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ABSTRACT: This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) document identifies and evaluates preferred
beltway alignments on the south and east fringes of the City of Lincoln. The beltways would complete a
circumferential transportation system by linking with interstate 80 {1-80) on the north and U.S. Highway 77
(US 77) on the west. The approximately 13 km {8 mi} long south beltway would connect US 77 with Nebraska
Highway 2 (N-2), while the 21 km {13 mi) long east beltway would connect N-2 with 1-80,
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SUMMARY

Background. The City of Lincoln, Lancaster County and the Nebraska Department of Roads,
in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration, are studying the possibility of
constructing a beltway around the south and east sides of the City of Lincoln. The purpose of
the project is to complete the circumferential (encircling) transportation network around Lincoln
which currently exists only on the north and west sides. The project would move through traffic
around Lincoln’s congested urban area, and improve traffic flow on the existing urban street
system.

The south beltway would provide an alternative connection between US Highway 77 (US 77) in
the southwest and Nebraska Highway 2 (N-2) at the southeast edge of Lincoln. Access points
are proposed at 27", 68" and 84™ Streets. The study area for the south beltway is bounded on
the north by Yankee Hill Road, on the south by the half-section line 0.8 km (0.5 mi) south of
Bennett Road, on the east by the half-section line 0.8 km (0.5 mi) east of 148" Street, and on
the west by US 77.

The east beltway would connect N-2 at the southeast edge of Lincoln with Interstate 80 (I-80) in
the northeast. Access points are proposed at Pine Lake Road, Pioneers Boulevard, US 34 (O
Street), Adams Street, Fletcher Avenue and US 6 (Cornhusker Highway). The study area for
the east beltway is bounded on the west by 98" Street, on the east by the half-section line

0.8 km (0.5 mi) east of 148" Street, on the north by 1-80, and on the south by N-2.

The beltways could be constructed together, completing the loop around the City, or separately
as stand aione projects with independent utility (i.e., they would be usable and a reasonable
expense even if only one is buiit without the other).

NEPA. This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been prepared to satisfy the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. Ali federally funded
projects must comply with NEPA which requires that social, environmental and economic
considerations be incorporated in project planning, and that pubiic involvement be incorporated
into the decision making process. The intent of the law is to find a balance between population
needs and use of resources-with the idea that there can be a productive harmony between
advancing development and preservation of our nation’s resources for future generations.

Purpose and Need. Traffic data, regional growth trends and previous studies have all indicated
a need for south and east beltways. Some of the highest rates of growth have been on the
south and east fringes of Lincoln thereby requiring a long-range plan to develop early
identification of bypass corridors and potential purchase of right-of-way. Existing high volumes
of local traffic on arterials such as-US 6 and N-2 is made worse by high volumes of through
traffic which originates outside Lincoln and travels to destinations beyond the City. In addition,
internal to external trips and external to internal trips are currently made using arterial roadways
with signalized intersections and, in some areas, direct access to adjacent properties. This
resuits in excessive delay and congestion along these roadways.
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Alternatives Analysis. The document contains an evaluation of project alternatives based on
the results of six years of data collection, analysis, and public and agency review. Although the
document includes the step by step evaluation process, the final evaluation represents an
analysis of all that is known at this time.

The study considered a wide range of alternatives, including non-beltway and no build
alternatives. These alternatives were evaluated and those considered most practical and with
the least environmental impact were carried forward to more detailed levels of analysis. The
planning process included four levels of analysis, each representing a more comprehensive
evaluation. The overali process was envisioned as a funnel, with the alternatives continually
being reduced in number until the best candidates remained to be carried forward in the DEIS
analysis. These were identified as the four finalist aiternatives, and included one south beltway
alternative (SM-4) and three east beltway alternatives: close, mid and far (EC-1, EM-1 and EF-
1). The no build alternative was carried forward throughout the entire evaluation process.

