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PROJECT BACKGROUND 
This Re-evaluation was prepared at the direction of the Arkansas Division office of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), and all other applicable Federal and state laws and 
regulations, specifically 23 CFR § 771.129.  Re-evaluations are required to update NEPA 
documents when there are changes to the project which could affect the prior 
determination of potential environmental impacts.  

The future Interstate 69 (I-69) corridor is 1,600 miles long and was nationally designated 
in 1991 to provide an interstate connection from the Mexican Border in Texas to the 
Canadian Border in Michigan.  For a variety of planning and study purposes - including 
the Arkansas Department of Transportation (ARDOT) NEPA process - the corridor was 
divided into 32 different sections.  The section stretching from El Dorado to McGehee in 
Arkansas was designated as Section of Independent Utility (SIU) 13.   

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for SIU 13 was signed by FHWA in 
October 2005.  In May 2006, FHWA signed the Record of Decision (ROD) identifying the 
Selected Alternative for the entire corridor.  SIU 13 would involve construction of 
approximately 110 miles of four-lane, divided, fully controlled access highway on new 
location passing through the counties of Ouachita, Union, Calhoun, Drew, and Desha.   

An approximately 17-mile long segment of the Selected Alternative was designated as 
Job 020678.  This project was programmed in the 2016-2020 Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program, initiating additional roadway surveying and design activities.  It is 
one of five other ARDOT projects along the future I-69 corridor in various phases of 
development ranging from construction completed to awaiting further programming. 

A Virtual Design Public Hearing (VDPH) was held between September 10 and October 
21, 2020 for Job 020678.  The VDPH included a public officials meeting and a “live” 
component on October 6, 2020 during which design engineers and other ARDOT staff 
were available online to present the preliminary design and answer questions.  Figure 1 
provides the project location shown during the VDPH as proposed under Job 020678 
(referred to in this Re-evaluation as the Proposed Alternative).  Public comments received 
at the VDPH are addressed in the Disposition of Public Comments, found in Appendix 
A.  This Re-evaluation provides updated design and environmental impact information for 
the Proposed Alternative. 
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Figure 1.  Proposed Alternative Location 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
ARDOT is proposing to construct approximately 17 miles of roadway on new location 
connecting Hwy. 278, just east of Monticello in Drew County, to Hwy. 65 at McGehee in 
Desha County.  The project would initially provide two 12-foot wide travel lanes with 8-
foot wide inside shoulders and 10-foot wide outside shoulders.  Figure 2 shows the 
proposed cross section, and Table 1 summarizes design data for the interim two-lane 
facility.  Sufficient right of way would be acquired for future construction of a four-lane 
divided highway with fully controlled access meeting American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials Freeway Standards.   

The interim project would include constructing: at-grade intersections at Hwys. 278, 293, 
and 277; a railroad overpass and partial interchange at Hwy. 65; embankments; three 
bridges for two major stream crossings; and culverts and drainage systems for other 
crossings (e.g., agricultural ditches, small, intermittent, or ephemeral streams and/or 
wetlands).  Right of way width would vary from 280 feet up to 1,900 feet, depending upon 
the need to accommodate various facility components.   

Figure 2.  Cross Section 
 

 

 

Table 1 
Design Data 

Design Year Average Daily Traffic 
(vpd) 

Percent 
Trucks Design Speed (mph) 

2023 1,700 
25 70 

2043 4,700 
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PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 
As adopted by the I-69 Steering Committee, for which ARDOT is an administrative 
agency, the overall purpose of the Future I-69 project is: “To improve international and 
interstate trade in accordance with national and state goals; to facilitate economic 
development in accordance with state, regional and local policies and plans; and to 
improve surface transportation consistent with national, state, regional and local needs 
and with the Congressional designation of the corridor.”  Three of the primary needs 
recognized by the I-69 Steering Committee are: 

• More efficient movement of goods, primarily by truck, within the continental U.S.; 
• Improving economic development in traditionally depressed regions such as the 

Mississippi Delta; and 
• Improving transportation linkages in areas of the U.S. overlooked in the original 

Interstate system. 

The project will also provide safe and efficient movement of through traffic by directly 
linking Monticello to McGehee and providing an alternative to Hwy. 278.  The project is 
intended to serve as a critical link in the Interstate system meeting local and regional 
travel, commercial, and economic development demands.   

Completed/Programmed Highway Projects 
Other completed and/or programmed future I-69 projects in the area would increase traffic  
movements and complement implementation of the Proposed Alternative.  These projects 
are summarized below and their locations are shown on Figure 3. 

020470 - Hwy. 278 West-Hwy. 425 (Gr & MDS) (Monticello Bypass):  Southwest of the 
Monticello, this currently unfunded project would comprise an approximately 13-mile long 
section of the future Monticello Bypass. 

