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SUMMARY

S.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Iowa Department of 
Transportation (Iowa DOT) and the Nebraska Department of Roads (NDOR), is proposing to 
improve the connectivity between the Omaha metropolitan area and southwest Iowa by 
maintaining, improving, or replacing with a new alignment, as necessary, the existing connection 
from U.S. 75 in Nebraska to I-29 in Iowa, including a bridge across the Missouri River (the 
Project).  The existing connecting route is Nebraska and Iowa State Highway 370 (Highway 370).  
Nebraska State Highway 370 is known as N-370, and Iowa State Highway 370 is known as 
Iowa 370.

The western terminus of the Project, at U.S. 75, and the eastern terminus, at I-29, represent 
logical points of connection to the primary regional highway and interstate facilities serving 
north-south travel in the southern Omaha, Nebraska, metropolitan area.1  The Project would be 
approximately 6 miles in length. 

The Study Area is located within Sarpy County, Nebraska, and Mills County, Iowa, and includes 
a portion of Bellevue.  The general boundaries of the Study Area are U.S. 75 on the west, I-29 on 
the east, the Platte River on the south, and Fontenelle Forest and Nature Center on the north (see 
Figure S-1). 

S.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 
The purpose of this Project is to improve connectivity and fulfill transportation needs of the 
region (the southern Omaha metropolitan area, including eastern Sarpy County and Bellevue, and 
western Mills County) by providing a safe and free-flowing connection across the Missouri River 
from U.S. 75 to I-29. 

The Project is based on the following needs: 

� Substandard bridge – an existing Bellevue Bridge that does not meet current structural 
and functional design standards and has a limited life expectancy2

� Substandard roadway – an existing roadway between U.S. 75 and I-29 that does not meet 
current standards because of inconsistent segment geometry and speed and inadequate 
operating capacity 

� System linkage – an existing roadway system that does not meet the regional 
transportation needs and allow free flow of traffic between U.S. 75 and I-29 

                                                     
1  The Omaha metropolitan area consists of Douglas, Sarpy, Cass, and Washington counties in Nebraska 

and Pottawattamie County in Iowa.   
2  Repairs of the existing Bellevue Bridge are underway and are scheduled to be completed by October 

18, 2004 (Omaha World Herald, 2004).  Because of its narrowness, which affects its functionality, the 
repairs of the Bellevue Bridge would not bring the structure to a full sufficiency rating (TranSystems 
Corporation, September 2004).   
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� Compatibility with local land use – an existing roadway system that does not 
accommodate the planned growth in the southern Omaha metropolitan area 

Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action, discusses these needs, including current 
and projected bridge and roadway problems that have been identified for resolution. 

S.3 OTHER MAJOR ACTIONS 
The scoping process used to identify and address key issues for the Project generated a list of 
other reasonably foreseeable projects that could occur in the Study Area.  For a project to be 
reasonably foreseeable, it must have advanced far enough in the planning process that its 
implementation is likely.  Chapter 4 lists key transportation projects planned in the Study Area 
(and documented in the 2025 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) of the Metropolitan Area 
Planning Agency (MAPA)) even if the Project were not constructed.  The following major 
reasonably foreseeable Federal and state, and local projects within the Study Area have been 
identified as additional actions to be considered: 

� Missouri River Master Water Control Manual – to guide the operation of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE)’s Missouri River mainstem dams and reservoirs.  This 
document describes the basic water control plan and objectives of the integrated 
operation of the mainstem reservoirs.  The Missouri River Master Water Control Manual, 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, which identifies a preferred alternative, was 
published in March 2004.  A Record of Decision (ROD) was signed on March 19, 2004, 
implementing the preferred alternative identified in the Final EIS as modified in the 
ROD.

� Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Project – to acquire118,650 acres to restore 
or enhance aquatic and terrestrial habitat.  USACE would purchase land from willing 
sellers along the Missouri River from Sioux City, Iowa, to St. Louis, Missouri 
(735 miles).  The Mills County Plan: A Comprehensive Plan for Mills County, Iowa, 
identifies a large park area adjacent to the Missouri River in an area known as St. Mary’s 
Island3 (RDG Crose Gardner Shukert, August 2002).  USACE has identified St. Mary’s 
Island as a future conservation area and plans to begin purchasing land from willing 
sellers in 2004.

� Metropolitan Utilities District Platte West Water Production Facility wetland mitigation 
area – to create wetlands as mitigation for impacts on wetlands as a result of the Platte 
West Water Production Facility project in western Douglas County and eastern Saunders 
County, Nebraska.  Four potential areas are being considered for mitigation, including a 
187-acre parcel 1.1 miles east of La Platte, Nebraska within the Study Area. The location 
of the mitigation site and the amount of wetlands to be created is undetermined as a 
mitigation plan has not been finalized. 

� La Platte Link Trail – to construct a pedestrian trail connecting to the existing Bellevue 
Loop Trail near Harlan Lewis Road.  This link is planned south of Papillion Creek along 
the Missouri River levee, then westerly along the north side of the Platte River. 

� Back to the River Trail – to construct a multi-dimensional project to enhance an 
ecological, recreational and historical corridor among the Missouri River in Nebraska and 
Iowa. Back to the River encompasses both sides of a 64-mile stretch from Mondamin, 
Iowa and Herman, Nebraska, to the mouth of the Platte River. 

                                                     
3  St. Mary’s Island is a former oxbow on the Missouri River and is currently used as farmland. 
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� Bellevue Park System Improvements – to expand Haworth Park from north of the 
Bellevue Bridge. This includes approximately 100 acres of new passive recreation that 
consists of athletic fields and practice areas, picnic areas, group camp site, interpretive 
areas, and natural areas. 

S.4 REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
Two build alternatives were carried forward for detailed study, analysis, and comparison to the 
No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1): one in the South of Offutt AFB Corridor (Alt. 2) and one in the 
Southern Sarpy County Corridor (Alt. 3). 

S.4.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
The No-Build Alternative would not meet the Project purpose and need and should be eliminated 
from further consideration.  However, since it is required by the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (NEPA), as implemented through 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1502.14, 
it was carried forward to serve as a baseline for comparison with the build alternatives. 

S.4.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt Air Force Base 
A representative alignment was developed for Alternative 2 using the transportation design 
criteria and the typical cross sections and considering known constraints within the corridor.  
Alternative 2 begins at the intersection of U.S. 75 with Fort Crook Road and Fairview Road, 
where the existing partial cloverleaf interchange at this location would be reconstructed as a 
diamond-type interchange.4  The alternative extends east on new right-of-way (ROW) across 
Papillion Creek and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) rail line.  Then it curves to the southeast 
to avoid Offutt AFB and crosses the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway (BNSF) rail line and 
spur track.  The crossings of the UPRR and BNSF rail lines would be grade separated, with the 
proposed roadway on a bridge over each rail line.  The bridge over the UPRR rail line would also 
span North 5th Street, providing an underpass for access to properties north of the proposed 
roadway.  The alternative continues southeasterly to avoid several small lakes southeast of Offutt 
AFB.  Then it curves toward the northeast and crosses the Missouri River nearly 2 miles north of 
the Papillion Creek confluence. 

The Missouri River crossing would include a bridge that would begin west of the USACE flood 
control levee on the Nebraska bank and continue across the river to the east side of the USACE 
flood control levee on the Iowa bank.  The preliminary bridge layout includes a seven-span 
Nebraska approach, three main spans, and a 10-span Iowa approach.  One of the main spans 
would provide a minimum of 450 feet of horizontal clearance and 52 feet of vertical clearance for 
the navigation channel in the river.  A preliminary pier layout for the bridge was developed in 
coordination with the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) to minimize navigation impacts.  The bridge 
does not infringe upon the air space envelope required for aircraft taking off from and landing at 
Offutt AFB. 

From the east end of the bridge over the Missouri River, the alternative continues northeasterly 
for about 1.75 miles to a new diamond-type interchange with I-29, located about 1.5 miles north 
of the rest area and 4 miles north of the northern interchange of I-29 with U.S. 34 (the Glenwood, 
Iowa, exit). 

                                                     
4 The final configuration of the proposed interchange at this location may change due to modifications 

resulting from the NDOR U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project that is currently being designed. 



  Summary 

Bellevue Bridge Study October 2004 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement S-4

The total length of this alternative is approximately 5.9 miles.  It would require 297 acres of new 
ROW.  Alternative 2 would cost approximately 25 percent more to construct than Alternative 3, 
primarily because of the construction of an additional bridge over Papillion Creek and a new 
interchange on I-29. 

S.4.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
A representative alignment was developed for Alternative 3 using the transportation design 
criteria and the typical cross sections and considering known constraints within the corridor.  
Alternative 3 begins at the east end of the U.S. 75 interchange with relocated Platteview Road 
proposed as part of the NDOR U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project, which is programmed 
for construction in 2007 to 2009.  This alternative includes upgrading elements of the U.S. 75 – 
Plattsmouth to Bellevue project as follows: 

� Widening relocated Platteview Road from a two-lane roadway to a four-lane roadway 
from the east end of the proposed U.S. 75 interchange for about 1 mile to the east. 

� Widening the proposed bridge over the UPRR and BNSF rail lines. 

Alternative 3 continues southeast on new ROW from the point where relocated Platteview Road 
turns to the south all the way to the Missouri River crossing.  It crosses the Missouri River 
approximately midway between the points where Papillion Creek and the Platte River flow into 
the Missouri River and south of the Iske Park residential area. 

The Missouri River crossing would include a bridge that would begin west of the USACE flood 
control levee on the Nebraska bank and continue across the river to the east side of the USACE 
flood control levee on the Iowa bank.  The preliminary bridge layout includes a three-span 
Nebraska approach, three main spans, and a 12-span Iowa approach.  One of the main spans 
would provide a minimum of 450 feet of horizontal clearance and 52 feet of vertical clearance for 
the navigation channel in the river.  A preliminary pier layout for the bridge was developed in 
coordination with USCG to minimize navigation impacts. 

East of the Missouri River crossing, Alternative 3 curves to the south and then to the east for 
approximately 1.4 miles, to the northern U.S. 34 interchange with I-29 (the Glenwood exit).  The 
trend of the alignment paralleling the Missouri River was modified from an initial version that 
was at an angle to the Missouri River and caused more diagonal severance.  This alternative 
includes widening U.S. 34 from a two-lane roadway to a four-lane divided roadway through the 
existing interchange with I-29 (including construction of a new bridge) to connect with the four-
lane section of U.S. 34 east of I-29. 

The total length of this alternative is 6.7 miles.  It would require 272 acres of new ROW.  
Alternative 3 would cost approximately 25 percent less to construct than Alternative 2. 

S.4.4 Preferred Alternative 
The Project applicants, Iowa DOT and NDOR, have reviewed all reasonable alternatives under 
consideration (including the No-Build Alternative) and have identified Alternative 3 as the 
preferred alternative.  Between the publication of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS, FHWA, Iowa 
DOT, and NDOR will work together to determine the final preferred alternative.   

S.5 POTENTIAL IMPACTS 
Table S-1 lists the environmental impacts of this Project for each of the build alternatives.
Qualitative impacts of the No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1) are also listed in the table.  Because 
impacts of LRTP projects and repair of the existing Bellevue Bridge would likely occur to the 
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same extent under all alternatives analyzed, those impacts are not included in the summary table.  
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, describes the existing environment for each resource 
potentially affected by the Project.  Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, provides further 
details on the impacts of the proposed build alternatives. 

Table S-1 
Summary of Potential Impacts 

Resource Alternative 1  
No-Build Alternative 

Alternative 2  
South of 

Offutt AFB 

Alternative 3 
Southern 

Sarpy
County

Right-of-Way 
New Right-of-Way (acres) 
Acquisitions1 (number) 
Displacements (number) 

Expansion of existing roads, if 
needed, would likely involve 
ROW acquisition, and 
displacements could also occur. 

297 
1
3

272 
1
0

Farmland Impacts 
Prime Farmland (acres) 

Prime farmland is likely to be 
converted to roadway ROW as 
part of urban development and 
any expansion of existing roads. 

309 221 

Major Utility Relocations 
Electrical Transmission Lines 
Fiber Optic Lines 
Sludge Line 
Petroleum Pipelines  

Utility relocations, if necessary 
for expansion of existing roads, 
would require coordination with 
utilities. 

1
0
0
0

1
0
1
0

Recreational Trail (linear feet) Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads are 
unknown. 

580 0 

Impacted Noise Sensitive Receivers 
Residential 
Commercial 

Traffic noise levels are likely to 
increase along Highway 370 and 
along any expanded roadway. 

0
0

11
0

Waters of the U.S. 
Wetlands2 (acres) 
Waterways3 (feet) 

Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads are 
unknown. 

14.2 
1,052 

8.7 
2,250 

Floodplain (acres) Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads are 
unknown. 

16.7 34.8 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Agricultural (cropland and 
pastureland acres) 
Forested Nonwetland (acres)4

Rangeland Nonwetland (acres) 
Wetlands (emergent & 
forested acres) 
Missouri River (acres) 

Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads would 
minimally affect fish and wildlife 
habitat because most construction 
would likely occur within existing 
ROW.

347.3 

14.6 
26.5 
14.2 

4.4 

234.5 

4.0 
51.1 
8.7 

4.7 
Historic and Archaeological Resources 
Impacted 

Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads are 
unknown. 

0 0 

Section 4(f) Properties Impacted Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads are 
unknown. 

15 0 

Regulated Materials Sites Impacted  Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads are 
unknown. 

0 2 
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Notes: 
1 Displacements involve a residential relocation (purchase of a home and relocation assistance).  

Acquisitions involve acquisition of an entire land parcel that does not include a residence.   
2 Jurisdiction will be determined by USACE after final wetland delineations are completed. 
3 Waterways are determined by the presence of a definable bed and bank. 
4 Nonwetlands include uplands and lowland areas that are neither deepwater aquatic habitats, 

wetlands, nor other special aquatic sites.  For this analysis, nonwetlands used for crops and pastures 
are reported separately.  

5 The Bellevue Loop Trail is crossed by Alternative 2.  Continuity of the trail would be temporarily 
 disrupted during construction for several months, but the connectivity would be restored after 
 completion of construction. 

S.6 OTHER FEDERAL ACTIONS REQUIRED 
Known permits and approvals required to implement either Alternative 2 or 3 are summarized in 
Table S-2.  Those permits or approvals needed from environmental resource agencies are further 
discussed in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. 
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Table S-2 
Permits and Approvals 

Permit or Approval Type Granting Agency(ies) 
General Bridge Act of 1946 Federal U.S. Coast Guard 
Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 Federal U.S. Coast Guard 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 Federal U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  

Section 404 Permit, Clean Water Act Federal U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act Federal U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

Interchange Justification Report Federal Federal Highway Administration 

Location and design approval Federal Federal Highway Administration 

EIS approval as a joint lead agency1 Federal Federal Highway Administration 

Record of Decision (ROD)2 Federal Federal Highway Administration 
Form 7460, Notice of Proposed Construction or 
Alteration Federal Federal Aviation Administration 

Joint Application Form (Sovereign Lands 
Construction Permits) 

Federal/
State

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources 

EIS Adequacy Determination State Iowa Department of Transportation 
Nebraska Department of Roads  

EIS Findings of Fact State Iowa Department of Transportation 
Nebraska Department of Roads  

Corridor Location Approval State Iowa Department of Transportation 
Nebraska Department of Roads  

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act –  
Water Quality Certification 

State Nebraska Department of Environmental 
Quality 

Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Stormwater Discharge Permit 
for Construction Activities, Clean Water Act 

State
Nebraska Department of Environmental 

Quality 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources 

Floodplain Development Permit, including no-rise 
certification 

State/
Local

Iowa Department of Natural Resources  
Mills County 
Sarpy County Planning and Building 

Director

Permit for Occupation of Levee Right-of-Way Local Papio-Missouri River Natural Resources 
District

Notes: 
1 “‘Lead agency’ means the agency or agencies preparing or having taken primary responsibility for 

preparing the environmental impact statement” (40 CFR 1508.16). 
2 The ROD will explain the reasons for the decision regarding the Project addressed in this EIS.  
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CHAPTER 1 
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) addresses the connecting route from U.S. 
Highway 75 (U.S. 75) in Nebraska to Interstate 29 (I-29) in Iowa, including the bridge crossing 
the Missouri River at the City of Bellevue (Bellevue), Nebraska.  This EIS has been prepared in 
compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).1
The purpose of this EIS is to provide a full and fair discussion of the significant environmental 
impacts of the proposed action and to inform decision makers and the public of the reasonable 
alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human 
environment.  

This chapter describes the proposed action, the area analyzed in this EIS (the Study Area), and the 
purpose of the proposed action.  It also presents relevant information useful in understanding the 
need for the proposed action based on the transportation issues that currently exist or are expected 
in the future.  Sufficient detail is provided to allow the formulation of alternatives to solve the 
transportation issues identified.

Chapter 2 presents the range of alternatives evaluated and the screening process used in 
identifying the preferred alternative.  Subsequent chapters address the affected environment, 
potential environmental consequences, mitigation measures, and agency coordination and public 
involvement efforts. 

1.1 THE PROPOSED ACTION AND THE STUDY AREA 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Iowa Department of 
Transportation (Iowa DOT) and the Nebraska Department of Roads (NDOR), is proposing to 
improve the connectivity between the Omaha metropolitan area and southwest Iowa by 
maintaining, improving, or replacing with a new alignment, as necessary, the existing connection 
from U.S. 75 in Nebraska to I-29 in Iowa, including a bridge across the Missouri River (the 
Project).  The existing connecting route is Nebraska and Iowa State Highway 370 (Highway 370).  
Nebraska State Highway 370 is known as N-370, and Iowa State Highway 370 is known as 
Iowa 370.  Figure 1-1 shows the general location of the Project. 

The western terminus of the Project, at U.S. 75, and the eastern terminus, at I-29, represent 
logical points of connection to the primary regional highway and interstate facilities serving 
north-south travel in the southern Omaha, Nebraska, metropolitan area.2  The Project would be 
approximately 6 miles in length. 

                                                     
1  NEPA (42 United States Code [USC] 4321-4347) is the foundation of environmental policy making in 

the U.S.  The NEPA process is intended to help public officials make decisions based on an 
understanding of environmental consequences and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the 
environment.  It includes an environmental review process early in the planning for proposed actions. 

2  The Omaha metropolitan area consists of Douglas, Sarpy, Cass, and Washington counties in Nebraska 
and Pottawattamie County in Iowa.   
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The Study Area is located within Sarpy County, Nebraska, and Mills County, Iowa, and includes 
a portion of Bellevue.  The general boundaries of the Study Area are U.S. 75 on the west, I-29 on 
the east, the Platte River on the south, and Fontenelle Forest and Nature Center on the north (see 
Figure 1-2). 

The Study Area was defined by evaluating potential corridors3 for the proposed east-west 
roadway.  Highway 370 traverses the Study Area and crosses the Missouri River over the 
Bellevue Bridge (also known as the Grand Army of the Republic Bridge).  Corridors north of 
Highway 370 were eliminated because of Fontenelle Forest and Nature Center, existing dense 
development, and the proximity to the South Omaha Bridge (also known as the Veterans 
Memorial Bridge) on U.S. 275.  Corridors south of the Platte River were eliminated because of 
the proximity to the Plattsmouth Bridge (located on U.S. 34, 9 miles south of the Bellevue 
Bridge).

1.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

1.2.1 Project History 
Efforts to improve the transportation system between Nebraska and Iowa in the southern Omaha 
metropolitan area, including consideration of a new Missouri River crossing, have been ongoing 
for a number of years.  During the 1980s, a coalition of communities in southwest Iowa 
approached Iowa DOT and NDOR to study such an improvement.  The following outlines key 
events and studies related to this Project. 

1996 Draft EIS for U.S. 34 Roadway and Bridge Improvement, I-29 to U.S. 75 

One-Bridge Concept 
In December 1993, an EIS was initiated to evaluate potential Missouri River crossings to replace 
the U.S. 34 bridge crossing at Plattsmouth, Nebraska.  This study culminated in publication of the 
1996 Draft EIS for U.S. 34 Roadway and Bridge Improvement from I-29 in Mills County, Iowa, 
to U.S. 75 in Cass or Sarpy County, Nebraska (1996 Draft EIS), which outlined two potential 
corridors: (a) one corridor to meet the demonstrated regional travel demand between the Omaha 
metropolitan area and southwest Iowa; and (b) the other corridor to serve as a replacement to the 
Plattsmouth Bridge serving the local Plattsmouth and Cass County, Nebraska, area.  The Bellevue 
Bridge was not part of this study.   

The 1996 Draft EIS was discussed at a public hearing in April 1996.  After the public hearing, 
several compromises were considered in an effort to reach consensus on a preferred corridor.  
One compromise solution evaluated consisted of a corridor through northern Cass County, just 
south of the Platte River, to serve both regional and local needs.  This corridor was evaluated but 
deemed not reasonable because it would traverse the Schilling Wildlife Management Area 
(WMA) in Nebraska and would cross the Missouri River in a potentially sensitive area for 
protected fish species.  Therefore, a preferred corridor could not be determined, and the EIS was 
never finalized.

                                                     
3  A corridor is defined as the path of a transportation facility that already exists or may be built in the 

future. 
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Two-Bridge Concept 
Ultimately, Iowa DOT and NDOR determined that two bridges were needed: a bridge to serve the 
local connectivity needs of Cass County, including Plattsmouth, and southwest Iowa as well as a 
bridge to serve regional transportation needs.  To fulfill these needs, the two states signed an 
agreement in August 2000 to jointly pursue the development of two bridges.  Therefore, efforts 
on the 1996 Draft EIS were formally terminated with the publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
in January 2003 to rescind that study.  Instead, this EIS was initiated as well as the Plattsmouth 
Bridge Study (see Section 1.2.2, Other Studies).  

Congressional Designation 
The Iowa and Nebraska congressional delegations jointly obtained designated Federal funding for 
the continued study and design of the two bridge projects.  Funds were designated in both the 
2002 and 2003 U.S. Department of Transportation appropriation bills. 

MAPA 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan
The Omaha-Council Bluffs Metropolitan Area Planning Agency (MAPA)4 2025 Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP), published in September 2000, outlines the goals, policies, and 
actions needed to efficiently move goods and people within and through the region.  The LRTP 
designates a new bridge-crossing corridor connecting U.S. 75 in southern Sarpy County, 
Nebraska, with I-29 in Mills County, Iowa. 

1.2.2 Other Studies 
A number of separate studies are related to the Project.  The following are currently being 
prepared:

� The Plattsmouth Bridge Study – This EIS is being prepared to analyze the replacement of 
the 74-year-old two-lane bridge over the Missouri River at Plattsmouth (see the two-
bridge concept discussion above) in response to the August 2000 agreement between 
Iowa DOT and NDOR that also initiated the Bellevue Bridge Study.  Options are being 
considered to maintain, improve, or replace with a new alignment, as necessary, the 
existing connection along U.S. 34 from U.S. 75 in Nebraska to I-29 in Iowa, including a 
bridge over the Missouri River.  The Plattsmouth Bridge is approximately 9 miles 
downstream of the Bellevue Bridge. 

� The South Omaha Veterans Memorial Bridge Study – This EIS addresses the 
replacement of the U.S. 275 bridge (also known as the South Omaha Bridge or Veterans 
Memorial Bridge) over the Missouri River, located approximately 6 miles north of the 
Bellevue Bridge.  The preliminary determination is to replace the two-lane bridge with a 
four-lane bridge and widen the roadway to four lanes between the Missouri River and I-
29.

� The Council Bluffs Interstate System Improvements Project, a tiered EIS for the 
interstate system (I-80, I-480, and I-29) in Council Bluffs, Iowa, and Omaha – The 
southern part of this study area is located just north of the South Omaha Bridge.  This 
study outlines a reconstruction concept plan for the entire system, including potential 
improvements to the I-80 bridge over the Missouri River. 

                                                     
4  MAPA is the agency responsible for transportation planning and traffic projections in the Omaha-

Council Bluffs metropolitan planning area.   
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In addition, a supplemental EIS for U.S. 75 from Bellevue to Nebraska City, Nebraska (located 
south of the Study Area), was completed in 2000.  This study determined that Kennedy Freeway 
(the portion of U.S. 75 from I-80 south to Fairview Road [see Figure 1-2]) should be extended 
south of the Platte River to Bay Road and that a four-lane at-grade expressway should be built 
from that point south to Nebraska City.  A new interchange, located within the Study Area, was 
proposed south of the existing Platteview Road to provide access for the southeastern section of 
Sarpy County.  The first segment (U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue) is currently being designed 
and is scheduled for construction beginning in 2007. 

1.3 PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT  
The purpose of this Project is to improve connectivity and fulfill transportation needs of the 
region (the southern Omaha metropolitan area, including eastern Sarpy County and Bellevue, and 
western Mills County) by providing a safe and free-flowing connection across the Missouri River 
from U.S. 75 to I-29. 

1.4 NEED FOR THE PROJECT 
The Project is based on the following needs: 

� Substandard bridge – an existing Bellevue Bridge that does not meet current structural 
and functional design standards and has a limited life expectancy 

� Substandard roadway – an existing roadway between U.S. 75 and I-29 that does not meet 
current standards because of inconsistent segment geometry and speed and inadequate 
operating capacity   

� System linkage – an existing roadway system that does not meet the regional 
transportation needs and allow free flow of traffic between U.S. 75 and I-29 

� Compatibility with local land use – an existing roadway system that does not 
accommodate the planned growth in the southern Omaha metropolitan area 

The remainder of this section discusses these needs, including current and projected bridge and 
roadway problems that have been identified for resolution. 

1.4.1 Substandard Bridge 
The existing Bellevue Bridge is a 1,965-foot-long truss structure that was constructed in 1952.  
The bridge is operated by a local bridge commission (the Bellevue Bridge Commission) and thus 
is not under the control of either Iowa DOT or NDOR.  The Bellevue Bridge Commission 
continues to collect tolls to pay the outstanding principle on the revenue bonds and to fund the 
operation and maintenance of the bridge.   

The bridge is both structurally and functionally substandard for the following reasons: 

� Corrosion and erosion – The most recent detailed bridge inspection and analysis, 
conducted in 2003, noted extensive corrosion of the bottom layer of the bridge deck in 
the joints and slab cantilevers.  The east approach slab has settled about 4 inches, causing 
a noticeable bump to drivers.  Erosion is evident on the top surface of the bridge deck 
(considered to be in poor condition), and there is minor erosion of the concrete piers 
(TranSystems Corporation, December 2003).   
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� Total width – The bridge has a total width of 22 feet.  Current Iowa DOT and NDOR 
design standards for a two-lane bridge require two 12-foot lanes and 10-foot shoulders, 
for a total bridge width of 44 feet (Iowa DOT, December 31, 1997; NDOR, 2002).  

� Load restriction – The bridge is load restricted, with a maximum safe load posting of 
31 tons as opposed to the desired maximum load of 40 tons.  As a result of the 2003 
inspection, a recommendation has been made to further lower the posted weight limits for 
trucks to 10 tons for a single unit truck, 15 tons for a semi tractor trailer, and 16 tons for a 
tandem tractor trailer.    

The bridge has a very low sufficiency rating of 35.9 on a scale of 1 (low) to 100.  Sufficiency 
ratings are based on a formula that accounts for structural adequacy and safety, serviceability, and 
functional obsolescence.  Sufficiency ratings of less than 50 denote that a bridge is eligible for 
Federal bridge replacement funding.  Because of the weighting factors, even if a bridge is 
structurally sound, it may be functionally obsolete (too narrow, for example) and a candidate for 
replacement.

Minor repairs were made in 2001.  The 2003 inspection report estimated that with continual 
upkeep and approximately $1.5 million in repairs, the bridge can continue to carry traffic for 
approximately 25 to 30 years (TranSystems Corporation, December 2003).  The Bellevue Bridge 
Commission indicated that it intends to make the necessary repairs to extend the life of the 
Bellevue Bridge (Bellevue Bridge Commission, June 21, 2004).  Construction for deck and 
guardrail replacement commenced on June 28, 2004 and is scheduled to be completed by October 
18, 2004 (Omaha World Herald, 2004).  Most of the repairs have involved the deck, but there 
have been some repairs of the superstructure.  After the repairs, there will be no weight 
restrictions and consequently no load posting is required.  However, the bridge width is not being 
widened and would still be substandard.  Because of its narrowness, which affects its 
functionality, the repairs of the Bellevue Bridge would not bring the structure to a full sufficiency 
rating (TranSystems Corporation, September 2004).   

1.4.2 Substandard Roadway 
The existing Highway 370 traverses downtown Bellevue along a low-speed corridor with two 
right-angle turns (see Figure 1-3, Highway 370 Roadway Characteristics).  The route traverses 
established commercial, institutional, and residential areas.  Along that route, the highway is 
designated by four different street names and has 10 traffic signals, including the ramp terminal 
intersections at the U.S. 75 interchange and a pedestrian signal west of Calhoun Street.  Speed 
limits range from 25 to 55 mph.  The cross section5 of the route varies from a two-lane rural to a 
four-lane, urban divided highway.  On-street parallel parking exists in one segment. 

As is evident in Figure 1-3, the existing route consists of numerous segments, each with unique 
roadway characteristics with respect to the cross section, signalization, speed limit, parking, and 
adjacent land uses.  Although the segments are not individually substandard, the inconsistencies 
between segments serve to restrict the traffic-carrying capacity of the facility and generally 
violate driver expectancy. 

The existing roadway is classified as an arterial6 but serves multiple and divergent functions: it 
serves as a regional roadway linking two major transportation facilities (U.S. 75 and I-29), yet it 

                                                     
5  The cross section elements include those specifying the attributes of the highway cross slope, 

pavement, and shoulder. 
6  FHWA’s Functional Classification defines an arterial as a highway that provides the highest level of 

service at the greatest speed for the longest uninterrupted distance, with some degree of access control. 
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also serves as a local street, providing access to adjacent businesses and single-family homes and 
provides much-needed parking in the downtown area.  These divergent functions further restrict 
the operational efficiency of the existing roadway. 

Based on projected traffic increases in Sarpy and Mills counties, an expressway-type facility7 is 
needed for a free-flow connection between U.S. 75 and I-29.  Figure 1-4 depicts the existing daily 
traffic volumes for the key roadway segments along Highway 370 together with projected traffic 
volumes for the planning horizon for the Project (Year 2030), assuming the Project is not built.  
Traffic on the Bellevue Bridge is projected to double by 2030, with increases along other 
segments of Highway 370 ranging from approximately 20 percent to over 50 percent.  Figure 1-4 
also depicts peak-hour traffic volumes at the two key intersections along Highway 370.  
Figure 1-5 illustrates the same information for roadways in the region.  The future traffic 
forecasts for the Year 2030 are based on the MAPA 2025 regional travel demand model.8

1.4.3 System Linkage 
Figure 1-6 depicts the regional roadway network in the greater Omaha region.  The proposed 
roadway, designated as U.S. 34, would become part of the National Highway System.  The 
existing U.S. 34 is further designated as part of the Priority Commercial System in Nebraska and 
its equivalent in Iowa, the Commercial and Industrial Network (CIN).  The Priority Commercial 
System, established in 1988, is “a network of routes designed to carry higher volumes, especially 
larger volumes of commercial vehicles” (NDOR, 1996).  The CIN, established in 1989, is a 
network of primary highways to “improve the flow of commerce; make travel more convenient, 
safe and efficient; and better connect Iowa with regional, national and international markets” 
(Iowa DOT, 1999).  Roadways on these systems serve as corridors that provide vital links for 
services and movement of raw materials and consumer goods. 

I-29 through western Iowa has served as the principal north-south transportation corridor in this 
region for many years.  In 1994, Kennedy Freeway replaced a four-lane, multi-signaled, over-
capacity arterial highway and allowed southeast Sarpy County to develop in accordance with land 
use plans.  It provides uninterrupted, high-speed traffic flow from I-80 south to Fairview Road 
(see Figure 1-2).

The existing connections between U.S. 75 and I-29 are inefficient, however.  These major 
facilities are connected by three narrow, outdated two-lane bridges with slow-speed approaches 
through the downtown areas of South Omaha (U.S. 275), Bellevue (Highway 370), and 
Plattsmouth (U.S. 34).  Therefore, a free-flowing transportation link is needed between these two 
major facilities to meet the goals of the Priority Commercial System and the CIN and to serve the 
future increased traffic demand.  NEPA studies are underway for both the South Omaha Bridge 
and the Plattsmouth Bridge.  The purpose of those two proposed actions is based on needs other 
than the system linkage need identified for this Project.   

                                                     
7  An expressway is a multi-lane divided highway with at-grade intersections, often in combination with 

interchanges at high-volume intersections and primary routes. 
8 The MAPA model was modified to incorporate Year 2030 socioeconomic data, and further model 

detail was added to improve the accuracy and applicability of the traffic projections for this study.  For 
the traffic projections, it was assumed that the I-80 and U.S. 275 bridges to the north would be 
improved and a Missouri River bridge would be retained in the vicinity of Plattsmouth.   
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The Sarpy County Comprehensive Development Plan (JEO and Daly, May 1993) identifies 
Platteview Road, shown in Figure 1-2, as a future highway corridor across the southern half of the 
county to connect I-80 on the west with U.S. 75 on the east.  Although Platteview Road is not on 
the State Highway System, the county’s inclusion of this highway in its comprehensive 
development plan is recognition that a regional corridor facility is required to meet its future land 
use needs.  Developing a free-flow facility from U.S. 75 to I-29 would allow this system linkage 
to be extended across the entire southern Omaha metropolitan area; thereby, improving traffic 
movement between I-80 on the west and I-29 on the east. 

Travel surveys were conducted to determine the travel demand patterns in the southern Sarpy 
County, eastern Cass County, and western Mills County region.  Figure 1-7, based on an origin-
destination study conducted in 1996, shows the proportion of traffic heading in particular 
directions (for example, southern Sarpy County traffic heading in the quadrant west to south, 
eastern Cass County traffic heading north to east, and western Mills County traffic heading north 
to west).  To revalidate the previous origin-destination study, a travel survey was conducted in 
2003 by interviewing motorists using the Bellevue Bridge.  In addition, area businesses were 
interviewed regarding business and customer use of the Bellevue Bridge.  The origin-destination 
study and the travel survey both indicated a strong travel demand in the southeast-to-northwest 
direction.  This demand stems primarily from commuters from residential areas of western Mills 
County traveling to employment in the Omaha/Bellevue area.  The travel demand patterns from 
southeast to northwest further demonstrate the need for an efficient roadway connection that 
crosses the Missouri River in the southern Omaha metropolitan area (that is, southern Bellevue). 

The roadway configuration of Highway 370 and the weight limitations of the Bellevue Bridge 
result in a tendency to avoid traveling on these facilities.  Trucks with loads above the bridge’s 
posted maximum weights, which vary based on the number of axles, must take another route.  
The travel survey conducted in 2003 indicated that some commuters also avoid crossing the 
Bellevue Bridge because of the toll cost.  Avoidance of the bridge leads to travel delays and out-
of-distance travel costs associated with extra mileage on vehicles. 

1.4.4 Compatibility with Local Land Use 
MAPA growth forecasts for the region indicate population increases of 29 percent (0.86 percent 
annually) from 2000 to 2030 and 20 percent (0.59 percent annually) from 2030 to 2060.  Land 
Use plans account for this increased growth by reflecting the conversion of agricultural and rural 
land to commercial and industrial uses.  Figure 1-8 depicts a compilation of future land use maps 
from the comprehensive plans of communities and counties in the Study Area.  The southern half 
of the Study Area within Nebraska is predominately zoned for commercial and industrial use.  
This area currently contains several large industrial facilities, with over 2,000 acres for potential 
industrial growth.  MAPA has indicated that this is one of only two large-tract industrial areas 
that remain in the Omaha metropolitan area (the I-80 corridor in west Omaha is the other area).  
Several large manufacturing operations from outside the region have considered locating in this 
area in recent years. 

Industrial facilities rely on convenient access to the regional transportation system.  Sarpy County 
currently lacks efficient access to I-29, the north-south interstate serving the eastern Omaha 
metropolitan area.  Large trucks therefore must use the inefficient connection through Bellevue 
(or possibly avoid the route because of weight limitations) or cross at either the South Omaha 
Bridge on U.S. 275 or the I-80 bridge.  Several transportation companies in the area, contacted as 
part of the travel survey in 2003, indicated the importance of minimizing travel time and concern 
over the deteriorating condition of the Bellevue Bridge.  Several shippers noted that they 
currently avoid the route.  These concerns demonstrate that the Project is needed to provide 
transportation service to the current industry as well as future industry identified in local land use 
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plans.  A northwest-to-southeast road functioning as an expressway connecting U.S. 75 and I-29 
along an industrial corridor would allow a free-flow transfer of goods in a northwest-southeast 
direction between southeast Nebraska and southwest Iowa. 

The Project is needed not only to efficiently serve the projected land use of the Study Area but 
also to route the highway through a corridor with complementary land uses.  The existing corridor 
through Bellevue includes residential, schools, and parkland, which are not land uses compatible 
with a major highway corridor (see Figure 1-9, Future Land Use Plans Along Highway 370). 

1.5 PURPOSE AND NEED SUMMARY 
As described in this chapter, the existing connecting route between U.S. 75 and I-29, including 
the Bellevue Bridge, is substandard.  The bridge does not meet current structural and functional 
design standards and has a limited life expectancy.  Although bridge repairs are being made, the 
modified structure will still be substandard because of its narrowness.  The roadway is also 
substandard, with inconsistent segment geometry and speed as well as inadequate operating 
capacity.  The roadway does not provide adequate system linkage between two major north-south 
highway facilities and does not accommodate the growth planned for the southern Omaha 
metropolitan area.  Consequently, the connectivity between the Omaha metropolitan area and 
southwest Iowa should be improved to provide a safe and free-flowing connection across the 
Missouri River from U.S. 75 to I-29 that fulfills the transportation needs of the region and the 
southern Omaha metropolitan area. 
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CHAPTER 2 
ALTERNATIVES

This chapter addresses alternative solutions to meet the Project purpose and need, discussed in 
Chapter 1.  Specifically, this chapter presents the process used to identify and screen alternatives, 
the range of alternatives considered, the process for eliminating alternatives and determining 
which alternatives to carry forward for detailed study in this EIS, and the rationale for identifying 
the Preferred Alternative.  It also compares the potential impacts of implementing each of the 
alternatives studied in detail and discusses other reasonably foreseeable actions in the Study Area. 

2.1 PROCESS OF IDENTIFYING AND SCREENING ALTERNATIVES 
The following multi-step process was used to identify and screen alternatives based on 
information from previous studies as well as information developed for this EIS. 

Step 1 Range of Alternatives 
Develop a range of alternatives to consider.  Review the corridors developed in the 
1996 Draft EIS and related studies.1  Determine if any of the1996 corridors located in the 
current Study Area have unacceptable environmental, geotechnical, or engineering design 
or other circumstances that would prevent them from being constructed.  Then identify 
additional build alternatives within the Study Area that may meet the Project purpose and 
need.

Step 2 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration 
Evaluate the range of alternatives with respect to the Project purpose and need and major 
environmental resources.  Eliminate alternatives that do not meet the Project purpose and 
need or have unacceptable impacts. 

Step 3 Alternatives Carried Forward 
Identify the alternatives that meet the Project purpose and need and should be carried 
forward for detailed study.  Develop preliminary alignments and other details for each 
build alternative carried forward. 

Step 4 Preferred Alternative 
Identify the preferred alternative based on engineering considerations, potential 
environmental impacts, input from regulatory agencies, and public opinion. 

                                                     
1 In conjunction with the preparation of the 1996 Draft EIS, 29 technical memoranda were prepared to 

document the investigation of various engineering and environmental issues.  In addition, three formal 
reports were prepared.  Two of these reports dealt specifically with the development and 
documentation of alternatives: the 1994 U.S. 34: I-29 to U.S. 75 Corridor Study Prelocation Document
and the 1996 U.S. 34 Corridor Location and Bridge Study.
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2.2 RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES 
Initially, a wide range of alternatives was developed and considered, as shown and explained 
below.

� No-Build Alternative 

� Improvements Not Requiring Major Construction 

o Transportation System Management 

o Travel Demand Management 

o Alternative Transportation Modes 

� Improvements to the Existing Roadway and Bridge 

� Corridors Identified in the 1996 Draft EIS and Related Studies 

� New Roadway Corridors 

2.2.1 No-Build Alternative 
The No-Build Alternative represents the baseline conditions for the Study Area for Year 2030.  
It is the benchmark against which the impacts of other alternatives can be compared.  Under the 
No-Build Alternative, the proposed improvements to the roadway connection between the 
southern Omaha metropolitan area and southwest Iowa would not be constructed.  Instead, this 
connection would continue to be provided along existing Highway 370, including the existing 
structurally and functionally deficient Bellevue Bridge.2

In addition to the existing roadways, the No-Build Alternative includes the committed 
improvements in the Study Area that are identified in MAPA’s LRTP.  The following major 
projects in the Study Area are included in the LRTP: 

� Widening of U.S. 75 to six lanes from N-370 to I-80 (north of Bellevue) (see Figure 2-2) 

� Extension of U.S. 75 south of the Platte River to Bay Road, including construction of a 
new interchange at the relocated Platteview Road, north of the Platte River (see 
Figure 2-2) 

� Widening of portions of the following arterial streets: Capehart Road, Fairview Road, 
25th Street, Platteview Road, and Harvel Drive (see Figure 2-2) 

� Widening of U.S. 275 to four lanes from the Missouri River to I-29, including 
replacement of the South Omaha Bridge (north of Bellevue) 

The No-Build Alternative also includes ongoing minor maintenance activities throughout the 
Study Area. 

Although there is no guarantee that all aspects of MAPA’s LRTP will be implemented within the 
planning horizon for the Project, they are all reasonably foreseeable and consistent with assumed 
funding sources as mandated by surface transportation legislation.  They would also likely be 
implemented under the other alternatives identified in Section 2.2 of this DEIS. 

                                                     
2  The No-Build Alternative assumes that the Bellevue Bridge would be maintained and would remain in 

use for the duration of the planning horizon, regardless of cost and other factors.  Ongoing repairs to 
the existing bridge are scheduled to be completed in October.   
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2.2.2 Improvements Not Requiring Major Construction 
Strategies that focus primarily on low- or no-cost improvements, rather than major new 
construction, to reduce congestion on an existing roadway system include transportation system 
management (TSM), travel demand management (TDM), and alternative modes of transportation.  
These strategies, discussed below, are typically used in large metropolitan areas with a population 
greater than 200,000. 

Transportation System Management 
TSM strategies are designed to maximize the efficiency of the existing transportation system.  
TSM includes methods to reduce congestion and better manage traffic using existing facilities or 
low-cost improvements and minimal construction.  Examples follow: 

� Spot geometric improvements (such as widening to provide auxiliary turn lanes, 
installation or modification of traffic signals, resurfacing, street lighting, and traffic-
calming techniques such as roundabouts) 

� High-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes 

� Improved coordination of traffic signals to manage arterial traffic flow 

� Intelligent transportation system (ITS) strategies (such as traveler information services 
and incident detection and response) 

Travel Demand Management 
TDM strategies are designed to reduce the demand for transportation, thereby decreasing the 
number of vehicles using the system.  Such strategies are typically aimed at reducing the number 
of single-occupancy-vehicle work trips during peak periods.  Examples follow: 

� Rideshare

� Park and ride facilities 

� Alternative work hour programs (such as compressed work weeks, flextime, and 
telecommuting) 

� Vanpool programs 

� Transit incentives 

Alternative Transportation Modes 
Improvements to mass transit (bus service), pedestrian/bicycle facilities, and other alternative 
transportation modes can reduce the number of vehicles using the roadway system, thereby 
reducing congestion and improving the operation of the existing roadway system. 

2.2.3 Improvements to the Existing Roadway and Bridge 
This alternative consists of rehabilitating or replacing the existing bridge and improving the 
existing roadway (shown in Figure 2-2) in an attempt to meet the Project purpose and need. 

Analysis of the existing bridge indicates that because of the narrow width (22 feet) and structure 
type (truss), it is not reasonable to rehabilitate the bridge to meet current design standards.  
Therefore, construction of a new four-lane bridge would be required to fulfill the Project purpose 
and need. 
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The existing roadway would also require widening to accommodate future traffic volumes and 
meet the Project purpose and need.  In addition, the segment of N-370 from Harlan Drive to 
Mission Avenue (along Galvin Road) would need realignment to eliminate the right-angle turns 
in N-370.  Table 2-1 summarizes the existing roadway width and the widening that would be 
required to provide an acceptable level of service for an arterial street for the projected Year 2030 
traffic volumes. 

Table 2-1 
Proposed Widening on Highway 370, by Segment 

Segment Existing Roadway Widened Roadway 
U.S. 75 to Fort Crook Road1 4-lane divided 8-lane divided 
Fort Crook Road to Galvin Road (Harlan Drive)1 4-lane divided 6-lane divided 
Harlan Drive to Mission Avenue (Galvin Road)1 4-lane undivided 4-lane divided 
Galvin Road to Missouri River (Mission Avenue) 2-lane, 3-lane, and 4-lane 

undivided 
4-lane divided 

Missouri River to I-29 2-lane rural 4-lane rural 
Note: 
1 Sections of N-370 between U.S. 75 and Galvin Road are projected to be over capacity and would 

require widening under the no-build condition; however, no widening or capacity improvements 
are currently planned for this section.  Therefore, the widening shown in the table is the total 
widening that would be required by 2030 to accommodate growth in the no-build traffic volumes 
as well as the additional traffic expected to use a replacement bridge. 

2.2.4 Corridors Identified in the 1996 Draft EIS and Related Studies 
The 1996 Draft EIS and related studies initially identified 64 potential alignments within 
12 corridors in a study area that was bounded by Offutt Air Force Base (AFB) on the north, 
Mud Creek (south of Plattsmouth, Nebraska) and Keg Creek (south and east of Pacific Junction, 
Iowa) on the south, U.S. 75 on the west, and I-29 on the east.  Preliminary screening reduced the 
number of potential corridors to seven based on unacceptable impacts or significant 
shortcomings. 

During a second level of screening, the remaining seven corridors were evaluated with respect to 
a variety of engineering and environmental considerations.  This screening resulted in two build 
alternatives: the North Alignment (in Corridor B) and the South Alignment (in Corridor H).  
These two build alternatives and the No-Build Alternative were evaluated in detail in the 
1996 Draft EIS.  As noted in Chapter 1, consensus on a preferred corridor could not be reached, 
and further work on the 1996 Draft EIS was therefore terminated. 

For the Bellevue Bridge Study, all 12 of the corridors in the 1996 Draft EIS were reviewed to 
determine which could meet the Project purpose and need and were within the current Study 
Area.  This review concluded that three of the 12 corridors (A, B, and C), shown in Figure 2-1, 
were within the Study Area and should be reviewed for inclusion in the initial range of 
alternatives considered for the Bellevue Bridge Study.  Corridor C was eliminated from 
consideration because it would have impacts on the Schilling WMA and would not meet 
Section 4(f) requirements.3

                                                     
3 Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 requires that public parks, 

recreation areas, wildlife or waterfowl refuges, and historic sites not be used for transportation projects 
unless there are no other “prudent and feasible alternatives to using that land” (49 USC 303). 
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2.2.5 New Roadway Corridors 
Potential new roadway corridors within the Study Area are limited by a variety of constraints.  
Corridors traversing north of the existing connecting route are not reasonable since the corridors 
cross either the Fontenelle Forest and Nature Center or the developed core of Bellevue.  Corridors 
in this area would result in significant impacts on the built human environment and/or impacts on 
public parks or recreation areas.  Therefore, new corridors north of the existing connecting route 
were not considered. 

Immediately south of the existing corridor is Offutt AFB, a 2-mile area (north to south) that new 
corridors could not traverse.  Exclusion of this area leaves an approximately 3-mile area (north to 
south) between Offutt AFB and the Platte River in which new roadway corridors are possible.  
Because U.S. 75 and I-29 (the two termini of the Project) are access controlled and free flowing, 
the junctions at these highways must terminate at existing interchanges or meet minimum 
requirements4 for distance between new and existing interchanges.  Two corridors identified 
between Offutt AFB and the Platte River would meet the interchange spacing criteria for both 
U.S. 75 and I-29 and are described below.  Corridors south of the Platte River were not 
considered because of their proximity to the Plattsmouth Bridge and Schilling WMA. 

South of Offutt Air Force Base Corridor 
The South of Offutt AFB Corridor is similar to Corridor A in the 1996 Draft EIS (see Figure 2-1).  
This corridor is approximately 1 mile wide and traverses primarily agricultural land.  The corridor 
begins at the existing interchange of U.S. 75 with Fort Crook Road and Fairview Road on the 
west.  Between U.S. 75 and Papillion Creek, the corridor is bounded by Offutt AFB on the north 
and by the Normandy Hills residential area on the south.  Between Papillion Creek and the 
Missouri River, the corridor curves to the southeast to avoid several small lakes southeast of 
Offutt AFB and then curves northeast between the Missouri River and I-29 to maximize spacing 
between a new I-29 interchange and the existing rest area south of the corridor. 

Southern Sarpy County Corridor 
The Southern Sarpy County Corridor is Corridor B (North Alignment) in the 1996 Draft EIS (see 
Figure 2-1).  This corridor begins between U.S. 75 and the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway 
(BNSF) line, where it connects to the proposed interchange of U.S. 75 with relocated Platteview 
Road.5  The corridor is approximately 0.5 mile wide and parallel to Papillion Creek between the 
BNSF rail line and the Missouri River.  East of the Missouri River, the corridor becomes 
approximately 1 mile wide and continues southeasterly to connect to the existing interchange of 
I-29 with U.S. 34.  This corridor also traverses primarily agricultural land. 