Proposed Action. The propased action was assumed to involve construction of a 4-lane
roadway designed to freeway standards, similar to Interstate 80 (I-80). A freeway design would
have (1) complete access control (no at-grade crossings), (2) 75 to 90 m (250 to 300 ft) wide
right-of-way, and (3) design speed of 110 km/h (70 mph) and posted speed of 105 km/h (65
mph). Beltway interchanges would be spaced approximately 3.2 km (2 mi) apart along the
existing grid network. Roadways which cross the beltway may or may not be improved as part
of the federal project. However for cost estimating purposes of this study, it was assumed that
ultimately all unpaved county roads at beltway interchanges would be upgraded to 4-lane paved
roadways. County roads which cross the beltway overpasses were assumed to be upgraded to
2-lane paved roadways.

Assessment of Transportation Benefits. Comparison of the four finalist beltway alternatives
indicates that all of the alternatives served the project purpose and need, and all of the
alternatives are considered feasible and cost-effective solutions. The location of the east
beltway in terms of the close, mid or far alignment does not seem to have a significant effect on
the amount of traffic it is expected to carry or the benefits obtained. The east beitway provides
relief to traffic coming into or through Lincaln from the northeast (Omaha) and the southeast
(Nebraska City). This traffic will use the east beltway regardiess of which aiternative is '
selected. The major differences between the east alternatives involve the interchanges at 1-80, -
N-2 and the south beltway. The EC-1 and EF-1 requires diagonal routing to connect to an
interchange at 1-80, and requires two separate interchanges for N-2 and the south beltway. EM-
1 requires a single, but more complicated interchange at N-2 and the south beltway. These
differences are best reflected in the construction cost estimates and right-of-way impacts;
however, they have little effect on system performance.

Assessment of Environmental Impacts. This FEIS contains an assessment of
environmental, social and economic impacts, and includes proposed mitigation to avoid,
minimize or compensate for project impacts to the extent possible. Comparison of the project
impacts indicates that all of the finalist alternatives have relatively low impact considering the
length of the segments. This is due to the primarily rural setting and the great effort made to
minimize impacts throughout the beltway planning process. However, all of the east routes
have impacts to Section 4(f) resources. Table S.1 is a summary of beltway benefits and
impacts far the four finalist alternatives.
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Table S.1

SUMMARY OF BELTWAY BENEFITS AND IMPACTS

IMPACTS UNITS ALTERNATIVES
SM4 EC-1 l EM-1 EF-1
TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS (End to End Beltway Analysis: South and East Combined)
Total Daily Beltway Usage Vehicle Kilometers — 762 800 721 000 696 800
{Miles) Traveled {474,000} {448,000} 433,000
Average Daily Time Savings Hours - 9,400 10,250 8,450
Average Annual Accident Savings® $ - $8,691,000 $7.430,000 $4,712,000
ECONOMIC IMPACTS
Construction Caost $ (1996) $107,000,000 | $147,000,000 | $157.000,000 i $128,000,000
(partial beltway)
Construction Cost $ (1996) — | $249,000,000 | $252,000,000 | $231,000,000
{end-to-end beltway with SM-4)
Payoff Period? Years - 14 13 19
(end-to-end beltway with SM-4)
Cost Effectiveness Payoff Periad {ess than - Yes Yes Yes
Design Life of Project
SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS _
Total Right-of-Way ha {ac) 295 (730) 451 (1114) 389 (960} 449 (1110}
Residential Refocations No. of houses 3 7 4 7
Business Relocations No. of businesses 1 Q Q ]
Railroad Crossings® No. of ¢rassing 3 2 0 0
Airfiefd impacts impacts none none none naone
Cropland tmpacts ha {ac} 206 {508) 296 (731) 282 {698) 316 {780)
Total Farmland Impacts ha {ac) 238 (587} 367 (906) 329 (813) 375 (926)
Prime and Unique Farmland impact Ratling Points - 140 {minor) 143.5 (minor} 142 {minor)
Impacts {0-260}
(end-to-end beltway with SM-4) -
Estimate of Bisected Farms No. of owners 16 33 29 23
LAND USE iIMPACTS
Distance from 2000 City Limit km {mi} 0.8-2.4 0.8-3.2 24-48 24-64
{0.5-1.5) {0.5-2.0) {1.5-3.0) {1.54.0)
Residential Impact ha {ac} 9.5(23.4) 12.3(30.3) 4.0 {10.0) 7.8 (19.3)
Commercial/industrial Impact ha (ac) 4.2 (10.3) 1.6 {3.9) 0.6 {1.4) 1.1{2.7)
Trail impacis No. of crossings 0 2 1 1
ha (ac) 0 0.6 (1.5) 0.3(0.8) 0.3(0.7)
Modification of Proposed No. of ponds 0 2 1 2
LPSNRD Farm Ponds
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Overall differences between the east alternatives are relatively minor. EC-1 and EF-1 have
greater right-of-way requirements than EM-1; and therefore, have greater land use impacts.
EC-1 has slightly more impact to suburban type land uses such as residential and commercial
acreage and impacts to trails due to its closer proximity to Lincoln. in contrast, EF-1, which is
4.0 km (2.5 mi) more distant from the city than EC-1, has slightly more impact to rural uses such
as farmland, prairie, historic structures, and actual number of residences. EM-1 and EC-1 have
slightly more impact to natural resources such as streams, floodplains and floodways, and
wetlands due to their closer proximity to Stevens Creek, where as EF-1 has slightly less impact
to natural resources due to its general location along the ridgeline.