020471 - Hwy. 425-Hwy. 278 East (Monticello Bypass):  Southwest of the Proposed 
Alternative’s western terminus, construction of the east section of the Monticello Bypass 
has been completed.  This project was constructed on the first approximately 8.6 miles of 
the ROD alignment within Section 5.  

020316 - I-69 P.E. (Hwy. 65-Miss. Rt. 1):  East of the Proposed Alternative’s eastern 
terminus, this approximately 13-mile section of future I-69 was included in the 2004 FEIS 
prepared for I-69 SIU 12 and would support the Great River Bridge project described 
below. 
 
020315 - Great River Bridge P.E. (Ph II):  Adjacent to the proposed eastern terminus of 
Job 020316, this approximately 4-mile long project proposes constructing a cable stay 
bridge across the Mississippi River from Arkansas City, Arkansas to Benoit, Mississippi. 

  



020470 020471

020678 020316 020315

65

65

65

278
278

3 5

1 3 8

Drew

Desha

Chicot

Lincoln

Bradley

Ashley

Cleveland

Monticello
McGehee

Dermott

Wilmar

Tillar

Warren

Winchester

Arkansas City

Reed

Jerome

4

2 7 7

1 5 9

1 3 8

2 9 3

3 5

1

5 4

2 0 8

5 3 0

1 7 2

1 8 9

1 3 3

1 1

9 2 2

2 5 7

3 5

1 5 9

2 0 8

2 9 3

1 5 9

2 7 7

3 5

1 5 9

5 3 0

3 5

1 4 4

2 7 7

1 5 9

1 6 9
278

165

63

425

65

63

J o b  0 2 0 6 7 8 ,  F e b r u a r y  2 5 ,  2 0 2 1
A R D O T  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  G I S  -  S t r a w n

0 42
M i le s

Figure 3.  Completed/Programmed Project Locations



 

   
Job 020678 – Hwy. 278-Hwy. 65 6 

PROJECT DESIGN MODIFICATIONS AND COST INFORMATION 
Modifications to the Proposed Alternative were made during the design process for the 
following reasons:  

• To reduce costs and environmental impacts 
• In response to local and regional needs and requests  
• Programming of other projects in the area related to current and future funding.   

The Proposed Alternative was originally part of Section 5 of the Selected Alternative 
identified in the ROD (referred to in this Re-evaluation as the ROD alignment).  Because 
previous construction of Job 020471 converted approximately 8.7 miles of the ROD 
alignment within Section 5 to transportation use, its original length was correspondingly 
reduced.  Figure 4 shows the ROD alignment in relation to the Job 020471 alignment 
and the Proposed Alternative.   

The ROD alignment and impact assessment presumed construction of a future four-lane 
facility with corresponding right of way (ROW) acquisition, whereas the Proposed 
Alternative and this Re-Evaluation are predicated on construction of an interim two-lane 
facility with sufficient ROW acquisition to accommodate the future four-lane facility.  A 
comparison of the design and cost data for the ROD alignment and the Proposed 
Alternative is shown in Table 2.  Appendix B provides preliminary Roadway and Right 
of Way Division cost information. 

 

Table 2 
Design and Cost Information 

 ROD Alignment Proposed Alternative 

Length 25.6 miles 16.9 miles 

Roadway 
Cost 127.5 million* 75.0 million1 

ROW Cost2 8.2 million** 6.5 million 

Total Cost 135.7 million 81.5 million 

* Preliminary FEIS/ROD alignment estimates based on incomplete information, supplemented 
by 2018 Cost per Mile w orksheet, and provided for general comparison purposes only  
** 2005 $ increased to 2020 $ using general inf lation calculation betw een 2005 and 2020 $ 
¹  The roadw ay costs reflect the construction of the interim tw o-lane facility 
²  Includes acquisition suff icient for the future four-lane facility, relocation, and utility costs and     
assumes purchase of suff icient ROW for future four-lane facility 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Environmental impacts outlined in this Re-evaluation are limited to those that have 
changed between the ROD alignment and the Proposed Alternative.  The Re-evaluation 
found that there would not have been a discernable difference in impacts and/or no 
regulatory updates requiring additional analysis for the following resources/concerns:  
Economic, Visual, Geologic, Upland and Aquatic Communities, Noise, Navigation, 
Hazardous Materials, Public Water Supply/Wellhead Protection Areas, and Cultural 
Resources.   

It should be noted that the FEIS included project study areas sufficiently large to 
accommodate a variety of future alignment configurations, thereby limiting the need for 
additional impact analysis.  For some resources and in certain locations, this approach 
resulted in an overestimation of impacts relative to the current design plans.  Importantly, 
the shortening of the length of the Proposed Alternative due to construction of Job 020471 
also contributed to an overall reduction of impacts.  All other impact changes and updates 
are provided below. 