                                                     
4 FHWA policy states that new interchanges on the interstate must be at least 2 miles from the nearest 

adjacent interchange in rural areas and at least 1 mile from the nearest adjacent interchange in urban 
areas.  Similar spacing requirements are desirable for all freeways, even if they are not designated 
interstates. 

5 A diamond interchange and realignment of Platteview Road are programmed for construction in 2007 
to 2009 as part of the NDOR U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project. 
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2.3 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 
As discussed in the Purpose and Need Summary in Chapter 1, the existing connecting route 
between U.S. 75 and I-29, including the Bellevue Bridge, is substandard.  The bridge does not 
meet current structural and functional design standards and has a limited life expectancy.  The 
roadway is also substandard; it has inconsistent segment geometry and speed limits as well as 
inadequate operating capacity.  The roadway does not provide adequate system linkage between 
two major north-south highway facilities and does not accommodate the growth planned for the 
southern Omaha metropolitan area.  Consequently, the connectivity between the Omaha 
metropolitan area and southwest Iowa should be improved to provide a safe and free-flowing 
connection across the Missouri River from U.S. 75 to I-29 that fulfills the transportation needs of 
the region and the southern Omaha metropolitan area. 

When the range of alternatives was evaluated, any alternatives that did not meet the Project 
purpose and need were eliminated as explained in this section. 

2.3.1 No-Build Alternative 
The No-Build Alternative would not meet the Project purpose and need and should be eliminated 
from further consideration.  However, since it is required by NEPA, as implemented through 
40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1502.14, it was carried forward to serve as a baseline for 
comparison with the build alternatives (see Section 2.4.1). 

2.3.2 Improvements Not Requiring Major Construction 

Transportation System Management and Travel Demand Management 
TSM and TDM strategies are typically used to improve the capacity of existing facilities and 
cannot address the physical condition and system linkage needs of the Project.  Therefore, the 
TSM and TDM strategies alternatives were eliminated from further consideration as stand-alone 
alternatives; however, some portions of the TSM and TDM strategies may be incorporated as 
appropriate in the selected build alternative. 

Alternative Transportation Modes 
A key goal of public transit is to reduce single-occupancy vehicular traffic and thus reduce 
congestion and the need for roadway expansion.  Metro Area Transit (MAT) is the transit 
provider for the City of Omaha and surrounding communities, including Council Bluffs and 
Bellevue.  The Omaha metropolitan area, like many Midwestern cities of similar size and density, 
has a relatively low transit share,6 which is conveyed via buses.  Southwestern Iowa does not 
have a transit system operating in the Study Area; the only bus connection between Nebraska and 
Iowa, provided by MAT, is along I-480. 

Although MAPA’s LRTP outlines continued expansion of the current bus-based system with 
emphasis on combined radial and cross-town routes (local and express), there are no plans to 
expand the system to outlying communities in southwest Iowa.  The LRTP also notes that 
alternative modes (such as rail) are unlikely to replace the bus-based system in the foreseeable 
future unless socioeconomic conditions change. 

                                                     
6  The transit share of travel is the percentage of trips using public transit. 
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Bicycle and pedestrian facilities throughout the Study Area consist of various systems of 
sidewalks and trail facilities.  The Papio-Missouri River Natural Resources District (NRD) 
maintains approximately 70 miles of mainline, connector, and spur trails in the Omaha 
metropolitan area, and has proposed an additional 140 miles of trails (MAPA, September 2000).  
Several trails exist or are planned in the Study Area. 

The Federal government is placing greater emphasis on bicycles and walking as a means of 
transportation.  Even with support from Federal policy and local governments, however, 
bicycling and walking are not expected to replace the automobile as the primary mode of 
transportation within the Study Area. 

Mass transit and bicycle facilities are primarily intended to reduce congestion and cannot address 
the physical condition and system linkage needs of the Project.  Therefore, the alternative 
transportation modes alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 

2.3.3 Improvements to the Existing Roadway and Bridge 
Improvements to the existing roadway and bridge would involve substantial widening and 
realignment of N-370 through Bellevue and complete replacement of the existing bridge.  Such 
improvements would mitigate some of the capacity-restricting characteristics of the existing 
roadway, such as right-angle turns and low speed limits, which do not meet current standards.  
However, traffic signals, low-speed horizontal curves, and a large number of access points would 
remain, limiting the ability of the existing route to provide a free-flow facility to serve regional 
transportation needs. 

In addition to not meeting primary elements of the Project purpose and need, the improvements to 
the existing roadway would have major impacts on adjacent properties.  The widening would 
require extensive retaining walls, steepened driveway grades, acquisition of at least seven existing 
structures, and possible elimination of on-street parking along Mission Avenue in downtown 
Bellevue.  This alternative also could have impacts on Haworth Park, Baldwin Fields (baseball 
diamonds), and the Fontenelle Bank, which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP).  These impacts would make this an unreasonable alternative.  Therefore, the 
improvements to the existing roadway and bridge alternative was eliminated from further 
consideration.

2.4 ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD 
Two build alternatives were carried forward for detailed study, analysis, and comparison to the 
No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1): one in the South of Offutt AFB Corridor (Alt. 2) and one in the 
Southern Sarpy County Corridor (Alt. 3). 

Both build alternatives would meet all aspects of the Project purpose and need.  Table 2-2 lists the 
design criteria established for the two build alternatives. 

Figures 2-3 and 2-4 show typical cross sections of the four primary roadway segments in the 
build alternatives: the western terminus at U.S. 75 to the Missouri River, the bridge over the 
Missouri River, the Missouri River to west of I-29, and west of I-29 to the eastern terminus at the 
I-29 interchange.  These figures include the widths of the lateral obstacle clearance,7 shoulders, 
driving lanes, and median. 

                                                     
7  Lateral obstacle clearance is the width of the area beyond the edge of the through driving lanes that is 

kept clear of tall vegetation and other obstructions in order to provide a recovery area for errant 
vehicles. 
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Table 2-2 
Design Criteria for Both Build Alternatives Carried Forward1

Criteria Nebraska Section Iowa Section
Total Number of Driving Lanes 4 4 
Lane Width 12 feet 12 feet 
Expected Posted Speed Limit  45-55 mph 65 mph 
Design Vehicle Semi-tractor with 

48-foot-long trailer 
Semi-tractor with  

48-foot-long trailer 
Median Width/Type 

Rural 
Interchange 

16 feet raised  
16 feet raised 

64 feet depressed 
23 feet raised 

Note: 
1 Based on NDOR and Iowa DOT design guidelines. 

2.4.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
The No-Build Alternative was carried forward to serve as a baseline for comparison with the 
build alternatives.  Under this alternative, as well as Alternatives 2 and 3, other projects such as 
repair of the existing Bellevue Bridge and those identified in the 2025 LRTP projects would 
proceed.

2.4.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt Air Force Base 
A representative alignment was developed for Alternative 2, shown in Figure 2-5, using the 
transportation design criteria and the typical cross sections and considering known constraints 
within the corridor.  Alternative 2 begins at the intersection of U.S. 75 with Fort Crook Road and 
Fairview Road, where the existing partial cloverleaf interchange at this location would be 
reconstructed as a diamond-type interchange.8  The alternative extends east on new right-of-way 
(ROW) across Papillion Creek and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) rail line.  Then it curves to 
the southeast to avoid Offutt AFB and crosses the BNSF rail line and spur track.  The crossings of 
the UPRR and BNSF rail lines would be grade separated, with the proposed roadway on a bridge 
over each rail line.  The bridge over the UPRR rail line would also span North 5th Street, 
providing an underpass for access to properties north of the proposed roadway.  The alternative 
continues southeasterly to avoid several small lakes southeast of Offutt AFB.  Then it curves 
toward the northeast and crosses the Missouri River nearly 2 miles north of the Papillion Creek 
confluence.

The Missouri River crossing would include a bridge that would begin west of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) flood control levee on the Nebraska bank and continue across the 
river to the east side of the USACE flood control levee on the Iowa bank.  The preliminary bridge 
layout includes a seven-span Nebraska approach, three main spans, and a 10-span Iowa approach.  
One of the main spans would provide a minimum of 450 feet of horizontal clearance and 52 feet 
of vertical clearance for the navigation channel in the river.  A preliminary pier layout for the 
bridge was developed in coordination with the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) to minimize navigation 
impacts.  The bridge does not infringe upon the air space envelope required for aircraft taking off 
from and landing at Offutt AFB. 

                                                     
8 The final configuration of the proposed interchange at this location may change due to modifications 

resulting from the NDOR U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project that is currently being designed. 
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From the east end of the bridge over the Missouri River, the alternative continues northeasterly 
for about 1.75 miles to a new diamond-type interchange with I-29, located about 1.5 miles north 
of the rest area and 4 miles north of the northern interchange of I-29 with U.S. 34 (the Glenwood, 
Iowa, exit). 

This alternative has priority III access control.9  Preliminary access locations are shown in 
Figure 2-5.  The total length of this alternative is approximately 5.9 miles.  It would require 297 
acres of new ROW.  Alternative 2 would cost approximately 25 percent more to construct than 
Alternative 3, primarily because of the construction of an additional bridge over Papillion Creek 
and a new interchange on I-29. 

2.4.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
A representative alignment was developed for Alternative 3, shown in Figure 2-6, using the 
transportation design criteria and the typical cross sections and considering known constraints 
within the corridor.  Alternative 3 begins at the east end of the U.S. 75 interchange with relocated 
Platteview Road proposed as part of the NDOR U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project, which 
is programmed for construction in 2007 to 2009.  This alternative includes upgrading elements of 
the U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project as follows: 

� Widening the proposed bridge over the UPRR and BNSF rail lines. 

� Widening relocated Platteview Road from a two-lane roadway to a four-lane roadway 
from the east end of the proposed U.S. 75 interchange for about 1 mile to the east. 

Alternative 3 continues southeast on new ROW from the point where relocated Platteview Road 
turns to the south all the way to the Missouri River crossing.  It crosses the Missouri River 
approximately midway between the points where Papillion Creek and the Platte River flow into 
the Missouri River and south of the Iske Park residential area. 

The Missouri River crossing would include a bridge that would begin west of the USACE flood 
control levee on the Nebraska bank and continue across the river to the east side of the USACE 
flood control levee on the Iowa bank.  The preliminary bridge layout includes a three-span 
Nebraska approach, three main spans, and a 12-span Iowa approach.  One of the main spans 
would provide a minimum of 450 feet of horizontal clearance and 52 feet of vertical clearance for 
the navigation channel in the river.  A preliminary pier layout for the bridge was developed in 
coordination with USCG to minimize navigation impacts. 

East of the Missouri River crossing, Alternative 3 curves to the south and then to the east for 
approximately 1.4 miles, to the northern U.S. 34 interchange with I-29 (the Glenwood exit).  The 
trend of the alignment paralleling the Missouri River was modified from an initial version that 
was at an angle to the Missouri River and caused more diagonal severance.  This alternative 
includes widening U.S. 34 from a two-lane roadway to a four-lane divided roadway through the 
existing interchange with I-29 (including construction of a new bridge) to connect with the four-
lane section of U.S. 34 east of I-29. 

This alternative has priority III access control.  Preliminary access locations are shown in 
Figure 2-6.  The total length of this alternative is 6.7 miles.  It would require 272 acres of new 
ROW.  Alternative 3 would cost approximately 25 percent less to construct than Alternative 2. 

                                                     
9  At-grade intersections would be allowed with a minimum spacing of 1,000 feet between intersections 

(Iowa DOT, July 1995).   
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2.5 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
The Project applicants, Iowa DOT and NDOR, have reviewed all reasonable alternatives under 
consideration (including the No-Build Alternative) and have identified Alternative 3 as the 
preferred alternative based on the following criteria: the Project purpose and need, potential 
impacts on the human and natural environments, and early coordination with resource agencies 
and the public. 

Following publication of this Draft EIS, the final preferred alternative will be selected through a 
collaborative effort with FHWA (the sponsoring agency of this Project) and in consideration of 
public and agency comment on this Draft EIS.  In selecting the final preferred alternative, FHWA 
is expected to consider the above criteria from a Federal responsibility perspective.  FHWA will 
examine how the Project fits into a broader transportation network; whether the Project is 
consistent with national initiatives, such as Environmental Justice; and whether Federal dollars 
are being spent in a cost-effective manner.  In addition, FHWA is required to give consideration 
to Project alternatives that minimize impacts on protected resources, such as historic properties.  
As a result, there is no assurance that the final preferred alternative would be the same as the 
preferred alternative identified in this Draft EIS. 

Between the publication of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS, FHWA, Iowa DOT, and NDOR will 
work together to determine the final preferred alternative.  The final selection of an alternative 
will not be made until the alternatives’ impacts and comments on the Draft EIS, including those 
made at the public hearing, have been fully evaluated.  The Final EIS will identify the selected 
alternative and include a comprehensive discussion of its determination. 
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CHAPTER 3 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This chapter describes the existing environment for each resource potentially affected by the 
Project.  The organization essentially follows FHWA’s Guidance for Preparing and Processing 
Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents (Technical Advisory T 6640.8A) (FHWA, 
October 30, 1987), with some exceptions to facilitate the flow of information on this Project.  The 
following resources do not exist within the Study Area and are not included in this or subsequent 
chapters: wild and scenic rivers, coastal barriers, and coastal zones.  For a discussion of the 
potential social, economic, and environmental impacts that the alternatives under consideration 
would have on all potentially affected resources, see Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. 

3.1 LAND USE 

3.1.1 Current and Future Land Use 
The topography of the Study Area is floodplain landscape characterized by level to gently rolling 
terrain.  Within the Study Area, Sarpy and Mills counties are predominantly rural in nature, 
consisting primarily of vacant and actively farmed agricultural land (Bucher, Willis & Ratliff, 
March 1992).  These agricultural lands are mainly cropland, with limited areas of pastureland and 
livestock feeding areas.  The most common row crops planted are corn and soybeans. 

Farmsteads in the Study Area typically comprise a single-family residence along with barns and 
outbuildings for grain, livestock, and machinery storage.  Farms in the area include both family 
farms, where the principal use of the land is agriculture, and hobby farms, where the principal use 
of the land is residential and for small livestock or boarded animals rather than for cash crop 
production. 

Most of the residential development in the Study Area is concentrated in Bellevue, in the 
northwest section of the Study Area.  Bellevue, the only city within the Study Area, makes up less 
than one-quarter of the entire Study Area.  In addition, three small residential areas are located in 
the rural portions of the Study Area: the Normandy Hills residential development north of 
Platteview Road and the Iske Park and Elbow Bend residential areas along the Missouri River.  
The Papio-Missouri River NRD has purchased approximately half of the residences in the Elbow 
Bend area and has a standing offer to purchase the remaining residences as part of a floodplain 
management project; however, the Papio-Missouri River NRD has no plans for public use of the 
property (Papio-Missouri River NRD, October 2, 2003). 

Commercial and industrial development within the Study Area is predominantly located within 
the incorporated limits of Bellevue, although there is some industrial development (such as 
Rinker Materials Prestressed and PCS Nitrogen, a former chemical plant) south of La Platte Road 
in Sarpy County.  Offutt AFB, a facility of approximately 1,914 acres, is located in the northwest 
portion of the Study Area (southeast of Bellevue) and includes a runway for military and other 
designated aircraft.  Offutt AFB is an air combat installation that is home to the 55th Combat 
Wing, U.S. Strategic Command (a joint Air Force-Navy command center), the Air Force Weather 
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Agency, and the U.S. Air Force Heartland of America Band.  Public and semi-public1 land uses 
include public buildings, community parks, and utilities located in Bellevue.  Other public land 
uses within the Study Area include Folsom Lake, Haworth Park, Bellevue Marina, and 
Schilling WMA.  Additionally, Metropolitan Utilities District (MUD) owns a parcel of land near 
the Missouri River between Papillion Creek and the Platte River that is one of four candidate sites 
for wetland mitigation for the Platte West water treatment plant.  The treatment plant is currently 
being designed; however, a mitigation plan has not been finalized (MUD, February 22, 2003). 

Future land use within the Study Area is identified in the Bellevue, Sarpy County, and Mills 
County comprehensive plans.  The Bellevue Comprehensive Plan indicates that future land use is 
expected to be similar to current land use, with continued expansion of urban land uses south and 
west of Bellevue into rural areas of Sarpy County (Bucher, Willis & Ratliff, March 1992).  The 
Sarpy County Comprehensive Development Plan indicates that the area bounded by U.S. 75, the 
Missouri River, the Platte River, and the Bellevue corporate limits is planned for future industrial 
development (JEO and Daly, May 1993).  Within the Study Area, Mills County is expected to 
remain primarily agricultural, with a small area proposed for industrial development north of 
Highway 370 and a small area proposed for mixed-use development west of I-29, near the 
U.S. 34 Glenwood exit.  In addition, The Mills County Plan: A Comprehensive Plan for Mills 
County, Iowa, identifies a large park area adjacent to the Missouri River in an area known as 
St. Mary’s Island2 (RDG Crose Gardner Shukert, August 2002).  USACE has identified 
St. Mary’s Island as a future conservation area for terrestrial3 wildlife.  The area identified by 
USACE does not extend as far north or south as the park area in the Mills County Plan.  USACE 
plans to begin purchasing land from willing sellers in 2004 (USACE, July 31, 2003).  See 
Figure 1-9 for a map showing local and county future land use plans in the Study Area. 

MAPA is responsible for planning transportation improvements in the Study Area.  MAPA’s 
LRTP includes a future roadway and bridge from U.S. 75 in Sarpy County to I-29 in Mills 
County.  The Sarpy County Comprehensive Development Plan and the Mills County Plan also 
discuss a future bridge and roadway in this area. 

3.1.2 Joint Development 
Joint development represents opportunities to retain or enhance important values within 
communities affected by a proposed project.  The joint development of a proposed roadway 
(including associated ROW) into a shared, multifunction facility serves to provide alternative 
uses of public land in addition to a transportation route.  Such alternative uses may include 
housing developments, parking facilities, pedestrian/bicycle trails, underground utilities, and 
other infrastructure.  The purpose of joint development is to preserve or enhance the affected 
area’s social, economic, environmental, and visual values in a cost-effective manner and preserve 
or develop community areas. 

3.2 FARMLAND 
As discussed in Section 3.1, Land Use, the Study Area includes tracts of agricultural land 
interspersed with developed areas.  Nearly all of the agricultural land in the South of Offutt AFB 
and Southern Sarpy County corridors is classified as prime farmland by the U.S. Department of 

                                                     
1  Public land uses are those that are publicly owned; semi-public land uses are privately owned but are 

open for the general public’s use. 
2  St. Mary’s Island is a former oxbow on the Missouri River and is currently used as farmland. 
3  Terrestrial means living or growing on land, as opposed to the sea or air. 
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Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service4 (NRCS) but not as unique 
farmland.  There are no unique or statewide or locally important farmlands within the Study Area. 

Prime farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for 
producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and is also available for these uses (the 
land could be cropland, pastureland, rangeland, forestland, or other land, but not urban built-up 
land or water).  It has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to 
economically produce sustained high yields of crops when treated and managed, including water 
management, according to acceptable farming methods (USDA NRCS, 2001). 

Prime farmland in the Study Area is generally found within the fertile alluvial floodplain of the 
Missouri River.  The land not classified as prime farmland is less well defined but is typically 
located in the upland areas of the corridor.  Farmlands in the South of Offutt AFB and Southern 
Sarpy County corridors are dedicated to row crop production, hay, and pasture.  Corn and 
soybeans are the primary commercial crops grown. 

3.2.1 Sarpy County 
The portion of the South of Offutt AFB corridor within Sarpy County is predominately 
agricultural with an area of commercial/industrial use on the northwestern edge.  The dominant 
soil types found are Colo and Kennebec and are considered prime farmland soils used for 
agricultural production (USDA SCS, 1975).

The portion of the Southern Sarpy County corridor within Sarpy County is largely rural and 
predominately a floodplain landscape.  The dominant soil types found are Onawa and Cass and 
are considered prime farmland soils used for agricultural production (USDA SCS, 1975).

3.2.2 Mills County 
The portion of the South of Offutt AFB corridor within Mills County is largely rural and 
predominately floodplain bottomland.  The dominant soil types found are Haynie and Onawa and 
are considered prime farmland soils used for agricultural production.  The agricultural land uses 
associated with these soils are corn and soybean row crops (USDA SCS, 1982). 

The portion of the Southern Sarpy County corridor within Mills County is largely rural and 
predominately floodplain bottomland.  The dominant soil types found in this section are Salix and 
Onawa.  Both the Salix and Onawa soil types are classified as prime farmland, indicating high 
cropland productivity.  The agricultural land uses associated with these soils are corn and soybean 
row crops (USDA SCS, 1982).

3.3 SOCIAL 
This section describes the general social characteristics of the Study Area and surrounding region.  
The topics addressed are population; Environmental Justice; public services, facilities, and 
transportation; and community. 

3.3.1 Population
The population information provided in this section is also used in the subsequent economic 
analysis (see Section 3.6, Economics).  Both analyses pertain to the same region of economic 
influence, which encompasses six counties: Douglas, Sarpy, Cass, and Washington counties in 

                                                     
4  This was formerly the USDA Soil Conservation Service (SCS). 
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Nebraska and Pottawattamie and Mills counties in Iowa.  Four of these counties are outside the 
Study Area. 

Detailed Population Trends and Population Forecasts 
The following describes the trends in population over the last three decades based on the 2000 
Census as well as population growth projected to occur in the next two decades within the region 
of economic influence. 

Population Trends 
The total population for the six-county region of economic influence was 731,545 people, with 
86 percent of the total population residing in Nebraska (see Table 3-1).  Douglas County, with 
463,585 people, had the highest population of the six counties.  Sarpy County, with 
122,595 people, had the second highest population, and Mills County, with 14,547 people, had 
the smallest population in 2000. 

Four cities account for 68 percent of the total population of the region of economic influence.  
The three largest cities, in order of size, are Omaha, with a population of 390,007; Council Bluffs, 
with a population of 58,268; and Bellevue, with a population of 44,382 in the year 2000.  
Glenwood had a population of 5,358 in 2000. 

Within the region of economic influence, Sarpy County was the fastest-growing county during 
each of the last three decades.  From 1970 to 2000, the population of Sarpy County increased by 
over 85 percent, with average annual growth rates of 2.7 percent, 1.8 percent, and 1.8 percent, 
respectively, during the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s.  In comparison, the region of economic 
influence grew by approximately 25 percent during the same period, with average annual growth 
rates of 0.5 percent, 0.5 percent, and 1.1 percent, respectively.  During the 1970s and 1980s, the 
other Nebraska counties in the region of economic influence experienced slow to moderate 
population growth, while the Iowa counties experienced zero to negative population growth. 
However, during the 1990s, all six counties in the region of economic influence experienced 
moderate growth, including a turnaround in population growth for both Mills and Pottawattamie 
counties in Iowa. 

Table 3-1 
Population Trends (1970-2000) 

Population Average Annual Growth Rate  

County 1970 1980 1990 2000 1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-2000
Douglas 389,445 397,038 416,444 463,585 0.2 % 0.5 % 1.1 % 
Sarpy 66,200 86,015 102,583 122,595 2.7 % 1.8 % 1.8 % 
Cass 18,076 20,297 21,318 24,334 1.2 % 0.5 % 1.3 % 
Washington 13,310 15,508 16,607 18,780 1.5 % 0.7 % 1.2 % 
Pottawattamie 86,991 86,561 82,628 87,704 0.0 % -0.5 % 0.6 % 
Mills 13,406 13,202 13,180 14,547 -0.2 % 0.0 % 1.0 % 
Total  587,428 618,621 652,760 731,545 0.5 % 0.5 % 1.1 % 

City
Omaha 346,929 314,255 335,255 390,007 -1.0 % 0.6 % 1.5 % 
Bellevue 21,953 21,813 30,982 44,382 -0.1 % 3.6 % 3.7 % 
Plattsmouth 6,371 6,295 6,412 6,887 -0.1 % 0.2 % 0.7 % 
Council Bluffs 60,348 56,449 54,850 58,268 -0.7% -0.3% 0.6% 
Glenwood 4,421 5,280 4,960 5,358 1.8 % -0.6 % 0.8 % 
Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000. 



  Chapter 3
Affected Environment 

Bellevue Bridge Study October 2004 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 3-5

MAPA, which is the planning agency for five of the six counties in the region of economic 
influence (Cass County is not included in MAPA’s jurisdictional area), attributes the growth in its 
jurisdictional area in the 1990s to factors such as new commercial investments and an increase in 
the housing market.  MAPA also notes that residential development in the loess hills area near 
Glenwood has increased as many people have “chosen to live ‘in the country and work in the 
city’” (MAPA, 2002). 

Population Forecasts 
Available data for the region of economic influence indicate a moderate increase in population, 
with continued strong growth in Sarpy County (see Table 3-2).  The sources of the data used in 
this analysis5 forecast the population of the six-county region to grow to 929,656 in 2020, an 
increase of 27 percent.  This correlates to an average annual growth rate of 1.2 percent per year 
for the region.  This population increase is expected to result from natural increases and continued 
in-migration from surrounding rural agricultural areas to the Omaha metropolitan area. 

In general, the majority of the population growth in the region of economic influence is forecast 
to occur in the Nebraska counties, with approximately 5 percent of the total growth of the region 
expected in the Iowa counties.  Sarpy County will continue to grow and is forecast to have the 
largest annual growth rate, at 1.7 percent per year.  Cass and Pottawattamie counties are forecast 
to have the smallest annual growth rates, at 1.0 and 0.3 percent per year, respectively.  Mills 
County is forecast to grow at 1.1 percent per year. 

Table 3-2 
Population Growth Forecasts 

Population 
Average
Annual

Growth Rate 
County

2000 2020 Percentage
Douglas 463,585 589,659 1.2 % 
Sarpy 122,595 173,032 1.7 %
Cass 24,334 29,452 1.0 %
Washington 18,780 25,404 1.5 % 
Pottawattamie 87,704 93,880 0.3 % 
Mills 14,547 18,229 1.1 %
Total 731,545 929,656 1.2 % 
Sources:  University of Nebraska-Lincoln, College of Business  
  Administration. 

The Pottawattamie County Growth Alliance. 
RDG Crose Gardner Shukert. August 2002. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2000. 

3.3.2 Environmental Justice 
Environmental Justice (EJ) addresses equity in all Federally funded programs and activities in 
compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 USC 2000d, et seq.) and Executive 
Order (EO) 12898 (59 Federal Register [FR] 7629).  According to Title VI and EO 12898, 

                                                     
5  The sources are those listed under Table 3-2.  Data for all counties in the region of economic influence 

are available only through 2020, not through Year 2030. 
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Federal agencies must identify and address the possible disproportionately high adverse 
environmental effects on minority and low-income populations, referred to as EJ populations, 
before permitting or approving a program or activity that uses Federal funds.  To comply with the 
regulations of Title VI and EO 12898, the socioeconomic composition of the Study Area was 
examined to identify potential EJ populations. 

Potential EJ populations with respect to race,6 ethnicity,7 and income were determined by 
absolute and relative population measures8 using county, city, and block group information from 
the 2000 Census.   

Potential EJ populations were identified as follows: 

� By absolute threshold if the population of the block group was greater than 50 percent 
minority or low income 

� By relative threshold if the minority or low-income population of the block group was 
more than 10 percent greater than the corresponding population of the benchmark area 
selected as comparison for that block group9

The populations of Sarpy County (122,595), Mills County (14,547), the city of Bellevue (44,382), 
and the city of Glenwood (5,358) are listed in Table 3-3, together with the percentages of racial 
minorities, ethnic minorities, and households below the poverty level in 1999.  Generally, Sarpy 
and Mills counties and the cities of Bellevue and Glenwood have predominantly Caucasian, non-
Hispanic populations and minimal low-income populations. 

                                                     
6  The U.S. Census Bureau defines race as, “a self-identification data item in which respondents choose 

the race or races with which they most closely identify.”  This study of racial minorities used data from 
the U.S. Census Bureau collected for the five minimum race categories as required by the Federal 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB): White alone, Black or African-American alone, American 
Indian or Alaska Native alone, Asian alone, and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander alone.  Two 
additional categories included by the U.S. Census Bureau for racial minorities, Some Other Race 
Alone and Two or More Races, were also used for this study. 

7  In accordance with the Office of Management and Budget definition of ethnicity, the Census Bureau 
provides data for the basic categories in the OMB standards: Hispanic or Latino and Not Hispanic or 
Latino. Spanish/Hispanic/Latino is classified by the U.S. Census Bureau as “people whose origins are 
from Spain, the Spanish-speaking countries of Central or South America, the Caribbean, or those 
identifying themselves generally as Spanish, Spanish-American, etc”  This study of ethnic minorities 
used data from the U.S. Census Bureau collected for Spanish, Hispanic, and Latino people of any race. 

8  This analysis followed EJ guidelines established by FHWA to the extent possible, but because these 
guidelines lack quantitative measures and instead look at data on a case-by-case basis, it was 
determined that quantitative thresholds were needed for this analysis.  Other transportation agencies’ 
guidance was reviewed to assess whether their EJ guidance was relevant and applicable to the Study 
Area.  The most applicable quantitative guidance discovered was from the Surface Transportation 
Board’s Section of Environmental Analysis (SEA).  The absolute and relative thresholds described in 
this section were used in several of SEA’s recent environmental documents. 

9  Three benchmark areas were used in this analysis.  Block groups within the city limits of Bellevue 
were compared to data for the City of Bellevue as a whole, block groups outside of the Bellevue city 
limits in the Nebraska portion of the Study Area were compared to data for Sarpy County as a whole, 
and block groups outside of the Glenwood city limits in the Iowa portion of the Study Area were 
compared to data for Mills County as a whole.  There were no block groups located within the city 
limits of Glenwood; therefore, the data for Glenwood included in Tables 3-4 and 3-5 was not used as a 
benchmark area and is only included for informational purposes. 
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Table 3-3 
Demographics Overview 

County Total 
Population 

Racial Minorities1

(%) 
Ethnic Minorities2

(%) 
Households Below 

Poverty Level in 1999  
(%) 

Sarpy 122,595 8.5 4.4 4.0 
Mills 14,547 1.6 1.2 7.8 

City
Bellevue 44,382 10.9 5.9 5.3 
Glenwood 5,358 2.1 1.5 8.5 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000. 
Notes: 
1 Racial minorities were calculated using the following census race categories: White alone, Black or 

African-American alone, American Indian or Alaska Native alone, Asian alone, Native Hawaiian or 
other Pacific Islander alone, Some Other Race Alone, and Two or More Races. 

2 Ethnic minorities were calculated using census data collected for Spanish, Hispanic, and Latino 
people of any race. 

Minority Populations 
Potential EJ populations with respect to minorities were identified based on race and ethnicity, 
using the absolute and relative thresholds discussed above.  Table 3-4 lists data regarding race 
and ethnicity for all of the block groups as well as the towns and counties within the Study Area.  
Figure 3-1, Potential EJ Populations in the Study Area, shows the locations of the block groups 
and shades those block groups that exceeded thresholds for racial or ethnic minorities. 

Racial Minority Populations 
None of the block groups within the Study Area in Sarpy or Mills counties exceeds the absolute 
threshold for potential EJ populations with respect to racial minorities.  However, ten block 
groups within the portion of the Study Area located in Sarpy County exceed the relative threshold 
for potential EJ populations with respect to racial minorities.  Nine of these block groups are 
located within the Bellevue city limits and include Offutt AFB and one is located in Sarpy County 
south of Bellevue and west of the Missouri River.  One block group within the portion of the 
Study Area located in Mills County exceeds the relative threshold for potential EJ populations 
with respect to racial minorities.  This block group is located north of Glenwood and west of I-29. 

Ethnic Minority Populations 
None of the block groups within the Study Area in Sarpy County exceeds the absolute threshold 
for potential EJ populations with respect to ethnic minorities.  However, three block groups 
within the portion of the Study Area located in Sarpy County exceed the relative threshold for 
potential EJ populations with respect to ethnic minorities.  These block groups are located within 
the Bellevue city limits and include Offutt AFB. 

None of the block groups located in Mills County exceeds the absolute threshold or the relative 
threshold for potential EJ populations with respect to ethnic minorities. 
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Low-Income Populations 
Low-income EJ populations were identified based on meeting two criteria, each evaluated with 
respect to the absolute and relative thresholds defined above: 

� Criterion 1 – the percentage of households below poverty level in 1999.  

� Criterion 2 – the median household income in 1999. 

To be considered low income, a population must meet both threshold criteria.  The reason is that 
a household’s income may be below the poverty level for households but not necessarily fall 
below the median household income, and vice versa.  For example, if a household consists of a 
large number of people, that household income may be below the poverty level even though it 
does not fall below the median.  Conversely, the income of a household consisting of a single 
person may be below the median household income yet not fall below the poverty thresholds as 
determined by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services for a household composed of 
one person.  This was the case with block group 10103-4.  The percentage of households below 
poverty level in 1999 for this block group is 6.2.  This is higher than that of the benchmark area 
(Bellevue), which is 5.8 percent.  But the median household income of block group 10103-4 is 
$67,404, which is significantly higher than that of the benchmark area, which is $42,481.  This 
would indicate that the block group contains only pockets of low-income groups and would not 
overall be populated with low-income groups.  Identifying this block group as a low-income 
block group would give an inaccurate representation of the whole population of the block-group.  
Therefore, it was assumed in this analysis that a block group contained a low-income population 
only if the block group exceeded the absolute or relative thresholds with respect to both criteria 1 
and 2. 

The absolute and relative thresholds were applied to these criteria to identify low-income EJ 
populations.  The results are listed as follows: 

� None of the block groups in the Study Area exceeds the absolute thresholds (that is, 
having greater than 50 percent of households below poverty level or having median 
household income 50 percent less than that of the city or county in which the block group 
is located) for criteria 1 and 2. 

� Nine block groups in the Study Area exceed the relative threshold (that is, having 
10 percent more households below the poverty level than the city or county in which the 
block group is located) for criterion 1. 

� Ten block groups in the Study Area exceed the relative threshold for criterion 2 (that is, 
having a median household income 10 percent less than that of the city or county in 
which the block group is located). 

� Only five block groups exceed thresholds for both criteria.  All five of these block-groups 
are located within the Bellevue city limits in the Sarpy County portion of the Study Area.  
They are classified as low-income block groups and therefore, are considered potential 
low-income EJ populations. 

Table 3-5 lists data regarding income for all of the block groups as well as the cities and counties 
within the Study Area.  Figure 3-1, Potential EJ Populations in the Study Area, shows the 
locations of the block groups and shades those block groups that were determined to contain low-
income populations. 
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3.3.3 Public Services, Facilities, and Transportation 

Public Services 
Public services in the Nebraska portion of the Study Area are provided by the Bellevue Police 
Department (BPD), the Bellevue Fire Department (BFD), and the Sarpy County Sheriff’s Office.  
The service area for the BPD includes all areas within the city limits of Bellevue as well as areas 
south (including the northernmost portion of the Study Area) and west of Bellevue.  The service 
area does not extend into Iowa.  However, the BPD will cross the Bellevue Bridge into Iowa 
during felony pursuits.  The BPD ends pursuits involving misdemeanor incidents at the Missouri 
River.  The Sarpy County Sheriff’s Office provides service for the remainder of the Study Area in 
Sarpy County not covered by BPD and provides backup to the Bellevue emergency officials in 
Nebraska.  The BFD has a service area extending farther south and west than that of the BPD.  
The BFD provides services extending south of the city limits of Bellevue to the Platte River 
(which includes all of the Study Area).  The BFD assists fire departments in other Nebraska 
cities, including Omaha and Plattsmouth, and will assist in Iowa upon request (BPD, January 20, 
2004).  Public services in the Iowa portion of the Study Area are provided by the Mills County 
Sheriff' and the Pacific Junction Fire Department.  The Mills County Sheriff provides service in 
the Iowa portion of the Study Area.  The service area of the Pacific Junction Fire Department 
spans north and south from the Pottawattamie County line to the Fremont County line and east 
from the Missouri River to I-29 (Glenwood Police Department, January 30, 2004). 

The emergency evacuation plan for Fort Calhoun Nuclear Station,10 indicates that in the event of 
an emergency evacuation of the facility, employees are to proceed to Haworth Park in Bellevue 
via I-29 and the Bellevue Bridge (Sarpy County Emergency Management, January 23, 2004). 

Public Facilities 
Within the Study Area, there are a number of public and semi-public facilities located along or 
within the vicinity11 of the No-Build (Highway 370) and build alternatives.  These include 
educational and government buildings and churches.12  Four school districts serve the Study Area, 
two in Nebraska and two in Iowa.   

In Nebraska, the Bellevue Public School District serves the City of Bellevue and Offutt AFB.  
The Bellevue Public School District’s western boundary extends to the west beyond U.S. 75.  The 
district’s southern boundary is located just south of Offutt AFB but north of Platteview Road (the 
southern boundary does not follow a major road in the Study Area).  One parochial school, three 
public schools, an adult education center, and a Bellevue Public School District administration 
building are located within the vicinity of Highway 370 in the Bellevue Public School District.  
South Sarpy District #46 serves the remainder of the Nebraska portion of the Study Area.  The 
boundaries of this district span from just north of Platteview Road, southward to the Platte River, 
eastward to the Missouri River, and westward beyond U.S. 75.  There are no South Sarpy District 
#46 schools located within the Study Area. 

                                                     
10 Fort Calhoun Nuclear Station is an Omaha Public Power District facility located approximately 

30 miles north of the Study Area near Blair, Nebraska. 
11 Facilities within approximately one-half mile north and south of both existing Highway 370 and the 

build alternatives were considered. 
12  Although some churches and religious organizations may have membership criteria and therefore are 

not open to all members of the public, they are included with public facilities because a large portion 
of the public accesses them. 
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In Iowa, the Lewis Central Community Schools district serves the southern part of the City of 
Council Bluffs and areas south spanning into the northeastern portion of the Study Area.  The 
southern boundary of the district is located along a county road northwest of Folsom Lake.  The 
eastern boundary of the district extends east of I-29.  The western boundary is the Missouri River.  
There are no facilities associated with the Lewis Central Community Schools district located 
within the Study Area.  The Glenwood Public Schools district serves the remainder of the Iowa 
portion of the Study Area.  The boundaries of this district span from north of Folsom Lake 
southward beyond U.S. 34, eastward through the City of Glenwood, and westward to the 
Missouri River.  There are no facilities associated with the Glenwood Public Schools district 
located within the Study Area. 

In addition to Offutt AFB, several government facilities are located within the Study Area, 
including facilities associated with the City of Bellevue, Sarpy County, and the Federal 
Government.  All of these facilities are located within the vicinity of Highway 370.  Several 
churches are located within the Study Area.  One church, La Platte Community Church, is located 
near the build alternatives.  The other churches are located within the vicinity of Highway 370.  
All of the public facilities in the Study Area in the vicinity of Highway 370 or the build 
alternatives are listed in Table 3-6.  Public recreation facilities are discussed in Section 3.8. 

Table 3-6 
Public and Semi-Public Facilities in the Study Area 

Type of Facility Name Address
Education Belleaire Elementary School 1200 West Mission Avenue 
Education Mission Middle School 2202 Washington Street 
Education Central Elementary School 510 West 22nd Avenue 
Education St. Mary’s Parochial School 903 West Mission Avenue 
Education Adult Education Services 2221 Main Street 

Education Bellevue Public School District 
Administrative Office-Board of Education 2009 Franklin Street 

City Government City of Bellevue Offices/City Hall 210 West Mission Avenue 
City Government City of Bellevue Fire Department 211 West 22nd Avenue 
City Government City of Bellevue Police Department 102 West Mission Avenue 
County Government Sarpy County Tourism 112 West Mission Avenue 
County Government Sarpy County Historical Museum 2402 Clay Street 
Federal Government U.S. Post Office 204 West Mission Avenue 
Church Bellevue Christian Church 2409 Jackson Street 
Church Bellevue First Baptist Church 112 East 23rd Avenue 
Church Bible Truth Ministries Fellowship 2402 Franklin Street 
Church Church of Christ-Bellevue 2311 Madison Street 
Church Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints 2210 Harlan Drive 
Church Family Life Center 206 East 23rd Avenue 
Church Heartland Baptist Church 312 West 20th Avenue 
Church Living Word Church 2415 Lincoln Road 
Church New Beginnings Worship Center 2231 Jefferson Street 
Church New Testament Fellowship Church 2206 Franklin Street 
Church Revival Tabernacle  2226 Jefferson Street 
Church St. Mary’s of Bellevue 2302 Crawford Street 
Church La Platte Community Church 16412 Main Street 
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Transportation 
The major north-south transportation facilities within the Study Area are U.S. 75 and I-29.  The 
only connection between these two primary facilities is Highway 370 and the Bellevue Bridge. 

A survey of travelers using the Bellevue Bridge, completed by HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), 
indicated that many people use the bridge on a daily basis.  The majority of those surveyed travel 
over the bridge to commute to work.  The most common commute pattern is to the Omaha 
metropolitan area, including Bellevue and Offutt AFB, from towns in southwest Iowa, such as 
Glenwood, Pacific Junction, Council Bluffs, Red Oak, Tabor, Thurman, and Percival.  However, 
many travelers from Bellevue also use the bridge to commute to work in Council Bluffs, 
Glenwood, and other towns in southwest Iowa.  In addition to daily commuters, travelers use the 
bridge to go to social activities, restaurants, stores, and school activities, and to visit residents of 
other towns. 

3.3.4 Community
Community cohesion is the unity that a group of inhabitants of a common geographic area gain as 
a result of their close proximity and common goals and objectives.  Major roadways and natural 
features often act as barriers to cohesion, as they divide residents of a geographic area.  However, 
major river bridges can counteract a natural river barrier and unite geographic areas, thereby 
promoting cohesion among communities.  The Bellevue Bridge currently provides a means for 
interaction between the Omaha metropolitan area (including Bellevue), Glenwood, and the 
surrounding areas in Iowa that would otherwise be separated by the Missouri River. 

As discussed above in Transportation, many residents of communities in southwest Iowa use the 
Bellevue Bridge to access the Omaha metropolitan area.  These residents access the Omaha 
metropolitan area for purposes of work, shopping, and entertainment.  The passageway that the 
Bellevue Bridge provides is one of few in the transportation system connecting southwest Iowa 
with the Omaha metropolitan area. 

The Bellevue Bridge also promotes interaction between Bellevue and southwest Iowa.  Motorists 
use the bridge to travel to work and to attend social and school activities.  In addition, as 
discussed in the Public Services section, the bridge plays a minimal but important role in 
providing emergency services to the Study Area. 

3.4 RIGHT-OF-WAY 
The Study Area is in a primarily rural setting with flat to rolling terrain.  Multiple property 
owners exist in the Study Area, with the majority of them being private landowners.  ROW along 
county roads is typically 66 feet wide (including the road).  ROW for rural highways and 
interstates, such as U.S. 75 and I-29, is a minimum of 200 feet wide in flat terrain and is wider in 
areas of rolling terrain with areas of cut and fill. 

3.5 RAILROADS AND UTILITIES 
Two rail companies have lines within the Study Area.  The UPRR and BNSF rail lines enter the 
southwestern portion of the Study Area south of the Platte River, near U.S. 75.  These lines are 
parallel to each other and curve to the northeast from U.S. 75 until they diverge just south of 
National By-Products Inc., a manufacturing plant.  The UPRR rail line curves to the northwest 
and then turns to the north, passing through Bellevue as it heads toward the Omaha metropolitan 
area.  The BNSF rail line curves to the northeast and then turns to the north, passing to the east of 
Offutt AFB and Bellevue as it heads toward the Omaha metropolitan area (NDOR, 1999); this 
line also serves Amtrak passenger service.  South of Offutt AFB, a spur track, formerly serving 
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the AFB, curves to the northwest.  An additional BNSF rail line is located in the easternmost 
portion of the Study Area.  This north-south line is located east of I-29 at the base of the Loess 
Hills.  Figures 4-1 and 4-3 show the locations of the rail lines traversing the Study Area. 

The utility companies providing service to the Study Area are as follows:  

� Omaha Public Power District (OPPD) provides electrical service in Nebraska and 
Mid-American Energy provides electrical service in Iowa.   

� AT&T, Qwest, Alltel, Cox Communications, and Sprint provide communication services 
to both the Nebraska and Iowa portions of the Study Area. 

� Aquila provides natural gas service to both the Nebraska and Iowa portions of the Study 
Area.

� MUD provides water service in Nebraska and the City of Glenwood provides water 
service in Iowa. 

� The City of Bellevue provides sewer service and stormwater drainage service in 
Nebraska and the City of Glenwood provides sewer service and stormwater drainage 
service in Iowa. 

OPPD has two substations located within the Study Area.  One facility is located northwest of 
National By-Products Inc. on the northeast side of Papillion Creek.  The other facility is located 
on LaPlatte Road, east of PCS Nitrogen. 

In addition, several other utility companies have facilities within the Study Area, including:  
Enron/Northern Natural Gas (NNG), Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD), National 
Cooperative Refinery Association (NCRA), Level 3, and MCI World Communications.  
Generally, utility lines are located within the ROW of existing roads and rail lines.  However, 
some utility lines are located on private property easements on undeveloped land. 

3.6 ECONOMICS 
The economic impacts of major transportation projects typically extend beyond the area 
immediately adjacent to the proposed project. Rather, economic impacts generally occur over a 
larger area based on the distribution of goods and services and the availability of labor and 
expertise in the immediate area.  This larger area is defined as the region of economic influence, 
which for this Project includes Douglas, Sarpy, Cass, and Washington counties in Nebraska and 
Pottawattamie and Mills counties in Iowa. 

The following sections provide detailed income and employment data for the six counties that 
make up the region of economic influence for this Project. 

3.6.1 Income
Sarpy County has the highest median household income in the region of economic influence, 
$53,804, which is 37 percent higher than the median household income for Nebraska (see 
Table 3-7).  Pottawattamie County has the lowest median household income of the six counties, 
at $40,089, which is 1.5 percent higher than the median household income for Iowa.  The median 
household income for all six counties is higher than the median income for either state. 
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Table 3-7 
Median Household Income, 2000 

County Income ($) 
Douglas 43,209 
Sarpy 53,804 
Cass 46,515 
Washington 48,500 
Pottawattamie 40,089 
Mills 42,428 

State
Nebraska 39,250 
Iowa 39,469 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000. 

3.6.2 Employment
The total number of employed civilian persons 16 years of age and older in the region of 
economic influence was 375,515 in 2000.  This represents an increase of 52,850 jobs, or 
16.4 percent, between 1990 and 2000, as shown in Table 3-8.  Sarpy County experienced the 
largest growth in total employment, 33.7 percent between 1990 and 2000.  The employment 
growth in Mills County was 22.1 percent, in the same decade.  Douglas County had the largest 
share of jobs in the region in 2000, with 64 percent while Mills County had the smallest share 
with 2 percent. 

Table 3-8 
Civilian Employment Trends, 1980-2000, 

and Total Civilian Employment by County 

Employment Unemployment 
Rate Employment Change 

County
1990 2000 2000 1990-2000 Percent

Change
Douglas 211,964 239,418 4.1 % 27,454 13.0 
Sarpy 45,877 61,347 3.0 % 15,470 33.7 
Cass 9,877 12,573 2.7 % 2,696 27.3 
Washington 8,567 10,146 3.3 % 1,579 18.4 
Pottawattamie 40,343 44,658 4.3 % 4,315 10.7 
Mills 6,037 7,373 5.0 % 1,336 22.1 
Total 322,665 375,515 3.9 % 52,850 16.4 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000. 

The region of economic influence has a relatively diversified economy as a regional trade and 
services center and is a center for transporting and processing regional agriculture production 
(HDR, BRW, and Batheja, February 1996).  As shown in Table 3-9, the largest employment 
sector in the region of economic influence in 2000 was finance, insurance, and real estate, with 
41,399 jobs, or 10.8 percent of the total.13  The second largest employment sector was 
                                                     
13  Total number of jobs in 2000 in the region of economic influence was 382,594 (375,515 civilian jobs 

plus 7,079 armed forces jobs). 
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professional, scientific, management, administration, and waste, with 36,508 jobs, or 9.5 percent.  
Armed forces account for nearly 2 percent of all jobs in the region of economic influence, 
primarily due to the location of Offutt AFB in Sarpy County. 

Table 3-9 
Top Employment Industries for the Total Region, 2000 

Total Six-County Region Employment Percentage of 
Workers

Finance, insurance, real estate, rental, and leasing 41,399 10.8 
Professional, scientific, management, administrative, 
and waste management services 36,508 9.5 

Manufacturing 35,300 9.2 
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and 
food services 28,759 7.5 

Construction 24,434 6.4 
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 23,742 6.2 
Other services 16,738 4.4 
Wholesale trade 14,865 3.9
Information 11,770 3.1 
Public administration 11,579 3.0 
Armed Forces 7,079 1.9 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000. 

3.7 CONSIDERATIONS RELATING TO PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS 
The Papio-Missouri River NRD and local jurisdictions have developed a system of various 
sidewalks and trail facilities throughout the Omaha metropolitan area that includes 70 miles of 
mainline, connector and spur trails linking major points of recreation.  In addition, 140 miles of 
trails are proposed for construction in the Omaha metropolitan area by 2025.  The 70 miles of 
existing trails includes a trail along the Papillion Creek levee system in the Study Area.  
Additionally, there are three proposed trails14 in the Study Area.   