There are some differentiating impacts between the routes that were carefully considered in
selecting a preferred aiternative. '

1. For EC-1, noise and visual impacts to nearby residences are greater than with other
alternatives because it extends across a more developed landscape closer to the
city. :

2. For EF-1, impacts to hisforic structures are greater due to the greater presence of
resources with increasing distance from the city and urbanization.

3. The higher costs of EC-1 and EM-1 compared to EF-1 are due to the major bridge
structure at Stevens Creek.

4. The diagonal segment at the north end of EC-1 creates a less desirable circuitous
route (with backtracking for westbound traffic) and has greater impact to farming
operations. '

| 5. The EC-1 connection at N-2 and the south beltway requires two interchanges which
creates an undesirable triangle of land and access problems for several residences.

6. There are cost savings with the SM-4/EM-1end-to-end beltway due to the common
interchange at N-2. This savings partially offset the cost of the larger bridge across
Stevens Creek.

Although all of the alternatives meet the project purpose and need, there are benefits and trade-
offs with any of the three east alternatives.

Project Costs. Construction costs for end-to-end beltways ranged from $231 million with SM-
4/EF-1, $249 million with SM-4/EC-1, and $252 million with SM-4/EM-1. Costs are within 8
percent of each other for the end-to-end beltways. This is within the 20 percent contingency
contained in all cost estimates.

Areas of Controversy. Four main areas of controversy were identified during the beltways
study, These were:

a. Wilderness Park. Concerns were raised about six south beltway alternatives which
crossed Wilderness Park-a public park afforded certain protection under Section 4(f)
of the Department of Transportation Act. Wilderness Park is an approximately 12.9
km (8.0 mi) long park encompassing over 728 ha (1,800 ac) and located along Salt
Creek. The park is a favorite among local residents. Urban expansion and
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Considering that there already exists a proliferation of non-farm residential acreages
and acreage subdivisions in the beltway area, the development of a beltway will
fikely resuit in more pressure for urbanization in the area; however, this does not
necessarily equate to urban sprawl when it follows a locally approved plan based on
contiguous managed growth.

Selection of the Preferred Alternative. Following receipt and consideration of comments on
the DEI!S, the SM-4/EM-1 alternative was selected as the preferred alternative.

SM-4 was selected because:

1.