Land Use 
Similar as it is what was back in 2005, land use in the area is primarily agricultural, with 
scattered residences and crop and tree farms located along the Proposed Alternative.  
Approximately 73 residences are located within 1 mile of the route.  Direct impacts to land 
use would be the conversion of land to transportation ROW.  A total of 932 acres of new 
right of way was associated with the ROD alignment.  A total of 725 acres of new right of 
way was estimated to be converted to transportation use under the Proposed Alternative.   

Relocations, Social/Community, Environmental Justice and Title VI 

Four residential relocations were associated with the ROD alignment.  However, only two 
residential relocations would be required under the Proposed Alternative.  This decrease 
in the number of relocations is attributable to moving the western terminus of the proposed 
route further away from Monticello.   

The Proposed Alternative has one grade separation for the interim two-lane facility at 
Hwy. 65.  The possibility of the Proposed Alternative resulting in “land locking” or 
otherwise impeding access to properties on either side of the proposed route was an 
important concern expressed during the VDPH, particularly near North 16th Section Road.  
Additional grade separations will be provided for the future four-lane facility.  Additionally, 
a frontage road study is currently planned to help resolve property access concerns. 

The Proposed Alternative would not result in any permanent disconnection or division of 
any community or neighborhood area.  Although minority and low-income populations are 
affected by the project, a determination has been made that the proposed project will not 
have a disproportionate impact on the Environmental Justice and Title VI populations. 
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Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance 
The ROD alignment would impact 621 acres of Prime Farmland and 154 acres of 
Farmland of Statewide Importance.  The Proposed Alternative would impact 
approximately 532 acres of Prime Farmland and 24 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance.  The reduction in Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance is 
attributable to the reduction in the length of the Proposed Alternative. 

Floodways and Floodplains 
The ROD alignment estimated that 151 acres of Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) 
would be impacted.  The Proposed Alternative would impact 216 acres of SFHA Zone A, 
primarily in the vicinity of Cutoff Creek and Bayou Bartholomew.  The ROD alignment was 
based on floodplain mapping available in 1977.  However, floodplain mapping was 
updated in 2009, 3 years after the ROD was signed.  This floodplain mapping update 
resulted in the addition of land that was not previously considered floodways or 
floodplains.  The increase of the SFHA under the Proposed Alternative compared to the 
ROD alignment is therefore attributable to the addition of previously unmapped 
floodplains. 

The Proposed Alternative would involve constructing three bridges, approximately 20 
reinforced box or concrete pipe culverts, and three fill areas for stream and/or wetland 
crossings.  The proposed construction would not cause a significant reduction of 
floodwater storage or retention functions.  Bridges and culverts have been sized 
sufficiently to minimize impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values.  Adjacent 
properties should not be impacted nor have a greater flood risk than existed before 
construction of the project.  None of the encroachments will constitute a significant 
floodplain encroachment or a significant risk to property or life. 

Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 

Wetlands 
Twenty-three acres of jurisdictional wetland impacts were identified for the ROD 
alignment.  Recent field investigations of the Proposed Alternative identified impacts to 
18 separate wetland areas for a total of approximately 50 acres of wetlands.  
Compensatory mitigation for stream and wetland impacts will be debited from the 
Department’s proposed Moro Creek Mitigation Bank or the closest, approved mitigation 
bank that services the area.  ARDOT proposes the use of an estimated 48,113 stream 
credits and 701 wetland credits as compensatory mitigation to offset the resulting impacts.  
These calculations are preliminary and will be finalized up receipt of the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE) Little Rock District approved jurisdictional determinations and 
during the permitting process.  Construction of the proposed project will require the 
Department to obtain a Standard Individual Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers.   

Streams 

In the time between the FEIS/ROD and the proposed project, new regulations and 
guidance from the USACE concerning stream impacts under Section 404 of the Clean 
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Water Act were implemented.  Stream impacts were not discussed in depth in the 
FEIS/ROD.  Recent field investigations of the Proposed Alternative identified impacts to 
21 unnamed tributaries and two named streams—Cuttoff Creek and Bayou Bartholomew.  
Construction of the Proposed Alternative will impact approximately 13,498 linear feet of 
stream.  Stream impact mitigation is described in the wetlands section above.  Figure 5 
shows the wetland and stream locations. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

The FEIS/ROD identified six federally listed species occurring within the project area, 
while the official species list obtained in 2020 from the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s 
(USFWS) Information for Planning and Consultation website identified the following five 
federally listed species potentially occurring within the project area: Eastern Black Rail 
(Laterallus jamaicensis ssp. jamaicensis); Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus); Red Knot 
(Calidris canutus rufa); Red-cockaded Woodpecker (Picoides borealis); and Geocarpon 
(Geocarpon minimum).  Due to the lack of habitat and distance to known species 
occurrences, it has been determined that the proposed project will have “no effect” on the 
threatened and endangered species.  The USFWS species list is provided in Appendix 
C, and an environmental impact consideration checklist is provided in Appendix D.    