The Bellevue Loop Trail, part of the Keystone/Bellevue Loop/Big Papio Trail system that 
stretches from northwest Omaha to Bellevue, is a hard-surfaced trail that stretches for 
approximately 8.9 miles in Sarpy County.  The trail begins near Kennedy Freeway (U.S. 75) in 
southwest Bellevue.  It follows Papillion Creek until the creek drains into the Missouri River, 
south of Bellevue.  The trail then turns north and follows the river to Haworth Park (see Figures 
4-1 and 4-3).  Although it is not a marked bike route, N-370 through Bellevue can be used to 
connect the two ends of this trail and make a complete loop.  Primary uses of the trail include 
bicycle riding, walking, cross country skiing, and in-line skating.  There are trailhead parking 
areas at Haworth Park, along Capehart Road west of U.S. 75, and east of Harlan Lewis Road. 

In addition to the existing Bellevue Loop Trail, there are three proposed trails in the Study Area.  
The proposed La Platte Link would connect to the existing Bellevue Loop Trail near Harlan 
Lewis Road.  This link is planned south of Papillion Creek along the Missouri River levee, then 
westerly along the north side of the Platte River (see Figures 4-1 and 4-3).  A second proposed 
trail along the Iowa levee system has been identified as the Iowa Riverfront Trail in the Back to 
                                                     
14  A proposed trail is a trail included in the plans of a government agency or public group that has the 

ability to implement these plans.  Implementation of proposed trails is unknown since funding for 
specific proposed trails has not been identified. 
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the River Project (see Section 3.8, Recreation, for additional information on Back to the River) 
and the Missouri River Trail in the Mills County Comprehensive Plan.  This trail runs along the 
Iowa levee system and ends near the mouth of the Platte River for the Back to the River Project 
and continues southward along the levee in the Mills County Comprehensive Plan.  The third 
proposed trail in the Study Area would utilize Bellevue Boulevard to connect the Nebraska 
Riverfront Trail with the Bellevue Loop Trail. 

3.8 RECREATION 
The Study Area includes several public recreational resources.  The Missouri River provides 
opportunities for boating, fishing, and bird and wildlife viewing.  The cities of Omaha, Council 
Bluffs, and Bellevue have developed areas specifically for camping, hiking, and fishing, such as 
NP Dodge Park, Haworth Park, and the Bellevue Marina, that offer direct access to the river.  
These areas attract visitors from various parts of the Midwest, resulting in a great deal of 
recreational use of the Missouri River in and near the Study Area.  Master planning has been 
completed for the Back to the River Project.  This multi-dimensional project aims to create an 
ecological, recreational, and historical corridor along a 64-mile stretch of Missouri River that 
includes the Study Area.  The project would increase access, recreation, and natural habitat along 
the Missouri River.  Public recreational resources in both the Nebraska and Iowa portions of the 
Study Area are summarized in Table 3-10. 

Table 3-10 
Public Recreational Resources in the Study Area 

State Resource Activities/Facilities Managing Agency 
Nebraska, 
Iowa 

Missouri River Boating, fishing, bird and 
wildlife observation 

U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 
U.S. Coast Guard 

Nebraska Platte River1 Fishing, wildlife observation Nebraska Game and Parks 
Commission (NGPC) 

Nebraska Papillion Creek Fishing Papillion Creek Watershed 
Partnership 

Nebraska Haworth Park Camping, picnicking, 
playground, tennis courts, ice 
rink  

City of Bellevue Parks 
Department 

Nebraska  Baldwin Field Baseball fields City of Bellevue Parks 
Department 

Nebraska Bellevue Marina Boat docking City of Bellevue Parks 
Department 

Nebraska Bellevue Loop Trail2 Biking, walking, wildlife 
observation 

Papio-Missouri River NRD 

Nebraska Schilling Wildlife 
Management Area 

Fishing, hunting, picnicking, 
wildlife observation, hiking 

NGPC 

Iowa Loess Hills Hiking, wildlife observation Iowa Department of Natural 
Resources (Iowa DNR) 

Iowa Folsom Lake Swimming, fishing Iowa DNR 
Notes: 
1 Official public access points to the Platte River are not located in the Study Area; however, the public 

uses the area for fishing and wildlife observation.  The official public access points to the Platte River  
located nearest the Study Area are Platte River State Park and Louisville State Recreation Area, both 
of which are located near Louisville, Nebraska. These public access points are managed by NGPC. 

2 Additional information about the Bellevue Loop Trail is located in Section 3.7,Considerations Relating 
to Pedestrians and Bicyclists. 
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In addition to public recreational resources, there are semi-public and private recreational 
resources in the Study Area.  Offutt AFB is a semi-restricted public facility that contains various 
recreational resources such as a golf course, lake, and gymnasium.  Access to these resources is 
limited to Offutt AFB personnel, contractors, and former U.S. Department of Defense employees.  
Cobra Field, a private recreational resource located northwest of the I-29 rest area in Iowa, is used 
for flying model airplanes.  It is open only to members.  The Gene Eppley Salvation Army Camp 
is a private recreational resource located east of U.S. 75 and north of the Platte River in Nebraska.  
The camp contains lodging and meeting facilities, food services, and outdoor recreation areas.
Permission to use the camp is obtained through the Salvation Army. 

3.9 AIR QUALITY 
The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) and NEPA require that environmental 
documents address potential air quality impacts.  The applicability and extent of the air quality 
analysis is based primarily on the status of the area studied with respect to Federal and state air 
quality standards.  A geographic area that meets the primary National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to protect 
health and the environment is designated as an “attainment area.”  Primary standards are 
established to protect public health and secondary standards are set to protect public welfare. 

A geographic area is designated as a “nonattainment”15 area, if air pollution levels persistently 
exceed NAAQS for any of six criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur 
dioxide, ozone, lead, and particulate matter.  The units of measure for the standards 
(see Table 3-11) are parts per million (ppm) by volume, milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m3) of 
air, and micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) of air. 

The climate of Sarpy and Mills counties is characterized by warm summers, cold winters, and 
moderate amounts of rainfall.  Prevailing winds are from the north/northwest from January to 
April, and from the south/southeast from May to December (USDA SCS, 1975 and 1982; 
U.S. Department of Commerce, June 1968).  This climate, combined with the topography and 
land use in the area, helps minimize the likelihood for an exceedance of the NAAQS.  Sarpy and 
Mills counties are both in attainment for all criteria pollutants; thus, no conformity determination 
is required for the Project. 

3.10 NOISE 
Traffic noise consists of vehicular engine noise, exhaust noise, and tire noise from contact with 
the roadway surface.  In general, noise can be defined as unwanted sound.  Sound is produced by 
the vibration of sound pressure waves in the air, and sound pressure levels are expressed in units 
called decibels (dB).  Sound also is composed of various frequencies.16  The human ear is 
efficient at blocking out very low- and high-frequency sound.  Frequencies to which the human 
ear does not respond must be filtered out, or scaled, when evaluating traffic noise levels.  The 
type of scale that best approximates the frequency response of the human ear is called the A-
scale.  Therefore, noise levels are measured as and reported in A-weighted decibels (dBA).  
Table 3-12 provides noise levels (in dBA) common to everyday activities.
                                                     
15  A geographic area previously designated as “nonattainment” can be subsequently redesignated as 

“attainment with maintenance plan” because it meets the NAAQS over a prescribed time period.  The 
redesignation is for a probationary period, and a maintenance plan is put in place to minimize 
emissions that caused the exceedance of NAAQS and the nonattainment designation. 

16  Frequency refers to the number of sound waves produced in a given time period. 
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Table 3-11 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Standard Value1 Standard Type2

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
8-hour Average 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) Primary 
1-hour Average 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) Primary 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.053 ppm (100 µg/m3) Primary & Secondary 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.030 ppm (80 µg/m3) Primary 
24-hour Average 0.14 ppm (365 µg/m3) Primary 
3-hour Average 0.50 ppm (1300 µg/m3) Secondary 
Ozone (O3)
1-hour Average 0.12 ppm (235 µg/m3) Primary & Secondary 
8-hour Average 0.08 ppm (157 µg/m3) Primary & Secondary 
Lead (Pb) 
Quarterly Average 1.5 µg/m3 Primary & Secondary 
Particulate (PM 2.5) – Particles with diameters of 2.5 micrometers or less 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 15 µg/m3 Primary & Secondary 
24-hour Average 65 µg/m3 Primary & Secondary 
Particulate (PM 10) – Particles with diameters of 10 micrometers or less 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 50 µg/m3 Primary & Secondary 
24-hour Average 150 µg/m3 Primary & Secondary 
Source: EPA, April 10, 2003. 
Notes:  
1 The value in parentheses is an approximately equivalent concentration. 
2 Primary standards set limits to protect public health, including the health of sensitive populations 

such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly.  Secondary standards set limits to protect public 
welfare, including protection against decreased visibility and damage to animals, crops, 
vegetation, and buildings. 

Table 3-12 
Common Noise Levels 

Activity/Distance Noise Level (dBA) 
Rock band at 16 ft. 110 
Jet flyover at 984 ft. 105 
Gas lawn mower at 3 ft. 95
Diesel truck at 49 ft. 85
Same truck at 108 ft. 80
Gas lawn mower at 98 ft. 70
Normal speech at 3 ft. 65
Birds chirping 50
Leaves rustling 40 
Very quiet soft whisper 30 
Threshold of hearing 0
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FHWA has developed Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) and procedures for use in the planning 
and design of highways.  These criteria and procedures are set forth in 23 CFR 772.  The NAC 
noise level is 67 dBA for residential dwellings and 72 dBA for commercial receivers.  Impacts 
occur when the predicted traffic noise levels approach17 or exceed these levels or when they 
substantially exceed18 the existing noise levels, as discussed in Section 4.10, Noise, in Chapter 4, 
Environmental Consequences. 

A noise study was performed as part of this Bellevue Bridge Study.  The purpose of the study was 
to identify current noise levels in the Study Area and to quantify the impacts of the proposed 
alignments and roadway interchanges relative to the NAC noise levels.  The current noise levels 
were determined as follows: 

� No-Build Alternative – Noise monitoring was performed at representative noise 
receivers.  Then computer-generated noise modeling was performed to develop existing 
noise levels along the existing route (Highway 370).  For accuracy, the results were 
compared to the readings at the monitoring locations. 

� Build alternatives – Noise monitoring was performed at representative noise receivers for 
each alternative to develop noise levels.  Modeling was not necessary for an accurate 
determination of existing noise levels beyond the levels recorded by monitoring because 
there is currently no traffic on the build alternatives. 

The following describes the existing noise levels along Highway 370 for the No-Build 
Alternative and along the build alternatives.  (For the predicted future noise levels for each of 
these alternatives, see Section 4.10, Noise, in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.) 

� No-Build Alternative – Existing noise levels range from 51 to 77 dBA, with an average 
of 65 dBA.  The area is developed and includes both commercial and residential land 
uses.

� Alternative 2 – Existing noise levels range from 48 to 60 dBA.  The area is primarily 
rural in nature.  Higher noise levels occur along the Nebraska portion of this alternative 
because of the close proximity to aircraft operations of Offutt AFB. 

� Alternative 3 – Existing noise levels are approximately 46 dBA as the area is 
predominately rural. 

3.11 WATER QUALITY 

3.11.1 Surface Water 
Surface water quality is protected through several acts and regulations.  Section 303(d) of the 
Clean Water Act requires states, territories, and authorized tribes to identify waters for which 
existing required pollution controls are not stringent enough to maintain applicable water quality 
standards and to establish total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for the pollutants impairing those 
waters (33 USC 1251 et.seq.).  Section 305(b) of the Clean Water Act requires states to submit a 
biannual report to EPA on the overall water quality status within their state and the degree in 
which waterbodies support their designated uses (Iowa DNR, 2003).  The information maintained 

                                                     
17  Approach is defined as coming within 1 dBA of the NAC. 
18  Substantially exceed is defined by Iowa DOT Noise Policy as a 10dBA increase above existing noise 

levels. 
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by states in accordance with Section 303(d) serves as a portion of the Section 305(b) water 
quality report. 

Title 117 of the Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality’s (NDEQ) guidelines, Nebraska 
Surface Water Quality Standards, lists waterbodies and their beneficial uses.  Title 117 identifies 
numerical criteria that provide standards for protection of an assigned beneficial use and for 
quantifying allowable pollutant levels.  Information maintained by Nebraska in accordance with 
Title 117 is used to meet the requirements of Section 303(d) (NDEQ, 2001). 

Chapter 61 of the Iowa Administrative Code, Water Quality Standards, designates uses of the 
surface waters within Iowa and identifies criteria to be used to protect these waters.  Iowa’s 
credible data law, Iowa Code, Section 455B.194, Subsection 1, defines data quality objectives for 
the state’s Section 303(d) listings.  Together, these codes are used to meet the requirements of 
Section 303(d) for Iowa (Iowa DNR, February 12, 2003). 

Existing Conditions 
Three surface waters (and their associated drainageways) are located within the Study Area: the 
Missouri River, the Platte River, and Papillion Creek.  The following paragraphs discuss the 
designated use and water quality of these surface waters. 

Missouri River 
The Missouri River is the state line between Nebraska and Iowa and as such, the waters of the 
river are subject to the jurisdiction of both states.

The segment of the Missouri River from the Big Sioux River19 to the Platte River confluence is 
classified by NDEQ as a State Resource Water Class A, which requires Tier III protection under 
the Anti-degradation Clause of Title 117.  Tier III requires the existing quality of surface waters 
to be maintained and protected.  Nebraska-designated uses for the Missouri River in this segment 
include aesthetics, warm water fishery, drinking water, recreation, agriculture, and industry.  The 
segment of the Missouri River from the confluence with the Big Sioux River to the Iowa-
Missouri border is classified by Iowa DNR as both A1 and B(WW) designated uses.  An 
A1 designated use means primary contact recreation uses and B(WW) means wildlife and aquatic 
life uses and significant resource warm water.  Iowa-designated uses for the river in this segment 
include high-quality state resource water, warm water fishery, drinking water, and recreation.  

The Missouri River has saturated levels of dissolved oxygen and low nutrient and sediment levels 
north of the Study Area, but the water quality degrades downstream, with water temperature, 
nutrient levels, and biological oxygen-demanding materials increasing in segments including the 
Study Area, and peaking in the vicinity of Kansas City (USACE, August 2001a).  Organic 
nitrogen, nitrate, total phosphorus, and ortho-phosphorus are the primary nutrient concentrations 
that increase in a downstream direction.  Additionally, tributaries (for example, the Platte River, 
Papillion Creek, and smaller streams) provide an influx of warm, turbid20 waters with elevated 
levels of nutrients and other oxygen-demanding minerals. 

Nebraska’s Section 305(b) water quality report indicates that siltation and pathogens are concerns 
in the segment of the Missouri River including the Study Area.  This segment is classified as an 
impaired waterway on Nebraska’s 2002 Section 303(d) list, which cites fecal coliform as the 
parameter of concern. 

                                                     
19  The Big Sioux River rises in northeast South Dakota and flows about 420 miles southward, partly 

along the South Dakota-Iowa border, to the Missouri River at Sioux City, Iowa. 
20  Turbid means having sediment or foreign particles stirred up or suspended. 
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Iowa’s 2002 Section 303(d) list does not identify the segment the Missouri River above the 
mouth of the Platte River as an impaired waterway.  But the segment of the river from the Platte 
River downstream to the Iowa-Missouri state border is listed for flow alterations that impair 
aquatic life. 

Platte River 
The segment of the Platte River from the Elkhorn River to the Missouri River is classified as a 
State Resource Water Class A.  Nebraska-designated uses in this area include aesthetics, warm 
water fishery, drinking water, recreation, and agriculture.  Nebraska’s 2002 Section 303(d) list 
identifies this segment as an impaired waterway, citing fecal coliform as the parameter of 
concern.

Papillion Creek 
The segment of Papillion Creek from Big Papillion Creek to the Missouri River is classified as a 
State Resource Water Class A.  Nebraska-designated uses in this area include aesthetics, warm 
water fishery, and agriculture.  Nebraska’s 2002 Section 303(d) list does not identify this segment 
as an impaired waterway. 

3.11.2 Groundwater
The underlying aquifer on both the Nebraska and Iowa sides of the Missouri River is a shallow 
sand and gravel deposit that generally has less than 100 feet in storage and is a source of potable 
water21 from private wells.  The water table is near surface elevation.  The groundwater on either 
side of the Missouri River in the Study Area has historically not had contamination problems.  
However, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment conducted by HDR revealed six sites that are 
classified as moderate risk sites according to guidelines in Iowa DOT’s Office of Location and 
Environment (OLE) Draft Procedures Manual.  All of the sites have a potential to affect 
groundwater.  Of these, Offutt AFB and PCS Nitrogen have reported spills causing groundwater 
contamination and are conducting long-term monitoring of local groundwater.  A third site, Fast 
Break Amoco, has recently been identified as having groundwater contamination; a Tier 2 
report22 has been filed with Iowa DNR but has not yet been reviewed.  Corrective measures have 
not yet been developed for this site.  The three remaining sites, National By-Products Inc., Falt 
Fisheries, and Hillside Service Company are on the NDEQ backlog and no work is currently 
ongoing at the sites.  For a detailed discussion of these moderate risk sites, see the Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (HDR, November 2003a).23

3.11.3 Water Treatment Facilities 
Several wastewater and drinking water treatment facilities are located within or near the Study 
Area.  These are discussed in the following sections. 

Wastewater Treatment 
Two wastewater treatment facilities are located within the Study Area.  The City of Bellevue 
wastewater treatment plant is located adjacent to the Missouri River, north of East Mission 
Avenue, which is next to the Bellevue Bridge.  The City of Bellevue maintains this facility.  The 

                                                     
21  Potable water is water that is suitable for drinking. 
22  The purpose of Tier 2 assessment is to collect additional site-specific data and to determine what actual 

and potential receptors could be affected by chemicals of concern. 
23  Contact Iowa DOT’s Office of Location and Environment concerning document access for review.  
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Omaha Papillion Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant is located on Harlan Lewis Road adjacent to 
both Papillion Creek and the Missouri River, which is southeast of Offutt AFB.  The City of 
Omaha’s Department of Public Works and Engineering maintains the plant.  One additional 
wastewater treatment facility is located north of the Study Area.  The City of Omaha Missouri 
River Treatment Plant is located adjacent to the Missouri River on South 10th Street in Omaha.  
Because it is not within the Study Area, this facility will not be discussed again. 

Potable Water Treatment
Two potable water treatment facilities are located near but outside of the Study Area.  The 
Florence Water Treatment Plant is located in north Omaha (north of the Study Area) and treats 
Missouri River water.  The Platte Water Treatment Plant is located in Sarpy County (west of the 
Study Area) and treats Platte River water from wells.  Water from both treatment plants is 
blended in the distribution part of the system.  MUD in Omaha maintains both facilities.  MUD 
provides drinking water for nearly 179,000 customers within its service area, which includes the 
Study Area (MUD, February 6, 2004). 

3.12 WETLANDS AND OTHER WATERS OF THE U.S. 
Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, waterways, lakes, natural ponds, and impoundments are 
regulated by USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  A permit from USACE is 
required to authorize the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S.  Both 
Nebraska and Iowa also have regulatory jurisdiction over all waters within each state’s respective 
boundaries.  See Section 4.22, Permits and Approvals, in Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences, for a discussion of the permits required for the Project. 

3.12.1 Wetlands
Wetlands are defined as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at 
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328).  
Wetlands within the Study Area were determined by NDOR and Iowa DOT through field 
verification of U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) 
mapping.  The NWI was used to provide information for identifying potential wetlands in the 
project corridor.  The NWI uses wetland assessment methodologies largely based on remote 
sensing methods.  Such methods are useful for rough assessments over large areas; however, 
field-based assessments are always more accurate on an individual wetland site level.  Aerial 
photographs and U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) maps were plotted with the Study Area 
boundary, and an NWI layer was applied to identify potential wetlands.  In addition, USDA soil 
surveys for Sarpy and Mills counties were used to determine hydric soil locations conducive to 
sustaining wetlands conditions.  See Section 3.14, Fish and Wildlife, for a general discussion of 
wetland habitat. 

Wetlands in the Study Area (see Figures 4-2 and 4-4) consist primarily of palustrine and riverine 
systems.  Palustrine system wetlands include all nontidal wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, 
persistent emergents,24 and emergent mosses and lichens.  Palustrine system wetlands are 
generally bounded by uplands or by any other type of wetland system (Cowardin et al, 
December 1979). 

                                                     
24  Persistent emergents are emergent hydrophytes (see footnote 24) that normally remain standing at least 

until the beginning of the next growing season. 
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Two wetland classes within the palustrine system are present in the Study Area: emergent and 
forested.  The following defines these two wetland classes (Cowardin et al, December 1979): 

1. Palustrine emergent (PEM) – characterized by erect, rooted, herbaceous25 hydrophytes,26

excluding mosses and lichens.  Emergent wetlands are commonly called marshes, wet 
meadows, and sloughs. 

2. Palustrine forested (PFO) – characterized by woody vegetation that is 20 feet or taller.  
Forested wetlands include riparian, or streamside, areas adjacent to the Missouri River. 

Riverine systems include all wetlands and deepwater habitats contained within a channel with the 
exception of wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, emergent mosses, or 
lichens (Cowardin et al, December 1979).  The riverine system present in the corridors for both 
build alternatives is on the left bank of the Missouri River.  The right and left banks refer to the 
side of the river looking downstream.  Because the Missouri River is flowing south in this river 
segment, the right bank is the west bank (Nebraska) and the left bank is the east bank (Iowa).  
This particular riverine system has a low gradient (slope of channel), slow water velocity, and 
continual flow.  This type of riverine system is defined as “lower perennial subsystem”27 (R2). 

3.12.2 Waterways
For the purpose of this discussion, waterways include rivers, streams, and intermittent streams.  
Under current USACE policy, aside from the definition of waters of the U.S. in 33 CFR 328, 
waterways are considered jurisdictional (that is, subject to jurisdiction) if a definable bed and 
bank is present. 

Waterways within the Study Area were determined by NDOR and Iowa DOT by identifying 
perennial and intermittent waterways on USGS quadrangle topographical maps, aerial 
photography, and field observations.  In Nebraska, Papillion Creek and the Missouri and Platte 
rivers meet the criterion for a jurisdictional water of the U.S. in that they all have a definable bed 
and bank.  In Iowa, several small intermittent waterways exist within the Study Area that would 
be considered jurisdictional. 

3.12.3 Lakes, Ponds, and Impoundments 
Generally, lakes, ponds, and impoundments are subject to USACE jurisdiction provided that the 
waterbody is susceptible to interstate or foreign commerce (33 CFR 328).  Within the Study Area, 
several lakes, commercial fisheries, and impoundments are present, including Base Lake near 
Offutt AFB in Nebraska and Folsom Lake in Iowa. 

                                                     
25  Herbaceous is a modifier for plants with characteristics of an herb, having no persistent woody stem 

above ground. 
26  Hydrophytes are plants growing in water or on a substrate that is at least periodically deficient in 

oxygen as a result of excessive water content.  Examples are rushes and sedges. 
27 In a lower perennial subsystem, the gradient is low and water velocity is slow.  There is no tidal 

influence, and some water flows throughout the year.  The substrate consists mainly of sand and mud.  
Oxygen deficits may sometimes occur, the fauna is composed mostly of species that reach their 
maximum abundance in still water, and true planktonic organisms are common.  The gradient is lower 
than that of the upper perennial subsystem, and the floodplain is well developed (Cowardin et al, 
December 1979).  
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3.13 FLOODPLAINS 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has mapped the 100-year floodplain for 
the surface waters within the Study Area, which include Papillion Creek and the Missouri and 
Platte Rivers.  FEMA has also identified the floodway28 for these surface waters, which generally 
includes the area between the federal flood control levees on either side of Papillion Creek and 
the Missouri River.  The Platte River floodway is bounded by a levee in Sarpy County but does 
not appear to be defined in Cass County.  The build alternatives cross Papillion Creek and the 
Missouri River, their associated floodways, floodplains, and interior drainage areas (see 
Figures 4-1 and 4-3). 

Several Federal levees offer flood protection within the Study Area.  In Nebraska, levee R 616 
borders the right bank of the Missouri River from within the city limits of Bellevue (adjacent to 
the river) southward to the confluence of Papillion Creek and the Missouri River.  Levee R 613 
borders the right bank of the Missouri River from the confluence of Papillion Creek and the 
Missouri River southward to the confluence of the Platte River and the Missouri River.  Levee 
R 613 also borders the right and left banks of Papillion Creek toward the city limits of Bellevue 
near U.S. 75 and the left bank of the Platte River to U.S. 75.  In Iowa, levees L 611 through 614 
border the left bank of the Missouri River and span from near River Mile 606 to River Mile 588. 

3.14 FISH AND WILDLIFE 
The Missouri River, its associated waterways, and the adjacent floodplain provide diverse 
biological resources that support a variety of fish and wildlife populations.  This section discusses 
the fish and wildlife habitats and the species common to these habitats within the Study Area.  
See Section 3.15 for information on threatened and endangered species and their associated 
habitat in the Study Area. 

3.14.1 Fish
Impoundment, channelization, degradation, and unnatural hydrologic conditions have changed 
the fish species composition in many areas of the Missouri River.  Within the Study Area, 
construction of dikes, revetments, and the navigation channel has made the main river channel 
narrow and deep, with a greater water velocity and lower sediment loads.  As a result, much of 
the shallow-water habitat has been lost and replaced with turbid waters with many backwater and 
side channel habitats (USACE, March 2003a). 

USFWS developed a list of 91 fish species that are currently found in the lower Missouri River, 
which includes the Study Area.  The most common species include emerald shiner, river 
carpsucker, channel catfish, gizzard shad, red shiner, shorthead redhorse, and carp.  Pallid 
sturgeon, shovelnose sturgeon, and paddlefish are also found in the lower Missouri River 
(USACE, March 2003a). 

3.14.2 Wildlife
Agricultural practices and commercial and residential development have altered the natural 
habitat in various areas adjacent to the Missouri River, but some areas of native uplands and 
wetlands still remain.  Much of the land within the Study Area has been disturbed by agricultural 
practices, making agricultural land one of the primary wildlife habitats in the Study Area.  
                                                     
28  The floodway is that portion of the floodplain that includes the stream channel and overbank areas that 

must be reserved in order to discharge the 100-year flood without cumulatively increasing the 100-year 
water surface elevation more than 1 foot (FEMA, August 3, 1989). 
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Wildlife species found on the agricultural land in the Study Area are those that feed on crops.  
Examples are white-tailed deer, rabbits, mice, and avian species such as crows and pheasants 
(Iowa DNR, Biodiversity of Iowa).  Agricultural land has a low carrying capacity for wildlife.29

The other main wildlife habitat types within the Study Area are nonwetlands (uplands and 
lowlands) and wetlands.  For this analysis, agricultural lands were identified separately and are 
uplands or lowlands that are used for crops or pasture.  Upland and lowland areas are dry areas 
consisting of either forestland30 or rangeland.31  Wildlife species common to forest areas include 
raccoon, white-tailed deer, striped skunk, fox squirrel, eastern chipmunk, bobcat, brown snake, 
wood turtle, and avian species such as eastern wild turkey, red-tailed hawk, and downy 
woodpecker (Iowa DNR, Habitat Rummy).  Wildlife species common to rangeland include 
badger, coyote, eastern mole, whitetail jackrabbit, prairie rattlesnake, bull snake, and avian 
species such as grasshopper sparrow, American goldfinch, and western meadowlark (Iowa DNR, 
Habitat Rummy). 

Wildlife species found in emergent and forested wetlands are similar.  However, the presence of 
wildlife species in wetlands varies due to changes in wetland hydrology conditions from season to 
season.  Wildlife species common to wetlands include beaver, mink, muskrat, plains garter snake, 
map turtle, bullfrog, tiger salamander, and avian species such as Canada goose, herring gull, 
peregrine falcon, and least tern (Iowa DNR, Habitat Rummy).  For information regarding specific 
wetland types within the Study Area, see Section 3.12, Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. 

Migratory birds32 are known to use the Study Area for nesting, which occurs primarily between 
April 1 and July 15.  In addition, migratory birds may also nest on bridge structures.  Migratory 
birds known to use the Study Area include dabbling duck species, such as the wood duck, 
mallard, northern shoveler, northern pintail, gadwall, blue-winged teal, green-winged teal, and 
American widgeon; species of diving ducks, such as ring-necked, lesser scaup, ruddy, redhead, 
common golden-eye, and bufflehead; and species of geese, such as Canada geese, snow geese, 
and white-fronted geese (USACE, March 2003a). 

3.15 THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES  
Threatened or endangered (T&E) species are protected under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (ESA), as amended (16 USC 1531 et seq.).  ESA provides for the protection of animal and 
plant species that have been determined to be in population decline and are in jeopardy of 
becoming extinct.  USFWS has the authority of the Federal government to administer the 
protection of such species.   

3.15.1 Potential Species in the Study Area 
USFWS provided a list of Federally listed species that may exist in the Study Area (USFWS, 
April 16, 2003).  NGPC also provided a list of Federally and state-listed species that may exist in 

                                                     
29  Carrying capacity refers to the size of a population that can live indefinitely in an environment without 

degrading that environment. 
30  Forestland is defined as a land cover or use that is “at least 10 percent stocked by single stemmed 

forest trees of any size which will be at least 4 meters (13 feet) tall at maturity” (USDA NRCS, 
December 13, 2000). 

31  Rangeland is defined as a land cover or use in which “the climax or potential plant cover is composed 
principally of native grasses, grasslike plants, forbs or shrubs suitable for grazing and browsing” 
(USDA NRCS, December 13, 2000). 

32  Migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703-712, as amended).   
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the Study Area (NGPC, March 3, 2003).  Iowa DNR indicated that they have “no site-specific 
records of rare species or significant natural communities” within the Study Area (Iowa DNR, 
February 3, 2003).  Table 3-13 lists the species identified by USFWS and NGPC, their threatened 
or endangered status, and their expected occurrence.  Subsequent sections provide detailed 
information regarding each species listed. 

Table 3-13 
Threatened and Endangered Species 

Common Name Scientific Name Status1 Expected Occurrence 
Birds

Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Threatened Migration, winter resident, 
nesting  

Interior least tern Sterna anatillarum Endangered Migration, nesting 
Piping plover Charadrius melodus Threatened Migration, nesting 
Fish

Pallid sturgeon Scaphirhynchus albus Endangered Feeding, potential 
spawning, migration 

Lake sturgeon Acipenser fulvescens 

Federal species of 
special concern2,
Nebraska listed as 
threatened,  
Iowa listed as 
endangered  

Missouri River

Sturgeon chub Macrhybopsis gelida 

Federal species of 
special concern2,
Nebraska listed as 
endangered  

Missouri River 

Plants
Western prairie fringed 
orchid Platanthera praeclara Threatened Tallgrass prairie 

Small white lady’s slipper  Cypripedium candidum 

Federally listed as 
threatened, 
Nebraska listed as 
threatened,  
Iowa species of 
concern

Wet, boggy soil of 
meadows and prairies 

American ginseng Panax quinquefolius Nebraska listed as 
threatened 

Good-quality upland 
hardwood forests 

Notes: 
1 Federal and state (Nebraska and Iowa) status unless otherwise noted. 
2 Species of Special Concern is an informal term that refers to those species that USFWS believes might 

be in need of concentrated conservation actions.  Such conservation actions vary depending on the 
health of the populations and degree and types of threats.  Species of concern receive no legal 
protection (USFWS, Endangered Species Glossary). 

American Bald Eagle 
The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is a Federally, Nebraska-, and Iowa-listed threatened 
species.  On July 6, 1999, USFWS submitted a proposal for delisting the bald eagle from 
threatened status.  The proposal is currently in review. 
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Bald eagles can generally be found statewide in both Iowa and Nebraska but tend to occur most 
frequently along streams, rivers, and other permanent bodies of water, using mature riparian 
timber as perches for feeding and loafing. 

Habitat supporting the bald eagle is characterized by aquatic ecosystems.  The bald eagle must 
have access to lakes, reservoirs, major rivers, and selected seacoast habitats that have an abundant 
source of food, including fish, seagulls, and carrion, and that have adjacent riparian areas with 
large, mature trees suitable for nesting and roosting.  There have been no critical habitat 
designations for the bald eagle.  Consequently, none of the land within the Study Area is 
considered critical habitat. 

In North America, eagles migrate both north and south during the yearly climatic changes 
associated with the seasons of the year.  The distance of migration depends on the severity of the 
winter climatic conditions and subsequent available habitat for feeding.  The bald eagle is 
associated with the Missouri River during annual migrations and throughout the winter where 
open water is present.  The southward migration of bald eagles begins as early as October, and 
the wintering period extends from December to March. 

During the winter, this species feeds on fish in open water areas created by dam tailwaters, the 
warm effluents of power plants and municipal/industrial discharges, or power plant cooling 
ponds.  The Missouri River floodplain is a major wintering area for the bald eagle due to the 
presence of large dead or dying cottonwood trees located along the banks of the river.  Wintering 
eagles are most abundant along the Missouri and Platte Rivers directly south of the Study Area 
(USFWS, April 16, 2003).  The frequency and duration of bald eagle use of these areas depends 
on the weather conditions and presence of ice.  Bald eagles nest in Nebraska and Iowa from mid-
February through mid-August.  They tend to nest in large trees with specific size and structure 
characteristics.  Bald eagles usually nest in the same territories each year, often using the same 
nest repeatedly. 

NGPC Midwinter Bald Eagle Survey results indicate that bald eagles occur on a frequent and 
regular basis within and near the Study Area.  The survey counts numbers of individuals along 
the Missouri River at a target date (January 1 through 15) and segments the river stretch by major 
landmarks (usually bridges).  Although the numbers of bald eagles within the survey area33 have 
fluctuated, the total numbers of bald eagles observed upstream and downstream of Highway 370 
show an increasing trend since 1990.  This area annually supports an average of 25 wintering bald 
eagles.  Because the Missouri River area is mainly used during migration and winter roosting, the 
number of bald eagles is dependent on the conditions such as ice cover, water levels, and 
available roosting habitat.  NGPC survey results for the last 14 years vary from 11 to 60 
individual eagles spotted (NGPC, January 2004). 

According to the National Biological Information Infrastructure (NBII) Midwinter Bald Eagle 
Count website, from 1986 to 2000, the wintering population of bald eagles in the State of 
Nebraska has increased an estimated 5.9 percent.  This local trend of increasing population is also 
observed on a national scale.

According to the USFWS Bald Eagle Population Chart (1963-2000), eagle pair populations have 
dramatically increased in the ten-year period from 3,035 pair in 1990 to 6,471 pair in 2000 
(USFWS, How Many Bald Eagles are There? [USFWS website]).

                                                     
33  For the purpose of this analysis, the survey area is approximately 25 miles upstream and downstream 

from Highway 370 along the Missouri River.  The upstream (north) portion of the survey area begins 
at I-680 south to Highway 370 and the downstream (south) portion stretches from Union, Nebraska, 
north to Highway 370. 
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Interior Least Tern and Piping Plover 
The interior least tern (Sterna anatillarum) is a Federally, Nebraska-, and Iowa-listed endangered 
species and the piping plover (Charadrius melodus) is a Federally, Nebraska-, and Iowa-listed 
threatened species. Both species may occur in the Study Area.  The interior least tern and piping 
plovers nest from mid-April to mid-August on sparsely vegetated sandbars in rivers and on sand 
piles resulting from sand- and gravel-mining operations.  In Nebraska, the highest concentrations 
of these species occur along the Platte River.  The Nebraska riverine nesting sites of the interior 
least tern and piping plover along the Platte River and near the mouth of the Platte River are 
sparsely vegetated sand and gravel bars within a wide, unobstructed river channels.  The home 
range of the tern during the breeding season is usually limited to the reach of the river near the 
sandbar nesting site. 

Although interior least terns and piping plovers may use the Missouri River corridor during 
migration, windshield surveys of the Missouri River in the vicinity of the alternatives did not 
locate any terns or plovers and confirmed that the Study Area does not currently contain suitable 
habitat for these species.  No critical habitat has been designated for either species within or 
surrounding the Study Area. 

Pallid Sturgeon and Lake Sturgeon 
The pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus) is a Federally, Nebraska-, and Iowa-listed 
endangered species.  The lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) is a Federal species of special 
concern and a Nebraska-listed threatened and Iowa-listed endangered species.  Because it is not a 
Federally listed threatened or endangered species, the presence or absence of the lake sturgeon is 
not subject to Section 7 requirements for consultation with USFWS.  Pallid and lake sturgeon are 
found in the Missouri River and the lower Platte River.  Floodplains, backwaters, chutes, sloughs, 
islands, sandbars, and main channel waters form a large river ecosystem that provides 
microhabitat requirements for the pallid sturgeon.  Historically, pallid and lake sturgeon habitat 
was subject to constant change due to influences from the natural hydrograph34 and sediment 
runoff inputs from a large watershed spanning portions of 10 states and Canada.  Navigation, 
channelization, and bank stabilization as well as hydropower generation projects have altered the 
natural hydrograph and caused a widespread habitat loss and decline of the sturgeon in the 
Missouri River. 

Pallid sturgeon feed on small fish and invertebrates and can be found in association with riverine 
sandbars.  Often, the pallid sturgeon is found near confluences, islands, and downstream margins 
of sandbars.  Sandbar pools, bankline margins, and side channels with complex cover are 
important habitat for sturgeons.  It is believed that the species spends some time in the Missouri 
River and annually returns to the Platte River to spawn or possibly over winter. 

Lake sturgeon feed on invertebrates and small fish.  They can be found at the downstream 
margins of islands and river confluences. 

The Project is located within one of the six Recovery Priority Management Areas (RPMAs) 
designated for the pallid sturgeon in the Mississippi and Missouri river basins.  The RPMA in the 
Study Area extends 20 miles upstream and downstream from the confluence of the Platte and 
Missouri rivers.  USFWS selected the RPMAs based on the most recent records of occurrence 
and on the probability that these areas still provide suitable habitat for the pallid sturgeon and 
have significant potential to contribute to the restoration and recovery of the species (USFWS, 
April 16, 2003).  The confluence areas of major tributaries, such as the Platte River, were 

                                                     
34  The stage, flow, velocity, or other property of water with respect to time. 



  Chapter 3
Affected Environment 

Bellevue Bridge Study October 2004 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 3-32

emphasized in selecting the RPMAs because of their importance in providing feeding and nursery 
habitats for the pallid sturgeon. 

Sturgeon Chub 
The sturgeon chub (Macrhybopsis gelida) a Federal species of special concern and is listed as 
endangered in Nebraska but is not a listed species in Iowa.  Because it is not a Federally listed 
threatened or endangered species, the presence or absence of the sturgeon chub is not subject to 
Section 7 requirements for consultation with USFWS.  The sturgeon chub is associated with fast-
flowing water and a gravel riverbed and feeds on invertebrates.  In the main Missouri River 
channel, only shallow areas found along the outermost banks of the river would be suitable for 
these fish.  The species has been collected in side chutes and backwaters that may provide 
suitable spawning habitat for these fish.  Alterations to the natural hydrograph, flow depletions, 
and river channelization have caused a decline of the sturgeon chub. 

Western Prairie Fringed Orchid 
The western prairie fringed orchid is a Federally, Nebraska-, and Iowa-listed threatened species.  
The range of the western prairie fringed orchid extends from the Mississippi River westward to 
the Sandhills of Nebraska.  The orchid grows as far north as Manitoba, Canada, and as far south 
as Oklahoma.  The western prairie fringed orchid is a long-lived perennial that emerges in May 
and blooms in late June to early July.  The western prairie fringed orchid is native to tallgrass 
calcareous silt loam, moist sand prairies, sedge and hay meadows, wet uplands, and river bottom 
prairies and meadows with exposure to full sunlight (USFWS, 1996).  A common feature of 
many sites is sub-irrigation by nearby groundwater.  The likelihood of the western prairie fringed 
orchid being present is determined by the presence of native grasses such as switchgrass 
(Panicum virgatum), Indian grass (Sorghastrum nutans), big bluestem (Andropogon gerardii),
and little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium).  On occasion, areas where these native grasses are 
hayed would be prime habitat (Nature Conservancy, June 1996). 

Surveys completed in 1996 by USFWS for the Western Prairie Fringed Orchid Recovery Plan 
documented known populations in six counties in Nebraska and 15 counties in Iowa.  There is 
one known population of orchids in Sarpy County and one population in Mills County.  
Individual occurrences of the orchids have also been documented in two other Mills County 
locations (USFWS, 1996).  All of these known populations and individuals occur outside the 
Study Area. 

Small White Lady’s Slipper  
The small white lady’s slipper orchid is a Federally and Nebraska-listed threatened species and an 
Iowa species of special concern.  The small white lady’s slipper orchid is a typical prairie species 
and grows in the wet, boggy soil of meadows and prairies and in wet open areas of tamarack and 
spruce sphagnum bogs.  This orchid can also be found along forest margins, clearings, and boggy 
or swampy woodland areas.  It is a sun-loving plant that also thrives in partial shade, but it is 
considered a shade-intolerant species and is rarely found growing in full shade.  The small white 
lady’s slipper requires rich, highly calcareous soil and prefers alkaline soil (pH >7) and a 
southerly exposure with the opportunity for full sun.  It often grows in the company of another 
closely related species, the yellow lady’s slipper (Smith, 2000).  There are no known populations 
of small white lady’s slipper in the Study Area. 

American Ginseng 
American ginseng is a Nebraska-listed threatened species; however, it is not a Federally or Iowa-
listed species.  Because it is not a Federally listed threatened or endangered species, the presence 
or absence of this species is not subject to Section 7 requirements for consultation with USFWS. 
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American ginseng occurs primarily in rich, mesic woods, often on slopes, over a limestone or 
marble parent material.  Ginseng can be found in bluff areas with high canopy, typically with bur 
oak (Quercus macrocarpa) and green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) and a well-shaded understory 
with adequate moisture (NGPC, June 13, 2003).  Other associated species include bloodroot 
(Sanguinaria canadensis), black cohosh (Cimicifuga spp), maidenhair fern (Adiantum pedatum),
and yellow lady’s slipper (Cypripedium pubescens).  American ginseng occurs from Maine west 
to the Province of Ontario and perhaps Manitoba, and south to Florida, Alabama, Louisiana, and 
Kansas.  It is most characteristic of the Appalachian and Ozark regions (George-Bernard, 2000).  
There are no known populations of American ginseng in the Study Area. 

3.15.2 Threatened and Endangered Species Field Survey  
Initial contact with USFWS, NGPC, and Iowa DNR was completed as part of the 1996 Draft EIS.  
A field survey was performed in 1995 to determine whether the western prairie fringed orchid 
was present in the Study Area.  The western prairie fringed orchid was not observed during this 
field survey.   

In 2001, during the re-scoping process for the Project, NGPC requested an updated survey for the 
western prairie fringed orchid.  In subsequent correspondence with NGPC, the need for additional 
surveys to assess the potential of encountering other T&E species within the current Study Area 
was identified. 

Based on the evaluation and recommendations from NGPC, surveys for the western prairie 
fringed orchid, small white lady’s slipper, and American ginseng were conducted from 
July 1-3, 2003, to evaluate potential habitat identified along the corridors for the two build 
alternatives.

Several forested, herbaceous upland, and transitional areas with calcareous soil are present in the 
corridors.  These areas have been classified as potential habitat for western prairie fringed orchid, 
small white lady’s slipper, and American ginseng.  The areas were identified through desktop 
analysis and were visited in the field.  Most areas have been subject to frequent disturbance and 
contain marginal habitat dominated by invasive species such as smooth brome and reed canary 
grass.

No individuals or populations of western prairie fringed orchid, small white lady’s slipper, or 
American ginseng were identified in the corridors for the build alternatives.  The field survey 
concluded that populations of the western prairie fringed orchid, small white lady’s slipper, and 
American ginseng are not present in the surveyed portions of the corridors.  Potential habitat 
areas along the preferred alternative where survey access was denied would need to be surveyed 
after acquisition and prior to construction.   

3.16 HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL PRESERVATION 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) requires Federal agencies 
to determine whether their undertakings have adverse impacts on historic properties (any site, 
structure, or other property listed in or eligible for listing on the NRHP) and to afford the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment in the 
event that there is disagreement on adverse effect determination made by the Federal agency and 
reviewed by a State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).  Historic properties include historic 
structures and archaeological sites.  Surveys and background research were conducted for the 
1996 Draft EIS, and this information was supplemented for this EIS by additional intensive-level 
surveys within the designated corridors that included the build alternatives. 
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For this Project, the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for archaeological sites included the 
preliminary ROW and an area 250 feet (minimum) on either side of the centerline for each build 
alternative in Nebraska.  In Iowa, the APE for archaeological sites included the preliminary ROW 
and an area 500 feet on either side of the centerline for each build alternative.  For historic 
properties, the APE included the preliminary ROW and a 0.5-mile-wide area centered on the 
centerline of each build alternative in both Iowa and Nebraska, excluding properties on 
Offutt AFB. 

The Nebraska State Historical Society (NSHS) conducted archaeological research supplemented 
by a field survey for the APE in Nebraska (NSHS, January 16, 2004).  Tallgrass Historians L.C. 
performed an archaeological survey for the APE in Iowa and historic structure surveys for the 
APE in Nebraska and Iowa (Tallgrass Historians L.C., January 2004, November 2003b, and 
November 2003a).  Because an alternative was initially considered that involved rehabilitation of 
the Bellevue Bridge, the bridge was evaluated for eligibility for listing on the NRHP (The Louis 
Berger Group, Inc., November 26, 2002). 

3.16.1 Historic Properties 
The Bellevue Bridge was determined ineligible for listing on the NRHP (The Louis Berger 
Group, Inc., November 26, 2002).  The Iowa SHPO has concurred with the ineligibility 
determination of the Bellevue Bridge (Iowa DOT, April 22, 2003), as has the Nebraska SHPO 
(NDOR, July 23, 2003).  Both concurrence letters are reproduced in Appendix A.   

A total of 22 properties (all in Nebraska and none in Iowa), some with multiple individual 
resources, were evaluated in the APE for Alternative 2.  Of that total, 10 properties had at least 
one principal building that appeared to be 50 years of age or older, while the remaining buildings 
were modern and appeared to be less than 50 years old.  None of these properties were 
determined eligible for listing on the NRHP. 

A total of 13 properties (3 in Nebraska and 10 in Iowa), some with multiple individual resources, 
were evaluated in the APE for Alternative 3.  Of the principal buildings on these 13 properties, 9 
were of modern construction and appeared less than 50 years old.  Only one property had at least 
one principal resource 50 years of age or older.  The Rahn farmstead (#NE 02) at 708 La Platte 
Road includes an I-house variation that represents a rare regional example of this folk form and is 
excellent evidence of the persistence of the I-house west of the Missouri River and into the Great 
Plains.  The I-house is considered eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion C for its 
architecture.  The other structures at the Rahn property were determined not individually eligible 
for listing on the NRHP and the farmstead was not determined eligible as a whole because of the 
wide range of construction dates. 

3.16.2 Archaeological Resources 
In Nebraska, fieldwork along portions of the build alternative corridors has been completed 
intermittently since the early 1990s and has resulted in the identification of 17 archaeological 
sites in the vicinity of the build alternatives.  Only one site (25SY80) meets the minimum 
significance and integrity criteria for listing on the NRHP and this site is outside the APE (NSHS, 
January 16, 2004).  Two ineligible sites (25SY347 and 25SY115) are within the APE for 
Alternative 2 (see Table 3-14), and two ineligible sites (25SY89 and 25SY90) are within the APE 
for Alternative 3 (see Table 3-15).  Site 25SY80 is located outside of the APE and approximately 
1,200 feet north of the centerline of Alternative 3.   

In Iowa, two sites (13ML164 and 13ML599) previously recorded were reexamined during this 
study and seven previously unrecorded sites were identified and evaluated.  The seven new sites 
were all within the APE for Alternative 3.  Site 13ML164, the former townsite of St. Mary, is 
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predominately south of the APE for Alternative 2.  While this site is potentially eligible for listing 
on the NRHP, no archaeological evidence at the platted townsite location was found within the 
APE (see Table 3-14).  Site 13ML599 was identified in the 1996 Draft EIS as potentially eligible 
for listing on the NRHP and was recommended for further evaluation.  The intensive reevaluation 
found the site to be much larger than originally recorded, but the site was determined ineligible 
for listing on the NRHP because of insufficient integrity.  Site 13ML599 is within the APE for 
Alternative 3. 

Of the seven new sites recorded within the APE for Alternative 3 (13ML623-629), all but 
13ML626 were determined to be ineligible for listing on the NRHP for lack of sufficient integrity 
or significance (see Table 3-15).  Site 13ML626 was considered potentially eligible for listing on 
the NRHP.

The Alternative 2 APE has a low potential for containing intact boat wrecks of significance, and 
no further investigation related to this property type is necessary (Tallgrass Historians L.C., 
January 2004).  Compared to the Alternative 2 APE, the Alternative 3 APE includes areas that 
experienced a lesser degree of major river channel fluctuations in the late 19th and early 20th

centuries and consequently has a higher potential for buried boat wrecks.   

Table 3-14 
Archaeological Resources Near Alternative 2 

Site ID Cultural
Affiliation 

Description Physical
Integrity 

Significance NRHP
Eligible

Recommendation 

Nebraska
25SY115 Native 

American, 
unassigned 

Sparse 
scatter of 
chipped
stone debris 

Low Low No No further work. 

25SY347 Native 
American, 
unassigned 

Sparse 
scatter of 
chipped
stone debris 

Low Low No No further work. 