Transportation Functions. A south beltway would aid in completing a circumferential
roadway in the Lincoln area. The route is within 0.8 km (0.5 mi) of the future service
limit and would reduce the amount of through traffic that otherwise would be on N-2.
The route has potential as a multi-use corridor for future trails, open space, utilities
and other transportation alternatives.

Environmental impact. SM-4 minimizes impact on natural resources in that it has
relatively little impact on wetlands, no impact on native prairie, does not cross the
existing boundaries of Wilderness Park, and could be built in a manner to minimize
the floodplain impact on Salt Creek. While the route does impact some homes and
businesses, these impacts have been minimized to the extent possible.

EM-1 was considered the best east alternative compared to EC-1 and EF-1 because:

1.

Transporation Functions. The EM-1 route would aid in completing a circumferentiai

roadway and provide a new truck route without the less efficient “backtracking” found

. in the EC-1 and EF-1 options.

Environmental impacts. EM-1 minimizes environmental impacts to those resources
that are considered most vaiuable by the locat community. in comparison to EC-1,
the EM-1 route minimizes impacts to rural and urban neighborhoods, including noise
and visual impacts to residences. It also has the least number of relocations of any
of the east alternatives. While EM-1 and EF-1 are similar in environmental impact;
EM-1 minimizes impacts to historic properties. At the same time, EM-1 has less
impact to prairies (versus EF-1), relatively low impact to wetlands (versus EC-1), and
requires 150 ac less in right-of-way than the other alternatives. While the EM-1
crossing of Stevens Creek is the longest of the three east alternatives, it couid be
built to minimize impacts to the floodplain. In consideration of these resources, the
EM-1 route protects and preserves the environment to the greatest extent, and is
considered the most compatible with the goais, objectives and values of
Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan.

Muiti-Use Corridor Potential. The EM-1 route has the greatest potential as a multi-
use corridor for trails, open space, utilities and other transportation alternatives. 1t
could be integrated well with a possible trait in Stevens Creek and then tie into
possible trails along the South Beltway route to Wilderness Park traiis. The potential
as an open space corridor is high given that it is within 0.8 km (0.5 mi) of Stevens
Creek for over a 10-km (6-mi) stretch. EM-1 also parallels an existing LES
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transmission line with a 46 m (150-ft) easement which would allow some overlap of a
joint utility and road corridor for over 13 km (8 mi).

4. Travel Time. EM-1 has greater travel savings than EF-1.

5. Cost. While EM-1 is more expensive than EF-1 or EC-1, EM-1 may provide future
cost savings as a multi-use corridor, and it uses less land than the other two routes.

The selection of the preferred alternative was unanimously approved on 15 June 2001 by the
Beltway Management Committee representing the four project sponsors—the City of Lincoln,
Lancaster County, NDOR and FHWA.,

Loca!l Preference Decision. The SM-4 and EM-1 alternatives were approved by the Lincoin City
Council and the Lancaster County Board of Supervisors, in separate actions, on 22 August
2001 for amendment to the Lincoln/Lancaster Comprehensive Plan. With the Mayor of Lincoln's
signature on 30 August 2001, the alternatives were officially adopted into the plan.

Contact Information. The following individuals may be contacted for additional information on

the project.

Lead Federal Agency

State Transportation Agency

Locat Contact

C:\My Documents\Beltway\FEIS\TOC.502.wpd
30May02

Edward Kosola
Reaity/Environmenta! Officer
Federal Highway Administration
100 Centennial Mall North
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508
Telephone: (402) 437-5973

email: edward.kosola@fhwa.dot.gov

Art Yonkey

Project Development Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
P.O. Box 84759

Lincoin, Nebraska 68509
Telephone: (402) 479-4795
email: ayonkey @dor.state.ne.us

Roger Figard

City Engineer

City of Lincoln

531 Westgate Boulevard
Lincoln, Nebraska 68528 -
Telephone: (402) 441-7711 -
email: figard@ci.lincoln.ne.us
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1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT

1.1 BACKGROUND

The concept of a complete circumferential roadway system around the City of Lincoln has been
discussed formally for about 40 years. The 1961 Lincoln-Lancaster County Comprehensive
Plan identified Interstate 80 (I-80), located north of the City, as the most important link in the
circumferential route, supplemented by a loop system around the urban area. The 1966 Lincoln
Metropolitan Area Transportation Study depicted an “East Side Freeway” and a “U.S. 77 West
Bypass” in the Major Street Plan. In 1971, a comprehensive study was undertaken of the east
and west bypasses that identified several alternate corridors and their associated costs and
impacts. The following year, the State Highway Commission designated the U.S, Highway 77
(US 77) west bypass as the top priority for funding. Since then, efforts and resources of the
community, Nebraska Department of Roads (NDOR) and various political entities have been
focused on completion of the US 77 west bypass, the K and L Street connection between the
west bypass and downtown area, and the Nebraska Highway 2 (N-2) connection to the west
_bypass along Van Dorn Street. As these projects approached completion, attention became
focused on the need to complete the loop road network with south and east beltways.

' 4,2 PROJECT PURPOSE

The purpose of the South and East Beltways Study has been to conduct a feasibility study and
alternatives evaluation for preferred beltway alignments on the south and east fringes of the City
of Lincoln to complete a circumferential transportation system (Figure 1.1). The south beltway
would connect US 77 with N-2, while the east beltway would connect N-2 with 1-80.

The uitimate goal of the South and East Beltways Study was to determine if south and/or east
transportation corridors are needed and feasible, and if so, to identify preferred alignments to
guide the preservation of right-of-way and allow for eventual construction of the beltways and
related facilities.

in addition to the feasibility study, the project included concurrent traffic and economic modeling
to determine project benefits and costs under future scenarios. Other considerations included
evaluation of the potential for (1) coordination with existing and planned drainageways and
utility corridors; (2) consolidation of railway corridors in the south beltway corridor; (3)
development of a linear park and hiker/biker/equestrian frails along both the south and east
corridors; and (4) preservation of a corridor for wildlife habitat and/or an ecologically sensitive
wilderness park.

1.1









Final Environmental Impact Statement South and East Beltways
Project No. DPU-3300(1) Lincoln, Nebraska

The South Beltway. The south beltway would provide an alternative connection between US 77
in the southwest and N-2 at the southeast edge of Lincoln. N-2 is not only the most direct route
between Kansas City (via Interstate 29) and 1-80 West, but it also serves as the City's primary
arterial from growth areas in the south and east of the City into downtown. A beltway could
divert through traffic from the urbanized portions of N-2, and improve the flow of interstate travel
around the City. It could also reduce congestion on the urban street system and improve safety
by reducing the number of heavy trucks that share the roadway with passenger vehicles with
local destinations.

The study area for the south beltway is bounded on the north by Yankee Hill Road, on the south
by the haif-section fine 0.8 km (0.5 mi) south of Bennett Road, on the east by the half-section
fine 0.8 km (0.5 mi) east of 148™ Street, and on the west by US 77 (Figure 1.1).

The East Beltway. The east beltway would connect N-2 at the southeast edge of Lincoln with 1-
80 in the northeast, with access points to US 34 and US 6. This corridor could serve many trips
between the south and east portions of Lincoln and I-80 East, including Omaha. It would relieve
. traffic on the existing urban street system and serve as a truck route.

The study area for the east beltway is bounded on the west by 98™ Street, on the east by the
half-section line 0.8 km {0.5 mi) east of 148" Street, on the north by I-80, and on the south by N-

2 (Figure 1.1).

Truck Routes. The 1993 Lincoln Truck Route Study, a comprehensive study of long-range and
interim truck routes in the Lincoln area, strongly supports the need for south and east beltways
to divert through truck traffic around the urban area. The need for these truck routes has
become increasingly evident following the completion of the upgrade of N-2 between Lincoln
and Nebraska City to an expressway facility. The improved roadway has resulted in increased
traffic volumes on the urbanized portions of N-2.