COMMITMENTS 
ARDOT’s standard commitments associated with relocation procedures, hazardous 
waste abatement, cultural resources discovery, and control of water quality impacts have 
been made in association with this project.  They are as follows: 

• If hazardous materials are identified, observed or accidentally uncovered by any 
ARDOT personnel, contracting company(s) or state regulating agency and found 
to be within the acquired right of way, it will be ARDOT’s responsibility to determine 
the type, size and extent of contamination.  ARDOT will identify the type of 
contaminant, develop a remediation plan, and coordinate disposal methods to be 
employed for that particular type of contamination.  All remediation work will be 
conducted in conformance with the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
(ADEQ), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and Occupational Safety and 
Health (OSHA) regulations. 

• An asbestos survey will be conducted by a certified asbestos inspector on any 
building slated for acquisition and demolition.  If the survey detects the presence 
of any asbestos-containing materials, plans will be developed to accomplish the 
safe removal of these materials prior to demolition.  All asbestos abatement work 
will be conducted in conformance with ADEQ, EPA, and OSHA asbestos 
abatement regulations. 
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Figure 5.  Wetland/Stream Impacts 

 

  



 

   
Job 020678 – Hwy. 278-Hwy. 65 12 

• An intensive cultural resources survey was completed for the ROD alignment, and 
subsequently reviewed for the Proposed Alternative.  Should previously unknown 
sites be discovered during project implementation, and if any such sites be found 
to be eligible or potentially eligible for nomination to the National Register of 
Historic Places and avoidance is not possible, then site-specific treatment plans 
will be prepared, and data recovery conducted.  All borrow pits, waste areas and 
work roads will be surveyed for cultural resources when locations are requested. 

• ARDOT will comply with all requirements of the Clean Water Act, as amended, for 
the construction of this project.  This includes Section 401-Water Quality 
Certification, Section 402-NPDES, and Section 404-Permit for Dredged or Fill 
Material.  Stream and wetland mitigation will be offered at an USACE approved 
mitigation bank site at a ratio approved by the USACE during the Section 404 
permitting process.  A Water Pollution Control Special Provision will be 
incorporated into the contract to minimize potential water quality impacts.  303(d) 
state requirements for Bayou Bartholomew will also be met. 

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

• If any permanent impacts to private drinking water sources occur due to this 
project, ARDOT will take appropriate action to mitigate these impacts. 

RE-EVALUATION CONCLUSION 
Table 3 compares the overall impacts for the ROD alignment and the Proposed 
Alternative.   

 

Table 3 
Impact Summary 

Alternative 
Total 

Project 
Cost 

(million) 

New 
ROW 

(acres)  

Prime 
Farmland & 
Farmland of 
Statewide 
Importance 

Wetlands 
(acres) 

SFHA / No. of Stream 
and/or Wetland 

Crossings 

ROD 
Alignment 135.7 932 775 23 151 acres / NA 

Proposed 
Alternative 81.5 725 532 50 216 acres / 23 

crossings 
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The FEIS for this project was previously approved in October 2005.  A ROD was issued 
in May 2006.  These documents were reviewed for content, accuracy, and overall scope 
of work regarding the project.  This Re-evaluation reviewed the Proposed Alternative and 
the potentially affected environment since the issuance of the FEIS and the ROD.  After 
a thorough review and reconsideration of these documents based on additional 
environmental studies and approvals, FHWA determines that all previous findings and 
decisions remain valid and that no new or additional significant impacts will result from 
the Proposed Alternative.  Based on this determination, the subject project may continue 
to proceed. 

APPROVAL OF RE-EVALUATION 
 

Approving Official:           Date:       
 Randal Looney 
 Environmental Coordinator 
 Federal Highway Administration 
  

March 10, 2021
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DISPOSITION OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Job 020678 
Hwy. 278 – Hwy. 65 (S) 
Drew and Desha County 

An Open Forum Design Virtual Public Hearing for this project was held on October 6, 2020. 
The proposed design was displayed on an aerial photograph, depicting design features on an 
approximate scale of 1”:100’.  Representatives of various ARDOT Divisions as well as District 
2 were available virtually to explain the proposed design and to answer questions.  Copies of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement, Record of Decision, and other general project 
information were available. 

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

COMMENT 1:  James Erwin stated, “will any of our property be acquired for the I69 and if so 
when?” 
RESPONSE 1: Roadway Design defers to Right of Way Division for comments pertaining to 
appraisals and acquisitions. 