Iowa
13ML164 Euro-

American 
Historic
town site 

No artifacts 
detected

High Potential Further work if 
to be impacted.  
Currently 
located outside 
ROW.

Sources: Nebraska sites: NSHS, January 16, 2004.  Iowa sites: Tallgrass Historians L.C., January 2004. 
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Table 3-15 
Archaeological Resources Near Alternative 3 

Site ID Cultural
Affiliation 

Description Physical
Integrity 

Significance NRHP
Eligible

Recommendation 

Nebraska
25SY80 
(located
outside of 
the APE) 

Native 
American, 
Middle-Late 
Archaic 

Dense 
scatter of 
fire-cracked 
rock (FCR), 
and chipped 
stone debris 
and tools 

Moderate High Yes No further work. 

25SY89 Native 
American, 
unassigned 

Sparse 
scatter of 
chipped
stone debris 

Low Low No No further work. 

25SY90 Native 
American, 
Early
Archaic 

One 
projectile 
and one 
piece of 
FCR

Low Low No No further work. 

Iowa
13ML599 Euro-

American 
Historic
habitation 
site

Low Low No No further work. 

13ML623 Suspected 
Historic Era 

Buried 
faunal 
remains 

Moderate Low No No further work. 

13ML624 Euro-
American 

Historic
habitation 
site

Low Low No No further work. 

13ML625 Euro-
American 

Historic
habitation 
site

Low Low No No further work 

13ML626 Euro-
American 

Historic
habitation 
site

Moderate Moderate Potential Further work if 
to be impacted.  
Currently 
located outside 
ROW.

13ML627 Euro-
American 

Historic
scatter

Low Low No No further work. 

13ML628 Euro-
American 

Isolated
horse burial 

High Low No No further work. 

13ML629 Suspected 
Historic Era 

Buried 
faunal 
remains 

Moderate Low No No further work. 

Sources: Nebraska sites: NSHS, January 16, 2004.  Iowa sites: Tallgrass Historians L.C., January 2004. 
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3.17 SECTION 4(f) PROPERTIES 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 states in part: 

It is the policy of the United States Government that special effort be made to 
preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and recreation 
lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites. (49 USC 303) 

In accordance with this national policy, Section 4(f) properties must be closely evaluated before 
they can be used in a transportation project.  In order for FHWA to approve the use of 
Section 4(f) properties, there must be no feasible and prudent35 alternative to the use and all 
possible planning must have been included to minimize harm resulting from such use. 
Section 4(f) properties are: 

� Public recreation areas 

� Parks

� Wildlife and/or waterfowl refuges 

� Significant historic properties, excluding those properties only eligible for listing on the 
NRHP under criterion D (these same resources are also considered under Section 106 of 
the NHPA) 

The Study Area contains the following public recreation areas that have the potential to be 
Section 4(f) properties if impacted by the Project: Haworth Park, Bellevue Marina, Baldwin 
Field, Bellevue Loop Trail, Schilling WMA, and Folsom Lake (see Section 3.8, Recreation, for 
additional information on these public recreational areas). 

3.18 REGULATED MATERIALS 
Properties in the Study Area where hazardous materials have been stored may present a future 
risk if spills or leaks have occurred.  Contaminated or potentially contaminated properties are of 
concern for transportation projects because of the associated liability of acquiring the property 
through ROW, the potential cleanup costs, and the safety concerns related to exposure to 
contaminated soil, surface water, or groundwater. 

A survey of the Study Area was conducted using Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
methods to identify sites with recognized environmental conditions (RECs).36  Environmental 
Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) conducted a file search for a 110-square-mile area that included both 
the Bellevue Bridge Study Area and the Plattsmouth Bridge Study Area.  The results of this 
search were compiled in two reports, one including sites in Sarpy County (EDR, April 29, 2003) 
and one including sites in Mills County (EDR, April 28, 2003).  The sites identified were plotted 
on an aerial photograph with preliminary alignments considered for the Project.  Next, the sites 
within one-half mile on either side of each preliminary alignment were identified.  Visual 
inspection was performed for the sites within or near the 1-mile corridor, and any other properties 
or conditions of concern not identified in the EDR reports were noted as well.  Finally, interviews 
                                                     
35  In order for an alternative to be considered “feasible and prudent,” it must not create any “truly unique 

problems (defined as costs or community disruption of extraordinary magnitude or an accumulation of 
truly unique or unusual factors). 

36  According to the American Society for Testing and Materials, a REC is the presence or likely presence 
of hazardous substances or petroleum products that may release into structures on a property or into the 
ground, groundwater, or surface water of that property. 
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were conducted with property owners, operators, lessees, tenants, or other individuals with 
knowledge of the environmental conditions of those properties identified by the EDR reports or 
during the visual inspection as potential environmental concerns. 

A review of the findings shows six sites with RECs near the build alternatives (see Figures 4-1 
and 4-3); the remaining sites identified are not reported because they are not likely to pose a risk 
due to their distance from the build alternatives. 

There are four sites near Alternative 2.  The Offutt AFB property line is approximately 675 feet 
north of the centerline of Alternative 2.  Offutt AFB is associated with several database listings, 
including a trichloroethylene (TCE) groundwater plume extending from the southeast portion of 
the base and located at least one-quarter mile north of the centerline of Alternative 2.  The 
property line of the Falt Fisheries37 property that contains a leaking underground storage tank 
(LUST) is located approximately 2,400 feet north of the centerline of Alternative 2.  The National 
By-Products Inc. property line is located approximately 1,300 feet south of the centerline of 
Alternative 2 and has a LUST.  An observed unnamed Debris Site (which appears to be an 
inactive dump site) is located approximately 3,700 feet south of the centerline of Alternative 2 
(not shown on figures due to distance) on land owned by the Papio-Missouri River NRD (the 
property line of the parcel on which the Debris Site is located is 900 feet south of the centerline of 
Alternative 2). 

Two sites are near Alternative 3.  The northeast corner of PCS Nitrogen’s property is crossed by 
Alternative 3.  PCS Nitrogen is associated with several database reports, including soil and 
groundwater contamination as the result of a fertilizer spill.  Fast Break Amoco is located 
approximately 400 feet from the centerline of Alternative 3 and has a LUST and three waste 
stabilization lagoons. 

3.19 VISUAL 
Visual landscape characteristics are observed objects that affect the aesthetic value of an 
environment.  They can be natural, such as trees or rivers, or manmade, such as roadways and 
utility poles.  They can also be permanent, such as a house, or temporary, such as a moving 
vehicle.  A variety of natural and manmade features contribute to the visual resources of an area. 

In Sarpy and Mills counties, the properties adjacent to both build alternatives are primarily 
agricultural.  The corridors for the build alternatives consist of a blend of agricultural areas along 
with low-density residential and light commercial areas.  The generally open nature of the terrain 
allows for a panoramic view from many vantage points.  The following natural and manmade 
features are present in the Study Area in Nebraska and Iowa: cropland, fences, utility poles, the 
Missouri River and its floodplain and levees, two-lane roads with signs, vegetation patterns 
altered by land use and management practices, and wildlife. 

In addition to the aforementioned natural and manmade features, Sarpy and Mills counties 
include other visual features.  Sarpy County includes the following visual features in the vicinity 
of both build alternatives: U.S. 75, UPRR and BNSF rail lines, Papillion Creek and associated 
levees, farmsteads and farm structures, and Omaha Papillion Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant.  
Both build alternatives through Mills County also include views of the proposed St Mary’s Island 
USACE restoration site and I-29 as well as the interchange of I-29 with U.S. 34. 

                                                     
37  Falt Fisheries also owns property adjacent to the Alternative 2 ROW that is not identified as a 

regulated materials site. 
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Alternative 2 is near two low-density residential areas in Sarpy County and the southern boundary 
of Offutt AFB.  Alternative 3 is near C.S.R. Wilson Concrete, PCS Nitrogen (former Allied 
Chemical plant), Gene Eppley Salvation Army Camp, and a proposed MUD mitigation site; all of 
these are in Sarpy County.  Alternative 3 also is near several farmsteads and farm structures in 
Mills County. 
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CHAPTER 4 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter analyzes the probable beneficial and adverse social, economic, and environmental 
effects of implementing the alternatives under consideration for the Project.  (For a description of 
the alternatives, see Chapter 2.)  The information is presented by type of resource, corresponding 
to the organization of Chapter 3, Affected Environment.  In addition, the following categories of 
potential impacts are included: navigation, bridge, permits and approvals, energy, construction, 
short-term uses of the environment vs. long-term productivity, irreversible and irretrievable 
commitment of resources, and cumulative impacts. 

Each section includes an analysis of the impacts of the three alternatives carried forward for 
detailed study: Alternative 1 – No-Build Alternative; Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
Alternative; and Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County Alternative.  The affected area varies by 
resource and is described briefly with the approach for evaluating impacts.  Both direct effects1

and indirect effects2 are included in the description of impacts.  Each resource section ends with 
measures proposed to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts, as applicable.  Figures 4-1 
and 4-2 illustrate the Project ROW for Alternative 2 on an aerial photograph and topographic map 
base, respectively.  Figures 4-3 and 4-4 illustrate the Project ROW for Alternative 3 on an aerial 
photograph and USGS topographic map base, respectively. 

As described in Section 2.2.2, projects within MAPA’s LRTP could occur, and were assumed to 
occur, regardless of this Project.  Consequently, all alternatives carried forward for this Project 
would have impacts caused by the LRTP projects, and the focus of evaluation is the segments of 
these projects within the Study Area.  Impacts of the No-Build Alternative are addressed in a 
qualitative manner because detailed impacts of all the LRTP projects are not known.  Impacts of 
the LRTP projects and other reasonably foreseeable projects are considered in Section 4.27, 
Cumulative Impacts. 

4.1 LAND USE 
Evaluation of land use as it relates to transportation projects refers to the determination of direct 
effects on existing land uses, such as agricultural, residential, commercial/industrial, and 
public/semi-public, as well as consistency with regional development and land use planning.   

Direct effects on existing land uses occur through acquisition of new ROW for highway 
construction.  The Project ROW is the area of effect for land use impacts.  Such impacts include 
the disruption of activities and conversion of land uses, such as by the acquisition of front yards 
from residences.  Direct effects were determined by identifying existing land uses within the 
Study Area via windshield survey and by reviewing aerial photography and local land use plans.   

                                                     
1  Direct effects are those that “are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place” 

(40 CFR 1508.8). 
2  Indirect effects are those that “are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in 

distance but are still reasonably foreseeable” (40 CFR 1508.8).  Indirect impacts “may include growth-
inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population 
density, or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems…” 
(40 CFR 1508.8). 
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Indirect effects were considered by evaluating access restrictions and their impact on causing out-
of-distance travel.

The alternatives were also reviewed for consistency with future land use plans for Bellevue and 
for Sarpy and Mills counties (see Figure 1-8). 

4.1.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
The No-Build Alternative represents the base conditions for the Study Area.  It includes 
maintenance of the existing Highway 370 roadway corridor and Bellevue Bridge as well as the 
transportation improvement projects identified in Section 2.2.2, No-Build Alternative. 

Regardless of the transportation improvements that occur, land uses along Highway 370 from 
U.S. 75 through Bellevue to the Missouri River are expected to remain unchanged, with primarily 
residential and commercial uses consistent with a low-speed urban arterial.  Land uses from the 
Missouri River to I-29 along Highway 370 are expected to remain primarily agricultural, although 
limited industrial development may occur in this area as it is identified for future industrial 
development in the Mills County Plan (RDG Crose Gardner Shukert, August 2002).   

As the Omaha metropolitan area continues to expand to the south, areas of Sarpy County south of 
the developed core of Bellevue, particularly along U.S. 75 and relocated Platteview Road, are 
expected to continue to be converted from undeveloped/agricultural land uses to urban land uses, 
consistent with future land use plans.  Regardless of the alternative selected, the NDOR U.S. 75 – 
Plattsmouth to Bellevue project is the only transportation improvement identified in MAPA’s 
LRTP that would be built in this area to serve the planned expansion of the urban area.  Although 
the U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project provides part of the transportation infrastructure 
needed in this area, it does not serve future industrial land uses all the way to the Missouri River, 
nor does it provide needed transportation infrastructure in Iowa. 

Land use in the Mills County portion of the Study Area is expected to remain primarily 
agricultural, with limited development in the vicinity of the existing I-29 interchanges. 

The No-Build Alternative is inconsistent with future land use plans.  It does not provide the 
transportation infrastructure (a new roadway and bridge across the Missouri River to connect 
Sarpy and Mills counties) that is identified in MAPA’s LRTP, the Sarpy County Comprehensive 
Development Plan, and the Mills County Plan and that is needed to serve the planned commercial 
and industrial land uses in southern Sarpy County. 

4.1.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
The majority of the Study Area in the vicinity of Alternative 2 is undeveloped or used for 
agricultural purposes, with the exception of the Elbow Bend residential area near the Missouri 
River.  Land uses within the ROW for Alternative 2 are summarized in Table 4-1.  As noted in 
the table, there is some existing ROW within the estimated ROW required for Alternative 2; 
consequently, the land use for existing ROW would not change. 

The Papio-Missouri River NRD property is located in the Elbow Bend residential area and was 
acquired for floodplain management.  The property is not currently used for conservation or other 
public uses.  The Papio-Missouri River NRD has standing offers for acquisition of the remaining 
residences in Elbow Bend as part of a floodplain management program and does not have any 
plans for public use of the property it owns in this area (Papio-Missouri River NRD, 
October 2, 2003).   

Alternative 2 would require relocation of three single-family residences, as discussed in 
Section 4.4, Right-of-Way Acquisition and Relocations (see Figure 4-1). 
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Table 4-1 
ROW by Land Use Category for Alternative 2 

County Land Use Acres
Agricultural 175 
Residential 6 
Papio-Missouri 
River NRD Property 2

Existing ROW 80 

Sarpy

Total 263 
Agricultural 114 
Existing ROW 30 Mills
Total 144 

The Bellevue Comprehensive Plan and the Sarpy County Comprehensive Development Plan, 
the current land use plans that address Sarpy County, recommend commercial and industrial 
development with continued agricultural practices in the southwestern portion of the county, 
including the area traversed by Alternative 2 (Bucher, Willis & Ratliff, March 1992; JEO and 
Daly, May 1993).  Alternative 2 would facilitate the development of these commercial and 
industrial areas.  Thus, Alternative 2 is consistent with these two land use plans.   

The Mills County Plan primarily recommends continued agricultural land uses in the vicinity of 
Alternative 2 (RDG Crose Gardner Shukert, August 2002).  Alternative 2 is consistent with 
continued agricultural practices in Mills County.   

Sarpy and Mills counties have the authority to manage the location and type of growth through 
their local zoning jurisdiction, and future land uses already account for potential development 
within the Study Area.  Any changes in plans would need to be recommended by each county’s 
planning board and approved by the county commissions.  Therefore, future development, and 
subsequent indirect impacts, would only occur if each county deems the land use changes 
acceptable.

Alternative 2 also crosses two areas identified as future public greenway/parks (on land not 
publicly owned at this time) in the Mills County Plan: 

� A potential greenway area proposed along the Missouri River, primarily west of the 
levee, with a bike trail on the levee throughout the entire county – The Alternative 2 
bridge over the Missouri River would cross this proposed greenway/trail (see Section 4.7, 
Considerations Relating to Pedestrians and Bicyclists).  Because the greenway/trail 
would be bridged, Alternative 2 is compatible with this proposed greenway/trail. 

� A potential large park area (approximately 3,050 acres) that includes the majority of the 
proposed St. Mary’s Island (approximately 2,488 acres), a potential USACE restoration 
site for terrestrial wildlife – Alternative 2 would cross the northern tip of the proposed 
park site, requiring approximately 24 acres, but does not impact the USACE restoration 
site.  Alternative 2 is compatible with this future land use because the park area is not 
currently being developed and because the Project would not preclude future 
development of this area for conservation and open space.  Figures 4-1B and 4-2B show 
the boundary of the proposed site relative to the ROW for Alternative 2.   

MAPA’s LRTP, the Sarpy County Comprehensive Development Plan, and the Mills County Plan 
all discuss a new Missouri River crossing and connecting roadway near the Platte River 
confluence.  Though north of the crossing discussed in these plans, the Alternative 2 river 



  Chapter 4
Environmental Consequences

Bellevue Bridge Study October 2004 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-4

crossing is consistent with the concept of an additional Missouri River crossing in Sarpy and 
Mills counties. 

Indirect impacts on existing development are typically in the form of out-of-distance travel for 
landowners due to a change in access as a result of the Project.  No road closures of U.S. or state 
highways are anticipated for Alternative 2.  Portions of some local roads would be realigned for 
better intersections with the new roadway.  There may be some out-of-distance travel associated 
with the realignments, but it is anticipated to be minimal.  However, the travel time for longer 
trips would likely be less because of the new road system.    

Under Alternative 2, indirect impacts relating to future development could occur at the 
intersection with U.S. 75 and with a new interchange at I-29.  While development is expected to 
occur in the vicinity of U.S. 75 over time under the No-Build Alternative, a new interchange with 
I-29 as part of the Project would create valuable property for development in Iowa.   

For a discussion of impacts of Alternative 2 on the floodplains of Papillion Creek and the 
Missouri River, see Section 4.13, Floodplains. 

4.1.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
The majority of the Study Area in the vicinity of Alternative 3 is also undeveloped or used for 
agricultural purposes, with the exception of commercial land uses adjacent to the existing U.S. 34 
interchange with I-29 (the Glenwood exit).  Land uses within the ROW for Alternative 3 are 
summarized in Table 4-2.  As noted in the table, there is some existing ROW within the estimated 
ROW required for Alternative 3; consequently, the land use for existing ROW would not change. 

Table 4-2 
ROW by Land Use Category for Alternative 3 

County Land Use Acres
Agricultural 92 
Existing ROW 3 Sarpy
Total 95 
Agricultural 177 
Commercial 3 
Existing ROW 28 Mills

Total 208 

Alternative 3 would not require any relocations (see Section 4.4, Right-of-Way Acquisition and 
Relocations).

The Sarpy County Comprehensive Development Plan, the current land use plan that addresses 
southern Sarpy County, recommends commercial and industrial development, with continued 
agricultural practices in the southwestern portion of the county, including the area traversed by 
Alternative 3 (JEO and Daly, May 1993).  Alternative 3 would facilitate the development of these 
commercial and industrial areas.  Thus, Alternative 3 is consistent with Sarpy County’s land use 
plan.

Alternative 3 also crosses the MUD 187-acre parcel that is a candidate for wetland mitigation for 
its Platte West water production facility.  Approximately 31 acres of this proposed site would be 
acquired for ROW; however, MUD has indicated that the total area required for mitigation could 
be accommodated on the remainder of the parcel if this area is approved by USACE for 
mitigation (MUD, February 22, 2003).  Therefore, Alternative 3 is compatible with this future 
land use. 
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Alternative 3 also crosses the proposed La Platte Link Trail on the Missouri River levee in Sarpy 
County (see Section 4.7, Considerations Relating to Pedestrians and Bicyclists).  The 
Alternative 3 bridge over the Missouri River would span this proposed trail.  Therefore, 
Alternative 3 is compatible with the proposed trail. 

The Mills County Plan primarily recommends continued agricultural land uses in the vicinity of 
Alternative 3 (RDG Crose Gardner Shukert, August 2002).  Alternative 3 is consistent with 
continued agricultural practices in Mills County.   

Sarpy and Mills counties have the authority to manage the location and type of growth through 
their local zoning jurisdiction, and future land uses already account for potential development 
within the Study Area.  Any changes in plans would need to be recommended by each county’s 
planning board and approved by the county commissions.  Therefore, future development, and 
subsequent indirect impacts, would only occur if each county deems the land use changes 
acceptable.

Like Alternative 2, this alternative crosses two areas identified as future public greenway/parks in 
the Mills County Plan and would result in similar impacts: 

� A potential greenway area and bicycle trail proposed along the Missouri River – Because 
the greenway/trail would be bridged, Alternative 3 is compatible with this proposed 
greenway/trail. 

� A potential large park area in St. Mary’s Island – Alternative 3 would cross the southern 
tip of the proposed park (including the USACE potential restoration site), requiring 
approximately 38 acres.  Alternative 3 is compatible with this future land use because 
plans for the park are not currently being developed and plans for the restoration area are 
not finalized.  The Project would not preclude future development of this area for 
conservation and open space.  Figures 4-3B and 4-4B show the boundary of the proposed 
site relative to the ROW for Alternative 3.   

MAPA’s LRTP, the Sarpy County Comprehensive Development Plan, and the Mills County Plan 
all discuss a new Missouri River crossing and connecting roadway near the Platte River 
confluence.  Alternative 3 is consistent with the concept of an additional Missouri River crossing 
in Sarpy and Mills counties. 

No road closures of U.S. or state highways are anticipated for Alternative 3.  Portions of some 
local roads would be realigned for better intersections with the new roadway.  There may be some 
out-of-distance travel associated with the realignments, but it is anticipated to be minimal.  
However, the travel time for longer trips would likely be less because of the new road system.   

Under Alternative 3, indirect impacts relating to future development could occur at the 
intersection with U.S. 75.  This intersection will be constructed as part of the U.S. 75 – 
Plattsmouth to Bellevue project (see Section 4.27.2) but has a capability to support development.  
An interchange already exists at I-29, but traffic volumes for this interchange would increase 
under Alternative 3.  As services already exist at this interchange, however, the land use pattern 
would not change. 

For a discussion of the potential impacts of Alternative 3 on the Missouri River floodplain, see 
Section 4.13, Floodplains. 

4.1.4 Joint Development 
The joint development of proposed roadway ROW into a shared, multifunction facility provides 
alternative uses of public land in addition to the service of a basic transportation route.  The 
purpose of joint development is to restore or enhance the affected area’s social, economic, 



  Chapter 4
Environmental Consequences

Bellevue Bridge Study October 2004 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-6

environmental, and visual values, typically garnering the most success in urban areas.  Examples 
of such alternative uses are parking facilities over or under roadways for access to bicycle trails 
and denotation of historic or landmark features along trails that are unique to the area. 

There are potential joint development options to integrate alternative uses into the Project.  The 
most prominent natural resource in the Study Area is the Missouri River, with its associated 
riparian areas and uplands.  The overall setting of the Missouri River forms a pleasing view.  
Such a view could be maximized by developing a scenic roadside overlook in conjunction with 
the existing Bellevue Loop Trail or proposed La Platte Link Trail in Sarpy County or the 
proposed Missouri River Trail/Iowa Riverfront Trail in Mills County (see Section 4.7, 
Considerations Relating to Pedestrians and Bicyclists, for clarification on trail names).  Other 
potential joint development options include identifying the locations of historically significant 
Native American and early settler areas along trail routes or providing parking facilities for access 
to the proposed park and greenway areas in Mills County.  Final joint development alternatives 
will be evaluated in consultation with NDOR, Iowa DOT, and various Nebraska and Iowa state 
and local authorities during latter stages of project development.  Funding for joint development 
projects would not necessarily be part of this Project.  Joint development would result in 
beneficial impacts from maximizing the functionality of land use along a transportation corridor. 

4.1.5 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation
As detailed design plans are developed for the preferred alternative, Iowa DOT will continue to 
coordinate with MUD and USACE regarding plans for their proposed wetland mitigation and 
restoration sites.  The detailed design will consider minimizing the area of impact.  Both of the 
proposed build alternatives are consistent with future land use plans in the Study Area; therefore, 
no additional mitigation with respect to land use would be required.   

4.2 FARMLAND 
The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 CFR 658) requires that Federal projects minimize 
the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses.  To the extent practicable, state and local 
farmland policies are to be considered.  Specially classified farmlands receive particularly close 
scrutiny under this act and are addressed in the remainder of this section. 

For purposes of this study, agricultural farmland areas within the corridors of the build 
alternatives were inventoried to determine the potential farmland impacts of each alternative.  
Direct impacts on farmland were identified using the Sarpy County and Mills County soil surveys 
and state farmland lists.  The USDA Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (Form AD-1006) 
was completed for each of the build alternatives to determine the significance of impacts.  
Figure 4-5 shows prime farmland in the Study Area and within the study corridors for 
Alternatives 2 and 3. 

4.2.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
Under the No-Build Alternative, land use would continue to be converted from agricultural to 
urban uses, potentially including the conversion of prime farmland.  For example, U.S. 75 
improvements would affect some farmland under this alternative as well as others.  It is possible 
that existing road systems would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the proposed 
project would not be constructed; the amount of farmland that would be consequently converted 
is unknown.  As the Omaha metropolitan area continues to expand, the conversion of agricultural 
land to urban uses is expected regardless of whether the Project is implemented, although 
specifics are not known at this time. 
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4.2.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
In addition to potential farmland conversion under the No-Build Alternative, Alternative 2 would 
require 263 acres of ROW in Sarpy County, including areas of existing ROW.  For purposes of 
completing Form AD-1006 and determining the significance of farmland impacts, the entire 
263 acres was assumed to be farmland that would be converted to roadway ROW (as noted in 
Section 4.1, Land Use, the actual amount of agricultural land that would be converted is 
175 acres).  Of these 263 acres, USDA classifies 206 acres as prime farmland.  The assumed 
acreage converted represents approximately 0.3 percent of the farmland within Sarpy County 
(USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service [NASS]).  The NRCS office in York County 
determined a score of 155 points out of 260 possible points, indicating that Alternative 2 would 
not exceed the threshold (160 points) that would classify it as having a significant impact on 
farmland. 

In Mills County, Alternative 2 would require 144 acres of ROW, including areas of existing 
ROW.  For purposes of completing Form AD-1006 and determining the significance of farmland 
impacts, the entire 144 acres was assumed to be farmland that would be converted to roadway 
ROW (as noted in Section 4.1, Land Use, the actual amount of agricultural land that would be 
converted is 114 acres).  Of these 144 acres, USDA classifies 103 acres as prime farmland.  The 
assumed acreage converted represents approximately 0.06 percent of the farmland within Mills 
County (USDA NASS).  The NRCS office in Atlantic, Iowa, determined a score of 143 points out 
of 260 possible points, indicating that Alternative 2 would not exceed the threshold (160 points) 
that would classify it as having a significant impact on farmland.   

Alternative 2 would not create any areas of nonfarmable land due to diagonal severance3 within 
either county, although diagonal severance occurs on several individual parcels.  All of the 
severed areas could continue to be farmed by the current owner or could be acquired and farmed 
by adjacent property owners.  For discussion of impacts to property owners from diagonal 
severance, see Section 4.4, Right-of-Way Acquisition and Relocations. 

Alternative 2 would not have a significant impact on prime farmland in Sarpy or Mills counties 
based on the score in Form AD-1006.  As indicated in Section 3.2, Farmland, no unique or 
statewide or locally important farmland is present in the corridor.   

4.2.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
In Sarpy County, Alternative 3 would require 95 acres of ROW, including areas of existing 
ROW.  For purposes of completing Form AD-1006 and determining the significance of farmland 
impacts, the entire 95 acres was assumed to be farmland that would be converted to roadway 
ROW (as noted in Section 4.1, Land Use, the actual amount of agricultural land that would be 
converted is 92 acres).  Of these 95 acres, USDA classifies 75 acres as prime farmland.  The 
assumed acreage converted represents approximately 0.09 percent of the farmland within Sarpy 
County (USDA NASS).  The NRCS office in York County determined a score of 156 points out 
of 260 possible points, indicating that Alternative 3 would not exceed the threshold (160 points) 
that would classify it as having a significant impact on farmland. 

In Mills County, Alternative 3 would require 208 acres of ROW, including areas of existing 
ROW.  For purposes of completing Form AD-1006 and determining the significance of farmland 
impacts, the entire 208 acres was assumed to be farmland that would be converted to roadway 
ROW (as noted in Section 4.1, Land Use, the actual amount of agricultural land that would be 

                                                     
3  Diagonal severance is the crossing of a parcel by the ROW, including the mainline and access roads, in 

a manner that leaves unusable or inefficient parcels of land. 



  Chapter 4
Environmental Consequences

Bellevue Bridge Study October 2004 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-8

converted is 177 acres).  Of these 208 acres, USDA classifies 146 acres as prime farmland.  The 
assumed acreage converted represents approximately 0.09 percent of the farmland within Mills 
County (USDA NASS).  The NRCS office in Atlantic, Iowa, determined a score of 148 points out 
of 260 possible points, indicating that Alternative 3 would not exceed the threshold (160 points) 
that would classify it as having a significant impact on farmland.   

Alternative 3 would not create any areas of nonfarmable land due to diagonal severance within 
either county, although diagonal severance occurs on several individual parcels.  All of the 
severed areas could continue to be farmed by the current owner or could be acquired and farmed 
by adjacent property owners.  For discussion of impacts to property owners from diagonal 
severance, see Section 4.4, Right-of-Way Acquisition and Relocations. 

Alternative 3 would not have a significant impact on farmland in Sarpy or Mills counties based 
on the score in Form AD-1006.  As indicated in Section 3.2, Farmland, no unique or statewide or 
locally important farmland is present in the corridor.  

4.2.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Based on the constraints of establishing viable alternative corridors in the Study Area, farmland 
could not be avoided.  Preliminary design involved consideration of diagonal severance to 
minimize potential farmland impacts.  Neither build alternative would have a significant impact 
on farmland based on the score in Form AD-1006 as determined by NRCS.  In addition, the 
corridors for the build alternatives do not contain unique or statewide or locally important 
farmland.  Therefore, no mitigation with respect to farmland would be required for either build 
alternative.

4.3 SOCIAL 
Section 3.3 introduced and described general social characteristics for the Study Area.  Potential 
impacts to the human environment are addressed in the same order as presented in Section 3.3 
and were evaluated based on a comparison of projected changes, with or without the Project.  The 
area affected for social impacts essentially includes the boundaries of the Study Area.  Statistics 
used for the analysis were sometimes based on a larger area (such as an entire county), but the 
evaluation of impacts was focused on the area along and within potential alignments.  The 
magnitude of projected change was evaluated and described for the social characteristics 
considered.

4.3.1 Population
The population of the counties within the region of economic influence4 for the Project is 
expected to increase by nearly 200,000 persons by Year 2020, with an average growth rate for the 
region of economic influence of 1.2 percent per year.  Every county within the region is expected 
to experience population increase, with Sarpy County projected to have the highest growth rate 
at 1.7 percent per year.  The projected population growth rate for Mills County is 1.1 percent per 
year.   

No-Build Alternative 
Population projections within the area of economic influence are not expected to change under 
the No-Build Alternative.  

                                                     
4  As discussed in Section 3.3, Social, the region of economic influence consists of Douglas, Sarpy, Cass, 

and Washington counties in Nebraska and Mills and Pottawattamie counties in Iowa. 
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Build Alternatives 
Population projections within the area of economic influence are not expected to change under 
either of the build alternatives. 

4.3.2 Environmental Justice 
EJ populations have been identified in the majority of the block groups located within and south 
of the city limits of Bellevue as well as the block group encompassing the majority of the Study 
Area in Mills County (see Figure 3-1).  EJ populations have been identified, and the potential for 
disproportionate effects or significant adverse human health effects was evaluated for each 
alternative.

Alternative 1 – No-Build 
Under this alternative and other alternatives analyzed, MAPA’s LRTP projects identified within 
the Study Area would not likely cause any disproportionate effects or significant adverse human 
health effects to minority or low-income populations because they are planned improvements 
along existing transportation corridors.  It is possible that existing road systems would need to be 
expanded to handle additional traffic if the proposed project would not be constructed.  It is not 
likely that the No-Build Alternative would specifically benefit or harm minority or low-income 
persons.

Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
Alternative 2 would not have disproportionate impacts on EJ populations.  The analysis presented 
in Section 3.3.1 indicated that the three block groups in which the Alternative 2 corridor is 
located contain EJ populations, one with respect to racial and ethnic minorities (10302-9) and two 
with respect to racial minorities (10208-2 and 40201-1).   

Block group 10302-9 encompasses Offutt AFB, and the majority of it is located primarily outside 
the Alternative 2 corridor; however, a small portion of this block group extends into the 
northwestern portion of the corridor, as shown in Figure 3-1.  Although ROW acquisition would 
be required from properties located in this block group, no residential or business relocations 
would be required.  In addition, noise levels and air quality within block group 10302-9 would 
not be affected.  Therefore, this block group (compared with other block groups in the corridor) 
would not bear a disproportionate amount of impacts associated with the Project. 

Because block groups 10208-2 and 40201-1 cover such a large geographic area that includes most 
of the area in which the proposed build alternatives are located, the individual blocks comprising 
these block groups were evaluated to determine where within these block groups the EJ 
populations are located.  The Alternative 2 corridor only contained one block with an EJ 
population within these two block groups.  However, this block is not located within the ROW for 
Alternative 2 and would not be impacted by this alternative.  Therefore this alternative would not 
disproportionately affect or result in significant adverse human health effects to EJ populations.   

Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
Alternative 3 would not have disproportionate impacts on EJ populations.  The two block groups 
that are located within the ROW for Alternative 3 (10208-2 and 40201-1) are the same two that 
were studied on the block level, as discussed above (see Figure 3-1).  None of the blocks located 
within the Alternative 3 corridor contained an EJ population.  Therefore this alternative would not 
disproportionately affect or result in significant adverse human health effects to EJ populations.   
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4.3.3 Public Services, Facilities, and Transportation 

Alternative 1 – No-Build 
Under this alternative and other alternatives analyzed, MAPA’s LRTP projects identified in 
Section 2.2.2 would temporarily impact public services and access to facilities in the Study Area.  
The existing Bellevue Bridge would remain in use (after repairs are finished), continuing to 
provide access to public facilities and for the provision of emergency services.  It is possible that 
existing road systems would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the proposed 
project would not be constructed.  Portions of roads would likely either be closed or operate 
under reduced capacity as the LRTP and potentially other projects are constructed, which may 
increase response time for emergency vehicles and access time for public facilities.  As a result of 
the projects, however, long-term access would be improved.  

The No-Build Alternative would not improve the existing problems with free-flowing traffic 
between southeast Nebraska and southwest Iowa.  Although the Bellevue Bridge would remain in 
use, it is narrow and would require operators of some wide or heavy vehicles to find alternate 
routes to cross the Missouri River.

Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
In addition to the impacts of LRTP projects, Alternative 2 would not specifically improve or 
reduce access to existing public facilities, as none are located within the vicinity of this 
alternative.

Alternative 2 would have beneficial impacts on public services by providing better access to areas 
within the Study Area, thereby decreasing response time for emergency services.   

Alternative 2 would impact the school districts in the Study Area to the extent that property tax 
revenues are decreased in the short term (see Section 4.6, Economics, for discussion of fiscal 
impacts of ROW acquisition).   

No existing roadways would be closed under Alternative 2; however, some existing roadways 
would be realigned to provide better intersection geometrics with the proposed roadways, causing 
minimal out-of-distance travel.  Traffic volumes on existing roadways connected to Alternative 2 
would likely increase, but the increase would not adversely affect traffic operations on these 
roadways.  Harlan Lewis Road provides a connection from Alternative 2 to downtown Bellevue 
and would also see an increase in traffic; this roadway could easily handle the additional traffic, 
and the existing at-grade rail line (BNSF) crossing near Offutt AFB’s Base Lake would not likely 
require a grade separation.

Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
In addition to the impacts of LRTP projects, Alternative 3 would provide better access to the one 
public facility located within the vicinity of this alternative: La Platte Community Church, located 
just south of La Platte Road and east of U.S. 75.  Alternative 3 would provide better access to this 
facility for people traveling from areas in Sarpy County near the Missouri River and for travelers 
from Iowa.   

Alternative 3 would have beneficial impacts on public services in the Study Area in the same way 
and for the same reasons as identified under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 3 would impact school districts in the Study Area in the same way and for the same 
reasons as identified under Alternative 2 (see Section 4.6, Economics, for discussion of fiscal 
impacts of ROW acquisition).   



  Chapter 4
Environmental Consequences

Bellevue Bridge Study October 2004 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-11

No existing roadway closures would be required for Alternative 3; however, minimal realignment 
of some existing roadways would be required to provide better intersection geometrics with the 
proposed roadway.  Similar to Alternative 2, traffic would increase along Harlan Lewis Road, but 
the roadway capacity would be sufficient to handle the increase.  In addition, a grade separation 
of the rail line crossing near Base Lake would not be required at Harlan Lewis Road. 

4.3.4 Community Cohesion

Alternative 1 – No-Build 
Under this alternative and other alternatives analyzed, MAPA’s LRTP projects involve expansion 
of roadways with additional ROW and potential acquisition of residences along existing ROW.  
Consequently, division of communities is not anticipated to occur.  The No-Build Alternative 
would not have any adverse or beneficial effects on the cohesion of the communities within the 
Study Area as long as the Bellevue Bridge remains in operation. 

Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
Alternative 2 would have a beneficial impact on the cohesion of the communities within the 
Study Area.  A new bridge and the connecting roadway would provide an additional route for 
safe and reliable travel to the Omaha metropolitan area.  This would serve the transportation 
needs of the growing populations in the Study Area and would promote greater interaction among 
the communities within the Study Area and between these communities and the Omaha 
metropolitan area (see Section 4.6, Economics, for discussion of economic impacts). 

Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
Alternative 3 would have beneficial impacts on the affected communities in Nebraska and Iowa 
and the cohesion among those communities for the same reasons identified under Alternative 2. 

4.4 RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION AND RELOCATIONS 
To assess the potential impacts associated with the build alternatives, ROW acquisition and 
property relocations were evaluated based on the preliminary design.   

4.4.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
Under this alternative and other alternatives analyzed, MAPA’s LRTP projects would likely 
require an unknown amount of ROW acquisition and some relocations for properties located 
along existing ROW.  It is possible that existing road systems would need to be expanded to 
handle additional traffic if the proposed project would not be constructed.  Expansion of existing 
roads would likely involve an unknown amount of ROW acquisition, and displacements could 
also occur. 

4.4.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
In addition to ROW acquisition and potential relocations under the LRTP projects, Alternative 2 
would require the acquisition of ROW from private landowners for construction of the roadway.  
Approximately 297 acres of new ROW would be required for this alternative.  The ROW 
necessary for the Project is shown on an aerial image in Figure 4-1 and on a topographic map in 
Figure 4-2. 

Alternative 2 would require the relocation of residences in Sarpy County: a farmstead containing 
two residences located south of Offutt AFB near Papillion Creek and a residence in the Elbow 
Bend residential area located adjacent to the Missouri River.  Alternative 2 would also require the 
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complete acquisition of one parcel in the Elbow Bend residential area that does not contain a 
residence.

There appears to be sufficient acreage within the farmstead to support either relocation of the two 
residences or new construction.  However, if the owners needed to relocate to existing residences, 
the Bellevue area has a 3 percent vacancy rate (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000) with sufficient 
housing in a variety of values for the relocation.  As noted in Section 3.1.1, the Papio-Missouri 
River NRD is conducting floodplain management by making standing offers to acquire properties 
in the Elbow Bend area; approximately half the properties have been acquired by the NRD.  
Existing structures are demolished after acquisition (Papio-Missouri River NRD, 2003).  Based 
on a review of the parcel dimensions and current access roads, the residence in the Elbow Bend 
area could be moved or a new residence could be constructed within the parcel.   

The acquisition of ROW would result in diagonal severance of some properties.  The estimated 
diagonal severance for Alternative 2 is 3.9 miles and would affect 6 properties.  Compensation to 
farm owners affected by diagonal severance is determined upon review of each case.  No feasible 
alternatives exist that would allow Alternative 2 to be built without causing diagonal severance. 

4.4.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
In addition to ROW acquisition and potential relocations from LRTP projects, Alternative 3 
would also require the acquisition of ROW from private landowners for construction of the 
roadway.  Approximately 272 acres of new ROW would be required.  Alternative 3 would require 
the complete acquisition of one parcel that does not contain a residence near the I-29 interchange.
No residences or businesses would be displaced.  The ROW necessary for the Project is shown on 
an aerial image in Figure 4-3 and on a topographic map in Figure 4-4.   

The acquisition of ROW would also result in diagonal severance of some properties.  The 
estimated diagonal severance for Alternative 3 is 4.0 miles and would affect 9 properties.  
Compensation to farm owners affected by diagonal severance is determined upon review of each 
case.  No feasible alternatives exist that would allow Alternative 3 to be built without causing 
diagonal severance. 

4.4.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Preliminary design considered many constraints, including existing property boundaries and 
locations of structures, in avoidance and minimization of impacts.  However, following property 
boundaries is not always possible given constraints such as the curvature of the Missouri River 
and the limitations on connections to U.S. highways and interstates.  ROW acquisition with 
Federal funding could commence after completion of the environmental review process (that is, 
after the Record of Decision [ROD] is signed).  An acquisition and relocation program would be 
conducted in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Act), as amended (42 USC 4601 et seq.), the Nebraska 
Relocation Assistance Act (Neb. Rev. Stat. Section 76-1214 et seq.), and the Iowa relocation 
assistance law (Iowa Code, Chapter 316). 

The Uniform Act provides important protections and benefits for people affected by Federal and 
Federally assisted projects.  Its purpose is to provide for uniform and equitable treatment of all 
persons relocated from their homes, businesses, and farms, without discrimination on any basis.  
The Uniform Act ensures fair compensation of property owners for their residential structures.  It 
requires that the sponsor of a project provide financial and technical relocation assistance for 
relocated residents.  The Uniform Act also contains allowances for renters.  A one-time rental 
assistance payment is available for the tenant to find a decent, sanitary, safe dwelling for a period 
of 42 months.  The guidelines used by NDOR for carrying out the provisions in the Uniform Act 
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are contained in NDOR’s Right of Way Manual (NDOR, August 19, 2003).  The guidelines used 
by Iowa DOT for carrying out the provisions contained in the Uniform Act are contained in Iowa 
DOT’s Relocation Assistance and Advisory Services brochure (Iowa DOT, May 13, 1999).   

4.5 RAILROADS AND UTILITIES 
The Project has the potential to affect existing railroads and utilities in the Study Area.  These 
effects were evaluated with respect to railroads and major utilities crossed by the roadway ROW 
for each alternative.  Figures 4-1 and 4-2 show the Alternative 2 ROW superimposed on railroads 
and utilities, and Figures 4-3 and 4-4 show the Alternative 3 ROW superimposed on railroads and 
utilities.

4.5.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
Under this alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3, MAPA’s LRTP projects would likely cross 
utilities, and the NDOR U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project intersects a rail line south of La 
Platte, Nebraska.  It is possible that existing road systems would need to be expanded to handle 
additional traffic if the proposed project would not be constructed.  The projects would be 
coordinated with the railroads and utilities to minimize any disruption of service.   

4.5.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
In addition to the LRTP projects crossing a UPRR rail line, Alternative 2 would require a 
crossing of the UPRR rail line near Papillion Creek and a crossing of the BNSF rail lines south of 
Offutt AFB.  The crossings would be grade-separated, with the proposed roadway on a bridge 
over the rail lines.  The existing at-grade crossing of the BNSF rail line at Harlan Lewis Road 
would be maintained as an at-grade crossing.  During the design and construction phases of the 
Project, Iowa DOT would coordinate with UPRR and BNSF to minimize impacts on railroad 
operations throughout construction.   

Alternative 2 would not likely cause direct impacts to the OPPD substation located northwest 
of National By-Products Inc., as the substation is situated south of the ROW.  However, 
Alternative 2 would cross the transmission lines that connect to the substation, possibly requiring 
adjustment of the lines.  NDOR would coordinate with OPPD regarding appropriate required 
clearance to avoid the transmission lines and confirm that the substation would not be directly 
impacted during the final design and construction phases of the Project.   

In addition, Alternative 2 would cross fiber optic lines owned by Sprint, Qwest, and Level 3, but 
these would not be impacted as they are located in railway ROW and would be bridged.  
Alternative 2 would also cross one fiber optic line owned by AT&T and one petroleum pipeline 
owned by National Cooperative Refinery Association (NCRA).  The AT&T fiber optic line is 
located near U.S. 75 in existing ROW.  Construction of Alternative 2 would not require relocation 
of this line; however, up to 5 feet of fill material would be placed on top of this line in several 
locations.  Construction of Alternative 2 would not require relocation of the NCRA petroleum 
pipeline, which is located west of I-29; however, 20 to 25 feet of fill material would be placed on 
top of it.  Section 4.5.4 addresses potential mitigation measures to protect the utilities. 

4.5.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
Alternative 3 would require one crossing of the adjacent UPRR and BNSF rail lines near the 
U.S. 75 interchange with relocated Platteview Road.  This interchange, along with a portion of 
relocated Platteview Road, will be constructed as part of the NDOR U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to 
Bellevue project, which is programmed for construction in 2007 to 2009.  The proposed NDOR 
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project includes construction of a two-lane bridge over the UPRR and BNSF rail lines.  
Alternative 3 would require widening this bridge to accommodate four lanes of traffic.  
Iowa DOT would coordinate with NDOR regarding improvements to the structure during the 
design phase of the Project.  In addition, NDOR would coordinate with UPRR and BNSF to 
minimize impacts on rail line operations throughout construction. 

Alternative 3 would cross transmission lines spanning northward from the OPPD substation 
located south of La Platte Road.  It is not anticipated that the transmission lines would be 
affected; however, coordination with OPPD regarding appropriate clearance to avoid the 
transmission lines would occur during the final design and construction phases of the Project.   

In addition, Alternative 3 would cross fiber optic lines owned by Sprint, Qwest, and Level 3; 
petroleum pipelines owned by NCRA, Aquila, and Enron/Northern Natural Gas (NNG); and a 
MUD sludge line.  Construction of Alternative 3 would have no impact on the Sprint, Qwest, and 
Level 3 fiber optic lines as they are located in railway ROW and would be bridged.  Alternative 3 
would not require relocation of the Aquila, NCRA, or Enron/NNG petroleum pipelines; however, 
fill material would be placed on top of these lines.  The estimated depth of fill on top of these gas 
lines ranges from 1 to 12 feet.  In addition, approximately 2,600 feet of the MUD sludge line in 
the vicinity of La Platte Road would require relocation.  Section 4.5.4 addresses potential 
mitigation measures to protect the utilities.    

4.5.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Because of key constraints such as avoiding Offutt AFB and crossing the Missouri River at a 
90-degree angle, railroads and utilities could not be avoided.  Impacts to rail lines would be 
minimized by construction of bridges over the lines.  Generally, the fiber optic lines and pipelines 
affected by the Project are perpendicular to the proposed roadway (thus minimizing the potential 
area affected).  Specific mitigation to minimize disruption of service on the MUD sludge line, 
BNSF and UPRR rail lines, and the OPPD substation, transmission lines, and other utilities would 
be determined during the design and construction phases of the Project. 

4.6 ECONOMICS 
The economic analysis has identified direct and indirect impacts of the alternatives, including 
economic benefits extending to the region of economic influence.5  The effects associated with 
the build alternatives are described to the degree possible and include the following: 

� Impacts on existing businesses after construction 

� Fiscal impacts of ROW acquisition 

� Regional benefits of an improved transportation system 

All dollar figures presented in this section are in 2003 dollars.  Impacts on local business during 
construction and regional economic benefits due to construction are addressed in Section 4.24.1.  

4.6.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
Under the No-Build Alternative, a new bridge would not be constructed, but other MAPA LRTP 
projects would occur, including the NDOR U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project (see 
Section 2.2.2 for additional information on other projects in the Study Area).  The structure of the 

                                                     
5  As discussed in Section 3.3, Social, the region of economic influence consists of Douglas, Sarpy, Cass, 

and Washington counties in Nebraska and Mills and Pottawattamie counties in Iowa. 
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existing Bellevue Bridge was deemed sound for the next 30 years based on the most recent bridge 
inspection (TranSystems Corporation, December 2003) and would remain in place, with 
maintenance as needed.  The existing Bellevue Bridge is currently being repaired (Section 1.4.1 
provides additional information).  Since the Bellevue Bridge is controlled and managed by the 
Bellevue Bridge Commission, all decisions regarding its future use would be determined by the 
Commission.  Use of the existing route would continue to increase.  Over time, however, the 
inadequate capacity of the Bellevue Bridge resulting from its narrow width and limited ability to 
handle wide vehicles could affect Bellevue’s ability to attract new businesses.  This could 
translate into lower productivity with respect to the movement of goods, services, and the labor 
force.

4.6.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 

Impacts on Existing Businesses after Construction 
For this study, generalizations have been made regarding business impacts by dividing the 
businesses affected into two general categories: 

� Impulse – Businesses with a high percentage of impulse-oriented customers are those 
providing a type of service or product offered at one or more alternative sites, such as a 
convenience store.  These businesses benefit from high volumes of drive-by traffic.  
Impulse-type businesses are the most likely to be affected by road construction. 

� Destination – Businesses with a high percentage of destination-oriented customers are 
those that have regular customers who are intent on stopping at a specific, specialized 
business, such as a tire store or bank.  Destination businesses traditionally suffer the 
fewest impacts due to road construction. 

The Bellevue Bridge would also be maintained by the Bellevue Bridge Commission under 
Alternative 2.  Traffic projections for Year 2030 indicate that the construction of Alternative 2 
would reduce traffic volumes on the Bellevue Bridge.  Table 4-3 shows the traffic projections for 
the Bellevue Bridge and account for other LRTP projects.  For comparison purposes, the table 
includes the existing (Year 2000) traffic and the projected traffic under the No-Build scenario. 