Traffic Studies. The Lincoin-Lancaster County Planning Department maintains a travel demand
forecasting model in order to model the amount of traffic that would use the beltway system if it
were constructed. [t can also model the effect these roadways would have on existing major
streets within the metropolitan area. The most current travel demand model uses the Build Out
. Scenario Il (BOS I} land use plan and the 1- to 25-year roadway improvements in the
Comprehensive Plan as the base for evaluating potential roadway improvements. This plan
includes the assumptions of a projected Gounty population of 374,630 to occur within a 25 to 30
year planning horizon, and an accompanying expansion of the future urban service area to
incorporate amendments to the 1994 Comprehensive Plan. These increases have a direct
effect on the amount of traffic projected to use the beltways.

Using this model, the south beltway is expected to carry 14,000 to 19,000 vehicles per day and
the east beltway is expected to carry 14,000 to 30,000 vehicles per day depending on the
segment examined and its relative distance from the center of Lincoin. This shift of traffic from
the arterial street system to the beltways resuits in a 10 to 30 percent reduction in traffic on
“segments of major arterials such as N-2, US 6, and 84" Street. This reduction preserves
capacity and defers future widening on existing arterial streets. Since these roadways are
currently situated within developed areas, widening to 6-lanes would be very expensive and
have substantial negative impacts to adjacent properties.
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in addition to reducing through traffic on internal urban roadways within the existing
metropolitan area, a significant benefit is expected by reducing truck traffic on rurai roadways on
the fringe of the metropolitan area. The most reduction is expected on Saltilio Road between
South 84" Street and US 77 and on North 148" Street between N-2 and Waverly. These
roadways are expected to experience a 40 to 80 percent and 30 to 90 percent reduction in total
traffic, respectively.

Need for Advance Planning. The need for the south and east beltways is expected to increase
as the City grows, and as state highways leading to Lincoin become more congested. However,
if the planning process is delayed until the need becomes urgent, acquisition of right-of-way wili
become increasingly costly and disruptive to the community. Compietion of the South and East
Beltways Study provides for early identification of potential corridors. If implemented, this will
allow growth of the City to occur around these corridors, rather than forcing a transportation
corridor through otherwise developed areas.

Other benefits from early identification of the corridors include more pro-active public
participation and agency involvement; enhanced positive environmental impacts and reduced
negative impacts; reduced impacts on developed properties; reduced costs for right-of-way
acquisition and roadway construction; fewer compromises in design; accelerated refief for other
area roadways; and coordination with future land uses.

Concurrence. Following the Nebraska Local Operating Procedures for Integrating NEPA/404,
the Purpose and Need Statement for the beltway project EIS was reviewed by five agencies in
June 1996. Concurrence was received from the US Army Corps of Engineers, US
Environmental Protection Agency, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Nebraska Department of
Environmental Quality and Nebraska Game and Parks Commission (Appendix A) indicating
that the statement was satisfactory and the information provided was adequate to advance to
the next stage of project development.

The same five agencies reviewed the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(PDEIS, dated 13 November 2000) and concurred that it was satisfactory (Appendix A).
Specific comments were received from the US Army Corps of Engineers and the US
Environmental Protection Agency and have been addressed in this document (see Section
6.15). The PDEIS was also reviewed by the Nebraska State Historic Preservation Office which
concurred with the findings of the PDEIS and the findings of the appendices as the relate to
Section 106 consultation (Appendix E).