COMMENT 2: Kathryn Ferguson stated that she is opposed to the closing of North 16th Section 
Road. She also stated, “a simple cross over at grade with stop signs could be implemented. A 
bridge as was earlier proposed would be less costly than building up or spanning the flood plain 
area.”  
RESPONSE 2:  Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing during 
the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future.  

COMMENT 3: Joe Miles stated that “I-69 will affect 16 section road north”. He wants access to 
be maintained for emergency responders and forest and agriculture products. He also states 
that timber and agriculture will be impacted by project. He also has concerns over impacts to 
Tailwater recovery system for his farm. 
RESPONSE 3: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing during 
the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. Roadway is looking 
into the feasibility to provide access to either side of the main lanes in order to maintain irrigation 
of the farm. 

COMMENT 4: Bobbie Everett states that “future I-69 will prevent access in and out of the 
sixteenth section road”. 
RESPONSE 4: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing during 
the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 5: Sherrie Gillespie requests an “on grade crossing” for the Sixteen-Section Road 
due to “concern for the residents and their safety when traveling”.    

Appendix A A-1
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DISPOSITION OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Job 020678 
Hwy. 278 – Hwy. 65 (S) 
Drew and Desha County 

RESPONSE 5: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing during 
the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 6: Joe Miles requests “access for my property” and first responders because of 
flooding by Cut Off Creek.     
RESPONSE 6: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing during 
the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 7: Leo Everett is concerned with flooding and maintaining access.  
RESPONSE 7: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing during 
the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. Mr. Everett 
accesses his property from N. 16th Section Rd. 

COMMENT 8: Ray Everett voiced concerns over Sixteen Section Road not having access.   
RESPONSE 8: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing during 
the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 9: Gary Barnard requests access to I-69 at N. 16th Section Road.   
RESPONSE 9: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing during 
the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 10: Sonny Jones stated that access is needed for North 16th Section road due to 
frequent flooding.    
RESPONSE 10: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 11:   Kenneth Avery stated that creek floods and access is difficult.  
RESPONSE 11: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 12: R.D. Jones requests access to I-69 at N. 16th Section Road due to flooding to 
the north and for first responders.    
RESPONSE 12: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

Appendix A A-2
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DISPOSITION OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Job 020678 
Hwy. 278 – Hwy. 65 (S) 
Drew and Desha County 

COMMENT 13: Brown Everett has concerns about not having access to the future I-69 at N. 
16th Section Road.  
RESPONSE 13: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 14: Gary Lucas stated that he needs access to property at N. 16th Section Road 
due to flooding to the north of the project.   
RESPONSE 14: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 15: Stephen & Jennifer Cockrell stated that access to the south is needed on N. 
16th Section Road due to flooding to the north.   
RESPONSE 15: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 16: Jason Barnard opposes the loss of access for N. 16th Section Road due to the 
flooding to the north and the need for emergency personnel to have access.     
RESPONSE 16: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 17: Charles Smith has concerns with the flooding to the north on N. 16th Section 
Road and requests that access be maintained to the south.    
RESPONSE 17: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 18: Joe Mae Everett lives on N. 16th Section Road and has concerns about having 
no access to south.    
RESPONSE 18: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 19: Brandon Smith has concerns with flooding to the north on N. 16th Section Road 
and requests that access be maintained to the south.   
RESPONSE 19: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 
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Page 4 of 4 
DISPOSITION OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Job 020678 
Hwy. 278 – Hwy. 65 (S) 
Drew and Desha County 

COMMENT 20: Patricia Smith has concerns with flooding to the north on N. 16th Section Road 
and requests that access be maintained to the south.   
RESPONSE 20: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 21: Norman Harvill states, “Please don’t cut off access to N. 16th Section Rd. to 
the south”. 
RESPONSE 21: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 22: Frankie Everett states, “there is no way we can get out of here (N. 16th Section 
Road)” when flooding occurs to north.     
RESPONSE 22: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 23: Auther L. Everett is concerned with access being lost to the south on N. 16th 
Section Road due to the flooding to the north. 
RESPONSE 23: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 24: Sammie Everett is concerned with access to N. 16th Section Road when 
flooding occurs. 
RESPONSE 24: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

COMMENT 25: LeAnne Burch requests that an “on grade crossing” is provided at N. 16th 
Section Road to maintain access for residents and first responders.    
RESPONSE 25: Roadway Design will revise the design and provide an at-grade crossing 
during the interim 2 Lane Facility, and a grade separation (future overpass with no access via 
interchange) for the Main lanes when the facility is completed in the future. 

Appendix A A-4



Appendix B 

Roadway and ROW Cost Estimates and Supporting 
Documentation 



October 27, 2020 

TO: John Fleming, Division Head, Environmental Division 

FROM: Trinity D. Smith, Engineer Roadway Design 

SUBJECT: Job Number 020629 
FAP Number NHPP-2221(2) 
Hwy. 278 – Hwy. 65 (S) 
Route 69, Section X 
Drew and Desha Counties 
Roadway Information Response 

As requested: 

1) The construction cost estimate for job 020678 is $75 million.