Table 4-3 
Year 2030 Traffic Projections for the Existing Bridge 
under the Build Alternatives (Average Daily Traffic) 

Alternative Bellevue Bridge 
Traffic 

Existing (Year 2000)  2,500 
No-Build 5,550 
Alternative 2 2,000 
Alternative 3 2,300 

For Bellevue, this decline in traffic under Alternative 2 would result in a permanent loss of 
tollbooth revenue and a reduction in drive-by traffic along Highway 370 through Bellevue.  The 
businesses along Highway 370 are primarily destination businesses and would be minimally 
affected by these reductions in traffic volume.  However, impulse businesses along Highway 370 
may be negatively impacted by reduced traffic. 
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Fiscal Impacts of ROW Acquisition 
Table 4-4 illustrates the fiscal impact for Alternative 2 of converting land to ROW, thereby 
removing it from the tax base. Alternative 2 would represent a loss of $4,139 in yearly property 
tax collection.  However, an indirect effect could include development with higher valuations 
along the ROW, which could offset the loss from ROW conversion. 

Table 4-4 
Fiscal Impacts of ROW Acquisition for Alternative 2 

Alternative County Estimated Acres 
of Land 

Estimated Yearly 
Property Tax Loss 

Sarpy 183 $2,848 
Mills 114 $1,291 Alternative 2 –  

South of Offutt AFB 
Total 297 $4,139

Regional Benefits of an Improved Transportation System 
Alternative 2 would benefit the region of economic influence through improved transportation 
infrastructure, which would lead to better transportation access for businesses in Omaha and 
surrounding communities and would improve employment opportunities for those in southeast 
Nebraska and southwest Iowa due to the improved connectivity between their communities and 
the Omaha metropolitan area.  The increased employment opportunities afforded by the Project to 
rural residents would help their communities remain economically viable despite changes in the 
structure of the agricultural industry. 

In addition, the Project would facilitate more orderly growth in the Omaha metropolitan area by 
establishing long-term traffic patterns and roadway capacity.  These characteristics would be 
incorporated into the comprehensive plans of the various affected jurisdictions and would 
ultimately support planned future development and infill of currently developed areas. 

4.6.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 

Impacts on Existing Businesses after Construction 
The Bellevue Bridge would also be maintained by the Bellevue Bridge Commission under 
Alternative 3.  As shown in Table 4-3, traffic projections for Year 2030 (accounting for the new 
bridge and LRTP projects) indicate that construction of Alternative 3 would reduce traffic using 
the Bellevue Bridge.  This decline in traffic would result in a permanent loss of tollbooth revenue 
and a reduction in drive-by traffic along Highway 370 through Bellevue.  The businesses along 
Highway 370 are primarily destination businesses and would be minimally affected by reductions 
in traffic volume.  However, impulse businesses along Highway 370 may be negatively impacted 
by reduced traffic.   

Alternative 3 would ultimately benefit the businesses located at the I-29 interchange with U.S. 34 
as these businesses are primarily impulse businesses and revenue is expected to be positively 
affected by increased east-west traffic. 

Fiscal Impacts of ROW Acquisition 
As shown in Table 4-5, Alternative 3 would represent a loss of $4,872 in yearly property tax 
collection.  However, this loss of tax revenue may be offset by future new land uses.  The 
relatively high levels of traffic over the new bridge and roadway may initiate conversion of 
adjacent lands to more intensive land uses, such as commercial uses and services, with 
corresponding increases in taxable value. 
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Regional Benefits of an Improved Transportation System 
Alternative 3 would have similar beneficial impacts to the region of economic influence as those 
described for Alternative 2.

Table 4-5 
Fiscal Impacts of ROW Acquisition for Alternative 3 

Alternative County Estimated Acres 
of Land 

Estimated Yearly 
Property Tax Loss 

Sarpy 92 $1,805 
Mills 180 $3,067 Alternative 3 –  

Southern Sarpy County 
Total 272 $4,872

4.7 CONSIDERATIONS RELATING TO PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS 
The Project alternatives were investigated in relation to existing and planned trails within the 
Study Area, as identified in Section 3.7, Considerations Relating to Pedestrians and Bicyclists. 

4.7.1 Alternative 1 – No Build 
The No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1) would not affect existing pedestrian and bicycle trails in the 
Study Area.  Construction on U.S. 75 is not projected to occur in the area where it crosses over 
the Bellevue Loop Trail/Keystone Trail.  Improvements or routine maintenance within the 
Highway 370 corridor near the Bellevue Bridge would not likely affect an existing portion of the 
Bellevue Loop Trail on the south shoulder of the bridge approach.  It is possible that existing road 
systems would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the proposed project would not 
be constructed; the effect on existing pedestrian and bicycle trails is unknown.   

4.7.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
Alternative 2 would cross the Bellevue Loop Trail near Papillion Creek and again on the west 
side of the Missouri River, where the trail is located on top of the Papio-Missouri River NRD 
levee (see Figure 4-1).  Both of these crossings of the Bellevue Loop Trail would be grade-
separated, with the proposed roadway on a bridge over the trail.  The total length of trail crossed 
by Alternative 2 would be 580 linear feet.   

Alternative 2 would also cross a proposed trail along the levee on the Iowa side of the Missouri 
River.  This trail is proposed as the Missouri River Trail in the Mills County Plan and as the Iowa 
Riverfront Trail as part of the Back to the River Project, but funding for this trail has not been 
identified.  Therefore, it is not known if or when this trail will be completed.  The proposed trail 
would be located on a levee system owned by M&P Missouri River Maintenance.  Nevertheless, 
the proposed bridge over the Missouri River would span the levee (with a pier in the Missouri 
River and piers on land between the levee and the river) and would provide adequate clearance 
for the trail if it were eventually constructed.   

Use of the right shoulder of the bridge and roadway for pedestrian and bicycle traffic would be 
allowed in both directions. 

4.7.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
Alternative 3 would not directly impact any existing pedestrian and bicycle trails (see Figure 4-3).  
Alternative 3 would cross the proposed La Platte Link Trail on the levee near the Missouri River 
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in Sarpy County (Papio-Missouri River NRD has an easement for the levee) and also would cross 
the proposed Missouri River Trail along the M&P Missouri River Maintenance levee on the Iowa 
side of the Missouri River.  The proposed Iowa Riverfront Trail does not extend south of the 
proposed bridge.  However, the proposed bridge over the Missouri River would span the levees 
(with a pier in the Missouri River and piers on land between the levee and the river) and would 
provide adequate clearance for the trails if they were eventually constructed.   

Use of the right shoulder of the bridge and roadway for pedestrian and bicycle traffic would be 
allowed in both directions. 

4.7.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Based on the location of the Bellevue Loop Trail, it could not be avoided by Alternative 2.  
Permanent impacts on the Bellevue Loop Trail have been minimized by grade-separating the 
roadway and the trail, thus maintaining the trail in its current location and eliminating potential 
conflicts with vehicles.

Alternative 3 could not avoid the proposed La Platte Link Trail and proposed Missouri River 
Trail/Iowa Riverfront Trail.  Grade-separating the roadway and the proposed trails would 
minimize permanent impacts on the trails.  This would maintain the trails in their proposed 
locations and eliminate potential conflicts with vehicles.   

A discussion on avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of construction impacts on existing and 
potential trails is addressed in Section 4.24.2. 

4.8 RECREATION 
A variety of public recreational resources exist within the Study Area.  These resources were 
evaluated with respect to their distance from the alternatives to determine potential effects. 

4.8.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
The No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1) would not specifically benefit or harm the recreational 
resources within the Study Area.  Projects in MAPA’s LRTP under this alternative and other 
analyzed alternatives would not directly affect existing recreational resources.  It is possible that 
existing road systems would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the proposed 
project would not be constructed; the effect on existing recreational resources is unknown.  
However, access to recreational facilities may be subject to some delays during construction. 

4.8.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
Alternative 2 would not specifically benefit or harm several of the recreational resources 
identified within the Study Area, including the Platte River, Haworth Park, Baldwin Field, the 
Bellevue Marina, Schilling WMA, the Loess Hills, and Folsom Lake.  Alternative 2 would not 
impact access to the Missouri River for recreational purposes at the areas identified in 
Section 3.8, Recreation, allowing boating, fishing, and wildlife viewing to continue. 

Alternative 2 would result in minimal permanent impacts on the recreational use of the Missouri 
River by the boating population.  The pier associated with the proposed bridge would affect the 
navigational patterns of the boating population.  This impact would be minimal because boaters 
would be able to continue using this portion of the Missouri River by simply altering their 
navigational patterns.  Recreational users of the Missouri River would experience a less natural 
environment in the river corridor in the vicinity of the Project due to traffic noise.   
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Impacts on the Bellevue Loop Trail and on a proposed trail on the Iowa side of the Missouri 
River, which would both be crossed by Alternative 2, are discussed in Section 4.7, Considerations 
Relating to Pedestrians and Bicyclists. 

4.8.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
Alternative 3 would affect recreational resources similar to Alternative 2, with the exception that 
it would not affect the Bellevue Loop Trail.  Impacts on proposed trails in Sarpy and Mills 
counties that would be crossed by Alternative 3 are discussed in Section 4.7, Considerations 
Relating to Pedestrians and Bicyclists.   

4.9 AIR QUALITY 
Air quality impacts are determined based on an area’s attainment status with respect to the six 
criteria pollutants identified in Section 3.9, Air Quality, and on the Project’s likelihood to affect 
that status.

4.9.1 No-Build Alternative 
Under the No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1), traffic volumes on roadways within the Study Area 
(including those improved as part of MAPA’s LRTP) are expected to increase.  However, the 
Study Area is expected to remain in attainment for all criteria pollutants. 

4.9.2 Build Alternatives 
Similar to the No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1), traffic volumes are projected to increase but be 
distributed slightly differently.  Transportation conformity rules6 apply in areas that are 
designated as “nonattainment” or have a maintenance plan for the transportation-related criteria 
pollutants, listed in Section 3.9, Air Quality (40 CFR 93.102).  Neither Sarpy nor Mills county is 
designated as “nonattainment” or has a maintenance plan in effect for any criteria pollutants.  
Therefore, transportation conformity rules do not apply to the Project.   

The Project is not expected to significantly impact air quality, regardless of whether Alternative 2 
or 3 were adopted.  The moderate traffic volumes projected for both build alternatives, combined 
with low population density and limited industrial activity in the area, minimize the potential for 
exceeding the NAAQS.  The build alternatives would likely result in fewer traffic emissions 
because the distance for commuters between southeast Nebraska and southwest Iowa would 
likely be reduced with another bridge between the Bellevue and Plattsmouth bridges.  Also, the 
build alternatives would cause traffic emissions to be less concentrated in a particular area.   

4.10 NOISE 
The impacts evaluation provided below, and for which the Iowa DOT Noise Analysis and 
Abatement Policy is developed, is for impacts to the inhabited structures in the human 
environment.  While the Iowa DOT Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy does not address the 
natural environment, noise levels on the Missouri River would increase in the location of the new 
bridge for both alternatives and would result in a change in the environment in this area.  Any 
specific noise impacts on the natural environment, such as wildlife and habitat, or on other human 
environment resources, such as recreation, are discussed in those respective sections. 

                                                     
6  Transportation conformity is a way to ensure that Federal funding and approval are given to those 

transportation activities that are consistent with air quality goals. 
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FHWA has developed NAC and procedures to use in planning and designing highways, as 
discussed in Section 3.10, Noise.  The noise study performed as part of this Project identified 
current noise levels in the Study Area and quantified the impacts of the build alternatives. 

Traffic noise levels were estimated using the FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM) Version 2.1 
based on traffic volumes forecast for the “peak hour” in Year 2030 because these volumes would 
correspond to the highest projected noise levels.  The guidelines set forth by FHWA and 
Iowa DOT indicate a noise impact when the following occur: 

� The predicted noise levels at an adjacent noise-sensitive receiver approach or exceed the 
NAC of 67 dBA for residences and 72 dBA for commercial receivers.  “Approaching” is 
defined as coming within 1 dBA of the NAC (that is, 66 dBA for residences and 71 dBA 
for commercial receivers) (23 CFR 772). 

� Future build noise levels substantially exceed existing noise levels by the NAC of 
10 dBA (Iowa DOT, April 21, 1997). 

4.10.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
MAPA’s LRTP projects would widen existing roadways.  It is possible that existing road systems 
would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the proposed project would not be 
constructed.  Increasing noise levels along those roadways would result from increasing traffic 
volumes over a period of time.  The No-Build condition would ultimately result in increased 
noise levels along existing Highway 370 through Bellevue.  Without the construction of 
Alternative 2 or 3, noise levels along Highway 370 through Bellevue would be 1 to 5 dBA higher 
than under the build condition of either alternative.  This is because traffic would not be diverted 
from existing Highway 370 if Alternative 2 or 3 were not built. 

4.10.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
Future traffic and noise along the Highway 370 corridor would be less than if the Project were not 
built.  The predicted reduction in traffic noise along the Highway 370 corridor is attributed to a 
slower increase in traffic due to some current users of the Bellevue Bridge using the alternative 
bridge.  Noise modeling results showed that noise levels in the vicinity of the Alternative 2 
alignment would increase due to traffic-related noise from the roadway.  Figure 4-1 shows the 
computed 66-dBA contour, which represents the approximate distance from the Alternative 2 
alignment where traffic noise levels would likely approach the NAC of 67 dBA.  Table 4-6 lists 
noise levels by receivers near the Alternative 2 alignment.  The table includes the monitored 
representative noise levels for existing (Year 2000) conditions, the no-build condition in 
Year 2030, and the computed noise levels for the build condition in Year 2030.  The existing 
conditions are assumed to be the same as the no-build condition as existing and future land uses 
for the no-build condition are expected to be similar.  The computed noise levels are also 
compared to the NAC approach and substantially exceed levels in the guidelines for determining 
noise impacts (23 CFR 772).  The shaded rows note receivers that have projected Year 2030 
noise levels approaching or exceeding NAC.  The noise levels and NAC approach levels are 
expressed as hourly equivalent sound level (Leq)7 dBA. 

Alternative 2 would potentially impact two receivers (301 and 302) north of Alternative 2, near 
Papillion Creek.  Noise levels for receiver 303 were not projected because the location is within 

                                                     
7  The Leq is the energy equivalent sound level, in decibels, for any time period under consideration (in 

this case, hourly) that contains the same sound energy as the actual monitoring sound that is fluctuating 
in level over the measurement period. 
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the project ROW (see Table 4-6).  However, no noise impacts would exist under this alternative 
because receivers 301, 302, and 303 are proposed for relocation as a result of the Project (see 
Figure 4-1). 

Table 4-6 
Predicted Noise Levels at Receivers Near Alternative 2 

Receiver ID  Residential/ 
Commercial 

Existing Noise 
Level

in 2000 
(hourly 

Leq dBA)

No-Build Noise 
Level

in 2030 
(hourly 

Leq dBA)

Build Noise 
Level

in 2030 
(hourly 

Leq dBA)

Predicted 
Increase1

(dBA)

Approaches 
or Substantially
Exceeds NAC 

in 2030 

301 Residential 48 48 61 13 Yes
302 Residential 48 48 62 14 Yes
303 Residential 48 48 NA2 -- -- 
304 Residential 60 60 65 5 No 
305 Residential 55 55 63 8 No 
306 Residential 54 54 62 8 No 
307 Residential 54 54 61 7 No 

Notes: 
1 The predicted increase is the difference between existing noise levels and those in the build 

condition.  The noise levels were determined to 0.1, but the numbers were rounded for presentation 
purposes.  Therefore, direct calculations using the rounded numbers may appear to be inaccurate. 

2 The future build noise level was unable to be predicted at receiver 303 because it is located in the 
roadway footprint. 

4.10.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
Future traffic and noise along the Highway 370 corridor would be less than if the Project were not 
built.  The predicted reduction in traffic noise along the Highway 370 corridor is attributed to a 
slower increase in traffic due to some current users of the Bellevue Bridge using the alternative 
bridge.  Projected noise levels in the vicinity of the Alternative 3 alignment would increase due to 
traffic-related noise from the roadway.  Table 4-7 lists the predicted noise levels at receivers 
along Alternative 3.  The shaded rows note receivers that have projected Year 2030 noise levels 
approaching or exceeding NAC.   

Analysis results indicate that Alternative 3 would impact 11 residential receivers (404 to 407, and 
415 to 421) in Sarpy County because the predicted future noise levels would exceed existing 
noise levels by 10 dBA or greater.  The locations of the impacted noise receivers (identified by 
the numbers in the first column of Table 4-7) and a computed 66-dBA noise contour are shown in 
Figure 4-3.  These contour lines represent the approximate distance from Alternative 3 where 
traffic noise levels are likely to approach the NAC of 67 dBA. 

4.10.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Preliminary roadway design considered various constraints, including proximity to existing 
residences and businesses, in determining reasonable alternatives.  Residential and business 
structures were avoided to the maximum extent possible in consideration of requirements for 
nearly perpendicular approaches at U.S. 75 and I-29 and at intersections with railroad lines and 
rivers.
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Table 4-7 
Predicted Noise Levels at Receivers Near Alternative 3 

Receiver ID  Residential/ 
Commercial 

Existing Noise 
Level

in 2000 
(hourly 

Leq dBA)

No-Build Noise 
Level

in 2030 
(hourly 

Leq dBA)

Build Noise 
Level

in 2030 
(hourly 

Leq dBA)

Predicted 
Increase1

(dBA)

Approaches 
or Substantially
Exceeds NAC 

in 2030 

4042 Residential 46 46 63 18 Yes
405 Residential 46 46 63 18 Yes
406 Residential 46 46 63 17 Yes
407 Residential 46 46 61 16 Yes
408 Residential 61 61 62 0 No 
409 Residential 60 60 57 -3 No 
410 Commercial 60 60 59 -1 No 
411 Residential 61 61 61 -1 No 
412 Residential 60 60 59 -1 No 
413 Residential 61 61 61 -1 No 
414 Residential 61 61 64 3 No 
415 Residential 46 46 60 14 Yes
416 Residential 46 46 59 13 Yes
417 Residential 46 46 58 12 Yes
418 Residential 46 46 57 12 Yes
419 Residential 46 46 56 11 Yes
420 Residential 46 46 56 10 Yes
421 Residential 46 46 56 11 Yes
422 Residential 46 46 55 9 No 
423 Residential 46 46 54 9 No 
424 Residential 46 46 54 8 No 
425 Residential 46 46 53 8 No 
426 Residential 46 46 53 7 No 
427 Residential 46 46 51 6 No 

Note: 
1 The predicted increase is the difference between existing noise levels and those in the build 
 condition.  The noise levels were determined to 0.1, but the numbers were rounded for presentation 
 purposes.  Therefore, direct calculations using the rounded numbers may appear to be inaccurate. 
2 Receiver locations 401, 402, and 403 were not used.   

Potential Abatement Measures 
Traffic noise mitigation consisting of noise abatement measures is considered where predicted 
traffic noise levels approach or exceed the NAC or where the predicted traffic noise levels 
substantially exceed the existing noise levels.  Abatement measures will be considered for 
impacted noise receivers in accordance with Iowa DOT guidelines.  As no impacts would occur 
under Alternatives 1 and 2, noise abatement measures were only evaluated in relation to the 
impacted noise receivers under Alternative 3. 

Determining the reasonableness and feasibility of noise abatement involves professional 
judgment to weigh, on a case-by-case basis, the overall benefits of noise abatement against the 
overall adverse social, economic, and environmental effects of noise abatement. 
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The following abatement measures were considered for Alternative 3: 

� Buffer zones – To create buffer zones, which are undeveloped, open spaces that border a 
highway, a highway agency purchases land or development rights in addition to the 
normal ROW.  This prevents future dwellings from being constructed close to the 
highway, where the noise level from nearby highway traffic would be excessive.  An 
additional benefit is that buffer zones often improve the roadside appearance.  For 
Alternative 3, however, creating a buffer zone is not reasonable because of the 
tremendous amount of land that would need to be purchased and because dwellings 
already border the proposed alignment. 

� Alteration of the horizontal and vertical alignment – This noise abatement measure can 
be incorporated into a project to reduce traffic noise impacts where the receivers are 
typically on one side of the project or where the elevation is relatively constant.  Since 
sound intensity decreases with distance, shifting the centerline away from the receivers 
may reduce noise levels.  For Alternative 3, however, shifting the alignment horizontally 
is not feasible or reasonable because receivers and other constraints are present on both 
sides of the new alignment and a horizontal shift of the alignment would cause impacts 
on other noise-sensitive receivers.  Altering the vertical alignment is not feasible or 
reasonable for Alternative 3 because the noise impacts occur in an area where the vertical 
alignment is set due to navigation requirements for the Missouri River.  

� Traffic management measures – Controlling traffic can sometimes reduce noise 
problems.  For example, trucks can be prohibited from certain streets and roads, or they 
can be permitted to use certain streets and roads only during daylight hours.  This type of 
abatement measure is not reasonable for Alternative 3, however, because this would be a 
state highway built to carry all types of vehicles, including heavy commercial vehicles. 

� Acoustical insulation of houses – This noise abatement measure would not affect the 
noise impacts from Alternative 3 because according to Iowa DOT standards, the impacts 
apply only to the exterior of a receiver.  In addition, FHWA guidelines recommend that 
only noise-sensitive public buildings such as schools and hospitals be considered for 
acoustical insulation.  Therefore, this measure is not feasible or reasonable for 
Alternative 3. 

� Noise barriers – Noise barriers are considered to mitigate noise impacts on existing 
receivers.  To be effective, a noise barrier must be continuous and have substantial length 
and height.  Noise barriers are not proposed unless a single barrier on a feasible location 
can effectively reduce traffic noise at several affected residences for a reasonable cost.  
According to Iowa DOT policy, noise barriers are feasible when terrain, access, safety, or 
other physical constraints do not preclude them and where they can provide at least an 
average 5 dBA noise reduction.  A reasonable cost per benefited receiver is $24,000 
(Iowa DOT, April 17, 2003).  Noise barriers were considered for Alternative 3. 

Noise Barrier Analysis 
A noise barrier that would shield receivers 404 through 407 and 415 through 421 was considered.
The noise barrier would be located on the bridge structure over the Missouri River, with the 
western portion of the barrier located on the bridge embankment.  The barrier would be 3,497 feet 
long and 8 feet high and would cost $559,453.8  It would reduce noise levels at 17 receivers, but 
only 11 receivers would experience a reduction of 5 dBA or more and thus be considered 

                                                     
8  Total barrier cost is based on a barrier unit cost of $20.00/ft2.
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benefited.  The cost of abatement per benefited receiver is $50,860.  This exceeds Iowa DOT’s 
reasonable cost per benefited receiver of $24,000.  Therefore, the noise barrier is not considered 
reasonable.

As discussed above, no reasonable and feasible measures exist to mitigate the noise impacts of 
Alternative 3. 

4.11 WATER QUALITY 
The Project has the potential to affect surface water and groundwater in the Study Area.  
Currently, the Missouri and Platte rivers are classified as impaired waters (see Section 3.11.1), 
and groundwater contamination has also been documented near the sites for the proposed 
roadway and bridges.  Water quality issues related to surface water were evaluated primarily 
through consideration of runoff and siltation impacts during construction as well as long-term use 
of the transportation facility. 

4.11.1 No-Build Alternative 
Under the No-Build Alternative and other analyzed alternatives, MAPA’s LRTP projects would 
involve expansion of existing pavement, thus causing more runoff and less surface area for 
groundwater infiltration.  It is possible that existing road systems would need to be expanded to 
handle additional traffic if the proposed project would not be constructed.  Runoff from the 
completed roadways would eventually enter the Missouri River.  NDOR’s U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth 
to Bellevue project involves a crossing of the Platte River and construction of a new northbound 
bridge.  Runoff from the bridge would enter the Platte River and could contain roadway 
pollutants, such as oil, soil, and metals.  A portion of the existing northbound bridge would be 
demolished, but the existing substructure would be used as much as possible.  Demolition debris 
would likely fall into the river, but as much of the debris as possible would be removed.  
Maintenance activities on the Bellevue Bridge, separate from this Project, are anticipated to be 
focused on deck repair, with no direct disturbance to the Missouri River.  The Study Area does 
not have a history of groundwater quality issues (Papio-Missouri River NRD, November 21, 
2003).  Monitoring of groundwater plumes from Offutt AFB and PCS Nitrogen facilities (see 
Section 4.18, Regulated Materials) would continue. 

4.11.2 Build Alternatives
The same surface water and groundwater impacts associated with the LRTP and existing 
Bellevue Bridge projects described for the No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1) would also occur for the 
build alternatives.  Both build alternatives would cause additional impacts from new roadways 
and bridge crossings.  Alternative 2 would require new bridge crossings at Papillion Creek and 
the Missouri River, and Alternative 3 would require a new bridge crossing at the Missouri River.   

The build alternatives would minimally affect water resources after road construction (see 
Section 4.24.6 for a discussion of water quality impacts during construction).  During operation 
of the roadway system under either build alternative, various pollutants (such as oil, soil, and 
metals) would be deposited on the roadway.  Because the levees include conduits for interior 
drainage flowing towards Papillion Creek and the Missouri River, runoff from the roadway would 
eventually drain into these surface waters during storm events.  Under Alternative 2, no pollutants 
would be deposited directly to the Platte River because any southward moving sedimentation 
carried by runoff would drain into Papillion Creek.  For Alternative 3, any contribution of 
sediment to the Platte River would be negligible due to the distance to the river.  Runoff from the 
bridges would fall directly into the surface waters, and runoff from the roadway would be 
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directed through grass-covered drainage ditches.  The ditches would help filter potential 
contaminants prior to any runoff reaching surface waters.   

Runoff impacts caused by the build alternatives would be no greater than runoff impacts caused 
by other roadways in the southern Omaha metropolitan area.  Less surface area would be 
available for groundwater recharge due to increased impermeable surfaces, but the impact is 
minimized because roadside ditches, as part of controlling runoff, would assist in allowing 
surface water to gradually recharge groundwater.   

Ongoing monitoring of the TCE groundwater plume from Offutt AFB would continue and would 
not be affected by the Project; the closest monitoring well (MW) is located 1,000 feet north of the 
Alternative 2 alignment.  A monitoring well pair (MW-20) that is part of the PCS Nitrogen 
groundwater monitoring system appears to be outside but adjacent to the Alternative 3 ROW.
Consequently, the MW-20 well pair would not be directly impacted by the Project.  No 
significant contamination has been found in the wells.  The closest significant contamination has 
been detected in MW-16 (NDEQ, March 1, 2004) located approximately 1,800 feet to the west of 
MW-20.  The impact of placing a roadway adjacent to the monitoring well pair would likely have 
a negligible effect on the groundwater plume. 

The installation of a pier in the Missouri River could cause displacement of river channel 
sediment.  Construction impacts are addressed in Section 4.24.6.   

Wastewater treatment plants and water treatment plants would not be affected by the Project due 
to the minimal impacts on water quality and the location of the plants relative to either of the 
build alternatives.   

4.11.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Because a river crossing is required for the Project, surface water impacts could not be avoided.  
Revegetation of exposed soils after construction would minimize erosion and assist in filtering 
roadway contaminants prior to reaching surface waters in the Study Area.  The states of Nebraska 
and Iowa would be responsible for maintaining vegetation along roadway drainage ditches to 
minimize erosion.  Future roadway maintenance would be conducted using existing policies.   

Although the MW-20 well pair appears to be outside the ROW of Alternative 3 and direct 
impacts would be avoided, indirect effects to the groundwater table could occur by placing fill 
near the well pair.  The roadway would be slightly elevated (approximately 6 feet) compared to 
the surrounding ground surface, and the groundwater table would be negligibly affected by 
adding fill to the area and introducing an impermeable roadway surface.  No mitigation is 
proposed for the groundwater monitoring well system of PCS Nitrogen. 

4.12 WETLANDS AND OTHER WATERS OF THE U.S. 
EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires Federal agencies (including FHWA) to implement 
“no net loss” measures for wetlands (42 FR 26961).  These no net loss measures include a phased 
approach of wetland impact avoidance, then minimization of impacts if wetlands cannot be 
avoided, and finally mitigation.   

Wetlands observed in the Study Area are primarily within the historic floodplain of the Missouri 
River, adjacent to the Missouri River, and along other waterways including Papillion Creek, and 
their tributaries.  NDOR and Iowa DOT determined wetlands and waters of the U.S. within the 
Study Area through field verification of USFWS National Wetland Inventory mapping, statewide 
geographic information for waterways, and general field observations (see Section 3.12 for 
additional information).   
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Impacts to waters of the U.S. were determined based on evaluation of geographic data reviewed 
in the field.  A formal wetland delineation would need to be performed in accordance with the 
1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 
January 1987) to verify the presence of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. within the limits of 
construction to comply with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

4.12.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
Under the No-Build Alternative and other analyzed alternatives, MAPA’s LRTP projects could 
possibly affect wetlands in areas where road expansion is planned.  NDOR’s U.S. 75 – 
Plattsmouth to Bellevue project would involve crossing a water of the U.S. via a new northbound 
bridge over the Platte River.  Improvements to the existing Bellevue Bridge are occurring 
separate from this Project and should not affect wetlands or other waters of the U.S. because the 
improvements would primarily involve deck repair.  It is possible that existing road systems 
would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the proposed project would not be 
constructed; the effect on wetlands is unknown.  Any construction-related impacts would be 
temporary in nature and would be required to comply with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  
It is unknown if other LRTP projects may affect lakes, ponds, or impoundments. 

4.12.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
Any wetlands, waterways, lakes, ponds, or impoundments that would be affected under the 
existing Bellevue Bridge project and LRTP projects would also be affected under Alternative 2.  
The following sections discuss the direct effects of Alternative 2 on wetlands, waterways, lakes, 
ponds, and impoundments.    

Wetlands
Table 4-8 indicates the impacts on wetlands that would result under Alternative 2 assuming all 
wetlands within the ROW would be affected.  In reality, the new bridge over the Missouri River 
would be above some wetlands between the levees and would not affect them.  A total of 
approximately 14.2 acres of wetlands within the ROW could be disturbed, but 3.3 acres would be 
spanned (see Section 4.12.4 for further details).  The estimated acreage of wetlands affected is 
based on preliminary determinations.   

Table 4-8 
Wetlands in ROW of Alternative 2 

Type Nebraska 
(acres) 

Iowa
(acres) 

Total
(acres) 

PEM1 1.0 9.3 10.3 
PFO2 1.0 1.5 2.5 
R23 0.0 1.4 1.4 
Total 2.0 12.2 14.2 
Notes: 
1 PEM = palustrine emergent. 
2 PFO = palustrine forested. 
3 R2 = riverine lower perennial subsystem. 

Waterways 
Alternative 2 would include a bridge over Papillion Creek and a bridge over the Missouri River.  
Neither of these two waters of the U.S. would experience permanent effects.  This alternative 
would involve three crossings (excluding Papillion Creek and the Missouri River) and affect a 
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total of approximately 1,052 feet of intermittent and perennial waterways in Iowa as a result of 
replacing existing natural channel with an unnatural channel (a concrete box culvert or corrugated 
metal pipe, for example) for conveyance underneath the new roadway.   

Lakes, Ponds, and Impoundments 
Construction of a new bridge and roadway along the Alternative 2 alignment would affect no 
lakes, ponds, or impoundments. 

4.12.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
Any wetlands, waterways, lakes, ponds, or impoundments that would be affected under the 
existing Bellevue Bridge and LRTP projects would also be affected under Alternative 3.  The 
following sections discuss the direct effects of Alternative 3 on wetlands, waterways, lakes, 
ponds, and impoundments. 

Wetlands
Table 4-9 indicates the impacts on wetlands that would result under Alternative 3 assuming all 
wetlands within the ROW would be affected.  In reality, the bridge over the Missouri River would 
be above some wetlands between the levees and would not affect them.  A total of approximately 
8.7 acres of wetlands in the ROW could be disturbed based on preliminary determinations, but 
2.8 acres would be spanned (see Section 4.12.4 for further details).  

Waterways 
Alternative 3 would include a bridge over the Missouri River; no impacts are anticipated for this 
water of the U.S.  This alternative would involve seven crossings (excluding the Missouri River) 
and would affect a total of approximately 2,250 feet of intermittent and perennial waterways in 
Iowa as a result of replacing existing natural channel with an unnatural channel (a concrete box 
culvert or corrugated metal pipe, for example) for conveyance underneath the new roadway. 

Table 4-9 
Wetlands in ROW of Alternative 3 

Type Nebraska 
(acres) 

Iowa
(acres) 

Total
(acres) 

PEM1 3.3 1.5 4.8 
PFO2 0.0 2.9 2.9 
R23 0.0 1.0 1.0 
Total 3.3 5.4 8.7 
Notes: 
1 PEM = palustrine emergent. 
2 PFO = palustrine forested. 
3 R2 = riverine lower perennial subsystem. 

Lakes, Ponds, and Impoundments 
Construction of a new bridge and roadway along the Alternative 3 alignment would affect no 
lakes, ponds, or impoundments. 
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4.12.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Efforts were made to refine the alignments of both build alternatives to avoid wetlands and 
waterways and minimize impacts.  Both Alternatives 2 and 3 would avoid some permanent 
wetland impacts by bridging the Missouri River from the Nebraska levee system to the Iowa 
levee system, although impacts may occur at pier locations.  Wetland impact calculations noted 
above accounted for all wetlands between the levees for both alternatives.  Bridging the river 
from levee to levee would avoid wetlands as follows: 

� Alternative 2 – up to 0.4 acre of PFO wetlands in Nebraska and 1.5 acres of PFO and 
1.4 acres of R2 wetlands in Iowa. 

� Alternative 3 – up to 1.8 acres of PFO and 1.0 acre of R2 wetlands in Iowa. 

At this stage in the Project, the potential alignment of the roadway and bridge was evaluated 
based on preliminary design with the knowledge that adjustments can be made later in the process 
to minimize impacts to the natural and human environment.  During final design, potential 
minimization of wetland impacts for either alternative would be evaluated subsequent to wetland 
delineation, and design alterations would be made to minimize wetland impacts where practical.  
The Section 404 permit application would illustrate the proposed design and show the efforts to 
minimize impacts to wetlands and other waters of the U.S. 

Where wetland impacts cannot be avoided or further minimized, including potential impacts at 
bridge pier locations, Iowa DOT would propose ratios for mitigation.  Final mitigation would 
occur at ratios determined by USACE (ratios can differ for PEM, PFO, and R2 wetlands) and at 
locations approved by USACE.  Mitigation ratios would be at a minimum ratio of 1:1 in 
Nebraska and 1.5:1 in Iowa, and are determined based on the type and location of mitigation 
proposed for the affected wetlands.  Mitigation can be performed at either on- or off-site locations 
or at approved wetland mitigation banks.9  On-site wetlands would be located within Project 
ROW, while off-site wetlands are typically located as close to the affected area as possible within 
the same watershed.  An initial inventory would identify potential sites.  A preliminary analysis 
of suitable sites, including mitigation banks, would be performed and included as part of the 
mitigation concept for the USACE Section 404 permit and Nebraska and Iowa Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification for the selected alternative.  This permit and certification process would 
occur after completion of the NEPA process. 

In Nebraska, NDOR has an established wetland mitigation bank (Lincoln Bend in Nemaha 
County) that would be proposed for mitigation of wetland impacts, provided that suitable 
mitigation credits are available.  Iowa DOT does not currently have a wetland mitigation bank 
available for use for the Project but could use private mitigation banks or state-owned banks if 
available at the time that impacts would occur.   

For impacts during construction, see Section 4.24.7. 

4.13 FLOODPLAINS 
EO 11988, Floodplain Management (42 FR 26951), requires that Federal agencies identify 
potential floodplain encroachment of projects they fund and that they assess the impact of this 

                                                     
9  A wetland mitigation bank is the development of a site and establishment of wetland mitigation credits 

through wetland and upland restoration, creation, enhancement, and/or preservation in advance of 
wetland impacts.  Mitigation credits are determined based on the amounts and types of habitat (wetland 
and upland) present within the wetland mitigation bank.  Credits are then used to offset the 
unavoidable loss of wetlands due to other projects. 
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encroachment on human health, safety, and welfare and on the natural and beneficial values of 
the floodplain.  For purposes of the EO, floodplain is synonymous with the 100-year floodplain.   

FEMA requires that construction within a floodway not increase the base 100-year flood 
elevation.  Structures placed within a floodway may be designed in one of two manners to satisfy 
FEMA requirements.  The first method is to design a structure that will not result in any increase 
in flood levels during the occurrence of the base (100-year) flood discharge.  Alternatively, if it is 
not possible to obtain a “no-rise” certification10 from FEMA, a Letter of Map Change (LOMC)11

may be obtained.  This requires coordination among all affected parties and must show good 
cause for the community. 

FEMA requirements for construction within the floodplain outside of the floodway are less 
stringent, allowing up to a 1-foot rise in the 100-year flood elevation.  FEMA requirements are 
enforced by local jurisdictions (cities and counties) in order to maintain participation in the 
FEMA National Flood Insurance Program.  Sarpy and Mills counties both participate in this 
program. 

As discussed in Section 3.13, Floodplains, FEMA has mapped the 100-year floodplain (which 
includes the floodway) for the surface waters in the Study Area, which include Papillion Creek, 
the Platte River, and the Missouri River.  Figures 4-1 and 4-3 show the surface waters, their 
associated floodplains, interior drainage areas, and the proposed build alternatives.  Floodplain 
impacts are identified with respect to floodways and floodplains. 

4.13.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
NDOR’s U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project involves crossing the Platte River and would 
affect an existing floodplain and its floodway.  Work on the Bellevue Bridge separate from this 
Project could occur but would not likely result in any floodplain impacts.  It is possible that 
existing road systems would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the proposed 
project would not be constructed; the effect on floodplains is unknown.   

4.13.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
In addition to the U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project crossing of the Platte River described 
under the No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1), Alternative 2 would have minor impacts due to crossings 
of the Papillion Creek and Missouri River floodplains and interior drainage areas.  This 
alternative would require new bridge crossings at both surface waters. 

The Papillion Creek crossing would consist of a single, multi-span bridge with piers on each 
overbank12 of the creek; no fill would be placed between the Papillion Creek levees or in the 
channel.  This construction would require either a no-rise certification or a LOMC and approval 
of a floodplain development permit from the Sarpy County Planning and Building Director.  See 
Section 4.22, Permits and Approvals, for further information on floodplain permits.  It is 
                                                     
10  Before any building, grading, or development permits involving activities in a regulatory floodway can 

be issued, it is necessary to obtain “no-rise” certification, stating that the proposed development will 
not impact the pre-project base flood elevations (100-year flood), floodway elevations, or floodway 
widths. 

11  A LOMC is “a letter issued in response to a request of FEMA to revise or amend its effective flood 
map to remove a property or reflect changed flooding conditions on the effective map” (FEMA, 
January 30, 2003).  A LOMC can consist of a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) or a Letter of Map 
Amendment (LOMA). 

12  An overbank is the land area between a levee and a surface water channel.  For this Project, the 
overbank includes the floodway portion of the floodplain. 
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anticipated that a no-rise certification would be obtained; therefore, Alternative 2 would not have 
a significant impact on the Papillion Creek floodplain. 

The Missouri River crossing would include a bridge, as described in Section 2.4.2, Alternative 2 
– South of Offutt AFB.  A foundation and pier would be placed within the Missouri River 
channel, with additional piers placed in the overbank between the levees.  Construction of these 
structures would cause temporary impacts on the surface waters (see Section 4.24.6 for additional 
information).  Concrete abutments would be required at either end of the bridge over the Missouri 
River and would be positioned landward of the levees. 

Although no fill would be placed between the levees, preliminary hydraulic analyses indicate that 
a slight rise in the regulatory water surface elevation would occur due to construction of a pier in 
the Missouri River channel and additional piers in the floodway between the levees.  Additional 
hydraulic analyses will be conducted during development of a detailed bridge design to determine 
if a no-rise condition is achievable without mitigation.  If a non-mitigated no-rise condition can’t 
be achieved, then a mitigation design involving improvements within the floodway (such as 
creation of extra conveyance capacity) would be provided as necessary during the final design of 
the selected alternative in order to obtain a no-rise certification.  If a mitigated no-rise 
certification were not possible, a LOMC would be investigated (see Section 4.13.4 for further 
information on floodplain mitigation).  The bridge would have minimal affects on the beneficial 
natural value of the Missouri River floodplain for wildlife, as discussed in Section 4.14, Fish and 
Wildlife.

In addition to the bridge crossings of Papillion Creek and the Missouri River, Alternative 2 would 
also require placement of fill in the floodplain of interior drainage areas.  The acreage of affected 
floodplain where roadway fill would be placed is primarily used for agriculture and was estimated 
by floodplain and by county.  Based on the preliminary design, the ROW for Alternative 2 would 
involve fill placement in 16.7 acres of interior drainage floodplains (4.6 acres in Sarpy County 
and 12.1 acres in Mills County).  Placement of this fill may cause a slight increase in the 100-year 
flood elevation; however, it is anticipated that this rise would be less than 1-foot and therefore 
would not be significant.  The proposed roadway would have a minimum elevation 2 feet above 
the 100-year flood elevation and would thus be protected from overtopping due to the 100-year 
flood.   

Alternative 2 would comply with all floodplain regulations and would not significantly affect 
human health, safety, and welfare and would not significantly alter the natural beneficial values 
of floodplains.   

4.13.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
In addition to the U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project crossing of the Platte River described 
under the No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1), Alternative 3 would also have minor impacts on the 
Missouri River floodplain.  This alternative would require a new bridge crossing at the Missouri 
River, described in Section 2.4.3, Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County, with a foundation and 
pier placed within the Missouri River channel and additional piers placed in the overbank 
between the levees.  Construction of these structures would cause temporary impacts to the 
surface waters (see Section 4.24.6 for additional information).  Concrete abutments would be 
required at either end of the bridge over the Missouri River and would be positioned landward of 
the levees. 

Although no fill would be placed between the levees, preliminary hydraulic analyses indicate that 
placement of a pier in the Missouri River channel and additional piers in the floodway between 
the levees would produce a slight rise in the regulatory water surface elevation.  Additional 
hydraulic analyses will be conducted during development of a detailed bridge design to determine 
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if a no-rise condition is achievable without mitigation.  If a non-mitigated no-rise condition can’t 
be achieved, then a mitigation design involving improvements within the floodway (such as 
creation of extra conveyance capacity) would be provided as necessary during the final design of 
the selected alternative in order to obtain a no-rise certification.  If this were not possible, a 
LOMC would be investigated (see Section 4.13.4 for further information on floodplain mitigation 
and Section 4.22 for further information on floodplain permits).  The bridge would have minimal 
affects on the beneficial natural value of the Missouri River floodplain for wildlife habitat as 
discussed in Section 4.14, Fish and Wildlife. 

In addition to the bridge crossing of the Missouri River, Alternative 3 would also require 
placement of fill in the floodplain of interior drainage areas.  Based on the preliminary design, the 
ROW for Alternative 3 would not require placement of fill on any floodplains in Nebraska but 
would require placement of roadway fill on 34.8 acres of floodplain of interior drainages in Iowa.  
Placement of this fill may cause a slight increase in the 100-year flood elevation; however, it is 
anticipated that this rise would be less than 1 foot and therefore would not be significant.  The 
proposed roadway would have a minimum elevation 2 feet above the 100-year flood elevation 
and would thus be protected from overtopping due to the 100-year flood. 

Alternative 3 would comply with all floodplain regulations and would not significantly affect 
human health, safety, and welfare and would not significantly alter the natural beneficial values 
of floodplains. 

4.13.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Because a river crossing is required for the Project, encroachment on floodplains is unavoidable.  
Where encroachment is required, impacts to floodplains would be minimized by providing 
mitigation to maintain a no-rise condition in floodways and less than a 1-foot rise in floodplains.  
Mitigation in the floodway may consist of a notch along the length of the bank, with some 
floodplain lowering and clearing (including removal of vegetation).  In floodplain areas where 
roadway fill would be required, the rise in the 100-year flood elevation would be minimized to 
the extent possible by removing fill from the adjacent floodplain through the construction of 
roadside ditches and other floodplain improvements where practical.  

4.14 FISH AND WILDLIFE 
Diverse fish and wildlife species reside in the Study Area, as noted in Section 3.14.  The ROW 
associated with the build alternatives was superimposed on aerial photographs and topographic 
maps to categorize natural habitat and evaluate potential impacts to fish and wildlife (see 
Figures 4-1 through 4-4).   

4.14.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
MAPA’s LRTP projects within the Study Area would likely minimally affect fish and wildlife 
habitat because most of the work is anticipated to occur within existing ROW.  Maintenance 
activities on the existing Bellevue Bridge, separate from this Project, would be focused on the 
bridge deck and would negligibly affect fish and wildlife.  It is possible that existing road systems 
would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the proposed project would not be 
constructed; minimal effects on fish and wildlife habitat are anticipated because most 
construction would likely occur within existing ROW.   
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4.14.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 

Fish
In addition to the impacts identified for the existing Bellevue Bridge and LRTP projects, 
implementation of Alternative 2 would have minor impacts on fish habitat.  As discussed in 
Section 4.13, Floodplains, Alternative 2 would include construction of a bridge over Papillion 
Creek and a bridge over the Missouri River. 

The bridge crossing at Papillion Creek would be on structure across the floodplain of the creek 
and would not require channel realignment.  Although piers would need to be placed within the 
floodplain, no piers would be required within the creek channel.  Therefore, construction of the 
bridge over Papillion Creek is not expected to adversely affect fish habitat. 

Construction of a bridge over the Missouri River would involve placing a pier and foundation 
within the water channel, which would have impacts on fish habitat.  A geomorphologic analysis 
of sedimentation and scouring13 impacts from the placement of a pier in the Missouri River, and 
subsequent effects on flow, determined that stream power14 would not change because the 
induced backwater is negligible, as is the change in velocities.  Consequently, fish would not be 
adversely affected by a change in flow regime.  The bridge pier would cause localized scour, 
which would stabilize very quickly.  The localized scour is expected to develop during and soon 
after construction of the pier, with the only additional scouring occurring during rare-event 
flooding.  The additional scouring would be diluted to such an extent as to have essentially no 
effect on the river system.  The sedimentation during construction and the subsequent impacts of 
scour and diverted flow would have minimal effects on fish.  Scour holes create a varied, bottom 
environment that may be beneficial to fish. 

The Alternative 2 Missouri River crossing is located approximately 3 river miles from the mouth 
of the Platte River.  Backwater from the Missouri River into the Platte River is minimal.  
Consequently, fish habitat in the Platte River would be minimally affected by this Project. 

Wildlife
In addition to the impacts identified for the existing Bellevue Bridge and LRTP projects, 
implementation of Alternative 2 would result in impacts on each wildlife habitat type identified 
and described in Section 3.14.  Table 4-10 lists the quantitative impacts on each wildlife habitat 
type within the ROW for Alternative 2.  

The removal of habitat would permanently displace wildlife.  Removal of agricultural habitat 
under Alternative 2 would have a minimal impact on wildlife due to the low carrying capacity of 
agricultural land.  Removal of nonwetland and wetland habitat could be harmful to wildlife, 
however, and cause a direct loss of or displacement of associated wildlife.  Some species would 
be forced to find areas of suitable habitat that may or may not be adjacent to their current area of 
residence.  There is limited suitable habitat in adjacent areas due to habitat fragmentation.15  It is 
unknown if the adjacent areas could withstand the increase in wildlife populations or if the 
carrying capacity in those areas would be exceeded.  Exceeding the carrying capacity and 
increasing habitat fragmentation could cause habitat to degrade or wildlife to die off.  Disturbance 

                                                     
13  “Scour” refers to the erosive action of water in streams by excavating and transporting bed and bank 

materials downstream. 
14  Stream power is a function of hydraulic depth and velocity. 
15  Fragmentation refers to the division of a large piece of habitat into a number of smaller isolated 

patches. 
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may result in stress and displacement of wildlife, nest or territory abandonment, destruction of 
nests and habitat, and interruption of breeding behavior.   

Table 4-10 
Potential Impacts of Alternative 2 on Wildlife Habitat 

Alternative Habitat Type Area Affected 
 (acres)1

Cropland 347.3 Agricultural Land 
Pastureland 0.0 
Forestland 14.6 Nonwetland2

Rangeland 26.5 
Wetland3 14.2 

Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 

Missouri River 4.4 
Note: 
1 Affected acres of agricultural wildlife habitat are not directly comparable to agricultural land use 

or farmland impacts due to the inclusion of wetland and other habitat types in the agricultural 
land use and farmland categories.   

2 Nonwetlands include uplands and lowland areas that are neither deepwater aquatic habitats, 
wetlands, nor other special aquatic sites.  For this analysis, nonwetlands used for crops and 
pastures are reported separately.   

3 For information regarding impacts on specific wetland types, see Section 4.12, Wetlands and 
Other Waters of the U.S. 

Estimated noise levels of 66 dBA are predicted approximately 250 feet from the centerline of the 
proposed roadway (see Figure 4-1).  Noise contours are located outside the ROW.  
Approximately 17.1 acres of forested upland and forested wetland are within the ROW, and an 
additional 5.3 acres of forested area is within the 66 dBA contour.  Noise levels typically decrease 
by 3 dBA for each doubling of distance.  Based on the distance between Alternative 2 and the 
Schilling WMA, noise levels at the Schilling WMA are expected to be less than 50 dBA under 
Alternative 2 (not accounting for additional noise attenuation by trees). Projected noise levels are 
not anticipated to adversely affect wildlife.

In addition, Alternative 2 may increase wildlife-vehicle accidents, especially deer-vehicle 
accidents, because the roadway would unavoidably intersect wildlife travel corridors landward of 
the levee system.  Wildlife travel corridors along the Missouri River would not be affected 
because a multi-span bridge would be constructed from levee to levee (with a pier in the Missouri 
River and piers on land between the levee and the river), providing safe north-to-south passage 
for many wildlife species and access to unobstructed areas or habitat directly adjacent to the river.   