C:\My Documents\Beltway\FEIS\CH.502,wpd
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2. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Process Overview. A wide range of alternatives has been considered as part of the south and
east beltways study. These alternatives were evaluated and those considered most practicai
and with the least environmental impact were carried forward to more detailed ievels of analysis.
The planning process included four levels of analysis, each representing a more comprehensive
and rigorous evaluation. The overall process was envisioned as a funnel, with the alternatives
continually being reduced in number until the best candidates remained. Specifically, the study
design called for four levels of analysis or study tasks. These were:

1. Development of all reasonable alternatives,

2. Identification of five to ten candidate alternatives most worthy of further evaluation,
3. Identification of two to four finalist alternatives, and

4. Analysis and selection of a preferred alternative.

Selection of the preferred alternative was completed after receipt and consideration of
comments on the Draft EIS. Discussion of the final considerations is included in this Final EIS
document.

Public Input. Due to the significance of the south and east beltways study, the project sponsors
decided at the onset of the project that anyone and everyone should be given ample opportunity
to participate in the study planning process. Toward this end an extensive Public Participation
Program was developed (see Chapter 6), including creation of three advisory committees—the
Management Committee, Technical Advisory Committee and Citizen's Advisory Committee.
Development and analysis of the alternatives involved the participation of these three
committees as well as public comments received at over 275 meetings (including public
meetings, group meetings, and meetings with individual landowners) as well as from written
comments and telephone calls. The entire process has taken more than five years to complete-
-with the origina! scope often being expanded to incorporate additional investigations requested
by elected officials, reviewing agencies and the public (Interim Report No. 1 (WSA, 1996a),
Interim Report No. 2 (WSA, 1996b) and Interim Report No. 3 (WSA, 1999)).

In general, alternatives were developed by the consulting team and then presented to the three
advisory committees. Following refinement, the options were then presented to the public.
Public input was used to further refine and evaluate the alternatives considered.

Levels of Analysis. The alternatives evaluation invoived four levels of analysis with each level

representing a more detailed evaluation. A summary of the steps involved in the process is
provided in Table 2.1.

2.1
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2.1 LEVELI: OVERVIEW OF TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES

The scope of the beltway study involved evaluation of the widest range of transportation
alternatives from beltway to non-beltway options, and even to non-roadway alternatives. Some
of the alternatives included costly versus inexpensive improvements, construction versus non-
construction options, automobile versus transit vehicles, consolidation of transportation and
utilities corridors, and incorporation of enhancement features. These alternatives were
described and evaluated in detail in Interim Report No. 1 (WSA, 1996a), Interim Report No. 2
(WSA, 1996b) and Interim Report No. 3 (WSA, 1999), and are listed in Table 2.2. Previous
study reports are available at the offices of the City Public Works and Utilities Department, City-
County Planning Department, Nebraska Department of Roads and Federal Highway
Administration.

Table 2.2

LEVEL [ TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES

1 No Build Alternative (Planned Roadway Improvements)

2 Non-Beltway Alternatives (Further Improvement of Existing Arterials)

3 | Beltway Alternatives (New Highway Facility)

4 Transportation Demand Management (TDM)/Transportation System Management (TSM)
- |-Improvements

5 | Other Modes of Transportation

6 Joint Use Opportunities-

7 Land Use Scenarios

2.1.1 No Build Aiternative (Planned Road Improvements)

The no build alternative involved improving the regional street and highway system, as needed,
without seeking a highway beltway. The concept involved maintaining the existing road system,
but making those improvements already identified in the City and County 20-year plans such as
surfacing some roads, widening some roads to four-lanes, and building some new roads. This
alternative represented the fowest cost “base case” option against which other, more expensive,
alternatives were compared.

21.2 Non-Beltway Alternative {Further Improvement of Existing Arterials)

The non-beltway alternative involved assessment of whether future travel demands and desired
system performance could be satisfied by improving arterial roadways within and/or adjacent to
the beltways study areas. Improvements included widening existing roads to 4 or 6 {anes, and
constructing new arterial type facilities on the existing alignments. The non-beltway alternative
would have signalized intersections, 60 km/h {40 mph) posted speeds, and allow some direct
access to commercial property.
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2.1.3 Beltway Alternative (New Highway Facility)

This alternative was the principal investment alternative evaluated in the study, and involved
building a beltway on the south, east, or both south and east sides of Lincoln. The intent of the
beltway was to provide a level of service (roadway operating conditions) greater than that found
with a typical arterial street. The primary factors involved with level of service are the number of
fanes in each direction, design speed, and type of access provided.