2) Attached is a PDF of the interim Typical Section for 020678.

3) Attached is the Hydraulics Memo for 020678.

If any additional information is required, contact George Davison at (501) 569-2527 

TDS/gwd 

c: Environmental 
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January 14, 2021 

TO: John Fleming, Division Head, Environmental Division 

FROM: Jennifer R. Williams, Division Head, Right of Way Division 

SUBJECT: Job 020678 
Hwy. 278 – Hwy. 65 (S) 
FAP Number NHPP-2221(2) 
Route: 69 Section:  
Drew and Desha Counties 
Acquisition and Utilities Cost Estimates 

Plans on the subject project has been reviewed by the Right of Way Division.  The estimated 
right of way acquisition and utility relocation costs are premised on the following: 

• Aerial photography, 60% construction plans and right of way plans
• Cursory visual inspection of the proposed project area
• No owner contact has been made
• Limited market analysis
• No right of way plans were available
• No right of way plans staking was in place
• Access to all affected properties remains
• Landlocked parcels and loss of productive farmland could not be determined
• Estimated total area to acquire is 652 acres
• Estimated displacements:  2 Residential Owners, 5 personal properties
• This is not an appraisal

The preliminary acquisition, relocation, and utility costs are as follows: 

Reimbursable Utility Costs $ 1,495,000 Non-Reimbursable Utility Costs $ 1,080,000 
Acquisition Costs  $ 4,900,000     
Relocation Costs                $    124,000 

Total $ 6,519,000 

See attached for additional cost estimates information. 

Attachments 

c:    Administrative Section 
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Reimb. Cost Nonreimb. 
Cost

AT&T Arkansas 855,000.00 

C&L Electric 450,000.00 

Entergy Distribution 45,000.00 

Entergy Transmission 400,000.00 

McGehee Water 240,000.00 

Selma Water 360,000.00 

Vyve Communication 225,000.00 

Sub-Total 1,495,000.00 1,080,000.00 

Total Reimbursable Cost $1,495,000.00 

This estimate was prepared after a utility field inspection by personnel of the 
Utilities Section, and using preliminary plans; therefore, the estimate must be 

considered an approximate and subject to change. 

Date: October 29, 2020 
Job 020678 
FAP NHPP-2221(2) 

Hwy. 278 - Hwy. 65 (S)  

Route I-69 Section x 

Drew & Desha County/Counties 

UTILITY COST ESTIMATE 

Highway In 
System 

N/A 
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November 5, 2020 

TO: Jennifer Williams, Division Head 
Right of Way Division 

THROUGH: Greg L. Davis, Appraisal Section Head 
Right of Way Division 

FROM: Scott Wroten, Reviewing Appraiser  
Appraisal Section, Right of Way Division 

SUBJECT: Conceptual Job Cost Estimate 
Job 020678 
Hwy. 278 – Hwy. 65 (S)  
Drew & Desha Counties 

Preliminary designs described as Preliminary Construction Plans for the above-
referenced project have been reviewed.  

Based on information provided by a preliminary design plan and preliminary market 
research, estimates of right of way costs are provided. These estimates are made subject 
to the following premises and conditions:  

1. No owner contact has been made.
2. No right of way staking was in place.
3. Only a limited market study has been completed.
4. No Right of Way Plans were provided.
5. Total area of acquisition is estimated by the Appraisal Section to be 652± acres.
6. This Is Not an Appraisal.
7. No property boundaries were provided therefore parcels that may become land locked or cut

off from access could not be determined.  Loss of productive farm land due to the proposed
acquisition also could not be determined.

8. No personal inspection was made of the project.  Google Earth was used to estimate the project
route and estimate impacts of the project.
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Subject: Conceptual Cost Estimate Page 2 November 5, 2020 

Job:  020678 

Considering the above factors, the estimated right of way cost of the proposed route –is: 
TOTAL: 

$4,900,000.00 
Four Million and Nine Hundred Thousand Dollars  

Included in the estimated area needed for the project are agriculture and residential areas.  The estimated 
value of the land needed for the project ranges from $1,500 to $5,000 per acre.   

Included in the estimated area needed for the project are 2 improvements damaged or relocated.  The 
improvements needed to be relocated are 2 residential.  The estimated cost allocated to improvements on 
this project is: $250,000.   