Migratory Birds 
In addition to the impacts identified for the existing Bellevue Bridge and LRTP projects, 
Alternative 2 would involve removal of approximately 17.1 acres of trees and brush of forested 
upland and forested wetland and could impact migratory birds.  Another potential impact on 
migratory birds and other wildlife is the displacement of populations because of noise disruptions.  
Each fall, thousands of migrating waterfowl (primarily lesser snow geese) use the Schilling 
WMA during their flight between their nesting and wintering grounds (NGPC, Wildlife 
Management Areas).  Noise impacts on the Schilling WMA are expected to be negligible, 
however, as the northernmost portion of the area is located approximately 3 miles south of 
Alternative 2.  Noise levels at the Schilling WMA are expected to be less than 50 dBA under 
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Alternative 2, and as noted in Section 3.10, this noise level (50 dBA) is equivalent to birds 
chirping and is near background noise levels.  This estimate does not account for noise-buffering 
impacts of trees along the perimeter of the Schilling WMA.  Birds and wildlife are tolerant of 
moderate noise increases, and no adverse impacts are projected to occur.   

4.14.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 

Fish
In addition to the impacts identified for the existing Bellevue Bridge and LRTP projects, 
Alternative 3 would require a bridge over the Missouri River that would cause sedimentation and 
scouring impacts similar to those described for Alternative 2.  The bridge would be located 
approximately 2 river miles further downstream toward the Platte River than for Alternative 2.
No adverse effects to fish and their habitat are anticipated.   

Wildlife
The types of impacts expected to occur under Alternative 2 would also occur under Alternative 3, 
but less habitat (including less forested land and wetlands) would be disturbed due to the smaller 
ROW requirements of Alternative 3.  Table 4-11 lists the quantitative impacts on each wildlife 
habitat type within the ROW for Alternative 3.   

Alternative 3 is closer to Schilling WMA than Alternative 2 and is approximately 3,000 feet away 
at its closest point.  A portion of the proposed alignment is parallel to the boundary for 
approximately 1 mile (see Figure 4-3).  Noise levels at the Schilling WMA are anticipated to be 
approximately 55 dBA (not accounting for additional noise attenuation from trees), which is 
above background noise levels.  Approximately 6.9 acres of forested upland and forested wetland 
are within the ROW, and an additional 2.0 acres of forested area are within the 66 dBA contour.  
Projected noise levels are not anticipated to adversely affect wildlife.  

Alternative 3 may increase wildlife-vehicle accidents, especially deer-vehicle accidents, because 
the roadway would unavoidably intersect wildlife travel corridors landward of the levee system.  
Wildlife travel corridors along the Missouri River would not be affected because a multi-span 
bridge would be constructed from levee to levee, providing safe north-to-south passage for many 
wildlife species and access to unobstructed areas of habitat directly adjacent to the river.   

Migratory Birds 
Noise impacts on migratory birds and wildlife from Alternative 3 are expected to be similar to 
those of Alternative 2.  Alternative 3 would involve removal of approximately 6.9 acres of trees 
and brush from forested upland and forested wetland and could impact migratory birds.  
Alternative 3 is approximately 1.5 miles north and 3,000 feet east of the Schilling WMA.  This 
distance would equate to an expected noise level of approximately 55 dBA.  This sound level is 
slightly above background sound levels and would be similar to the noise produced from a 
window air conditioner.  This estimate does not account for noise-buffering impacts of trees 
along the perimeter of the WMA.  Birds and wildlife are tolerant of moderate noise increases, and 
no adverse impacts are projected to occur. 

4.14.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Preliminary design considered many constraints, including wetlands and forested areas, in 
avoidance and minimization of impacts.  The ROW needed for Alternatives 2 and 3 was 
considered during initial design and was constrained by various natural and human resources.  
Based on the widespread presence of wildlife, impacts to wildlife habitat could not be avoided.  
Because river crossings are involved, impacts to fish also could not be avoided.    
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Table 4-11 
Potential Impacts of Alternative 3 on Wildlife Habitat 

Alternative Habitat Type Area Affected 
(acres)1

Cropland 232.6 Agricultural Land 
Pastureland 1.9 
Forestland 4.0 Nonwetland2

Rangeland 51.1 
Wetland3 8.7 

Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 

Missouri River 4.7 
Note: 
1 Affected acres of agricultural wildlife habitat are not directly comparable to agricultural land use 

or farmland impacts due to the inclusion of wetland and other habitat types in the agricultural land 
use and farmland categories.   

2 Nonwetlands include uplands and lowland areas that are neither deepwater aquatic habitats, 
wetlands, nor other special aquatic sites.  For this analysis, nonwetlands used for crops and 
pastures are reported separately.   

3 For information regarding impacts on specific wetland types, see Section 4.12, Wetlands and Other 
Waters of the U.S. 

Fish
During preliminary design, the number of piers in the Missouri River channel was minimized; 
this benefits navigation as well as fish habitat. 

Wildlife
Wildlife that use the existing Missouri River floodplain for migration could continue to do so 
after bridge construction because a multi-span bridge over the Missouri River would be 
constructed from levee to levee.  No fill would be placed within the Missouri River floodplain, 
and tree removal in forested upland and forested wetland areas would be limited to those areas 
required for bridge construction.  As indicated in Section 4.12, Wetlands, not all wetland acreage 
(including forested wetland) within the ROW would be converted because the bridge would be 
above much of the floodway.  Measures designed to reduce deer-vehicle accidents, such as the 
installation of warning signs alerting drivers to possible deer crossings along the roadway, would 
be implemented.  Mitigation to offset the impacts associated with either build alternative would 
be conducted according to habitat type, as described in the following paragraphs. 

Agricultural Land 
Mitigation to offset the loss of agricultural habitat would not be necessary as suitable agricultural 
habitat is located in the surrounding area. 

Nonwetland
Mitigation to offset the loss of upland habitat in forested areas is required by Iowa Code and 
could be conducted in several ways.  Replacement trees could be planted at a ratio of 1:1 
(Iowa DOT, October 20, 2003).  Other mitigation options could be developed that are “deemed to 
be comparable to the woodland removed, including, but not limited to, the improvement, 
development, or preservation of woodland under public ownership” (Iowa Code, 2003).
Replacement of forested areas is not required by Nebraska code; however, it is anticipated that 
mitigation for Project impacts would be similar in each state.   



  Chapter 4
Environmental Consequences

Bellevue Bridge Study October 2004 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-36

Wetland
Mitigation of wetland impacts in Nebraska and Iowa is discussed in Section 4.12 and could 
include the restoration and/or the creation of emergent and forested wetlands.   

Migratory Birds 
No mitigation measures for post-construction impacts (such as traffic noise) are proposed.  
Measures to minimize impacts to migratory birds during construction are addressed in Section 
4.24.8.   

4.15 THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES 
Based on information provided by Federal and state agencies, several potential T&E species may 
exist in the Study Area (see Section 3.15).  Impacts to T&E species were evaluated based on 
consideration of potential habitat, the likelihood of a species occurring within the Study Area, and 
a consideration of physical impacts (such as increased sedimentation and runoff) caused by 
constructing and operating a transportation facility.  A Biological Assessment (BA) was 
conducted to determine potential impacts to Federally listed (threatened or endangered) species.  
The potential for and extent of impacts are described using accepted ESA terminology.   

4.15.1 No-Build Alternative 
MAPA’s LRTP projects within the Study Area would primarily occur within existing ROW and 
would not be expected to adversely affect T&E species.  Improvements to the Bellevue Bridge 
separate from this Project would be primarily limited to the deck area and would cause no effect 
to T&E species.  It is possible that existing road systems would need to be expanded to handle 
additional traffic if the proposed project would not be constructed; the effect on T&E species is 
unknown.   

4.15.2 Build Alternatives 
The existing Bellevue Bridge and LRTP projects are projected to cause no adverse effect to any 
T&E species, so the impacts of the build alternatives are addressed individually.  Table 4-12 
summarizes the potential impacts to each T&E species described in Section 3.15.1.  Potential 
impacts on T&E species potentially in the Study Area are discussed below by species, with 
differences in impacts between Alternatives 2 and 3 noted as applicable.  The BA provides 
additional information on the species and the potential effects of either build alternative.   

American Bald Eagle  
The bald eagle population has been steadily increasing for the last 13 years on a national scale.  
USFWS has recognized the increase in population and submitted a proposal for delisting the bald 
eagle as a threatened species (64 FR 36454-36464).  Because of the steady increase in bald eagle 
populations, this species is likely to be delisted in the next few years but is still treated as a 
threatened species during the timeframe of this analysis.  

Alternatives 2 and 3 both bisect potential habitat for the bald eagle.  Alternatives 2 and 3 include 
17.1 acres and 6.9 acres of trees, respectively, in forested upland and forested wetland areas.  
Tree removal in areas of previously undisturbed habitat would impact the bald eagle by removing 
potential roosting trees.  However, the removal of these trees would result in the loss of only a 
small portion of the habitat available in the Study Area, and suitable habitat is available 
immediately upstream and downstream of the Study Area in the Missouri and Platte river 
floodplain corridors. 
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Table 4-12 
Threatened and Endangered Species Impacts 

Common Name Scientific Name Status1 Project Impact 
Birds

Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Threatened 
The Project may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect, the bald 
eagle.

Interior least tern Sterna anatillarum Endangered 

Construction within the Study Area 
would have no effect on the interior 
least tern populations or breeding 
habitat. 

Piping plover Charadrius melodus Threatened 
The Project would have no effect on 
the piping plover populations or 
breeding habitat. 

Fish

Pallid sturgeon Scaphirhynchus albus Endangered 
The Project may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect, the pallid 
sturgeon. 

Lake sturgeon2 Acipenser fulvescens 

Federal species of 
special concern, 
Nebraska listed as 
threatened,  
Iowa listed as 
endangered  

This species could be encountered 
during construction given the 
presence of suitable habitat.  No 
adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Sturgeon chub2 Macrhybopsis gelida 

Federal species of 
special concern, 
Nebraska listed as 
endangered  

This species could be encountered 
during construction given the 
presence of nearby suitable habitat.  
No adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Plants

Western prairie 
fringed orchid Platanthera praeclara Threatened 

Alternative 2 would have no effect 
on the western prairie fringed orchid.  
Alternative 3 may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect, this species 

Small white lady’s 
slipper  Cypripedium candidum 

Federally listed as 
threatened, 
Nebraska listed as 
threatened,  
Iowa species of 
concern

The project may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect, the small 
white lady’s slipper. 

American ginseng2 Panax quinquefolius Nebraska listed as 
threatened 

This species could be encountered 
during construction given the 
presence of suitable habitat.  No 
adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Notes: 
1 Federal and state (Nebraska and Iowa) status unless otherwise noted. 
2 A determination of effect in accordance with requirements of Section 7 of the ESA is not required 

because this species is not Federally listed as threatened or endangered.  Section 7 of the ESA is the 
mechanism by which Federal agencies ensure that the actions they take, including those they fund or 
authorize, do not jeopardize the existence of any listed species (USFWS, Endangered Species Act 
Section 7 Consultation). 
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Loss of wintering habitat for the bald eagle can cause undue stress, leading to cessation of feeding 
and failure to maintain the required body temperature.  Wintering and nesting bald eagles may be 
unable to relocate to habitats elsewhere, as the narrow forested habitats along the Missouri River 
may be at or above their carrying capacities.   

According to USFWS, two known bald eagle nests exist in the region: one located 30 miles 
downstream from the Study Area along the left bank of the Missouri River (in Iowa) near 
Nebraska City and one 10 miles southeast of the Study Area, south of Bartlett, Iowa (USFWS, 
April 25, 2003).  Both nests are located outside of the Study Area and would not be impacted. 

Traffic volumes on Alternative 2 or 3 would cause an increase in noise levels compared to 
existing noise levels.  Bald eagles are known to exist near traffic noise in other locations and are 
minimally affected by increased noise levels.  However, eagles may be startled by vehicles 
stopping and people leaving their vehicles (Steenhoff, 1976).   

Several recent roadway projects have documented that transportation noise has little effect on 
roosting and perching bald eagles.  For example, bald eagles were observed in the area along the 
Iowa River near the U.S. 20 bridge in Steamboat Rock, Iowa, before, during, and after bridge 
construction even though construction-disturbed areas of habitat and noise levels increased in the 
project area (HDR, 2002).  The most recent of three nests of a bald eagle pair along the Potomac 
River was built 75 feet from the construction work zone on the Woodrow Wilson Bridge in 
Virginia.  The pair has raised more than a dozen eaglets in the area, and the recent nest hosts three 
eagles hatched in April 2004 (Washington Post, 2004). 

According to research on the effects of human disturbance on perching eagles in Washington, 
wintering bald eagles along the Nooksack River were generally tolerant of human activity at 
1,000 feet, with 98 percent of eagles remaining on their perch.  Their tolerance generally 
decreased as distance to human activity decreased, with 50 percent of eagles leaving their perch 
when human activity approached within 500 feet (Stalmaster and Newman, 1978).  

This research demonstrates that traffic noise and human activity related to the roadway is unlikely 
to adversely affect bald eagles.  Noise associated with construction activities may affect bald 
eagles that occur near the ROW and is addressed along with other impacts during construction in 
Section 4.24.9.   

The Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, bald eagles in the Study Area.  While 
some bald eagle habitat would be removed for construction and noise levels would increase, the 
amount of habitat removed and the increase in noise is not anticipated to disturb the bald eagle 
population to the extent that it would cause an adverse effect.   

Interior Least Tern and Piping Plover 
Although interior least terns and piping plovers may use the Missouri River corridor during 
migration, reconnaissance surveys of the Missouri River in the vicinity of the build alternatives 
confirmed that the Study Area does not currently contain suitable habitat for these species. 

The Project would not destroy, adversely modify, or create habitat.  Construction within the 
Study Area would have no effect on the interior least tern or piping plover populations or 
breeding habitat. 

USACE is evaluating changes to its Missouri River Master Water Control Manual.  As part of the 
evaluation, USACE is considering water management changes in flows to enhance wildlife 
habitat.  In addition, a lawsuit involving USACE and USFWS is currently pending in Federal 
court related to flows maintained by USACE on the Missouri River.  Consequently, it is possible 
that suitable habitat may be developed within the Study Area prior to bridge construction.  This 
issue is discussed further in Section 4.27.2, Cumulative Impacts. 
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Pallid Sturgeon and Lake Sturgeon  
As discussed in Section 3.15, Threatened or Endangered Species, the pallid sturgeon is found in 
the Missouri River and is known to occur at the confluence of the Platte River.  Lake sturgeon 
occur in similar environments as the pallid sturgeon.  The Study Area includes the RPMA for the 
pallid sturgeon.  Although pier construction would occur in the RPMA, pallid sturgeon are mobile 
and would likely avoid the construction area.  Pallid sturgeon are likely to continue using this 
portion of the river for migration purposes following the completion of construction.  Further 
details on construction impacts are addressed in Section 4.24.9. 

The Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the pallid sturgeon.  The majority of 
the impacts on the pallid sturgeon would be temporary in nature and associated with pier 
construction.  Over the long term, the scour areas located immediately upstream and downstream 
of the pier may provide small areas of pool habitat for pallid sturgeon to use for wintering 
purposes.  Pallid sturgeon and lake sturgeon use much of the same habitat, and impacts on lake 
sturgeon would be similar to those described for pallid sturgeon.  A determination of effect in 
accordance with requirements of Section 7 of the ESA is not required for the lake sturgeon 
because this species is not Federally listed as threatened or endangered.  However, it is a 
Nebraska threatened species and an Iowa endangered species and is addressed in the EIS because 
of its state designation.  Although lake sturgeon may be temporarily affected during construction, 
no long-term adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Sturgeon Chub 
The sturgeon chub is associated with free-flowing riverine habitat with main channel sandbars 
and a combination of rock, gravel, and sand substrates.  The sturgeon chub has been recently 
documented as present in the southernmost portion of the Study Area, south of the Platte River 
confluence (NGPC, February 17, 2004).  This area has some gravel and sand substrates.  A 
determination of effect in accordance with requirements of Section 7 of the ESA is not required 
because this species is not Federally listed as threatened or endangered.  However, it is a 
Nebraska endangered species and is addressed in the EIS because of its state designation.  It is 
present in similar environments as the pallid sturgeon and lake sturgeon.  Consequently, impacts 
would likely be similar to those species: there may be temporary impacts during construction, but 
no long-term adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Western Prairie Fringed Orchid  
The presence of this species is dependent on suitable habitat.  Typical orchid habitat includes 
native tallgrass prairie or wet meadows.  Agricultural practices such as tilling, haying, and the use 
of herbicides have eliminated areas of tallgrass prairie or potential habitat for the western prairie 
fringed orchid.  Flood levees and the installation of measures to drain large areas of land have 
severely limited wetland or boggy areas that the western prairie fringed orchid may otherwise 
potentially inhabit.   

Surveys for the western prairie fringed orchid were conducted from July 1-3, 2003 (see 
Section 3.15.2).  While known populations of western prairie fringed orchid exist in Sarpy and 
Mills counties, no suitable habitat was found within the Alternative 2 corridor during a field 
survey conducted in 2003, and non-typical habitat of only low or moderate suitability for the 
western prairie fringed orchid was observed within the Alternative 3 corridor.  The quality of the 
potential habitat within the Alternative 3 corridor is such that the probability of occurrence of the 
species in this corridor remains low.  Given the lack of undisturbed prairies or suitable habitat and 
the results of the field survey (HDR, November 2003b), the probability that this species occurs in 
the build alternative corridors is very low.  The western prairie fringed orchid was not observed 
during the field survey. 
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Construction of Alternative 2 would have no effect on the western prairie fringed orchid.
Construction of Alternative 3 may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, this species. 

Small White Lady’s Slipper  
This orchid can be found along forest margins and clearings and boggy or swampy woodland 
areas.  Riparian areas within the build alternative corridors contain mostly woodland vegetation 
and lack sufficient moisture to be considered boggy or swampy.  The small white lady’s slipper 
orchid requires rich, highly calcareous16 soil and prefers alkaline soil (pH >7).  Most soil types in 
the build alternative corridors are classified as calcareous and mildly alkaline but have been 
depleted by agricultural practices and by years of cultivation and disturbance.  Surveys for the 
small white lady’s slipper were conducted from July 1-3, 2003 (see Section 3.15.2).  The build 
alternative corridors for the Project were determined to contain low or moderately suitable habitat 
for the small white lady’s slipper during a field survey (HDR, November 2003b).  The small 
white lady’s slipper was not observed during the field survey.   

Construction within the build alternative corridors may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, 
the small white lady’s slipper. 

American Ginseng 
Areas of habitat with low and moderate suitability for American ginseng were identified in each 
of the build alternative corridors (HDR, November 2003b).  The absence of mature, high canopy 
in most forested areas, dense ground cover, and limited soil moisture would make most of the 
sites surveyed unsuitable for American ginseng. 

Surveys for American ginseng were conducted from July 1-3, 2003 (see Section 3.15.2).  Habitat 
types at all sites surveyed within the build alternative corridors do not currently support American 
ginseng.  Nevertheless, the possibility remains that this species could be encountered during 
construction given the presence of suitable habitat.  A determination of effect in accordance with 
requirements of Section 7 of the ESA is not required because this species is not Federally listed as 
threatened or endangered.  However, it is a Nebraska threatened species and is addressed in the 
EIS because of its state designation.  Due to minimal observed habitat and no American ginseng 
found, the Project is not anticipated to result in adverse impacts to this species. 

4.15.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

American Bald Eagle 
Preliminary design involved consideration of avoidance of constraints such as wetlands and 
forested areas as well as minimization of the area affected.  No mitigation is proposed for post-
construction impacts (such as traffic noise) on the bald eagle.  Mitigations during construction, 
including a reconnaissance survey, are noted in Section 4.24.9.

Interior Least Tern and Piping Plover 
Because there is no existing habitat in or near the ROW of Alternatives 2 and 3, no mitigation is 
proposed for post-construction impacts (such as traffic noise) on the interior least tern and piping 
plover.  Mitigations during construction, including a reconnaissance survey, are noted in Section 
4.24.9.   

                                                     
16  Calcareous means composed of, or containing or resembling calcium carbonate or calcite or chalk. 
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Pallid Sturgeon, Lake Sturgeon, and Sturgeon Chub 
No mitigation is proposed for post-construction impacts (such as roadway runoff) on the pallid 
sturgeon, lake sturgeon, and sturgeon chub.  Efforts to minimize potential impacts during 
construction are noted in Section 4.24.9.   

Western Prairie Fringed Orchid, Small White Lady’s Slipper, and American Ginseng 
No mitigation is proposed for post-construction impacts (such as roadway runoff) on the western 
prairie fringed orchid, small white lady’s slipper, and American ginseng.  Efforts to minimize 
potential impacts during construction are noted in Section 4.24.9.   

4.16 HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL PRESERVATION  
Historic structures and archaeological sites have been identified within the APE of the Study 
Area, and some are near or within the Project ROW.  The proximity to the ROW and whether the 
structure or site is listed on, or potentially eligible for listing on, the NRHP were considered for 
determination of impacts according to Section 106 of the NHPA.   

4.16.1 No-Build Alternative 
The Project would not be constructed under the No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1) but MAPA’s LRTP 
projects within the Study Area would still occur.  The U.S. 75 projects could involve disturbance 
of archaeological sites but would need to be conducted in compliance with Section 106 of the 
NHPA.  Under the No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1), traffic would increase on Highway 370 and pass 
a historic property listed on the NRHP (Fontenelle Bank at 2212 Main Street).  As noted in 
Section 3.16, the Bellevue Bridge was determined ineligible for listing on the NRHP (Iowa DOT, 
April 22, 2003; NDOR, July 23, 2003).  Consequently, current and future maintenance activities 
would not adversely affect the bridge under Section 106 .  It is possible that existing road systems 
would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the proposed project would not be 
constructed; the effect on historic and archaeological properties is unknown.   

4.16.2 Build Alternatives 

Historic Properties  
Historic property surveys revealed no significant properties (those eligible for listing on the 
NRHP) within the ROW for either of the build alternatives.  The only historic property eligible 
for listing on the NRHP is the Rahn I-house located in Nebraska approximately 1,000 feet south 
of the proposed centerline for Alternative 3 and approximately 500 feet from a modified access 
road connecting to Alternative 3 (see Figure 4-3).  The property limits of the site include the 
house and its yard, which is bounded by a fencerow/tree row in front and to halfway between the 
house and the nearest buildings around it (Nash, June 9, 2004).  Because of the distance from the 
I-house and the determination that the farmstead was not collectively eligible for listing on the 
NRHP, the historic property would not be affected if the Project were constructed.  The Iowa and 
Nebraska SHPOs both concurred with the findings in their respective states that no historic 
properties would be affected by the build alternatives (Iowa DOT, December 23, 2003; NSHS, 
March 1, 2004); Appendix A contains reproductions of the concurrence letters. 

Archaeological Resources 
Archaeological investigations identified three sites in the APE for the build alternatives that were 
determined potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP.  In Nebraska, site 25SY80 is located 
approximately 1,200 feet north of the centerline for Alternative 3.  In Iowa, site 13ML164 (the 
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former townsite of St. Mary) is predominately south of the APE for Alternative 2.  Based on a 
lack of archaeological evidence within the ROW, which includes the northwestern corner of the 
platted townsite, this site would not be adversely affected by the Project.  Site 13ML626 in Iowa 
is located approximately 100 feet south of the roadway along Alternative 3 but adjacent to the 
ROW for modification of an access road.  The ROW is based on preliminary design and would be 
subject to refinement as more detailed design is completed.   

Based on the preliminary ROW and locations of sites potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP, 
no historic properties or archaeological sites would be affected by construction of Alternative 2 
or 3.  Based on no response provided within 30 days, the Iowa SHPO archaeologist is assumed to 
concur with the finding that no historic properties in Iowa would be affected by the build 
alternatives (Iowa DOT, February 18, 2004); Appendix A contains the unsigned concurrence 
letter from the Iowa DOT to the Iowa SHPO.  The Nebraska SHPO archaeological office 
concurred with the findings of a report prepared by the Nebraska State Historical Society 
(Bozell, 2004) determining that no historic properties in Nebraska would be affected by the build 
alternatives (NSHS, October 25, 2004); Appendix A includes the concurrence letter. 

As noted in Section 3.16, the Alternative 3 ROW has a higher potential for buried boat wrecks 
than the Alternative 2 ROW.  Section 4.16.3 addresses potential mitigation for boat wreck 
impacts.   

4.16.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Based on the constraints of establishing viable alternative corridors in the Study Area, historic 
structures and archaeological sites were considered for avoidance.  No historic properties would 
be impacted by either build alternative; therefore, mitigation for historic property impacts is not 
required for either alternative.

If Alternative 3 is selected as the preferred alternative, mitigation for impacts to archaeological 
resources would include further investigation of Site 13ML626 if the site is determined to be 
within the refined ROW.  Also, mitigation for the potential of disturbance of boat wrecks is 
recommended if Alternative 3 is chosen.  The archaeological investigation recommended remote 
sensing on a portion of the Alternative 3 ROW if disturbance would be below 6 feet (Tallgrass 
Historians L.C., January 2004).  The area recommended for investigation is along the ROW in 
Iowa starting east of the proposed bridge for approximately 6,000 feet (essentially from where the 
alignment curves east of the southbound bridge until it curves again to connect with U.S. 34).   

4.17 SECTION 4(f) PROPERTIES  
Reconnaissance and research regarding public park and recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges, and historic sites were conducted to comply with Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966.  If a project would affect a Section 4(f) resource, all feasible and 
prudent ways of avoiding this impact must be evaluated.  There are no historic sites within the 
ROW that would qualify as Section 4(f) properties.  Section 3.17 identified several potential 
Section 4(f) properties within the Study Area: Haworth Park, Bellevue Marina, Baldwin Field, 
Bellevue Loop Trail, Schilling WMA, and Folsom Lake.  Under certain circumstances, public 
lands that do not currently function as a significant resource may be considered a Section 4(f) 
resource.  As noted in 23 CFR 771.135(d), Federal lands or other public lands that function as or 
are designated as significant recreation resources in the plans of an administrating agency may be 
considered Section 4(f) properties.  Consequently, the proposed La Platte Link Trail in Nebraska 
and the proposed Missouri River Trail/Iowa Riverfront Trail in Iowa were considered as potential 
Section 4(f) properties.
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The Iowa FHWA Division Office 5-step decision process was used to evaluate potential use 
impacts on potential Section 4(f) properties.  The steps are: determine if a property is a Section 
4(f) resource, determine if there is a potential use of the property, determine if a potential use of a 
property can be avoided, determine minimizations of impacts if the uses can not be avoided, and 
determine the type of documentation that is needed.  The analysis of the alternatives determined 
that the preferred alternative (Southern Sarpy County (Alt. 3)) would not impact any Section 4(f) 
resources.  Consequently, a 4(f) Statement is not required.   

The proximity of the aforementioned resources to the evaluated alternatives was considered for 
potential impacts, as well as whether the uses would be temporary or permanent.  There are two 
types of impacts on Section 4(f) properties: 

� Direct Use – A direct use impact occurs when a Section 4(f) property is permanently 
incorporated into a transportation facility or temporarily occupied, causing minor effects 
that are subsequently restored.  Reducing the size of an existing park would be 
considered a direct use. 

� Constructive Use – A constructive use impact occurs when a project does not incorporate 
(or remove) a Section 4(f) property but is so close to the property that its activities, 
features, or attributes are substantially impaired.  Five criteria are used to evaluate this 
type of impact: 

o Noise (see Section 4.10 for noise analysis and Section 4.14 for noise impacts on 
wildlife)

o Aesthetic characteristics of the property 

o Property access 

o Vibration

o Ecological intrusion, such as substantially diminished wildlife habitat 

4.17.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
MAPA’s LRTP projects would primarily occur within existing ROW and are not anticipated to 
affect Section 4(f) resources unless unknown archaeological sites are found that are eligible for 
listing on the NRHP under criterion A, B, or C.17  The No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1) would result 
in increased traffic through downtown Bellevue along Highway 370 because the Project would 
not be constructed.  Haworth Park, Bellevue Marina, Baldwin Field, and a trailhead for the 
Bellevue Loop Trail are all located along Highway 370.  Based on known projects, neither direct 
use nor constructive use impacts are projected to occur under the No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1).  It 
is possible that existing road systems would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the 
proposed project would not be constructed; the effect on Section 4(f) resources is unknown.   

4.17.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
MAPA’s LRTP projects would also occur under Alternative 2 and are not expected to impact 
Section 4(f) properties as noted above.  Alternative 2 would cause no direct use or constructive 
use impacts on Haworth Park, Bellevue Marina, Baldwin Field, Schilling WMA, or Folsom Lake.  
                                                     
17  Criterion A: property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of history; Criterion B: property is associated with the lives of persons significant in the past; 
Criterion C: property embodies of distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that 
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. 
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The first three properties noted are along Highway 370 and are distant from the Alternative 2 
ROW.  Schilling WMA is approximately 3 miles south of the Alternative 2 ROW, and Folsom 
Lake is approximately 1 mile southeast of the proposed Alternative 2 interchange with I-29.
Noise levels near Folsom Lake are predicted to vary negligibly from existing noise levels.  Noise 
levels at the northern boundary of Schilling WMA (the closest point from the roadway) are 
projected to be less than 50 dBA.  Intermittent noise from aircraft departing and landing at Offutt 
AFB and traffic along I-29 currently affect Folsom Lake.  Noise from aircraft and hunting 
activities also affect the noise environment at Schilling WMA.  The Plattsmouth City Council has 
directed the city’s planning commission to study the possibility of annexing 478 acres of the 
Schilling WMA because of concerns with gunshot noise and safety (Omaha World Herald, 
September 21, 2004).  Although affected by different noise sources, Folsom Lake and Schilling 
WMA continue to function for their intended purpose.  The projected noise level increase of 
several dBAs attributable to the proposed project under Alternative 2 would not substantially 
interfere with the use and enjoyment of Schilling WMA.  Consequently, a constructive use of 
these properties would not occur from an increase in noise levels.   

Alternative 2 would cross the Bellevue Loop Trail in two locations, one east of Papillion Creek 
and one west of the Missouri River.  Both crossings would be above-grade with a bridge structure 
above the trail.  There would be a temporary and unavoidable direct use impact of this Section 
4(f) property due to temporary closure of a trail segment during construction of the bridge.  
Construction of a detour maintaining the connectivity of the Bellevue Loop Trail to avoid this 
impact was evaluated, and it was determined that it is not feasible and prudent given the 
constraints of Papillion Creek and the UPRR and BNSF rail lines.  Although this would be a 
temporary impact, trail users could consider this as causing an adverse change to the trail and its 
use.  Further discussion of this direct use impact is provided in Section 4.17.4.  Additionally, 
noise levels along the trail beneath the overpasses would increase due to traffic.  However, this 
would not be a significant increase that would affect trail users.  A segment of the trail currently 
is perpendicular to flight paths from Offutt AFB and experiences aircraft noise levels higher than 
70 dBA, which is similar to the level anticipated along the trail beneath the bridge.   

As noted in Section 3.7, Considerations Relating to Pedestrians and Bicyclists, there are 
conceptual plans for a trail parallel to the Missouri River in Iowa.  Section 4(f) typically applies 
to existing properties, although there may be certain instances where proposed resources may be 
applicable.  M&P Missouri River Maintenance owns the Missouri River levee in Mills County.  
Access to the levee is prohibited except for maintenance vehicles.  Consequently, the proposed 
Missouri River Trail is not considered a Section 4(f) property because the levees are not open-
access public lands. 

4.17.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
MAPA’s LRTP projects would also occur under Alternative 3 and are not expected to impact 
Section 4(f) properties as noted above.  Alternative 3 would not cause direct use or constructive 
use impacts on any existing Section 4(f) properties.  Haworth Park, Bellevue Marina, and 
Baldwin Field are distant from the Alternative 3 ROW.  The Alternative 3 centerline would be no 
closer than approximately 1,000 feet south of the Bellevue Loop Trail, 1.5 miles north and 3,000 
feet east of Schilling WMA, and 1.5 miles south of Folsom Lake.  There would be an increase in 
noise levels along the Bellevue Loop Trail, but it would be minimal because aircraft noise from 
aircraft operations associated with Offutt AFB have created a high background noise level 
(approximately 70 dBA).  Consequently, trail users below the flight paths already experience 
moderately high noise levels.  Noise levels near Folsom Lake would vary negligibly from 
existing levels.  Noise levels at the northeastern boundary of Schilling WMA (the closest point 
from the roadway) are projected to be approximately 55 dBA, several dBAs above existing 



  Chapter 4
Environmental Consequences

Bellevue Bridge Study October 2004 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-45

background noise levels.  Using the same analytical approach presented in the analysis of noise 
impacts under Alternative 2, a constructive use of these properties would not occur.  

As noted in Section 3.7, Considerations Relating to Pedestrians and Bicyclists, there are plans for 
two trails that would be crossed by Alternative 3: the La Platte Link Trail in Nebraska and the 
Missouri River Trail/Iowa Riverfront Trail in Iowa.  The proposed trail in Iowa was determined 
ineligible as a Section 4(f) property in the discussion of Alternative 2, and the same is true for 
Alternative 3.  The proposed La Platte Link Trail is located on MUD land and privately owned 
land; the Papio-Missouri River NRD has an easement only for the levee.  Prior to development of 
the trail, the ROW would need to be purchased for public use.  Although it is designated in a plan, 
the proposed La Platte Link Trail is not considered a Section 4(f) property because the land is not 
currently under public ownership.  Consequently, no direct use or constructive use impacts of 
Section 4(f) properties would occur for Alternative 3.  Construction of the project would not 
preclude future development of the La Platte Link in Nebraska and the Missouri River Trail in 
Iowa.  The levees upon which the trails are planned would be bridged and sufficient vertical and 
horizontal clearance would remain for future conversion to support a trail system. 

4.17.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
For Alternative 2, the Bellevue Loop Trail could not be avoided and would result in a temporary 
direct use impact.  Even though bridges would be placed over the trail in the two locations 
intersected, a feasible and prudent detour to avoid closure during construction cannot be 
developed due to the existing constraints of railroad tracks and Papillion Creek.  See Section 
4.24.2 for further discussion of construction impacts on the Bellevue Loop Trail.  

4.18 REGULATED MATERIALS 
A survey was conducted via database research and field reconnaissance to identify sites with 
potential environmental contamination that could be affected by construction of the Project (for 
example, disturbance of an area undergoing environmental monitoring or remediation) or could 
affect the Project by exposing roadway workers to contaminants.  Six potential sites with RECs 
were identified: a TCE plume from Offutt AFB; a LUST at Falt Fisheries; a LUST at National 
By-Products Inc.; an unnamed debris site; soil and groundwater contamination from 
PCS Nitrogen; and a LUST and waste stabilization lagoons at Fast Break Amoco.  Based on 
Iowa DOT protocols, the unnamed debris site is considered a minimal risk site,18 and the other 
sites are considered as moderate risk sites.19

Section 3.18 discusses details regarding the sites and their contamination (if known).  Potential 
impacts were evaluated by considering the proximity of the sites to the alternatives and 
characterizing the potential risk of the sites.  

                                                     
18  Minimal risk sites, as defined by Iowa DOT, are “Houses, farms, agricultural land, vacant or timbered 

land, and commercial properties where a low potential or no potential for regulated materials to be 
present was observed during the site visit.”    

19  Moderate risk sites, as defined by Iowa DOT, are “LUST sites (except those with a No-Further-Action-
Designation by the Iowa DNR), State Hazardous Waste Sites classified as “c” or “d” (as defined in 
Iowa Code 567.148), automobile junkyards and salvage yards, and commercial and industrial facilities 
where the potential for regulated materials was observed during the field corridor review or site visit 
and sloppy housekeeping practices were observed to an extent that the potential for environmental 
contamination is higher than if normal waste management practices had been followed.” 
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4.18.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
The No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1) would not involve construction of the Project, but MAPA’s 
LRTP projects would occur.  Most of the LRTP work would be conducted within existing ROW 
but could have the potential to disturb regulated material sites.  Separate from this Project, 
maintenance activities on the existing Bellevue Bridge are planned to focus on deck repair and 
should not affect regulated material sites.  It is likely the bridge was painted with lead-based 
paint, but the deck maintenance would be planned to avoid removing or disturbing the paint.  
Monitoring of groundwater plumes by Offutt AFB and PCS Nitrogen would continue.  It is 
possible that existing road systems would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the 
proposed project would not be constructed; the effect on regulated material sites is unknown.   

4.18.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
Potential impacts to RECs from MAPA’s LRTP projects are unknown but would also apply to 
this alternative.  Alternative 2 is unlikely to affect or be affected by RECs near the Alternative 2 
ROW (Offutt AFB TCE plume, Falt Fisheries LUST, National By-Products Inc. LUST, and an 
unnamed debris site) because they are all 0.25 mile or more from the centerline (see Figure 4-1).  
The ROW would not impact any Offutt AFB TCE monitoring wells; the closest well is 
approximately 1,000 feet to the north.   

4.18.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
Potential impacts to RECs from MAPA’s LRTP projects are unknown but would also apply to 
this alternative.  Alternative 3 is likely to affect, or be affected by, two existing RECs along the 
ROW (see Figure 4-3).  Alternative 3 crosses the northeast corner of the PCS Nitrogen property.  
PCS Nitrogen is associated with several database reports, including soil and groundwater 
contamination as the result of a fertilizer spill.  A 2,000,000-gallon fertilizer tank ruptured in the 
early 1980s, releasing liquid fertilizer to the soil and groundwater.  The natural migration of 
contamination is east-southeast towards the Missouri and Platte rivers away from the 
Alternative 3 alignment.  A potential impact occurs where the ROW crosses the northeast corner 
of PCS Nitrogen property, where a nested pair of groundwater monitoring wells (MW-20) is 
located.  The monitoring well pair is upgradient from the PCS Nitrogen spill site and is used as 
part of an ongoing program to monitor the degree and extent of groundwater contamination 
resulting from the historic spill.  The ROW is approximately 2,000 feet northeast of the spill site.  
The furthest extent of significant groundwater contamination is in MW-16 (NDEQ, March 1, 
2004), approximately 1,000 feet southwest of the ROW and 400 feet from an access road.  The 
location of MW-20 appears to be outside but adjacent to the proposed ROW.  Consequently, the 
well pair would not be directly impacted by the Project.  The impact of placing a roadway 
adjacent to the monitoring well pair would likely have a negligible effect on the groundwater 
plume. 

Alternative 3 would require acquisition of the southern 115-foot edge of the Fast Break Amoco 
site.  This property has recently undergone a Risk-Based Corrective Action (RBCA) review.20

Both soil and groundwater have been affected by a gasoline release.  No corrective action has 
been taken.  The site is currently classified by the Iowa DNR LUST program as high risk.  
However, Iowa DOT guidelines classify active LUST sites as a moderate risk to construction.  In 
addition, the three-cell waste stabilization lagoon located at the southern edge of the property is 
currently the subject of Iowa DNR permit compliance activity.  The facility has not submitted 

                                                     
20  RBCA is an iterative streamlining process that uses a tiered approach and site classifications to screen 

and address sites based on their relative risk.  



  Chapter 4
Environmental Consequences

Bellevue Bridge Study October 2004 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-47

required monthly operation reports since 1993, and inspections have revealed deficiencies with 
regard to the maintenance of the banks of the lagoons.  Additional investigation (Phase 2 
Environmental Site Assessment) is warranted related to future construction activity and purchase 
of ROW associated with the Fast Break Amoco site.  The Phase 2 work should be completed 
prior to issuance of the Final EIS if Alternative 3 is selected as the preferred alternative.  This 
process would ensure that the risk from construction of Alternative 3 is known and could be 
accounted for in the Project.  

4.18.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Based on the constraints of establishing viable alternative corridors in the Study Area, regulated 
material sites were considered for avoidance.  No minimization or mitigation for RECs would be 
needed for Alternative 2.  Although Alternative 3 avoids groundwater plumes from Offutt AFB 
and PCS Nitrogen, the ROW includes a portion of the Fast Break Amoco site and is near a 
monitoring well pair on PCS Nitrogen property.  Although direct impacts to the well pair would 
be avoided, indirect effects to the groundwater table could occur by placing fill near the well pair.  
The roadway would be slightly elevated (approximately 6 feet) compared to the surrounding 
ground surface, and the groundwater table would be negligibly affected by adding fill to the area 
and introducing an impermeable roadway surface.  No mitigation is proposed for the groundwater 
monitoring well system of PCS Nitrogen.

Relative to the impact of the Fast Break Amoco site, a Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment is 
warranted to address the LUST classification.  In addition, the taking of property where the waste 
stabilization lagoons are located would require construction of new lagoons in an alternative 
location outside the ROW.  The permit compliance issue would also need to be satisfactorily 
resolved with Iowa DNR. 

4.19 VISUAL 
The existing visual landscape characteristics were examined to assess how the new roadway and 
bridge might affect viewers’ perceptions of their surroundings.  An individual’s perception of a 
visual impact from a river crossing will vary depending on where they are located and what they 
are doing.  For example, a resident, person recreating on trails or the Missouri River, or commuter 
or hauler would all have different perceptions of the bridge and roadway.  The discussion in this 
section addresses general visual impacts of a new transportation system, and impacts specific to 
individual alternatives are addressed under the relevant alternative. 

The new bridge and roadway under either build alternative would introduce new visual elements, 
including increased traffic and alterations to ingress and egress by realigning portions of some 
existing roads.  For motorists, views from the new roadway and bridge crossing would consist of 
a variety of agricultural and natural landscapes.  Regardless of the build alternative implemented, 
residents of the Study Area would experience adverse visual impacts.  Either build alternative 
would create a very different visual landscape on the Missouri River floodplain and in 
surrounding areas.  The proposed grade changes would have a large impact on viewers’ 
perceptions of their surroundings. 

4.19.1 Alternative 1 – No-Build 
The majority of the MAPA LRTP project work would be conducted along existing ROW and 
would likely minimally change the visual effect along and outside of the improvements.  
Although no new bridge over the Missouri River would be constructed under the No-Build 
Alternative (Alt. 1), NDOR’s U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project would include the 
construction of a two-lane northbound bridge across the Platte River as a replacement for the 
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existing northbound bridge, which would be demolished.  The view of the bridge area would be 
similar because two bridges exist before the project and would be present subsequent to 
construction.  Maintenance activities on the existing Bellevue Bridge not associated with this 
Project would be temporary and negligibly affect visual resources.  It is possible that existing 
road systems would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the proposed project 
would not be constructed; the effect on the visual environment would likely be negligible because 
the viewshed has already been affected by road construction.   

4.19.2 Alternative 2 – South of Offutt AFB 
The bridge constructed across the Platte River for the U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project 
would minimally affect the viewshed in the Study Area.  In addition, for Alternative 2, at the 
U.S. 75 interchange with Fairview Road and proceeding east, the grade of the Nebraska portion 
of the new roadway would approximately match the existing topography.  Further east, the grade 
would be raised to 38 feet above grade to a bridge crossing over Papillion Creek, its levees, and 
the UPRR rail line.  The grade would then decrease to slightly above existing grade and then rise 
to about 38 feet above grade for a bridge crossing of two BNSF tracks.  The grade would 
decrease and then gradually rise to a maximum of 72 feet above existing grade for the bridge span 
crossing of the Missouri River.  Then the roadway grade would gradually decrease until reaching 
the new U.S. 34 interchange with I-29, which would be slightly above the existing grade. 

The bridge crossing of Papillion Creek and the UPRR rail line would have minimal visual 
impacts on the area given the nature of Papillion Creek, which has been subject to channelization 
and flood control measures.  The visual impact of constructing a bridge crossing at this location 
would be far less than that of the previous alterations.  The bridge crossing of the Missouri River 
would be an intrusion into the viewshed of recreational users of the Missouri River.   

The Bellevue Loop Trail runs along the Papillion Creek Levee at the proposed crossing location.  
The viewshed from this trail encompasses fields south of Bellevue and Offutt AFB.  Persons 
using the Bellevue Loop Trail would have their view of the Missouri River disrupted depending 
on their location on the trail.  Residents of the Elbow Bend residential area would experience 
adverse visual impacts due to the intrusion of the bridge into their vista.   

The views from the roadway and proposed bridge would allow a pleasing vista of the Missouri 
River valley for travelers.    

4.19.3 Alternative 3 – Southern Sarpy County 
The bridge constructed across the Platte River for the U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project 
would minimally affect the viewshed in the Study Area.  For Alternative 3, near the western 
terminus, the roadway would be approximately 45 feet above the existing topography at a bridge 
over the UPRR and BNSF rail lines.  The grade would decrease to slightly above the existing 
topography heading east, and then the roadway would steadily rise from slightly above grade to a 
maximum of 65 feet above grade at the Missouri River crossing.  After the crossing, the grade 
would gradually descend and tie into U.S. 34 at the existing grade.  

The bridge crossing of the Missouri River would be an intrusion into the viewshed of recreational 
users of the Missouri River.  Users of the southern portion of the Bellevue Loop Trail, located 
north of Alternative 3, would have their view of the Missouri River affected by the presence of a 
bridge over the Missouri River.  Residents of the Iske Park residential area would experience 
adverse visual impacts looking southward due to the intrusion of the bridge into their vista.   

The views from the roadway and proposed bridge would allow a pleasing vista of the Missouri 
River valley for travelers.   
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4.19.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Visual impacts of the Project cannot be avoided.  Very little can be done to reduce the impact that 
either Alternative 2 or 3 would have on the visual quality of the area.  Views of the roadway 
would be mitigated through landscaping techniques, such as tree and shrubbery plantings, as 
developed during final design of the Project.  Best management practices (BMPs) for reseeding 
with native grass and forb mixtures would be adopted in accordance with NDOR and Iowa DOT 
construction manuals, which would help restore the visual quality of the crossing over the 
Missouri River.  To the extent allowed by NDOR and Iowa DOT design standards, railing and 
safety barriers on the bridge would be designed to avoid unduly restricting the view of motorists. 

4.20 NAVIGATION 
USCG requested a determination of potential impacts associated with a bridge over the Missouri 
River.  Consequently, this section addresses commercial and emergency navigation, recreational 
navigation, and navigation maintenance of the Missouri River in the Study Area.   

4.20.1 Commercial and Emergency Navigation
The Missouri River is maintained as a navigable river from Sioux City, Iowa, to the mouth at 
St. Louis, Missouri; this reach of the Missouri River includes the Study Area.  The Missouri 
River Bank Stabilization and Navigation Project, as authorized by Congress in the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1912, 1925, 1927, and 1945, provides that the navigation channel maintain a 
depth of 9 feet and a width of not less than 300 feet (USACE, Missouri River Mitigation Project).  
USCG has the authority to request a wider channel for navigation as needed.  USACE maintains 
the navigation channel in the Study Area with a series of revetments21 and dikes located along the 
river.  Water depth is maintained through release of water from Gavins Point Dam, located near 
Yankton, South Dakota.  The navigational season generally runs from April through November, 
but the exact dates of the season vary from year to year (USCG, October 31, 2003).  USACE 
monitors navigational service and may limit it depending upon the quantity of water stored in the 
Mainstem Reservoir System (USACE, March 2003b). 

Approximately 140 docks and terminals operate along the length of the Missouri River (USACE, 
August 2001b).  These docks and terminals support the transport of freight traffic commodities, 
such as agricultural products, chemicals, fertilizers, petroleum products, and building products, 
via tugboats and barges (USACE, March 2003b).  A typical commercial barge tow in a year with 
adequate river levels (a non-drought year) consists of one tow pushing six barges, with each barge 
weighing between 300 and 400 tons.  In drought years, a typical commercial barge tow consists 
of one tow pushing four barges.  In 1994, commercial barge shipments on the entire length of the 
Missouri River totaled 1.8 million tons.  Due to drought in recent years, commercial barge 
shipments on the Missouri River have declined, with 1.3 million tons in 2001 (USACE, 
January 27, 2004).  Commercial barge traffic within the navigational segment of the Missouri 
River that extends from Omaha to Kansas City, Missouri, was 462,000 tons in 2001 (USACE, 
January 27, 2004).   

There is only one commercial dock or terminal located within the Study Area, situated on the 
right bank at River Mile 595.3.  This is PCS Nitrogen’s Bellevue Plant Dock.  A survey 
conducted in the year 2000 found that the plant and wharf facility were not being operated 
(USACE, March 5, 2003b).   

                                                     
21  A revetment is a structure located on the outside of a river bend.  A revetment runs parallel to the river 

and is constructed with rock or wood piling.   
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There are some commercial boating operations located north of the Study Area.  The River City 
Star (formerly the Belle of Brownville) is a commercial boating enterprise operated out of 
Miller’s Landing north of the Study Area (approximately 1 mile north of the I-480 bridge in 
Omaha) and has the capability to travel within the Study Area.  The Ameristar Casino Hotel and 
Harrah’s Casino and Hotel are located in Council Bluffs between the I-80 and I-480 bridges and 
each includes a casino boat.  These boats are typically docked at the hotel and have short tours 
that conclude north of the Study Area.   

Currently, no vessels are engaged in emergency operations or national defense activities in the 
segment of the Missouri River within the Study Area.   

4.20.2 Recreational Navigation 
Recreational navigation is the most common type of navigational activity within the Study Area.  
The Bellevue Marina provides the only direct public access to the river within the Study Area.  
There are also some private docks associated with riverfront residences at Iske Park.  On any 
given day, hundreds of boaters access the river from this and other marinas outside the Study 
Area, such as the NP Dodge Park Marina (north of I-680), the Riverfront Marina (north of I-480), 
and Sandpiper Cove (northwest of I-29) (USACE, January 27, 2004).  This includes fishing boats, 
motorboats, and personalized watercraft, such as jet skis and wave runners. 

