop an amendment per Stipulation VIII, 
above. If within thirty (30) days an amendment cannot be reached, any 
signatory may terminate the MOA upon written notification to the other 
signatories. In the event of termination, the FHWA shall comply with 
36 CFR § 800.4 through 800.6 with regard to the undertaking covered by 
this MOA. 
 

X. FULFILLMENT OF SECTION 106 RESPONSIBILITIES 
 

Execution of this MOA and implementation of its terms evidences that the 
FHWA has taken into account the effect of the undertaking on the historic 
property and has fulfilled its Section 106 responsibilities under the NHPA 
of 1966, as amended.  
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
1001 Indian School Road NW, Suite 348 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87104 
 
Electronic Submittal Only 
ER 23/0261 
 
 

July 27, 2023 
 
 
Mr. Randal J. Looney 
Environmental Coordinator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Little Rock, AR 72201-3928 
 
 
Subject:  Comments on the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Section 4(f) 

Evaluation for Highway 412 Springdale Bypass (S), Benton and Washington 
Counties, Arkansas 

 
Dear Mr. Looney:  
 
The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the FHWA and Arkansas Department 
of Transportation's (ARDOT) draft Section 4(f) evaluation for the Highway 412 Springdale 
Bypass (S) in Benton and Washington Counties, Arkansas.  We understand the purpose of the 
proposed project is to address worsening traffic congestion, flooding issues, and the lack of 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities on Highway 112 in Benton and Washington Counties.  The 
proposed project would widen and improve Highway 112 from Highway 412 to the Springdale 
Northern Bypass (Highway 612).   
 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act specifies that the Secretary of 
Transportation may approve a transportation program or project requiring the use of Section 4(f) 
property only if there is no prudent and feasible alternative that avoids the Section 4(f) properties 
and that the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) 
properties; or, FHWA makes a finding that the project has a de minimis impact on the Section 
4(f) property.  One property within the area of potential effect of the proposed alignment, the 
Nelson Feed Building, is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).   
 
The Nelson Feed Building is a 1940s feed mill and store located at 110 North Elm (Highway 
112) in Elm Springs, Arkansas.  The building exhibits both a commercial form, in the store or 
warehouse section, and an agricultural form, in the feed bin section.  The building has retained 
most of its integrity, with a front façade occurring sometime between May 2014 and October 
2016.  The Nelson Feed Building was determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
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Criterion C, as an example of an early twentieth century agricultural support facility with local 
significance.  The Arkansas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with this 
eligibility determination in February 2019.   
 
Four build alternatives (E1, E2, E3, and E4) and the No Action Alternative were considered.  
FHWA concluded that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the proposed use of the 
Nelson Feed Building, and the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the 
property resulting from such use.  All alternatives were found to be feasible, but neither of the 
avoidance alternatives were found to be prudent due to their severe adverse impacts.  The no-
build alternative was also not prudent, because it does not meet the project’s purpose and need.  
The remaining two build alternatives, Alternatives E1 and E2, were evaluated to determine 
which would cause the least overall harm to the Section 4(f) resource.  Since both alternatives 
would result in the demolition of the Nelson Feed Building, these alternatives would cause the 
same degree of harm to the Section 4(f) property.  It is the recommendation of FHWA that 
Alternative E2 be identified as the selected alternative as it would minimize relocations and cost 
while meeting the project’s purpose and need.   
 
The Nelson Feed Building will be demolished by the construction of the Selected Alternative, 
Alternative E2, and will be documented to Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHHP) 
standards as mitigation for the adverse effect.  In March 2022, FHWA initiated consultation with 
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma, the Osage Nation, the Caddo Nation, 
and the Shawnee Tribe, with additional consultation sent in November 2022 and April 2023.  
Two Tribes responded.  In 2023, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between ARDOT, 
FHWA, SHPO and the Osage Nation to resolve the adverse effects began in May 2023.  The 
following mitigations were included in the MOA: 

 Archival documentation for the property. 
 A written history of the property to be included in the architectural documentation. 
 Documentation would be provided for curation to the AHHP, Arkansas State Library, the 

Arkansas Studies Institute, the Arkansas State Archives, and the Torreyson Library at the 
University of Central Arkansas. 

 No construction would be undertaken on the historic property until all fieldwork portions 
of the required mitigation have been completed. 

  
The Department has reviewed the individual Section 4(f) evaluation provided by ARDOT for 
this project which focused on impacts the proposed action alignment would have on the Section 
4(f) properties.  The Department has no objection to the Section 4(f) evaluation of this project.  
The Department concurs with the determination that the proposed alternative would constitute an 
adverse effect to the Nelson Feed Building under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and concurs with ARDOT’s determination that there is no feasible and prudent 
avoidance alternative to the Section 4(f) use of this historic property.   
 
The Department has a continuing interest in working with ARDOT and FHWA to ensure that 
impacts to resources of concern to the Department are adequately addressed.  For matters related 
to Nelson Feed Building, Section 4(f) property, please contact Rene Ohms, Acting Regional 
Environmental Coordinator, National Park Service - Regions 3, 4 and 5, at rene_ohms@nps.gov.   
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If you have any questions for the Department or need assistance, please contact me at 720-814-
6167, or rebecca_collins@ios.doi.gov.   
 
 
      Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
      Rebecca Collins,  
      Regional Environmental Officer 
      Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
 
 
Cc: Rene Ohms, National Park Service, rene_ohms@nps.gov 
 Roxanne Runkel, National Park Service, roxanne_runkel@nps.gov  

 
 
 

REBECCA 
COLLINS

Digitally signed by 
REBECCA COLLINS 
Date: 2023.07.27 
14:25:10 -06'00'
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