SW 
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November 5, 2020 

TO: Jennifer R. Williams, P.E., Right of Way Division Head 

FROM: Nathaniel C. Williams, Section Head – Relocation, Right of Way Division

SUBJECT: Job 020678 
Hwy. 278 – Hwy. 65 (S) 
Drew & Desha Counties 
Estimated Relocation Costs 

The estimated relocation costs for the above Job and Tracts are premised on the 
following: 

 Preliminary construction plans
 Desktop and online inspections
 No contact has yet been made with the occupants

The estimated number of displaced persons and relocation costs are indicated 
below: 

2 Residential Owners $  80,000 
5 Personal Properties  25,000 
Services     19,000 
Total Relocation Costs $124,000 
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October 13, 2020 

TO: Jennifer Williams, Division Head, Right of Way Division 

FROM: John Fleming, Division Head, Environmental Division 

SUBJECT: Job Number 020678 
FAP Number NHPP-2221(2) 
Hwy. 278 – Hwy. 65 (S) 
Route 69, Section X 
Drew and Desha Counties 
Roadway Information Request 

Please provide ROW cost estimates for the subject project.  Cost estimates should 
include acquisition, relocation, and utility costs.  A Conceptual Stage Relocation 
Statement and Inventory Record are also requested. 

The attached figure shows the alternative under consideration.  The proposed 
ROW width is estimated to range from 280’ to 1,920’. 

Please provide this information by November 12, 2020.  If you have any questions 
concerning this project, contact Mary Pearson at extension 2644. 

JF:MP:am 

Attachment: 
Location Map 
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Date Sent: May 19, 2020 

ROADWAY DESIGN REQUEST 

Job Number 020678 FAP No. County Drew & Desha 

Job Name Hwy. 278 – Hwy. 65 (S) 

Design Engineer George Davison Environmental Staff 

Brief Project Description New location (two lanes of future four lanes divided) 

A. Existing Conditions:

Roadway Width: N/A Shoulder Type/Width: N/A 

Number of Lanes and Width: N/A Existing Right-of-Way: N/A 

Sidewalks? N/A Location: N/A Width: N/A 

Bike Lanes? N/A Location: N/A Width: N/A 

B. Proposed Conditions:

Roadway Width: 42’ Shoulder Type/Width: 10’ outside, 8’ inside 

Number of Lanes and Width: 2 Proposed Right-of-Way: 280’-1920’ 

Sidewalks? N/A Location: N/A Width: N/A 

Bike Lanes? N/A Location: N/A Width: N/A 

C. Construction Information:
If detour: Where: N/A Length: N/A 

D. Design Traffic Data:
2023 ADT: 1700 2043 ADT: 4700 % Trucks: 25% 

Design Speed: 70 m.p.h.

E. Approximate total length of project: 16.97 mile(s) 

F. Justification for proposed improvements: The SIU Project will function as a critical link in the 
Interstate System. 

G. Total Relocatees: Residences: Businesses: 

H. Have you coordinated with any outside agencies (e.g., FHWA, City, County, etc.)? No

Agency/Official Person Contacted Date 
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November 04, 2020

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Arkansas Ecological Services Field Office

110 South Amity Suite 300
Conway, AR 72032-8975

Phone: (501) 513-4470 Fax: (501) 513-4480
http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es

In Reply Refer To: 
Consultation Code: 04ER1000-2021-SLI-0147 
Event Code: 04ER1000-2021-E-00401  
Project Name: 020678 Hwy. 278 - Hwy. 65 (S) I-69

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies endangered, threatened, proposed, and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). This letter only 
provides an official species list and technical assistance; if you determine that listed species 
and/or designated critical habitat may be affected in any way by the proposed project, even 
if the effect is wholly beneficial, consultation with the Service will be necessary.

If you determine that this project will have no effect on listed species and their habitat in 
any way, then you have completed Section 7 consultation with the Service and may use this 
letter in your project file or application.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), federal agencies are required to 
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered 
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or 
designated critical habitat. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found on our website.

Please visit our website at http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es/IPaC/home.html for species- 
specific guidance to avoid and minimize adverse effects to federally endangered, 
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threatened, proposed, and candidate species. Our web site also contains additional information 
on species life history and habitat requirements that may be useful in project planning.

If your project involves in-stream construction activities, oil and natural gas infrastructure, 
road construction, transmission lines, or communication towers, please review our project 
specific guidance at http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es/IPaC/ProjSpec.html.

The karst region of Arkansas is a unique region that covers the northern third of Arkansas and 
we have specific guidance to conserve sensitive cave-obligate and bat species. Please visit 
http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es/IPaC/Karst.html to determine if your project occurs in the 
karst region and to view karst specific-guidance. Proper implementation and maintenance of 
best management practices specified in these guidance documents is necessary to avoid adverse 
effects to federally protected species and often avoids the more lengthy formal consultation 
process.