4.20.3 Navigation Maintenance 
Maintenance dredging has not occurred in the Missouri River since 1969, with the exception of 
spot locations that were dredged in the lower portion of the river near St. Louis, Missouri, in 
1979.  USCG maintains buoys that delineate the navigational channel in the Missouri River 
(USACE, January 27, 2004). 

4.20.4 No-Build Alternative 
Separate from this Project, maintenance activities on the existing Bellevue Bridge are planned to 
focus on deck repair.  Repair activities on the piers could affect navigation and would require 
USCG approval.  MAPA’s LRTP projects would not impact navigation on the Missouri River.  It 
is possible that existing road systems would need to be expanded to handle additional traffic if the 
proposed project would not be constructed; the effect on navigation is unknown.   

4.20.5 Build Alternatives 
Neither of the build alternatives would impact commercial, emergency, or recreational navigation 
on the Missouri River, nor would they impact navigation maintenance. 

The Missouri River crossing for Alternative 2 is located on a tangent section of the river, 
approximately at River Mile 598.5 (see Figures 4-1 and 4-2).  The main span of the bridge for this 
alternative would provide a minimum of 450 feet of horizontal clearance for the navigation 
channel of the river and would provide 52-foot vertical clearance above the 2 percent flow line.22

There are no other bridges in close proximity to Alternative 2 that would impact navigation 
through the bridge (the Bellevue Bridge is located upstream, approximately at River Mile 601.4).   

The Missouri River crossing for Alternative 3 is located on a bend of the river, approximately at 
River Mile 595.9, immediately upstream (approximately 1 mile) of the Platte River confluence 
(see Figures 4-3 and 4-4).  The main span of the bridge for this alternative would provide a 
minimum of 450 feet of horizontal clearance for the navigation channel of the river and would 
                                                     
22  The 2 percent flow line is the elevation of the river that is exceeded 2 percent of the time. 
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provide 52-foot vertical clearance above the 2 percent flow line.  There are no other bridges in 
close proximity to Alternative 3 that would impact navigation through the bridge (the Plattsmouth 
Bridge is located downstream at River Mile 590.5).   

Either of the proposed build alternatives would provide a navigation channel that is adequate for 
commercial, emergency, recreational, and maintenance vessels; neither bridge would prohibit 
entry of or access to any local docks or terminals; and bank revetment and dike maintenance 
operations would not be impacted by the construction of either alternative.   

4.20.6 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
The preliminary bridge layout for both Alternatives 2 and 3 has been coordinated with USCG to 
minimize navigation impacts.  Mitigation during construction is noted in Section 4.24.12.  
Iowa DOT would continue coordination with USCG during the design and construction phases of 
the Project.

4.21 BRIDGE 
This section is included at the request of USCG to summarize background information on the 
existing Bellevue Bridge and the projected environmental consequences of placing a new bridge 
over the Missouri River at one of two alternative locations.  

4.21.1 Conditions at the Existing Bellevue Bridge 
The existing Bellevue Bridge is located at River Mile 601.4.  The bridge connects Highway 370, 
which traverses the Study Area from U.S. 75 in Sarpy County to I-29 in Mills County.  The 
existing bridge is a 1,965-foot-long truss structure that was constructed in 1952.  The bridge is 
operated by a state-authorized bridge commission and thus is not under the control of either 
NDOR or Iowa DOT.  Tolls are collected to retire the construction bonds and fund the operation 
and maintenance of the bridge.  The Bellevue Bridge Commission recently paid off the final 
portion of the bond debt (Omaha World Herald, August 28, 2004); however, toll collection will 
continue to pay for future maintenance.  Inspections of the bridge (in 1987, 2001, and 2003) and 
review of current NDOR and Iowa DOT design standards led to the determination that the bridge 
is both structurally and functionally substandard.  Details from these inspections and other 
information regarding the structure and function of the bridge are discussed in Section 1.4.1, 
Substandard Bridge.   

Minor repairs to the Bellevue Bridge were made in 2001.  The 2003 inspection report estimated 
that with continual upkeep and approximately $1.5 million in repairs, the bridge can continue to 
carry traffic for approximately 25 to 30 years (TranSystems Corporation, December 2003).  
Construction for deck and guardrail replacement commenced on June 28, 2004 and is scheduled 
to be completed by October 18, 2004 (Omaha World Herald, August 28,2004).  The bridge will 
remain in use throughout the study period (to Year 2030) for this Project.    

4.21.2 Environmental Consequences of Build Alternatives at Bridge Locations 
The Project’s potential impacts to society, the economy, and the natural environment are 
discussed in detail throughout this chapter.  The alignments of the build alternatives were selected 
based on the consideration of physical and natural constraints, with the attempt to maximize the 
use of previously disturbed areas; to avoid residences, businesses, public facilities, utility lines 
and facilities, wetlands, and parks; and to minimize impacts to farmlands and the diagonal 
severance of farms.   The location of the new bridge over the Missouri River for Alternative 2 
would be at River Mile 598.5, and for Alternative 3, it would be at River Mile 595.9.  
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The Missouri River crossing would include a bridge, as described in Section 2.4.2.  A foundation 
and pier would be placed within the Missouri River channel, with additional piers placed in the 
overbank (which includes the floodway).  Concrete abutments would be required at either end of 
the bridge and would be positioned landward of the levees.  Specific impacts between the levees 
of the proposed bridge structure over the Missouri River were determined for each alternative and 
are discussed in the following paragraphs.  The impacts of Alternatives 2 and 3 are nearly 
identical for most resources but are distinguished when different as appropriate.   

Wildlife travel corridors along the Missouri River would not be affected because a multi-span 
bridge would be constructed from levee to levee, providing safe north-to-south passage for many 
wildlife species and access to unobstructed areas or habitat directly adjacent to the river.  The 
types of wildlife habitat between the levees are similar for each build alternative.  The most 
sensitive wildlife habitats between the existing levee systems are the forested wetlands, riparian 
areas, and river habitat.  Between the levees within the Alternative 2 alignment, there are a total 
of 1.9 acres of PFO wetlands in Nebraska and Iowa and 1.4 acres of R2 wetlands in Iowa, as well 
as 4.4 acres of riverine habitat.  Between the levees within the Alternative 3 alignment, there are 
1.8 acres of PFO wetlands and 1.0 acre of R2 wetlands in Iowa, as well as 4.7 acres of riverine 
habitat.  Because the proposed bridge under each build alternative would span the levees (with 
some piers on land inside the levees and a pier in the Missouri River), minimal impacts on the 
wetlands are anticipated at the pier locations only.  The installation of a pier in the Missouri River 
could affect river habitat by causing displacement of river channel sediment.  A geomorphologic 
analysis conducted to evaluate scour and sedimentation impacts determined a negligible and 
temporary increase (within the range of daily fluctuation) in suspended sediment near the area of 
the pier.  Disturbance of river channel sediment during construction and from scouring 
subsequent to construction would not adversely impact the Missouri River.   

Groundwater resources would not be adversely impacted by either of the build alternatives.  No 
known groundwater wells exist between the levees.  Runoff from the roadway would be 
controlled by means of a barrier rail.  Drainage would fall from the roadway directly into the 
Missouri River at spot locations along the barrier rail of the bridge.  FEMA has mapped the 100-
year floodplain for the Missouri River, and the area between the levees is designated as the 
floodway.  A foundations and pier would be placed within the Missouri River channel, with 
additional piers placed in the overbank between the levees.  Although no fill would be placed 
between the levees, preliminary hydraulic analyses indicate that a slight rise in the regulatory 
water surface elevation would occur due to construction of piers in the Missouri River channel 
and in the floodway between the levees.  It is anticipated that a mitigation design involving 
improvements to the floodway of the floodplain (such as creation of extra conveyance capacity) 
would be provided as necessary during the final design of the selected alternative in order to 
obtain a no-rise certification.  If this were not possible, a LOMC would be obtained.  See 
Section 4.13.4 for further information on floodplain mitigation.  Both alternatives would comply 
with all floodplain regulations and would not significantly alter the natural beneficial values of 
floodplains.

There are potential impacts to T&E species due to the bridge.  The majority of the T&E species 
listed as potentially affected by this Project are associated with the riparian area between the 
levee and the Missouri River and with the river itself.  Because of this association, impacts due to 
a structure spanning levee to levee (with a pier in the Missouri River and piers on land between 
the levee and the river) would be similar to those described for the bridge and roadway (see 
Section 4.15, Threatened or Endangered Species).  The exception to this would be the western 
prairie fringed orchid, which prefers tallgrass prairie habitat.  The orchid is also known to inhabit 
river bottom prairies.  There are no areas of river bottom prairie within or near the build 
alternatives.
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Under Alternative 2, the construction of a structure spanning levee to levee (with a pier in the 
Missouri River and piers on land between the levee and the river) would have impacts on the 
existing Bellevue Loop Trail.  The Bellevue Loop Trail, which runs along the levee system west 
of the Missouri River, would be temporarily closed for several months to construct the west 
approach and westernmost span for the bridge.  After the construction of this build alternative, the 
trail would be reopened, as the bridge design is such to allow for safe passage of the Bellevue 
Loop Trail beneath the bridge.  Construction of Alternative 3 would not affect any existing 
pedestrian and bicycle trails. 

Alternative 2 would require the relocation of one residence and one parcel not containing a 
residence in the Elbow Bend residential area. Alternative 3 would not require any property 
acquisitions between the levees.  Alternative 2 would not impact noise receivers between the 
levees.  However, 11 residential noise receivers would be impacted between the levees under 
Alternative 3.  Measures to mitigate the noise impacts of Alternative 3 were studied, but it was 
determined that no reasonable and feasible mitigation measures exist.  See Section 4.10, Noise, 
for additional information regarding noise impacts.   

Prime farmland is found between the levees and the Missouri River for both alternatives.  Under 
Alternative 2, small pockets of prime farmland are located between the levee and the Missouri 
River in the Nebraska portion of the Study Area.  This area also contains developed areas that are 
not farmed, such as the Elbow Bend residential area.  The majority of the land between the river 
and levee in Alternative 2 in the Iowa portion of the Study Area is prime farmland.  Under 
Alternative 3, approximately one-half of the land between the levees and the river in both the 
Nebraska and Iowa portions of the Study Area is prime farmland.  These areas also contain 
pockets of development, such as the Iske Park residential development in the Nebraska portion of 
the Study Area.    

Navigation on the Missouri River would be temporarily and minimally affected during 
construction, but no long-term adverse impacts to navigation are anticipated.  Navigation would 
continue during construction.  Vessels would be forewarned of the bridge construction and 
directed on how to proceed through the construction zone.  No impoundments, relocations, 
channel deepening, filling, or stabilization works are anticipated in association with the crossing.  
USACE maintains the banks of the Missouri River with a series of revetments and dikes in the 
Study Area; there would be no impacts to these structures.  Design of the proposed bridge was 
dictated by the clearance for navigation; therefore, no backwater is expected to be created by the 
structure.

The proposed bridge and connecting roadway would serve the transportation needs of the 
growing populations in the Study Area and would promote greater interaction among the 
communities within the Study Area and between these communities and the Omaha metropolitan 
area.  However, construction of either alternative could reduce the traffic volumes on 
Highway 370 through downtown Bellevue.  Reduced traffic volumes could increase the isolation 
of the downtown area and, as a result, negatively impact downtown Bellevue (see Section 4.6, 
Economics, for discussion of economic impacts).   

4.22 PERMITS AND APPROVALS 
Known permits and approvals required to implement either Alternative 2 or 3 are summarized in 
Table 4-13.  The paragraphs following Table 4-13 discuss those permits or approvals needed 
from environmental resource agencies. 
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Table 4-13 
Permits and Approvals 

Permit or Approval Type Granting Agency(ies) 
General Bridge Act of 1946 Federal U.S. Coast Guard 
Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 Federal U.S. Coast Guard 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 Federal U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  

Section 404 Permit, Clean Water Act Federal U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act Federal U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

Interchange Justification Report Federal Federal Highway Administration 

Location and design approval Federal Federal Highway Administration 

EIS approval as a joint lead agency1 Federal Federal Highway Administration 

Record of Decision (ROD)2 Federal Federal Highway Administration 
Form 7460, Notice of Proposed Construction or 
Alteration Federal Federal Aviation Administration 

Joint Application Form (Sovereign Lands 
Construction Permits) 

Federal/
State

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
Iowa Department of Natural Resources 

EIS Adequacy Determination State Iowa Department of Transportation 
Nebraska Department of Roads  

EIS Findings of Fact State Iowa Department of Transportation 
Nebraska Department of Roads  

Corridor Location Approval State Iowa Department of Transportation 
Nebraska Department of Roads  

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act –  
Water Quality Certification 

State Nebraska Department of Environmental 
Quality 

Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Stormwater Discharge Permit 
for Construction Activities, Clean Water Act 

State
Nebraska Department of Environmental 

Quality 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources 

Floodplain Development Permit, including no-rise 
certification 

State/
Local

Iowa Department of Natural Resources  
Mills County 
Sarpy County Planning and Building 

Director

Permit for Occupation of Levee Right-of-Way Local Papio-Missouri River Natural Resources 
District

Notes: 
1 “‘Lead agency’ means the agency or agencies preparing or having taken primary responsibility for 

preparing the environmental impact statement” (40 CFR 1508.16). 
2 The ROD will explain the reasons for the decision regarding the Project addressed in this EIS.  

General Bridge Act of 1946, Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, and Bridge Act of 1906 (USCG) 
The General Bridge Act of 1946, the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, and the Bridge Act of 1906 
all require that the location and plans of bridges and causeways across navigable waters of the 
U.S. be submitted and approved by the Commandant, USCG, prior to construction 
(49 CFR 1.46(c)).  The General Bridge Act of 1946 is cited as the legislative authority for bridge 
construction in most cases.   
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Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (USCG) 
Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 requires approval of the location of, and plans 
for, bridges over navigable waters of the U.S. prior to commencing construction.  At the proposed 
bridge sites for either Alternatives 2 or 3, the Missouri River is considered a navigable waterway 
of the U.S. for bridge administration purposes.   

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (USACE) 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 requires authorization from USACE for the 
construction of any structure (other than a bridge which is addressed under Section 9 as noted 
above) in or over any navigable water23 of the U.S. or for the excavation/dredging or deposition 
of material in these waters or any obstruction or alteration in a “navigable water.”  A structure or 
work performed outside the limits defined for navigable waters of the U.S. requires a Section 10 
permit if the structure or work affects the course, location, condition, or capacity of the water 
body.  Section 10 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act overlap in some activities involving 
wetlands.  Permits for activities regulated under both are processed simultaneously by USACE. 

Section 404 Permit, Clean Water Act (USACE and EPA) 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act establishes a program to regulate the discharge of dredged 
and fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Activities regulated under this 
program include fills for development, water resource projects (e.g., dams and levees), 
infrastructure development (e.g., highways and airports), and conversion of wetlands to uplands 
for farming and forestry (33 USC 1344).  There are two basic types of Section 404 permits issued 
by the USACE: individual and general.  An individual permit is usually required for potentially 
significant impacts (greater than 0.5 acre).  However, for most discharges that will have only 
minimal adverse effects, the USACE often grants general permits.  These may be issued on a 
nationwide, regional, or statewide basis for particular categories of activities (for example, minor 
road crossings, utility line backfill and bedding) in order to expedite the permitting process.  

EPA has developed regulations with which USACE must comply and reviews the permits issued 
by USACE.  Section 404(c) authorizes the EPA to veto a USACE decision to issue a permit if 
that proposed action “will have an unacceptable effect on municipal water supplies, shellfish beds 
and fishery areas, wildlife, or recreational areas” (40 CFR 230).   

This permit would also provide information to USCG about cofferdams (temporary water 
containment structures), abutments, foundation seals, piers, and temporary construction and 
access fills that are required for the bridge permit that authorizes such discharges. 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (USFWS) 
Formal consultation with USFWS in accordance with Section 7 of the ESA would be required if 
it is determined that the Project would adversely affect any T&E species.  Informal consultation 
has occurred as part of USFWS review of the Biological Assessment.  Measures would be taken 
to minimize harm to and prevent taking of T&E species during construction.  Coordination with 
NGPC and Iowa DNR is required in accordance with the Nebraska Non-game and Endangered 
Species Act and Iowa’s Endangered and Threatened Species Law. 

                                                     
23  “Navigable waters” of the U.S. are those subject to the ebb and flow of the tide shoreward to the mean 

high water mark and/or presently used, or have been used in the past, or are susceptible for use to 
transport interstate or foreign commerce.  The term includes coastal and inland waters, lakes, rivers 
and streams that are navigable, and the territorial seas. 
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Form 7460, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (FAA) 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requires that Form 7460 be completed for any 
construction or alteration of more than 200 feet in height above the ground level at its site or 
projects with elevated superstructures within the approach path to airports, or any structure over 
200 feet tall.  Form 7460 notifies the FAA of construction or alteration that might affect 
navigable airspace (49 CFR 77). 

Form 7460 would need to be filed with FAA a minimum of 30 days prior to construction because 
of the proximity of the Project to Offutt AFB in Sarpy County.  It is unlikely that there would be 
any conflict between the Project and Offutt AFB operations.  

Joint Application Form (Sovereign Lands Construction Permits) (Iowa DNR and USACE) 
Any person wishing to conduct construction activities on, above, or under state-owned water and 
land in Iowa is required to have a sovereign lands construction permit.  Chapter 461A of the Iowa 
Code states: 

A person, association, or corporation shall not build or erect any pier, wharf, 
sluice, piling, wall, fence, obstruction, building or erection of any kind upon or 
over any state-owned land or water under the jurisdiction of the commission, 
without first obtaining from the commission a written permit.  A permit, in 
matters relating to or in any manner affecting flood control, shall not be issued 
without approval of the environmental protection commission of the department.  
A person shall not maintain or erect any structure beyond the line of private 
ownership along or upon the shores of state-owned waters in a manner to 
obstruct the passage of pedestrians along the shore between the ordinary high-
water mark and the water’s edge, except by written permission of the 
commission. 

The application form that Iowa DNR uses for Sovereign Lands Construction Permits is the joint 
application form created by Iowa DNR and USACE. 

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act - Water Quality Certification (NDEQ and Iowa DNR) 
As part of the Section 9 bridge permit and the Section 404 permit, Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification must be obtained from NDEQ and Iowa DNR.  This certifies that the permitted 
action will not violate state water quality standards.  The certification must be provided or waived 
before the USCG can issue a Section 9 bridge permit and the USACE can issue a Section 404 
permit for any portion of the roadway associated with construction of the bridge.   

NPDES General Stormwater Discharge Permit for Construction Activities  (NDEQ and Iowa DNR)  
This permit may authorize the discharge of stormwater associated with activities from a 
construction site (NPDES General Permit No. 2).  This general NPDES permit is for 
stormwater discharges from construction sites to waters of the State.  The permit application also 
includes a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that incorporates State requirements 
(NDEQ, Title 119, Chapter 5924; Iowa Code, Section 161A.64) for local sediment and erosion 
plans.  A Notice of Intent (NOI) is required along with the NPDES permit. 

                                                     
24  Pursuant to Chapter 59 of NDEQ Title 119, Rules and Regulations Pertaining to the Issuance of 

Permits Under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, the terms and conditions of the 
NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges from Construction Sites, July 26, 1999. 
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Floodplain Development Permit, Including No-Rise Certification (Iowa DNR, Mills County, and Sarpy 
County)
A floodplain permit must be obtained from state-designated agencies as authorized by FEMA for 
various types of floodway/floodplain development.  Examples are channel straightening, levee 
construction, excavation and stockpiling of overburden and rock materials, building construction, 
dams, stream crossings, and bank protection work.  Application for this permit would include a 
no-rise certification for impacted floodways. 

Permit for Occupation of Levee Right-of-Way (Papio-Missouri River NRD) 
The Papio-Missouri River NRD will agree to permit construction in a levee ROW as a contract 
agreement between the permitee and the Papio-Missouri River NRD.  This permit is for the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the construction.  The levee ROW must be properly 
and immediately restored to its “as built” condition after construction. 

4.23 ENERGY 
In the short-term, either build alternative would consume energy during the use of construction 
vehicles and the processing of raw materials for use in construction. 

Subsequent to construction, the principal factor in energy use is vehicle fuel consumption, which 
is affected by total miles traveled, the number of stops and starts, sudden acceleration or 
decelerations, congestion, and grade steepness. 

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 would provide a direct route from U.S. 75 south of Bellevue to I-29.  In 
Nebraska, the access to U.S. 75 is currently provided by routing traffic through Bellevue on a 
roadway (Highway 370) that has numerous traffic signals and turning movements.  If the 
No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1) were adopted, traffic along Highway 370 would increase more than 
under either Alternative 2 or 3.  Under the build alternatives, traffic along Highway 370 through 
Bellevue would result in fewer idling vehicles, less congestion, and fewer slower-moving 
vehicles.  Consequently, the build alternatives would slightly reduce vehicle fuel consumption 
and save energy.   

4.24 CONSTRUCTION 
The impacts of construction would be temporary as they would be limited to the period of 
construction.  The major impacts during construction would be related to economic factors, 
pedestrians and bicyclists, recreation, air quality, noise, water quality, wetlands, wildlife, 
threatened or endangered species, Section 4(f) property, visual, and navigation.  Because detailed 
discussion of construction impacts is not feasible until final design has been completed for the 
Project, this section discusses general impacts of construction. 

The location and type of borrow material required for the Project would be identified during final 
design.  If off-site borrow locations are required, their type and location would be evaluated based 
on environmental conditions, regional hydrology, and instream flows to the Missouri River. 

All practical precautions would be taken to limit and minimize the temporary impacts of 
construction activities.  Construction techniques for the non-bridge portion of the Project would 
follow common highway construction procedures.  Bridge construction would most likely consist 
of the use of temporary work pads and cofferdams for pier construction.  
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4.24.1 Economics

Impacts on Local Businesses during Construction 
The impact of roadway construction on local businesses is dependent on individual customers’ 
decisions to shop at businesses surrounded by roadway construction.  These choices are made 
based on the availability of substitute products and locations; the convenience of access during 
construction; the duration of the project; environmental factors such as visibility, dust, and noise; 
and a range of other factors that can vary among customers. 

During construction, Alternative 2 would not impact local businesses because none are located in 
the vicinity of the ROW, including the vicinity of the two interchanges.  Alternative 3 would 
minimally affect businesses at the I-29 interchange because access could be maintained and the 
visibility of businesses would not be affected. 

Regional Economic Benefits 
The regional economic benefits of Alternatives 2 and 3 were estimated by means of IMPLAN 
Professional 2.0, an economic input-output modeling system.25  This model uses economic impact 
multipliers to estimate the secondary benefits to the economy resulting from direct benefits to 
specific industries.26  The estimate of economic benefits was based on the best available data 
regarding Project costs and subsequent operations. 

A model assumption was that the majority of Project funding was Federal.  Nebraska and Iowa 
may not experience the beneficial impact equally, depending on the mix of Federal and state 
funding used to pay for the Project.  Other key assumptions include that construction would occur 
between 2007 and 2010, and the total construction costs would be divided equally among the 
construction years. 

The IMPLAN model predicted between 224 (Alternative 3) and 279 (Alternative 2) new full-time 
jobs in construction and support industries would be created during the first year of construction.  
These jobs were assumed to remain for each subsequent year of construction but end after 
construction was completed.   

In addition, the model estimated increases in tax revenues27 to Federal, state, and local 
governments from $10.0 million per year (in 2003 dollars) of construction for Alternative 3 to 
$12.8 million per year of construction for Alternative 2.  This estimate is based on an estimate of 

                                                     
25  IMPLAN was originally developed by the USDA Forest Service in cooperation with FEMA and the 

Bureau of Land Management.  Subsequent development and distribution of the model has been 
managed by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group, Inc. (MIG).  This model is widely accepted by resource 
agencies for economic impact assessment. 

26  Direct impacts are equal to project expenditures.  Indirect impacts are the second-round expenditures 
on goods and services made by the industries that support a project.  Induced impacts reflect the 
changes that occur to household spending as incomes are affected by a project’s direct and indirect 
impacts.  For example, a project may generate direct expenditures for aggregate materials for concrete.  
The aggregate supplier subsequently purchases more materials and possibly hires an additional 
employee, which constitutes the indirect impact.  The new employee, in turn, makes purchases within 
the region, which subsequently constitutes the induced impact. 

27  Tax revenue includes corporate profits as well as indirect business, personal, social, and insurance 
taxes. 
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market transactions28 between firms and consumers as well as tax payments by individuals and 
businesses directly and indirectly related to the total yearly cost of an alternative. 

Traffic
Short-term traffic delays may result from the movement of construction equipment and vehicles 
to the work sites.  A traffic control plan would be developed prior to construction, and details 
would be finalized during final design of the alignment for the selected build alternative.  Access 
would be maintained on local access roads during construction.   

Safety 
As part of a traffic control plan, standard safety measures would be implemented to help protect 
the safety of motorists and pedestrians during construction.  For example, if Alternative 2 were 
adopted, safety issues would be addressed concerning the Bellevue Loop Trail.   

4.24.2 Pedestrians and Bicyclists 

Impacts 
Construction would impact pedestrians and bicyclists under Alternative 2 because two locations 
of the Bellevue Loop Trail would have to be temporarily closed for several months to complete 
bridge construction.  At a minimum, a segment of approximately 300 feet would need to be 
closed at the east approach for the bridge over Papillion Creek and the west approach for the 
bridge over the Missouri River.  The work at these two trail locations could be performed 
concurrently or staged.  If the work was performed concurrently, the temporary closure would 
divide the Bellevue Loop Trail into three segments: an approximately 1.7-mile segment from the 
Keystone Trail connection to the bridge over Papillion Creek, a 5-mile segment between the 
bridge over Papillion Creek to the bridge over the Missouri River, and a 2.2-mile segment from 
the bridge over the Missouri River to Haworth Park.  Although the trail between the bridges could 
be accessed via the Harlan Lewis Road trailhead, the connectivity of the system would be 
disrupted by the Project.  This temporary impact would end after completion of construction of 
this Project segment.   If the work was staged, the temporary closures would divide the trail into 
two segments, because only one location would be closed at one time.  Concurrent closure would 
cause the impacts on the trail system to occur over a shorter time period than staged closure, but 
would preclude the use of the southern part of the trail (the aforementioned 5-mile segment south 
of where the bridges would be constructed). 

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 would cross a levee in Iowa along the Missouri River that has been 
proposed for a trail system.  Alternative 3 would also cross a levee in Nebraska that has been 
proposed for a trail system.  However, the levees are restricted from pedestrian and bicycle traffic 
and are only accessible by maintenance vehicles.  If these restrictions were still in place during 
construction, pedestrians and bicyclists would not be impacted by an access restriction of several 
months during construction of the bridge above the levee.   

If a trail system was established along the levee in either state prior to construction of the bridge 
over the Missouri River, pedestrian and bicycle use of a segment (approximately 300 feet long) 
beneath the levee would not be allowed for several months. 

                                                     
28  Historical trade flows for the region of economic influence allow IMPLAN to calculate market 

transactions between firms, consumers, and other forms of final demands as well as tax payments by 
individuals and businesses, transfers of government funds to people and businesses, and transfer of 
funds from people to people.   
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Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Temporary impacts on the Bellevue Loop Trail would be caused by short-term closures required 
for construction of the proposed bridges.  Based on the constraints of Papillion Creek and the 
UPRR and BNSF rail lines, it would not be reasonable and prudent to construct a detour to keep 
the Bellevue Loop Trail open during construction of Alternative 2.  The bridge approaches would 
need to be constructed prior to the bridges and would involve some relatively steep slopes that 
would preclude construction of detours to avoid the bridge construction area.  The closed off 
portion of the trail would be minimized to the amount of ROW needed for grading operations.  
Staged construction of the bridges over Papillion Creek and the Missouri River would cause 
impacts to the trail system over a longer time period than concurrent construction, but would 
allow use of the 5-mile segment of the trail south of the bridge construction locations. 

Temporary impacts on the proposed trails (which may or may not be constructed by the time the 
Project would be constructed) would be due to short-term closures required for construction of 
the proposed bridge.  For Alternatives 2 or 3, the constraint of private land in Iowa also precludes 
a reasonable or prudent option for a detour to maintain a continuous trail system (if designated 
and operating) on the levee in Iowa.  For Alternative 3, the constraints of Papillion Creek and 
private land in Nebraska make it neither reasonable nor prudent to construct a detour to keep the 
proposed La Platte Link Trail (if designated and operating) open during construction of the bridge 
over the Missouri River.

Impacts would be minimized through coordination with the trail sponsor.

4.24.3 Recreation
During construction, there would be temporary impacts on recreational resources.  Construction 
impacts to the Bellevue Loop Trail under Alternative 2 were described in the previous subsection.  
Impacts on the use of the Missouri River by the boating population would be minimal, as boaters 
would be advised of the construction and directed to other areas of the Missouri River.  
Temporary impacts on the recreational use of Papillion Creek could also occur, as areas of the 
creek may be inaccessible for fishing.   

4.24.4 Air Quality 

Impacts 
Short-term air quality impacts during construction would occur for the following reasons: 

� Construction vehicles and related equipment would increase exhaust emissions. 

� Disruption of ground cover by grading and other activities would generate dust. 

Emissions from construction vehicles and equipment and activities generating dust are not 
expected to change the attainment air quality status of the area.   

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
The following BMPs from NDOR and Iowa DOT construction manuals would be implemented to 
minimize air quality impacts during construction: 

� Equipment would not be concentrated at locations near any sensitive receptor sites, and 
no single piece of equipment would result in significant pollution concentrations. 

� Construction contractors would be required to comply with the statutory regulations for 
Nebraska and Iowa for air pollution control and to receive permits, as needed. 
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� Construction contracts would stipulate adherence to requirements regarding open burning 
of grub material, fugitive dust, visible emissions, and permits. 

� A schedule of water sprinkling would be developed and followed to control dust. 

4.24.5 Noise

Impacts 
Construction of a new bridge would cause temporary noise impacts on surrounding areas during 
construction activities.  These activities may include excavation, precision explosives, fill 
activities, grading, pile driving, and other related activities. 

Neither build alternative would require a traffic detour during construction.  The Bellevue Bridge 
and Highway 370 would be open during construction of either Alternative 2 or 3 as well as after 
completion of the Project. 

The Study Area, described in Section 4.1, Land Use, primarily consists of farmland with limited 
development.  The noise-sensitive receivers that are located directly adjacent to the ROW of the 
build alternatives are likely to experience impacts associated with construction activities.  The 
noise impacts resulting from construction include noise generated from machinery required for 
road and bridge construction.  For a discussion of long-term impacts relating to noise, see 
Section 4.10, Noise. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
BMPs in accordance with NDOR and Iowa DOT construction manuals would be used to mitigate 
construction-related noise impacts.  The BMPs would require that construction be limited to 
daylight hours, typically 6 a.m. to 6 p.m.  This would reduce noise levels in any neighboring 
residential areas during the evening and at night. 

4.24.6 Water Quality 

Impacts 
Construction would temporarily impact surface water quality due to disturbance of the riverbed 
for bridge construction and soil disturbances for the construction of the roadway and bridge 
approaches.  However, construction activities would not have adverse impacts on groundwater. 

Within the river, water quality impacts would occur from one or more of the following activities: 
installation of drilled shaft or driven pile foundations, construction of piers, construction of the 
bridge superstructure, and hydraulic fluid or fuel spills from work barges and construction 
equipment.  Driven pile foundations would cause more disturbance of channel bottom, including 
additional sedimentation.  Impacts on water quality from the shoreline include those that could 
arise from erosion of exposed soils and from contamination by hydraulic fluid or fuel spilled from 
construction equipment.  Roadway construction, through disturbance of the ground surface, 
would create sedimentation in drainages and the Missouri River.  

A geomorphologic analysis conducted to evaluate scour and sedimentation impacts determined a 
negligible and temporary increase (within the range of daily fluctuation) in suspended sediment 
near the area of the pier.  Disturbance of river channel sediment during construction and from 
scouring subsequent to construction would not adversely impact the Missouri River.  The BA 
includes a geomorphologic analysis of sedimentation impacts affecting water quality during and 
subsequent to construction.   
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Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
The contractor would be required to implement NDOR and Iowa DOT construction manual 
BMPs to minimize temporary impacts on water quality during construction.  It is anticipated that 
cofferdams would be used during foundation and pier construction.  These cofferdams would 
contain excavated materials reducing construction-related increases in sediment in the Missouri 
River.  NDEQ and Iowa DNR administer the Federal NPDES program and issue general permits 
for stormwater discharges from construction activities.  The purpose of the program is to improve 
water quality by reducing or eliminating contaminants in stormwater.  The NPDES program 
requires preparation of a SWPPP for construction sites of more than one acre.   

The specific sediment, erosion control, and spill prevention measures would be developed during 
the detailed design phase and would be included in the plans and specifications.  The SWPPP 
would address NDOR and Iowa DOT requirements specified in their construction manuals.  It is 
likely that the SWPPP would include installation of silt fences, buffer strips, or other features to 
be used in various combinations as well as the stipulation that drums of petroleum products be 
placed in secondary containment to prevent leakage onto ground surfaces.  As part of standard 
construction BMPs, water detention basins could also be constructed to minimize pollutant 
loading of surface waters.  Another standard construction BMP is revegetation and stabilization 
of roadside ditches to provide opportunities for the runoff from the impermeable area to infiltrate, 
reduce the velocities, and minimize increases in sedimentation.   

Stormwater discharge permits for construction activities would be obtained from NDEQ and 
Iowa DNR prior to construction of the Project.   

4.24.7 Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. 

Impacts 
Construction would result in the filling of some wetlands and temporary disturbance of other 
wetlands.  The amount of wetlands likely to be filled during construction of Alternatives 2 or 3 
was indicated in Sections 4.12.2 and 4.12.3, respectively.   

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Temporary impacts on wetlands as a result of construction would be permitted by USACE under 
Nationwide Permit 33 – Temporary Construction, Access, and Dewatering (67 FR 2020-2095).  
This nationwide permit allows for temporary structures, work, and discharges, including 
cofferdams, necessary for the construction activities or access fills or dewatering of construction 
sites.  In accordance with the “Notification” general condition associated with this nationwide 
permit, a restoration plan of reasonable measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects to aquatic 
resources must be included in the permittee’s notification to the District Engineer.  Other 
nationwide permits, such as Nationwide Permit 14, Linear Transportation Crossings, may also be 
applicable and would be coordinated with USACE.  Each Nationwide Permit covers different 
activities.  If a Nationwide Permit does not cover an activity, USACE may issue an Individual 
Permit.  Individual Permits are issued following a full public interest review of an individual 
application for a Section 404 Permit.  A public notice is distributed to all known interested 
persons.  After evaluating all comments and information received, a final decision on the 
Section 404 Permit application is made.  USACE adds special conditions to permits when 
necessary to minimize adverse effects.  
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4.24.8 Fish and Wildlife 

Impacts 
Construction activities would disturb terrestrial wildlife near the ROW, and wildlife within the 
ROW would seek sanctuary in nearby habitat during grading operations.  Construction would also 
temporarily impact fisheries in the Study Area, as many fish would likely avoid the area because 
of the noise and water disturbances.

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Mitigation would include controlling erosion from construction activities using BMPs identified 
in NDOR and Iowa DOT construction manuals to minimize water quality impacts on the 
Missouri River.  Main channel margins would be maintained during bridge construction to 
minimize the potential for effects on aquatic species.   

As part of BMPs for minimizing impacts per NDOR and Iowa DOT construction manuals, 
disturbed upland habitat in rangeland areas would be restored by seeding the disturbed areas with 
a native grass and forb mixture.  This would stabilize soil and decrease soil erosion and may lead 
to increased plant diversity in these areas. 

To the extent possible, vegetation-clearing activities along the riparian corridor would be 
completed outside of the nesting period (primarily between April 1 and July 15) to avoid or 
minimize adverse impacts on nesting migratory birds.  Should clearing activities be required 
during this time period, a survey of the affected habitats would be conducted to determine if 
nesting migratory birds are present.  This survey would be coordinated with USFWS and the 
results submitted to USFWS to determine if any migratory birds would be affected.   

4.24.9 Threatened or Endangered Species 

Impacts 
Bald eagles could be affected by construction directly as a result of increased noise and removal 
of habitat and indirectly through disturbance of fisheries.  Construction noise will be sporadic 
depending on the equipment used.  Typical noise levels at construction sites have been measured 
from 85 to 88 dBA at a distance of 50 feet (EPA, 1971) and would attenuate to below 65 dBA at 
800 feet.  As a comparison, future traffic noise levels of 66 dBA were predicted approximately 
250 feet from the centerline of the proposed roadway.  A study was conducted on the effect of 
sporadic noise on bald eagles and noise impact at the U.S. Army Aberdeen Proving Ground 
(which supports one of the largest bald eagle concentrations on the Northern Chesapeake Bay), 
where testing of large caliber weapons and detonation of large explosive charges occurs.  The 
study demonstrated that most roosting (72.7 percent) and nesting (92.7 percent) bald eagles 
showed no activity (perched motionless) in the two-second interval following the noise discharge 
(Brown, et. al, 1999).  A head turn was the most frequent activity of roosting eagles.  The 3-year 
survey included 100 adult and 61 immature eagles and five whose age could not be determined.  
Another study documented the effects of dam construction (thus causing heavy disturbance) on 
bald eagles along the Ohio River.  A comparison of driving surveys conducted during and prior to 
dam construction revealed no evidence that dam construction had caused bald eagles to shift their 
distribution away from the dam site.  In fact, the distribution of bald eagles within the 
management area was 15 percent closer to the site of the dam during construction than it was 
before (Stanford, 1997). 

Many fish would likely avoid the area because of the noise and water disturbances.  Although 
bald eagles prey on fish, as well as other small animals, bald eagles are also likely to avoid the 
area during construction, so the impact to the bald eagle of the temporary change in fishery 
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resources is likely to be minimal.  Bald eagles are likely to return to the area once the more 
constant and lower noise levels from bridge traffic replace the sporadic and louder noises of 
construction. 

Piping plover and interior least terns are not anticipated to be affected because there currently is 
no habitat near the ROW. 

A pallid sturgeon RPMA is within the Study Area.  The USFWS expressed concerns about 
potential impacts from sedimentation and scour caused by bridge pier construction and the long-
term presence of the pier within the Missouri River, especially near the mouth of the Platte River 
(USFWS, August 8, 2003).  Consequently, these issues were addressed in a geomorphologic 
assessment in support of the BA.  The analysis determined that the additional rate of sediment 
supply is considered insignificant compared to the high variability in sediment loads under 
normal flow conditions.  It is unlikely that any discernable change in the depositional 
environment near the mouth of the Platte River would be caused by bridge scouring 3 miles 
upstream from the Alternative 2 bridge location or 1 mile upstream from the Alternative 3 bridge 
location.  The short-term impact of constructing the bridge and the long-term impact of the pier 
would cause insignificant effects to pallid sturgeon; sturgeon chub and lake sturgeon would likely 
be affected similarly because they prefer similar habitat.   

The western prairie fringed orchid, small white lady’s slipper, and American ginseng were not 
found during field surveys but additional surveys are proposed prior to construction (see next 
section).

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Project planning for the area within the Missouri River floodplain would include consideration of 
avoiding and minimizing the loss of trees as a result of construction activities.  Clearing and 
grubbing for construction activities would be limited in area to minimize the impact on potential 
roosting habitat.  Trees would be removed only as required for construction activities.  The 
impact on wintering bald eagles can be minimized by completing tree clearing activities outside 
the wintering period of December 15 through February 20.  Mitigation for trees removed within 
PFO wetlands would be addressed as part of the Section 404 permitting process.   

As recommended by USFWS, a survey would be conducted for nesting bald eagles for one 
nesting season prior to the commencement of construction activities.  An area extending 
approximately 1 mile upstream and 1 mile downstream of the site of the Project would be 
surveyed (USFWS, April 16, 2003).  If this survey identified active bald eagle nests, no 
construction activities would commence within 0.5 mile or in line of sight of the nest while the 
nest is occupied.  In addition, if any nesting eagles were encountered within 0.5 miles of the 
construction area during construction, all construction activities would cease while the nest is 
occupied (USFWS, April 16, 2003).  USFWS would be contacted if any active nests are 
identified prior to or during construction and consulted to determine what, if any, construction 
activities could be conducted without disturbing the nesting eagles.   

Due to the likelihood that changes in habitat would occur in the Study Area due to the on-going 
activities of USACE regarding habitat restoration, a reconnaissance survey for piping plovers and 
interior least terns within a 0.25-mile radius of the Study Area would be completed prior to any 
construction activities.  If nesting birds were found, USFWS and NGPC would be contacted to 
determine whether construction activities may adversely affect the nesting birds.  If USFWS 
determined that the construction activities would adversely affect the nesting birds, construction 
activities would cease until the chicks fledged (left the nest) or the construction activities no 
longer would affect nesting or brooding birds. 
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Specific measures to avoid harm to the pallid sturgeon, lake sturgeon, and sturgeon chub would 
be implemented during construction.  These measures would include controlling erosion from 
construction activities (per NDOR and Iowa DOT construction manual guidance); using measures 
to avoid water quality impacts on the Missouri River; and timing specific construction activities 
that may have a greater impact on the Missouri River.  Main channel margins would also be 
maintained during bridge construction to minimize the potential for effects on all three species.   

Although a survey was conducted for the build alternative corridors for this study, and the 
western prairie fringed orchid, small white lady’s slipper, and American ginseng were not 
observed, access was denied to some properties that could potentially contain these species 
(HDR, November 2003b).  Therefore, prior to construction, areas within the ROW of the selected 
alternative would be surveyed for the presence of these species.  

4.24.10 Section 4(f) Properties 
Alternative 3 would not cause a use of Section 4(f) properties.  Alternative 2 would result in a 
temporary direct use of the Bellevue Loop Trail due to the temporary closure of the trail for 
several months during bridge construction.  A detour to allow the Bellevue Loop Trail to remain 
open was considered as an avoidance alternative.  As indicated in Section 4.24.2, there are no 
reasonable or prudent detours that would allow the use of all segments of the Bellevue Loop Trail 
during bridge construction.  Although this is a temporary impact, it is considered an adverse 
effect if a portion or portions of the trail would need to be closed for several months.  Timing of 
trail closures through coordination with the Papio-Missouri River NRD would be conducted to 
minimize the impact on trail users.

4.24.11 Visual
The construction of a new bridge and roadway, which is expected to take 2 to 3 years, would 
include temporary visual impacts such as the visibility of construction equipment and supplies.  
During construction, heavy construction equipment would clear the ROW of vegetation, 
including a riparian area adjacent to the Missouri River, and expose bare ground.  Both the 
equipment and the resulting exposed surface would create adverse visual impacts.  This impact 
would be expected to last until construction is completed and the ROW is revegetated.   

4.24.12 Navigation
Temporary impacts would occur during construction of the bridge; however, construction 
activities would be coordinated with USCG and the public would be notified of construction 
activities in order to minimize impacts.  

4.25 SHORT-TERM USES VS. LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 
Balancing the local short-term uses of the human environment with the maintenance and 
enhancement of long-term productivity is an important consideration in determining project 
feasibility.  The following identified short- and long-term effects and benefits/losses could be 
expected under both Alternatives 2 and 3. 

4.25.1 Short-Term Effects 
Short-term employment and purchases of goods and services generated by the Project could 
create a short-term increase in the local economy that would end once the construction is 
completed.  Alternative 2 would result in the short-term effects of three residential relocations. 
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4.25.2 Long-Term Benefits 
The new bridge across the Missouri River would have four traffic lanes (two in each direction) 
and would be better suited to accommodate the future traffic volumes than the existing Bellevue 
Bridge and Highway 370 route through Bellevue.  The new transportation system would provide 
for a straightened roadway alignment by maintaining and improving a safe and free-flowing 
connection across the Missouri River from U.S. 75 to I-29.  Both motorist safety and vehicle 
travel times between Nebraska and Iowa would be improved.  The new river crossing and 
roadway alignment would improve accessibility to the region (the southern Omaha metropolitan 
area, including eastern Sarpy County and Bellevue as well as western Mills County) and could 
thus enhance the area’s economic growth. 

4.25.3 Long-Term Losses 
Factors to be considered as long-term losses include: 

� Removal of existing farmland within ROW limits from production 

� Reduction of local tax base from conversion of farmland to ROW 

� Impacts on plants and animals 

� Economic impact on existing businesses  

� Visual change to the existing rural environment 

Long-term losses attributed to a project are common with the construction of highways along new 
corridors.

4.26 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF 
RESOURCES

Alternatives 2 and 3 would each require commitments of natural, physical, human, and financial 
resources that, for all practical purposes, must be considered to be irreversible and irretrievable.  
Resource commitments that are considered irreversible and irretrievable are land consumption 
(including affects on natural resources), energy, and financial resources, as discussed below. 

4.26.1 Land Consumption 
Both Alternatives 2 and 3 would require the acquisition of undeveloped and developed land for 
the construction of the Project.  Agricultural land, including prime farmland, is the largest 
potential land use that would be lost.  Once property is procured for ROW, there would be little 
chance that it could be used for agriculture in the foreseeable future. 

These build alternatives would also have direct impacts on the natural land and river system.  
Natural features such as trees, geological formations, and animal habitat would be lost or 
modified.  Mitigation would partially compensate for features such as wetlands and riparian 
areas.  In addition to direct impacts, there would be some permanent indirect effects on areas not 
actually acquired for ROW.  See Sections 4.12, Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S., 
4.13, Floodplains, and 4.27, Cumulative Impacts. 

4.26.2 Construction and Energy Resources 
Both build alternatives would require considerable amounts of fossil fuel and labor as well as 
construction materials such as steel, cement, aggregate, and bituminous materials.  The use of 
energy, labor, and raw materials is largely irreversible and irretrievable, except for items that can 



  Chapter 4
Environmental Consequences

Bellevue Bridge Study October 2004 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-67

be salvaged during demolition and removal at the end of the facility’s design life and possibly 
recycled.  Long-term, reduced travel time between Mills County and Sarpy County should result 
in decreased fossil fuel use.   

4.26.3 Financial Resources 
A new Missouri River crossing would require a considerable state and Federal financial 
commitment.  While these public funds are not directly recoverable, money spent on new 
infrastructure should be considered a long-term investment in the future safety and economic 
viability of the region. 

4.27 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Previous sections of this EIS have focused on evaluating direct impacts (such as the filling of a 
wetland during construction) and indirect impacts (such as out-of-distance travel due to a change 
in roadway access) of the Project either quantitatively or qualitatively.  This section addresses 
cumulative impacts that could occur as a result of aggregate Project impacts and impacts 
associated with other projects in the Study Area.  For example, projects upstream from the 
proposed locations for the new bridge would also affect downstream water quality.  Cumulative 
impacts are defined and described for relevant resources. 

A cumulative impact is defined as “the impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other 
actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 
actions taking place over a period of time” (40 CFR 1508.7).  Cumulative impacts include the 
direct and indirect impacts of a project together with impacts from reasonably foreseeable future 
actions of others.  For a project to be reasonably foreseeable, it must have advanced far enough in 
the planning process that its implementation is likely.  The impacts of reasonably foreseeable 
future actions not associated with a new crossing of the Missouri River near Bellevue include the 
impacts of other Federal, state, and private actions.  Reasonably foreseeable actions are not 
speculative, are likely to occur based on reliable sources, and are typically characterized in 
planning documents.   

This assessment of the cumulative impacts for Federal, state, and private actions is required by 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations developed from NEPA.  Cumulative 
impacts were evaluated in accordance with CEQ guidance (CEQ, January 1997) and other 
sources, including FHWA interim guidance: Questions and Answers Regarding Indirect and 
Cumulative Impact Considerations in the NEPA Process (FHWA, January 2003) and the FHWA 
position paper on Secondary and Cumulative Impact Assessment in the Highway Project 
Development Process (FHWA, April 1993).   

The major cumulative impacts issues associated with the Project were determined to be: 

� Loss of farmland and wildlife habitat (forested, riparian, and wetland areas) and the 
potential effects on wildlife, including T&E species 

The conversion of farmland and wildlife habitat to roadway ROW would not only occur under 
this Project but also under other projects in the Omaha metropolitan area, including the Study 
Area.  The construction of a toll-free bridge and conversion of farmland and wildlife habitat to 
ROW is perceived by some resource agencies to cause induced growth, which is an important 
cumulative issue to address.  For the purposes of this analysis, the effects of induced growth are 
synonymous with the additional loss of farmland and wildlife habitat. 
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The loss of habitat is cumulatively important because several T&E species are dependent on 
wetland and riparian habitats.  FHWA’s no net-loss of wetlands policy makes wetlands a critical 
individual resource, but it is addressed here collectively in an assessment of wildlife habitat.  
Aquatic T&E species in the Missouri River (such as the pallid sturgeon) are also aided by 
backwater and other natural areas adjacent to the river. 

The following major recently past and reasonably foreseeable projects would occur near the 
Project Study Area and would have cumulative effects relating to the loss of farmland and 
wildlife habitat: 

� Widening of U.S. 75 to six lanes from N-370 to I-80 (north of Bellevue).  

� U.S. 75 Plattsmouth to Bellevue project – Future extension of U.S. 75 south of the Platte 
River to Bay Road, including construction of a new interchange at the relocated 
Platteview Road (north of the Platte River) to provide a divided four-lane, limited-access 
highway along the existing route.  

� Council Bluffs Interstate System Improvements – long-term, broad-based transportation 
improvements along I-80, I-29, and I-480, including 18 mainline miles of interstate and 
14 interchanges (3 system, 11 service), that would add capacity and correct functional 
issues along the mainline and interchanges, and upgrade the I-80 Missouri River crossing. 

� Improvements of U.S. 275, Council Bluffs – to widen U.S. 275 in Council Bluffs 
between the Missouri River bridge and I-29 to four lanes.  The corridor is approximately 
4.5 miles long and the project is being designed to improve the U.S. 275 route in Iowa. 

� Plattsmouth Bridge Study – to determine a connecting route from U.S. 75 in Nebraska to 
I-29 in Iowa, including the bridge crossing the Missouri River at Plattsmouth, Nebraska. 

� South Omaha Veterans Memorial Bridge Study – to identify and evaluate alternatives for 
improvements to the South Omaha Veterans Memorial Bridge in Douglas County, 
Nebraska, and Pottawattamie County, Iowa.   

� Missouri River Master Water Control Manual – to guide the operation of USACE’s 
Missouri River mainstem dams and reservoirs.  This document describes the basic water 
control plan and objectives of the integrated operation of the mainstem reservoirs.  The 
Missouri River Master Water Control Manual, Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
which identifies a preferred alternative, was published in March 2004.  A ROD was 
signed on March 19, 2004, implementing the preferred alternative identified in the 
Final EIS as modified in the ROD.  

� Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Project – to acquire 118,650 acres to restore 
or enhance aquatic and terrestrial habitat.  Properties would be purchased from willing 
sellers along the Missouri River from Sioux City, Iowa, to St. Louis, Missouri 
(735 miles). 

� MUD Platte West Water Production Facility wetland mitigation area – to create wetlands 
as mitigation for impacts on wetlands as a result of the Platte West Project (water 
production facility and well field) in western Douglas County and eastern Saunders 
County, Nebraska.  MUD owns a parcel of land near the Missouri River between 
Papillion Creek and the Platte River (a 187-acre parcel 1.1 miles east of La Platte) that is 
one of four candidate sites for wetland mitigation for the Platte West water production 
facility.  The treatment plant is currently being designed; however, a mitigation plan has 
not been finalized.  
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� La Platte Link Trail – to construct a pedestrian trail connecting to the existing Bellevue 
Loop Trail near Harlan Lewis Road.  This link is planned south of Papillion Creek along 
the Missouri River levee, then westerly along the north side of the Platte River. 

� Back to the River Trail – to construct a multi-dimensional project to enhance an 
ecological, recreational and historical corridor along the Missouri River in Nebraska and 
Iowa.  Back to the River encompasses both sides of a 64-mile stretch from Mondamin, 
Iowa, and Herman, Nebraska, to the mouth of the Platte River. 

� Bellevue Park System Improvements – to expand Haworth Park from north of the 
Bellevue Bridge.  This includes approximately 100 acres of new passive recreation that 
consists of athletic fields and practice areas, picnic areas, group camp site, interpretive 
areas, and natural areas. 

� Expansion of the urban area – Additional residential, commercial, and industrial 
development is expected to occur during the planning horizon (2030) as identified in the 
comprehensive plans for the various cities and counties in and near the Study Area.  

For this study, cumulative impacts on farmland and wildlife habitat were evaluated on a regional 
basis within the two counties addressed in the analysis of direct impacts (Sarpy and Mills 
counties).  The review of other actions that may affect the resources, ecosystems, and human 
communities consisted of projects primarily occurring in the Missouri River valley in Sarpy and 
Cass counties in Nebraska and Mills and Pottawattamie counties in Iowa.  

4.27.1 Cumulative Impacts on Farmland 
Currently, the total acreage of farmland in Sarpy and Mills counties (the geographic study area 
defined for this analysis) is approximately 1,171,100 acres (267 square miles).  This represents 
82 percent of the total geographic study area.  Farmland in the geographic study area has 
decreased by approximately 66,600 acres (5.4 percent) in the period between 1987 and 1997 
(USDA NASS).  For a discussion of existing conditions with respect to farmland in the Study 
Area, see Section 3.2, Farmland. 

Urbanization in the geographic study area is the primary cause for the reduction in farmland.  
Once farmland is removed from agricultural production, it is rarely returned to its former purpose.  
However, adjacent changes in land use typically do not affect the production of agricultural land.  
Therefore, agricultural land can withstand stresses associated with contrasting adjacent land uses. 

Most of the residential, commercial, and industrial development in the Study Area is concentrated 
in Bellevue, as discussed in Section 3.1, Land Use.  Other residential development is scattered in 
the rural areas of the Study Area, with pockets of residential areas such as the Normandy Hills 
development located along Platteview Road and U.S. 75.  The urban expansion that has occurred 
near the Study Area is predominately in Nebraska.  Mills County is primarily a rural landscape.  
Historically, most of the residential areas in the Study Area were once natural areas that were 
then converted to farmland. 

The conversion of farmland to urban development has been the result of the growth trend in the 
Study Area.  A review of population trends for six counties (Douglas, Sarpy, Cass, Washington, 
Pottawattamie, and Mills) that includes the Study Area indicated that from the period 1970 to 
2000, these counties experienced slow to moderate growth.  On average, the period from 1990 to 
2000 had the most rapid growth with an annual average growth rate of 1.1 percent per year.  
MAPA explains that the growth in the 1990s was due to economic growth in its study region that 
included factors such as new commercial investments and an increase in the housing market.  
MAPA also noted that residential development in the loess hills area near Glenwood increased as 
many people have “chosen to live ‘in the country and work in the city’” (MAPA, 2002).  
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Population forecasts for the six county region for the period from 2000 to 2020 indicate that a 
moderate increase in population is expected, with an annual average growth rate of 1.2 percent 
per year. 

Preservation strategies for farmland include the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 
(7 CFR 658).  This act is intended to minimize the impact of Federal programs on the 
unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses.  It ensures that, to 
the extent possible, Federal programs are administered to be compatible with state and local units 
of government as well as private programs and policies to protect farmland.  Federal agencies are 
required to develop and review their policies and procedures to implement this act every 2 years.  
Projects previously identified that have converted or would convert farmland to nonagricultural 
uses are subject to this act. 

Cumulative effects on farmland would occur as a result of this Project combined with other 
projects previously identified.  The direct impacts to farmland for Alternative 2 and 3 are 289 and 
269 acres, respectively.  For both alternatives, this represents 0.02 percent of the farmland in the 
geographic study area defined for this analysis.  Most of the transportation-related projects 
identified above would affect some amount of farmland.  However, the amount would vary 
depending upon the location of the projects (rural versus urban) and type of the project (lane 
expansion or new build).   

Because farmland comprises 82 percent of the total area in the geographic study area, the 
cumulative amount of farmland lost from direct conversion by recently past and reasonably 
foreseeable projects would be relatively small in comparison to the amount of farmland available.  
Projects such as the U.S. 75 expansion often utilize existing ROW to the maximum extent 
practicable and would minimally affect farmland.  Roadway projects that occur in one particular 
area could influence land use, including conversion of agricultural land to ROW.  However, these 
projects would not cause additional development or increased population overall; rather, they 
would influence where this effect would occur (that is, in one part of the Omaha metropolitan 
area or another). 

4.27.2 Cumulative Impacts on Wildlife Habitat 
Wildlife habitat also has declined in and around the Study Area as a result of urbanization and 
agricultural practices.  Section 3.14, Fish and Wildlife, discusses existing conditions in relation to 
wildlife habitat in the Study Area. 

The primary stresses on wildlife habitat are conversion for development as well as encroachment 
and fragmentation by urban development and conversion for agricultural practices.  Once an area 
is converted, the value of the wildlife habitat in the immediate vicinity is typically lost or 
diminished.  Wildlife using the converted habitat is typically displaced.  If wildlife habitat is 
created in another location, its replacement value is generally not fully realized until the created 
habitat is mature.   

The encroachment of development on wildlife habitat and fragmentation of wildlife habitat 
diminish the value of the wildlife habitat by creating edge environments, where natural areas 
(such as riparian areas, forested areas, and wetlands) abut developed areas.  Conversion of 
wildlife habitat and fragmentation of wildlife habitat diminish the value of wildlife habitat and 
can displace wildlife, thus exceeding the carrying capacities in adjacent wildlife areas and 
creating more edge environments.  Edge environments have different conditions than a 
contiguous system or habitat interior.  These different conditions allow for the establishment of 
pest and predator species that can penetrate the habitat interior and adversely affect the diversity 
and abundance of species.  Therefore, wildlife habitat is not compatible with change and is 
susceptible to stresses relating to urban development. 
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Preservation strategies for wildlife habitat include the Wetlands Reserve Program sponsored by 
NRCS, requirements under the Clean Water Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and potentially 
the ESA.  In addition, the national goal of no net loss of wetlands, coupled with the need for 
Section 404 permits to address impacts to waters of the U.S. (including wetlands), indicates that 
wetland resources should not diminish in the future.   

While agricultural land is likely to diminish over time and wildlife habitat converted for 
development, it is reasonable to expect that wildlife habitat within the geographical study area 
defined for this analysis would remain constant, if not increase, as a result of reasonably 
foreseeable future projects and federal requirements protecting wetlands.  The Missouri River 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Project would involve the acquisition of property to restore or 
enhance aquatic and terrestrial habitat.  Properties would be purchased from willing sellers along 
the Missouri River from Sioux City, Iowa, to St. Louis, Missouri (735 miles).  USACE has plans 
to restore wildlife habitat at St. Mary’s Island (portions of the area are shown in Figures 4-1 
and 4-3).  Depending upon the selected alternative for the USACE Missouri River Master Water 
Control Manual, additional habitat may be created within the geographical study area.  The 
potential for the MUD Platte West Water Production Facility mitigation site near the project 
would also increase wildlife habitat.  In addition, the national goal of “no net loss” of wetlands 
coupled with the need for Section 404 permits to impact waters of the U.S. (including wetlands) 
indicates that wetland resources would not diminish in the future.  Over time, these wildlife 
habitat areas will provide values equal to the wildlife areas that are lost through direct conversion 
or through creation of edge environments. 

Alternative 2 would convert a total of 14.6 acres of forested areas and 14.2 acres of wetlands to 
roadway ROW and would result in fragmentation of the existing environment and creation of 
increased edge environments.  However, impacts are expected to be minor due to the type of 
species in the area, the location of the forested and wetland resources, and the bridging of the 
Missouri River floodplain from levy to levy.  Alternative 2 would not impact any known habitat 
for T&E plant and wildlife species. 

Alternative 3 would convert 4.0 acres of forested areas and 8.7 acres of wetlands to roadway 
ROW, the distribution and location of these wetlands would not create numerous smaller areas of 
this resource or more edges.  The amount of wildlife habitat affected, including forested and 
riparian areas, would not be sufficient to threaten the existence of native plants and animals.  
Alternative 3 would not impact any known habitat for T&E plant and wildlife species.

Effects of the Project on Missouri River habitat would be temporary in nature and primarily 
associated with pier construction.  Over the long term, the scour areas located immediately 
upstream and downstream of the pier may provide small areas of pool habitat for pallid sturgeon 
and other fish to use for wintering purposes.  Positive cumulative effects on Missouri River 
habitat for species such as the pallid sturgeon, piping plover, and interior least tern, would occur 
combined with projects identified above.  For example, under the Missouri River Fish and 
Wildlife Mitigation Project, more backwater channels are proposed which benefit pallid sturgeon 
and flow modification may lead to establishment of more temporary sandbars and better habitat 
for piping plover and interior least tern. 

Adverse cumulative effects on wildlife habitat would not occur as a result of this Project 
combined with other projects identified above as wildlife habitat in the geographic study area is 
likely to increase over in time.  Although urban growth would likely occur within the Study Area 
and decrease wildlife habitat, this would be balanced by other projects.  The reasonably 
foreseeable implementation of the Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Project, the 
Missouri River Master Water Control Manual, and the MUD Platte West Water Production 
Facility wetland mitigation area would create additional wildlife habitat in the geographical study 
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area used for this analysis.  With respect to cumulative wetland impacts, mitigation on a project-
by-project basis was or will be required for the past and reasonably foreseeable projects identified 
above.  Consistent with the national goal of “no net loss” of wetlands, no loss of wetland 
resources should have occurred or would occur in connection with the projects identified above.
Therefore, the cumulative loss of wildlife habitat would be offset by reasonably foreseeable 
projects designed to preserve, enhance, restore, and create wildlife habitat. 

4.27.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Consideration of alternative location and impact minimization for the Project was made based on 
issues raised by agencies during the scoping process and concurrence point meetings.  Issues 
raised by agencies on the Draft EIS that address cumulative impacts will be evaluated to 
determine if alternative addition or modification is warranted in the Final EIS.  To avoid major 
impacts to urbanized areas and other constraints such as Offutt AFB, locations to place a roadway 
and bridge are limited.  Consequently, it is unlikely that an alternate route would reduce impacts 
on farmland.  Wildlife habitat that would be affected by the Project is primarily agricultural land, 
with minimal wooded land and wetlands affected.

As final design proceeds, the ability to refine the preferred alternative will create the potential to 
minimize direct and indirect effects on resources.  Once final design is complete for the Project, 
the Section 404 permit will identify the location and acreage of affected wetlands.  USACE 
requires monitoring of wetland sites and documentation of their success as related to the 
conditions of the Section 404 permit.  Other mitigating measures that would be issued at the time 
of construction would include monitoring provisions to be followed.  Natural resource agencies 
would be monitoring the health of Schilling WMA and other public resources in the Study Area.  
Feedback from these agencies could be considered to determine if management of the ROW 
could be changed to minimize cumulative effects of the selected alternative. 

Management of induced growth is primarily performed at the local level.  Limiting access points 
along the new roadway and having intersections with other major arterials at existing 
interchanges can assist the roadway in maintaining efficient travel and supporting manageable 
growth.

4.28 COMPARISON OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS  
Table 4-14 lists the environmental impacts for the No-Build Alternative (Alt. 1) and each of the 
build alternatives. 
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Table 4-14 
Summary of Potential Impacts 

Resource Alternative 1  
No-Build Alternative 

Alternative 2 
South of 

Offutt AFB 

Alternative 3 
Southern 

Sarpy 
County

Right-of-Way 
New Right-of-Way (acres) 
Acquisitions (number)1

Displacements (number) 

Expansion of existing roads, if 
needed, would likely involve 
ROW acquisition, and 
displacements could also occur. 

297 
1
3

272 
1
0

Farmland Impacts 
Prime Farmland (acres) 

Prime farmland is likely to be 
converted to roadway ROW as 
part of urban development and 
any expansion of existing roads. 

309 221 

Major Utility Relocations 
Electrical Transmission Lines 
Fiber Optic Lines 
Sludge Line 
Petroleum Pipelines  

Utility relocations, if necessary 
for expansion of existing roads, 
would require coordination with 
utilities. 

1
0
0
0

1
0
1
0

Recreational Trail (linear feet) Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads are 
unknown. 

580 0 

Impacted Noise Sensitive Receivers 
Residential 
Commercial 

Traffic noise levels are likely to 
increase along Highway 370 and 
along any expanded roadway. 

0
0

11
0

Waters of the U.S. 
Wetlands2 (acres) 
Waterways3 (feet) 

Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads are 
unknown. 

14.2 
1,052 

8.7 
2,250 

Floodplain (acres) Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads are 
unknown. 

16.7 34.8 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Agricultural (cropland and 
pastureland acres) 
Forested Nonwetland (acres)4

Rangeland Nonwetland (acres) 
Wetlands (emergent & forested 
acres)
Missouri River (acres) 

Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads would 
minimally affect fish and wildlife 
habitat because most construction 
would likely occur within existing 
ROW.

347.3 

14.6 
26.5 
14.2 

4.4 

234.5 

4.0 
51.1 
8.7 

4.7 
Historic and Archaeological Resources 
Impacted 

Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads are 
unknown. 

0 0 

Section 4(f) Properties Impacted Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads are 
unknown. 

15 0 

Regulated Materials Sites Impacted  Impacts from any undetermined 
expansion of existing roads are 
unknown. 

0 2 
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Table 4-14 (continued) 
Summary of Potential Impacts 

Notes: 
1 Displacements involve a residential relocation (purchase of a home and relocation assistance).  

Acquisitions involve acquisition of an entire land parcel that does not include a residence.   
2 Jurisdiction will be determined by USACE after final wetland delineations are completed. 
3 Waterways are determined by the presence of a definable bed and bank. 
4 Nonwetlands include uplands and lowland areas that are neither deepwater aquatic habitats, 

wetlands, nor other special aquatic sites.  For this analysis, nonwetlands used for crops and pastures 
are reported separately.  

5 The Bellevue Loop Trail is crossed by Alternative 2.  Continuity of the trail would be temporarily 
 disrupted during construction for several months, but the connectivity would be restored after 
 completion of construction. 
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CHAPTER 5 
COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

This chapter includes a summary of agency coordination, tribal coordination, and public 
involvement that has taken place during development of this Draft EIS.  Future public 
involvement efforts that are planned for the Project are also discussed.  Appendix A contains 
agency coordination letters and public comment letters received during the development of this 
Draft EIS. 

5.1 AGENCY COORDINATION 

5.1.1 Agency Scoping 
Early agency coordination commenced on January 21, 2003, through letters to the Federal, state, 
and local government agencies to announce the initiation of the Bellevue Bridge Study and to 
announce the agency scoping meeting.  The following entities were contacted as part of the early 
coordination efforts.  Written responses to the early coordination request are provided in 
Appendix A. 

� Federal Aviation Administration 

� Federal Emergency Management Agency 

� Federal Highway Administration – Iowa Division (Can-Do participant)

� Federal Highway Administration – Nebraska Division (Can-Do participant)

� Federal Railroad Administration 

� Federal Transit Administration 

� U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Omaha District (Can-Do participant)

� U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Rock Island District (Can-Do participant)

� U.S. Coast Guard (Can-Do participant)

� U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (Can-Do
participant)

� U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

� U.S. Department of the Interior – National Park Service 

� U.S. Department of the Interior – Office of Environmental Policy 

� U.S. Environmental Protection Agency – Region 7 (Can-Do participant) 

� U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service – Nebraska Field Office (Can-Do participant)

� U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service – Rock Island Field Office (Can-Do participant)

� Iowa Department of Economic Development 

� Iowa Department of Natural Resources (Can-Do participant)
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� Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality (Can-Do participant)

� Nebraska Forest Service 

� Nebraska Game and Parks Commission (Can-Do participant)

� Nebraska State Historical Society 

� State Historical Society of Iowa 

� Metropolitan Area Transit 

� Omaha-Council Bluffs Metropolitan Area Planning Agency 

� Papio-Missouri River Natural Resources District 

An agency scoping meeting was held on February 13, 2003, to introduce the Project to the 
agencies and address any initial comments and concerns.  Letters from agencies are provided in 
Appendix A.  Comments from the agency scoping meeting are summarized as follows: 

� Requested that pedestrian accommodation be evaluated and included as part of the 
Project.  Stated that pedestrians/bicyclists need preservation of nature resource corridor 
along the Missouri River.  Noted that the Missouri River is part of the Lewis and Clark 
Trail, and suggested that this be considered during this Project. 

� Noted the potential for limited English proficiency of the population within the Study 
Area and wanted this to be considered when planning public meetings. 

� Noted that coordination with Native American tribes regarding traditional cultural 
properties needs to be conducted. 

� Stated that Coast Guard policy is for bridges that no longer serve a transportation 
function to be removed.  Noted to make sure the local authorities are aware that the states 
are offering demolition funding and the consequences of not taking that offer.  Stated that 
the construction of a new “free” (non-toll) bridge by the government might raise 
government versus private enterprise competition concerns. 

� Coast Guard stated that navigation impacts (present and future) need to be assessed and 
that impacts need to be addressed from abutment to abutment. 

� Noted that water quality certification would be required separate from the USACE 
Section 404 permit. 

� Concerned with impacts to ecological areas. 

� Concerned about Federally and state-listed threatened, endangered, candidate, and 
proposed species and habitat that could potentially occur in the Study Area, particularly 
the pallid sturgeon and bald eagle.  Noted that part of the mitigation required for MUD 
includes construction of a backwater chute near the mouth of the Platte that would be 
potential habitat for pallid sturgeon, lake sturgeon, and sturgeon chub.  Suggested that 
efforts be made to maintain north-south connectivity for wildlife and that the road not 
become a barrier; stated that wildlife needs preservation of nature resource corridor along 
the Missouri River.  Recommended that impacts to the area adjacent to the river be kept 
to a minimum to avoid potential impacts on T&E species habitat.  Stated that no site-
specific records existed for rare species or significant natural communities within the 
Study Area in Iowa. 
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� Suggested that Section 7 consultation, if required, be separate from the EIS.  Stated that a 
biological assessment will be required. 

� Expressed concern about impacts on the proposed MUD mitigation site. 

� Noted that wetlands not under USACE jurisdiction but under state jurisdiction would 
require mitigation.  However, there is no formal permit process.  Noted that all impacts to 
wetlands in Nebraska must be mitigated in Nebraska. 

� Concerned about potential impacts to Nebraska Game and Parks Commission properties 
and other restoration areas.  Noted the presence of a USACE 1135 restoration site north 
of the study area, but noted that it would not likely be affected. 

� Nebraska State Historical Society indicated that each project would be reviewed closely 
and that they would work with the states and FWHA to identify the area of potential 
effect after Purpose and Need has been developed. 

5.1.2 NEPA/404 Merge Coordination 
This Project was initiated using Iowa DOT’s Can-Do development process.  The purpose of the 
Can-Do process is to strengthen the partnership among Iowa DOT, FHWA, and other agencies by 
streamlining and shortening project development without losing program integrity and quality.  
Agencies involved in the Can-Do process are identified in Section 5.1.1.  The Can-Do process 
incorporates planning, design, agency coordination, and public involvement elements, and it 
integrates compliance with NEPA and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

The agency coordination that occurred in conjunction with the NEPA/404 merge process, as a 
component of the Can-Do process, consisted of meetings on Concurrence Points 1 and 2 
(addressed at one meeting) and Concurrence Point 3.  Concurrence points are milestones within 
the Can-Do process where the transportation agency requests agency concurrence regarding four 
points: Purpose and Need, Alternatives to be Analyzed, Alternatives to be Carried Forward, and 
the Preferred Alternative.  The intent of the concurrence point process is to encourage early 
participation by the regulatory agencies in an effort to validate decisions made by the 
transportation agency during the NEPA process and to avoid revisiting those decisions after 
significant effort has been expended performing detailed analyses and design.  The following 
concurrence meetings have been held for this Draft EIS. 

Concurrence Points 1 and 2 
Concurrence Points 1 and 2 were addressed at one meeting held on July 29, 2003.  At this 
meeting, all participants concurred on Concurrence Point 1, Purpose and Need, and Concurrence 
Point 2, Alternatives to be Analyzed.  Comments from this meeting are summarized as follows: 

� Concerned about the southern corridor (Southern Sarpy County), particularly impacts to 
the proposed MUD mitigation site and St. Mary’s Island, and would like to see impacts 
minimized.   

� Reiterated concern for potential impacts to pallid sturgeon due to the build corridors, 
particularly impacts of increased river velocity, scouring, channelization, and 
sedimentation. 

� Some agencies expressed a preference for the Offutt Corridor. 
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Concurrence Point 3 
Concurrence Point 3, Alternatives to be Carried Forward, was discussed at a meeting held on 
October 29, 2003.  All agencies reached concurrence on Concurrence Point 3.  Comments from 
this meeting and subsequent letters are summarized as follows: 

� Some agencies preferred the South of Offutt AFB Alternative (Alt. 2) because it is farther 
from the mouth of the Platte River and does not impact the proposed MUD mitigation 
site or the potential St. Mary’s Island restoration site.   

� Reiterated concerns regarding potential impacts to pallid sturgeon and bald eagle. 

Concurrence Point 4 
Concurrence on the Preferred Alternative (Concurrence Point 4) will be sought following the 
Commission’s approval of the preferred alternative.  This would occur after distribution of the 
Final EIS. 

5.2 TRIBAL COORIDATION 
The following tribes were contacted to seek comment concerning the Project: 

� Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes 

� Commanche Nation 

� Iowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska 

� Iowa Tribe of Oklahoma 

� Oglala Sioux Tribe 

� Omaha Tribal Council 

� Otoe-Missouria Tribe of Oklahoma 

� Pawnee Tribal Business Council 

� Pawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 

� Ponca Tribe of Nebraska 

� Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri 

� Santee Sioux Tribal Council 

� Winnebago Tribal Council 

The Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska indicated that they have no sacred sites or cultural artifacts in 
the Study Area.  The Pawnee Nation of Oklahoma determined that no historic properties would 
be affected.  No other tribes commented on the Project. 

5.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
An extensive public involvement program was used during the development of the Project in 
order to effectively engage the general public and interested parties in the Project.  The key 
components of this program are outlined in the following sections. 
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5.3.1 Community Advisory Committee 
A community advisory committee was established to provide Project decision makers with key 
information through direct meetings with local stakeholders.  The following entities were 
represented on the committee, and several local business leaders served on the committee as well.  
In total, over 40 individuals participated on the committee.

� City of Bellevue  

� Sarpy County  

� Mills County  

� Omaha-Council Bluffs Metropolitan Area Planning Agency 

� SW Iowa Coalition 

� Offutt Air Force Base

� Bellevue Bridge Commission 

Two formal meetings (February 7, 2003, and August 6, 2003) were held with the community 
advisory committee.   

5.3.2 Public Meetings 
Two open-house-style public information meetings were held at key milestones during the 
development of this Draft EIS to provide information to the public and to gather public feedback.  
The meeting dates and summaries of public comments are provided below. 

Meeting No. 1 – March 25 and 27, 2003 
Public information meeting No. 1 was held in Bellevue on March 25, 2003, and in Glenwood on 
March 27, 2003.  The Bellevue meeting was attended by 72 people, and the Glenwood meeting 
was attended by 82 people.  A Spanish-speaking translator was available at the meeting in 
Bellevue; however, there were no persons in attendance who required a translator.  The purpose 
of these meetings was to introduce the project to the public and to gather information and 
feedback from the public. 

The following summarizes comments from the March 25, 2003, meeting in Bellevue: 

� More people favored the “Offutt Alignment” over the 1996 North Alignment (Southern 
Sarpy County alignment).  However, there was also some sentiment for maintaining the 
existing Highway 370 route in addition to a new route. 

� Several people at the Bellevue meeting wanted to know what would happen to the 
existing Bellevue Bridge if a new alignment is constructed. 

� Some expressed concern about the NDOR U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project and 
how it impacts the location of the Bellevue Bridge Study project connection to U.S. 75 
(a Platteview interchange versus a Fairview Road interchange).

� Residents from the Normandy Hills subdivision expressed concern about access to 
U.S. 75 with the interchange proposed for the U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project. 

Written comments consisted of the following: two people stated that they prefer the 1996 North 
Alignment (Southern Sarpy County), six people commented that they prefer the Offutt 
Alignment, three people expressed dissatisfaction about access from U.S. 75 to the Normandy 
Hills subdivision, and one person expressed opposition to removing the existing Bellevue Bridge. 
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The following summarizes comments from the March 27, 2003, meeting in Glenwood: 

� Most people favored the 1996 North Alignment (Southern Sarpy County) and wanted the 
Project to proceed as quickly as possible. Many people noted a preference for a “high-
speed” connection to the Omaha metropolitan area. 

Written comments consisted of the following: 14 commentors preferred the 1996 North 
Alignment (Southern Sarpy County), and one person opposed the removal of the existing 
Bellevue Bridge. 

Meeting No. 2 – January 21 and 22, 2004 
Public information meeting No. 2 was held in Bellevue on January 21, 2004, and in Glenwood on 
January 22, 2004.  The Bellevue meeting was attended by 93 people, and the Glenwood meeting 
was attended by 141 people.  The purpose of these meetings was to present the alternatives 
carried forward and information on preliminary environmental impacts to the public and to get 
public input on a preferred alternative. 

The following summarizes comments received at the January 21, 2004 meeting in Bellevue: 

� Most comments were generally supportive of the Project, and many people indicated a 
preference for the Southern Sarpy County Alternative (Alt. 3).  

� There were several inquiries about Project cost, and several people commented that the 
South of Offutt AFB Alternative (Alt. 2) must be more expensive than the Southern 
Sarpy County Alternative (Alt. 3) due to the additional bridges and interchange 
modifications required for the South of Offutt AFB Alternative.  

� Several people from the Normandy Hills subdivision were present and asked questions 
about access to their subdivision and the potential for additional access to be provided as 
part of the NDOR U.S. 75 – Plattsmouth to Bellevue project.   

� Three individuals had questions regarding the cross-section of the bridge and whether 
farm equipment would be allowed on the bridge/roadway.   

� Several people inquired about how access would be provided to properties adjacent to the 
proposed roadway and expressed concern about proximity of the alternatives to their 
homes and the potential for an increase in crime as a result. 

� Concern was expressed about the South of Offutt AFB Alternative (Alt. 2) creating 
additional traffic east of Offutt AFB that might travel through residential areas to the 
north and about whether the U.S. Air Force would permit the South of Offutt AFB 
Alternative to be built so close to the base. 

� There were a couple of inquiries about what would happen to the existing Bellevue 
Bridge.

� A couple of individuals noted that the Southern Sarpy County Alternative (Alt. 3) would 
provide the most benefit to the Omaha metropolitan area as it connects to Platteview 
Road, which is continuous to I-80.  They felt that this alternative could become a bypass 
of the Omaha metropolitan area and congestion on I-80. 

All written comments received at the meeting expressed a preference for an alternative.  Two 
people preferred the South of Offutt AFB Alternative (Alt. 2), and 11 people preferred the 
Southern Sarpy County Alternative (Alt. 3). 



  Chapter 5
Comments and Coordination 

Bellevue Bridge Study October 2004 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 5-7

The following summarizes comments received at the January 22, 2004, meeting in Glenwood: 

� Most attendees were from Glenwood.  Comments were generally supportive of the 
Project and indicated a desire to get the Project built as soon as possible.  Most people 
expressed a preference for the Southern Sarpy County Alternative (Alt. 3). 

A total of 60 written comments were received from the meeting.  Two expressed a preference for 
the South of Offutt AFB Alternative (Alt. 2), and 52 expressed a preference for the Southern 
Sarpy County Alternative (Alt. 3). 

5.3.3 Correspondence
Throughout the course of the Project, correspondence was received from the public via a variety 
of means, including public information meetings, telephone calls, letters, and email.  All public 
correspondence was logged, and a response was sent to the specific public entity or individual if 
one was requested. 

5.3.4 Project Newsletter 
Project newsletters were published and distributed to all interested parties on the Project mailing 
list prior to each of the public meetings (in March 2003 and January 2004).  The Project mailing 
list includes nearly 500 businesses, city and county officials, public entities, and residents.   

5.3.5 Future Public Involvement 
A public hearing to address comments on the Draft EIS is anticipated for early 2005.  A project 
newsletter will be distributed prior to the public hearing. 

5.4 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS: WRITTEN AND 
ORAL

Reserved for comment/response to the Draft EIS. 
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CHAPTER 6 
LIST OF PREPARERS 

Federal Highway Administration 
Mike LaPietra  Iowa Division, Environment and Realty Manager 

Becky Hiatt  Iowa Division, Operations Engineer 

Lisa Rold  Iowa Division, Transportation Engineer 

Edward Kosola  Nebraska Division, Realty Officer 

Iowa Department of Transportation 
John Selmer  District Engineer 

Scott Suhr  District Planner 

Tom Welch  Traffic & Safety 

Kent Nicholson  Design 

Ahmad Abu-Hawash Bridge Design 

Jim Olson  Right-of-Way 

Stephen Larson  NEPA Compliance Manager 

Brad Hofer  Location & Environment, Project Manager 

DeeAnn Newell  NEPA Compliance 

Mark Snopek  Water Resources 

Nebraska Department of Roads 
Steve McBeth  Corridor Studies Engineer 

Cindy Veys  Environmental Section Manager 

Len Sand  Environmental Analyst Supervisor 

Steve Duecker  Wetland Determinations 

Mark Otteman  Noise / Air Studies / Utilities Engineer 

HDR Engineering, Inc. 
Matt Tondl, P.E. Project Manager 

Brian Goss  Environmental Task Manager, Historic Resources, Section 4(f) 

Lisa Richardson, P.E. Environmental Task Manager, Public Involvement Task Manager,  
   Floodplains, Land Use Impacts 

David Meier, P.E. Roadway Task Manager 

Philip Rossbach, P.E. Bridge Task Manager 

Ruth Bentzinger Farmland 
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Kelly Farrell  T&E, Biological Assessment 

Randy Graham, P.E. Water Resource Engineer 

Brock Hoegh  Economics Description, Land Use Description 

Craig Hunter, P.E. Roadway Engineer 

Stacey Froscheiser Pedestrians and Bicyclists, Permits, T&E, Visual  

Ann Kulik  Technical Editor 

Garry La Belle  GIS Analyst 

Mike Parsons  Noise Modeling 

Matt Pillard  Construction, Cumulative, Noise, Wetlands, Other Minor Sections 

Kevin Rose  Air Quality, Regulated Materials 

Kim Schiermeyer Copy Editor 

Katy Spellerberg Bridge, Fish and Wildlife, Floodplains, Navigation, Railroads and  
   Utilities, Recreation, ROW, Social, Water Quality 

Stephanie White Economic Impacts 

Dick Gorton, P.E. Senior Reviewer 

John Morton, P.E. Quality Control Reviewer 

Arvid Thomsen, P.E. Quality Control Reviewer 

Tallgrass Historians 
Jan Olive Nash  Historic Properties Investigations  

Leah D. Rogers  Archaeological Investigations 

Nebraska State Historical Society 
Rob Bozell  Archaeological Investigations 
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CHAPTER 7 
DISTRIBUTION

The Bellevue Bridge Study Draft EIS is being distributed to the following agencies and 
organizations.  Individuals receiving an EIS are not listed for privacy reasons. 

7.1 FEDERAL AGENCIES 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Federal Railroad Administration 
Federal Transit Administration 
Small Business Administration 
U.S. Air Force, Offutt Air Force Base 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha and Rock Island Districts 
U.S. Coast Guard 
U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service, Iowa and Nebraska 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Grand Island and Rock Island 

Districts
U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

7.2 STATE AGENCIES 
Iowa Department of Economic Development, Federal Funds Coordinator 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources, Conservation and Recreation, and Environmental 

Services Divisions 
State Historical Society of Iowa, Department of Cultural Affairs 
Nebraska Commission on Indian Affairs 
Nebraska Department of Aeronautics 
Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality 
Nebraska Department of Health and Human Services System, Division of Environmental Health 

Services
Nebraska Forest Service 
Nebraska Game and Parks Commission 
Nebraska State Historical Society 
Nebraska Natural Resources Commission 

7.3 LOCAL/REGIONAL UNITS OF GOVERNMENT 
Metropolitan Area Planning Agency 
City of Bellevue 
City of Glenwood 
Mills County 
Omaha Metropolitan Area Transit  
Papio-Missouri River Natural Resources District 
Sarpy County 
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7.4 TRIBES 
Iowa Tribe of Oklahoma 
Omaha Tribal Council 
Pawnee Nation of Oklahoma 
Ponca Tribe of Nebraska 
Winnebago Tribal Council 

7.5 OTHER 
AT&T
Aquila
Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway 
Metropolitan Utilities District 
National Cooperative Refinery Association 
Nebraska Trucking Association 
Northern Natural Gas Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
Union Pacific Railroad 
Urban League of Nebraska 
U.S. Sprint 

7.6 LOCATIONS WHERE THIS DOCUMENT IS AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC 
REVIEW

Bellevue Public Library 
1003 Lincoln Road 
Bellevue, NE 

Glenwood Public Library 
109 North Vine Street 
Glenwood, IA 

Federal Highway Administration 
105 6th Street 
Ames, IA 

Iowa Department of Transportation 
800 Lincoln Way 
Ames, IA 

Nebraska Deparment of Roads 
1500 Highway 2 
Lincoln, NE 
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Folsom Lake, 3-2, 3-14, 3-19, 3-26, 3-37, 4-18, 4-42, 
4-43, 4-44 

Fontenelle Forest and Nature Center, 1-2, 2-5 
Fort Calhoun Nuclear Station, 3-13 

G
Gene Eppley Salvation Army Camp, 3-20, 3-39 
Glenwood (see City of Glenwood) 

H
Harlan Lewis Road, 3-18, 3-25, 4-10, 4-11, 4-13,  
 4-59, 4-69 
Haworth Park, 2-7, 3-2, 3-13, 3-18, 3-19, 3-37, 4-18, 

4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 4-59, 4-69 
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Highway 370, 1-1, 1-2, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 2-2, 2-4,  
 3-2, 3-13, 3-14, 3-15, 3-22, 3-30, 4-2, 4-15, 4-16, 

4-17, 4-20, 4-21, 4-41, 4-43, 4-44, 4-51, 4-53, 4-57, 
4-61, 4-66, 4-73, 5-5 

Hillside Service Company, 3-24 
historic, 2-4, 2-10, 3-33, 3-34, 3-37, 4-6, 4-25, 4-41,  
 4-42, 4-46, 5-4 

I
interior least tern, 3-31, 4-37, 4-38, 4-40, 4-64, 4-71 
Interstate 29 (I-29), 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7,  
 1-8, 2-1, 2-2, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-9, 3-2, 3-7, 3-13, 

3-14, 3-15, 3-16, 3-20, 3-38, 4-2, 4-4, 4-5, 4-12,  
 4-13, 4-16, 4-21, 4-44, 4-48, 4-50, 4-51, 4-57, 4-58, 

4-66, 4-68 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources (Iowa DNR), 

3-19, 3-22, 3-23, 3-24, 3-28, 3-29, 3-33, 4-45, 4-46, 
4-47, 4-55, 4-56, 4-57, 4-62 

Iowa Department of Transportation (Iowa DOT), 1-1, 
1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, 3-22, 3-24,  

 3-25, 3-26, 3-34, 4-6, 4-13, 4-14, 4-19, 4-20, 4-22, 
4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-28, 4-35, 4-41, 4-42, 4-45, 4-46, 
4-49, 4-51, 4-60, 4-61, 4-62, 4-63, 4-65, 5-3 

Iowa Riverfront Trail, 3-18, 4-6, 4-17, 4-18, 4-42,  
 4-45 
Iske Park residential area, 2-9, 4-48 

K
Keg Creek, 2-4 

L
La Platte Link Trail, 4-5, 4-6, 4-18, 4-42, 4-45, 4-60, 

4-69
La Platte Road, 3-1, 3-34, 4-10, 4-14 
lake sturgeon, 3-31, 4-39, 4-41, 4-64, 4-65, 5-2 
land use, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 3-2, 3-3, 3-20, 3-22, 

3-38, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-16, 4-20, 4-33, 
4-35, 4-66, 4-69, 4-70 

Loess Hills, 3-16, 3-19, 4-18 
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), 1-3, 2-2,  
 2-6, 2-8, 3-2, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-5, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11,  
 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-24, 

4-26, 4-27, 4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-34, 4-36, 4-41, 4-43, 
4-44, 4-46, 4-47, 4-50 

M
Metropolitan Utilities District (MUD), 3-2, 3-16, 3-25, 

3-39, 4-4, 4-6, 4-14, 4-45, 4-68, 4-71, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4 
migratory birds, 3-28, 4-33, 4-34, 4-36, 4-63 
Mills County, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-7, 3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 3-5,  
 3-6, 3-7, 3-8, 3-9, 3-11, 3-12, 3-13, 3-17, 3-19,  
 3-32, 3-37, 3-38, 3-39, 4-2, 4-3, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 

4-9, 4-17, 4-30, 4-44, 4-51, 4-54, 4-57, 4-66, 4-67, 
4-69, 5-5 

Mills County Sheriff, 3-13 

Missouri River, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 2-2,  
 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-7, 3-13, 

3-14, 3-15, 3-18, 3-19, 3-23, 3-24, 3-25, 3-26, 3-27, 
3-29, 3-30, 3-31, 3-32, 3-34, 3-38, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4,  

 4-5, 4-6, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-14, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 
4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 
4-32, 4-33, 4-34, 4-35, 4-38, 4-39, 4-42, 4-44, 4-45, 
4-47, 4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54, 4-55, 
4-57, 4-59, 4-60, 4-61, 4-62, 4-63, 4-64, 4-65, 4-66, 
4-67, 4-68, 4-69, 4-71, 4-73, 5-2 

mitigation, 1-1, 3-2, 3-39, 4-4, 4-6, 4-8, 4-13, 4-14,  
 4-18, 4-22, 4-25, 4-28, 4-30, 4-31, 4-35, 4-36, 4-40, 

4-41, 4-42, 4-47, 4-52, 4-53, 4-68, 4-71, 5-2, 5-3, 
5-4

Mud Creek, 2-4 

N
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS),  
 3-20, 4-19 
National By-Products Inc., 3-15, 3-16, 3-24, 4-13,  
 4-45, 4-46 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 1-1, 1-6, 

2-6, 3-20, 4-28, 4-67, 5-3 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES), 4-54, 4-56, 4-62 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 2-7 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (see U.S. 

Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 
Conservation Service)

navigation, 2-8, 2-9, 3-27, 4-1, 4-23, 4-35, 4-49, 4-50, 
4-51, 4-53, 4-57, 5-2 

Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality 
(NDEQ), 3-23, 3-24, 4-25, 4-46, 4-56, 4-62 

Nebraska Department of Roads (NDOR), 1-1, 1-2,  
 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 2-5, 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, 3-15, 3-25,  
 3-26, 3-34, 4-2, 4-6, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-24, 4-25, 

4-26, 4-28, 4-29, 4-41, 4-47, 4-49, 4-51, 4-60, 4-61, 
4-62, 4-63, 4-65, 5-5, 5-6 

Nebraska Game and Parks Commission (NGPC),  
 3-19, 3-28, 3-30, 3-33, 4-33, 4-39, 4-55, 4-64 
Nebraska Riverfront Trail, 3-19 
Nebraska State Historical Society (NSHS), 3-34, 3-35, 

3-36, 4-41, 4-42 
noise, 3-20, 3-22, 4-9, 4-19, 4-20, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23,  
 4-24, 4-33, 4-34, 4-36, 4-38, 4-40, 4-43, 4-44, 4-53, 

4-57, 4-58, 4-61, 4-63, 4-73 
Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), 3-22, 4-20, 4-21,  
 4-22 
Normandy Hills residential development, 3-1 
NP Dodge Park, 3-19, 4-50 

O
Offutt Air Force Base (AFB), 2-4, 2-5, 2-7, 2-8, 3-1, 

3-2, 3-3, 3-7, 3-13, 3-14, 3-15, 3-18, 3-20, 3-22,  
 3-24, 3-25, 3-26, 3-34, 3-38, 3-39, 4-1, 4-2, 4-7,  
 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 

4-20, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-29, 4-30, 4-32, 4-33, 4-43, 
4-44, 4-45, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-56, 4-72, 4-73, 5-4, 
5-6, 5-7 
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Omaha-Council Bluffs Metropolitan Area Planning  
 Agency (MAPA), 1-3, 1-6, 1-7, 2-2, 2-6, 2-7, 3-2, 

3-5, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-5, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-13, 4-14, 
4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-24, 4-26, 4-31, 4-36, 4-41, 4-43, 
4-44, 4-46, 4-47, 4-50, 4-69 

P
Pacific Junction Fire Department, 3-13 
pallid sturgeon, 3-31, 4-37, 4-39, 4-41, 4-64, 4-65,  
 4-68, 4-71, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4 
Papillion Creek, 2-5, 2-8, 2-9, 3-2, 3-16, 3-18, 3-19,  
 3-23, 3-24, 3-25, 3-26, 3-27, 3-38, 4-4, 4-11, 4-13, 

4-17, 4-21, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-29, 4-30, 4-32, 4-44, 
4-45, 4-48, 4-59, 4-60, 4-68, 4-69 

Papio-Missouri River Natural Resources District 
(NRD), 2-7 

PCS Nitrogen, 3-1, 3-16, 3-24, 3-38, 3-39, 4-24, 4-25, 
4-45, 4-46, 4-47, 4-49 

pedestrian, 1-5, 2-3, 2-7, 3-2, 4-17, 4-18, 4-53, 4-59, 
4-69, 5-2 

permits, 3-25, 4-1, 4-29, 4-31, 4-53, 4-55, 4-60, 4-61, 
4-62, 4-71 

piping plover, 3-31, 4-37, 4-38, 4-40, 4-64, 4-71 
Platte River, 1-2, 1-4, 2-2, 2-5, 2-9, 3-2, 3-13, 3-15,  
 3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 3-23, 3-24, 3-25, 3-27, 3-30, 3-31, 

4-3, 4-5, 4-18, 4-24, 4-26, 4-29, 4-30, 4-32, 4-34, 
4-39, 4-47, 4-48, 4-50, 4-64, 4-68, 4-69, 5-4 

Platteview Road, 1-4, 1-7, 2-2, 2-5, 2-9, 3-1, 3-13, 4-2, 
4-13, 4-68, 4-69, 5-6 

Plattsmouth Bridge, 1-2, 1-3, 1-6, 2-5, 3-37, 4-51,  
 4-68 
Priority Commercial System, 1-6 

R
railroad, 4-13, 4-21, 4-45 
recreation, 2-4, 2-5, 3-14, 3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 3-23, 3-24, 

3-37, 4-20, 4-42, 4-57, 4-69 
regulated materials, 3-38, 4-45 
relocations, 4-4, 4-9, 4-11, 4-12, 4-53, 4-65, 4-73 
right-of-way (ROW), 2-8, 2-9, 3-2, 3-15, 3-16, 3-34, 

3-35, 3-36, 3-37, 3-38, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-7, 
4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-16, 4-17, 4-21, 
4-23, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-28, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 
4-34, 4-35, 4-36, 4-38, 4-40, 4-41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 
4-45, 4-46, 4-47, 4-57, 4-58, 4-60, 4-61, 4-63, 4-64, 
4-65, 4-66, 4-67, 4-70, 4-71, 4-72, 4-73 

Rinker Materials Prestressed, 3-1 

S
Sarpy County, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-6, 1-7, 2-5, 2-7, 2-9,  
 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-8, 3-9, 3-10,  
 3-11, 3-12, 3-13, 3-14, 3-16, 3-17, 3-18, 3-25, 3-27, 

3-32, 3-37, 3-38, 3-39, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 
4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-16, 4-17,  

 4-18, 4-19, 4-21, 4-27, 4-29, 4-30, 4-34, 4-35, 4-43, 
4-44, 4-46, 4-48, 4-51, 4-54, 4-56, 4-57, 4-66, 4-67, 
4-73, 5-3, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7 

Sarpy County Sheriff’s Office, 3-13 
Schilling Wildlife Management Area (WMA), 1-2,  
 2-4, 2-5, 3-2, 3-37, 4-18, 4-33, 4-34, 4-42, 4-43,  
 4-44, 4-72 
scoping, 3-33, 4-72, 5-1, 5-2 
Section 106, 3-33, 3-37, 4-41 
Section 4(f), 2-4, 3-1, 3-37, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 4-45,  
 4-57, 4-65, 4-73 
small white lady’s slipper, 3-32, 3-33, 4-37, 4-40,  
 4-41, 4-64, 4-65 
South Omaha Bridge, 1-2, 1-3, 1-6, 1-7, 2-2 
St. Mary’s Island, 3-2, 4-3, 4-5, 4-71, 5-3, 5-4 
sturgeon chub, 3-32, 4-39, 4-41, 4-64, 4-65, 5-2 

T
The Mills County Plan 

A Comprehensive Plan for Mills County, Iowa, 3-2 
threatened or endangered (T&E) species, 3-28, 3-33, 

4-36, 4-52, 4-55, 4-67, 4-68, 4-71, 5-2 
transportation system management (TSM), 2-3, 2-6 
travel demand management (TDM), 2-3, 2-6 

U
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 2-8, 2-9,  
 3-2, 3-23, 3-25, 3-26, 3-27, 3-28, 3-38, 4-3, 4-4,  
 4-5, 4-6, 4-28, 4-38, 4-49, 4-50, 4-53, 4-55, 4-56, 

4-62, 4-64, 4-68, 4-71, 4-72, 4-74, 5-2, 5-3 
U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), 2-8, 2-9, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 

4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-65 
U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (USDA NRCS), 3-3, 3-28,
 4-7, 4-8, 4-71, 5-1 
U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation 

Service (USDA SCS), 3-3, 3-20 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 3-20, 

3-21, 3-22, 4-55, 4-63 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), 3-25, 3-27,  
 3-28, 3-29, 3-30, 3-31, 3-32, 3-33, 4-25, 4-36, 4-37, 

4-38, 4-55, 4-63, 4-64 
U.S. Highway 34 (U.S. 34), 1-2, 1-3, 1-6, 2-1, 2-5,  
 2-9, 3-2, 3-14, 3-38, 4-4, 4-16, 4-42, 4-48 
U.S. Highway 75 (U.S. 75), 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5,  
 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 2-1, 2-2, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 

3-2, 3-13, 3-15, 3-18, 3-20, 3-27, 3-38, 4-2, 4-4,  
 4-5, 4-6, 4-10, 4-13, 4-14, 4-17, 4-21, 4-24, 4-26, 

4-29, 4-30, 4-41, 4-47, 4-48, 4-51, 4-57, 4-66, 4-68, 
4-69, 4-70, 5-5, 5-6 

underground storage tank (UST), 4-46 
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), 2-8, 2-9, 3-15, 3-38, 

4-13, 4-14, 4-44, 4-48, 4-60 
utility, 3-16, 3-38, 4-51, 4-55 
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