If your species list includes any mussels, Northern Long-eared Bat, Indiana Bat, 
Yellowcheek Darter, Red-cockaded Woodpecker, or American Burying Beetle, your project 
may require a presence/absence and/or habitat survey prior to commencing project 
activities. Please check the appropriate species-specific guidance on our website to determine if 
your project requires a survey. We strongly recommend that you contact the appropriate staff 
species lead biologist (see office directory or species page) prior to conducting presence/absence 
surveys to ensure the appropriate level of effort and methodology.

Under the ESA, it is the responsibility of the Federal action agency or its designated 
representative to determine if a proposed action "may affect" endangered, threatened, or 
proposed species, or designated critical habitat, and if so, to consult with the Service 
further. Similarly, it is the responsibility of the Federal action agency or project proponent, not 
the Service, to make “no effect” determinations. If you determine that your proposed action will 
have “no effect” on threatened or endangered species or their respective critical habitat, you do 
not need to seek concurrence with the Service. Nevertheless, it is a violation of Federal law to 
harm or harass any federally-listed threatened or endangered fish or wildlife species without the 
appropriate permit.

Through the consultation process, we will analyze information contained in a biological 
assessment that you provide. If your proposed action is associated with Federal funding or 
permitting, consultation will occur with the Federal agency under section 7(a)(2) of the ESA. 
Otherwise, an incidental take permit pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA (also known as a 
habitat conservation plan) is necessary to harm or harass federally listed threatened or 
endangered fish or wildlife species. In either case, there is no mechanism for authorizing 
incidental take “after-the-fact.” For more information regarding formal consultation and HCPs, 
please see the Service's Consultation Handbook and Habitat Conservation Plans at www.fws.gov/ 
endangered/esa-library/index.html#consultations.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
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▪

federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the 
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number 
in the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your 
project that you submit to our office.

Attachment(s):

Official Species List
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".

This species list is provided by:

Arkansas Ecological Services Field Office
110 South Amity Suite 300
Conway, AR 72032-8975
(501) 513-4470
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 04ER1000-2021-SLI-0147

Event Code: 04ER1000-2021-E-00401

Project Name: 020678 Hwy. 278 - Hwy. 65 (S) I-69

Project Type: TRANSPORTATION

Project Description: New location, construction of 2 lanes of future 4 lanes divided.

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/place/33.66035309897358N91.66419297098417W

Counties: Desha, AR | Drew, AR
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1.

Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 5 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.

NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.

Birds
NAME STATUS

Eastern Black Rail Laterallus jamaicensis ssp. jamaicensis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10477

Threatened

Piping Plover Charadrius melodus
Population: [Atlantic Coast and Northern Great Plains populations] - Wherever found, except 
those areas where listed as endangered.
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039

Threatened

Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864

Threatened

Red-cockaded Woodpecker Picoides borealis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7614

Endangered

1
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Flowering Plants
NAME STATUS

Geocarpon minimum
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7699

Threatened

Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.
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Appendix D 

Environmental Checklist 



ARDOT ENVIRONMENTAL VERIFICATION CHECKLIST 
FOR CONSIDERATION OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

ARDOT Job Number 020678   FAP Number NHPP-2221(2) 
Job Title  Hwy. 278 – Hwy. 65 (S) 

Environmental Resource None Minimal Major Comments-required for each item 
Air Quality X No MSAT, in attainment area 
Cultural Resources X No CR in project footprint 
Economic X No adverse impacts 
Endangered Species X No effect determination 
Environmental Justice/Title VI X EJ populations not identified in area 
Fish and Wildlife X Temporary during construction 
Floodplains X Floodplain SP required 
Forest Service Property X None in the project area 
Hazardous Materials/Landfills X None in project area 
Land Use X 725.4 acres new ROW 
Migratory Birds X Temporary during construction 
Navigation/Coast Guard X None in the project area 
Noise Levels X Noise re-assessment not required 

Prime Farmland X 
531.8 acres PFL and 23.6 Farmland of 
Statewide Importance converted to 
transportation use 

Protected Waters X WPC SP included 
Public Recreation Lands X None impacted by project 
Public Water Supply/WHPA X None in project area 
Relocatees X 2 relocations; assistance applicable 
Section 4(f)/6(f) X 4(f)/6(f) resources not in project area 
Social X No adverse impacts identified 
Underground Storage Tanks X None identified in project area 
Visual X No changes/adverse impacts 

Streams X Approximately 13,498 linear feet 
impacted; Individual 404 permit 

Water Quality X Temporary decline during construction 

Wetlands X Approximately 50 acres of wetlands 
impacted; Individual 404 permit 

Wildlife Refuges X None in the project area 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification Required? Yes 
Short-term Activity Authorization Required? Yes 
Section 404 Permit Required? Yes Type:  Standard Individual Permit 
Remarks:    
Bayou Bartholomew- 303d & TMDL for Silt Turbidity 

Signature of Evaluator  Mary Pearson   Date 02/12/21 
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