For this study the beltway type was considered to be a four-lane roadway designed to either
freeway or expressway design standards. A freeway is a multi-lane roadway buiit to highway
standards such as for Interstate 80. A freeway design would have (1) complete access control
(no at-grade crossings), (2) 75 to 90 m (250 to 300 ft) wide right-of-way, and (3) design speed of
110 km/h (70 mph) and a posted speed fimit of 105 km/h (65 mph). An expressway is a multi-
lane roadway built to slightly lower design standards such as for US 77. An expressway design
would have (1) grade separated interchanges at major roads (I-80, US 77, N-2, US 34) while
other crassings could be at grade, (2) possible traffic signals, (3) 45 to 75 m (150 to 250 ft) wide
right-of-way, and (4) locally determined speed limits.

For the beltway study evaluations, it was assumed that the concept would involve the freeway
design because it is the maximum traffic carrying alternative and requires the most extensive
right-of-way width. However, it was recognized that the beitway couid be constructed in phases
representing two-lane, or expressway facilities which could be upgraded within a right-of-way
reserved to freeway standards.

Beltway interchanges would be spaced approximately 3.2 km (2 mi) apart along the existing grid
network. For cost estimating purposes, it was assumed that ultimately all unpaved county roads
providing access {o beltway interchanges would be upgraded to four-lane paved roads, and that
section line roads that cross the beltway with overpasses would be upgraded to two-lane paved
roads.

2.1.4 Transportation Demand Management {TDM)/Transportation System Management
(TSM) improvements

This alternative involves attempting to influence trip making (TDM) or making inexpensive traffic
engineering and traffic operational improvements (TSM) on the exustmg road system without
making major road investments.

TDM programs include car pocling, van pooling, flex time, compressed work weeks,
telecommuting, and improved transit, and are often implemented by public transportation
agencies with support and incentives provided by local businesses. TDM techniques are
appropriate in certain areas of the country where congestion and delay are significant, parking
is limited, and businesses have a strong desire not to relocate. None of these conditions exist
in Lincoln where congestion is relatively minor and confined to peak travel periods only; parking
is abundant and generally free outside of the central business district; and businesses are
inclined to move to suburban locations rather than have employees clients, and customers be
inconvenienced (WSA, 1996a).

The use of private automobiles in lieu of other modes of transportation is considered to be a

positive benefit of {iving in Lincoin. As a result, local planning and zoning has reinforced this
lifestyle. Even a doubling or tripling of transit usage, car pooling or adjusted work schedules will
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not significantly affect traffic congestion. More specifically, it would accomplish littie within the
south and east beltways study area (WSA, 1996a). Therefore, TDM techniques were not
investigated in further detail as a means of eliminating or reducing the need for the beltways.

TSM programs tend to be traffic operations oriented activities implemented by public
transportation agencies, and include improved traffic signal timing, addition of auxiliary lanes at
congested intersections, signing and marking improvements, parking restrictions, one-way
street systems, and reversible ianes.

The City of Lincoln Public Works and Utilities Department has a program to continuously
monitor its roadway network to looking for opportunities to implement TSM improvements. As
TSM is already an on-going activity, it is already included in the base case conditions. Further
TSM programs are not expected to be gainful, would not affect the beltway corridor areas, and
are not likely to affect the need for a beltway (WSA, 1996a). Therefore TSM techniques were
not investigated further as a means of eliminating or reducing the need for the beltways.

2.1.5 Other Modes of Transportation

This alternative involved introducing new modes or systems of transportation to Lincoln,
including expanded bus transit into the beltway corridors; rail transit; park and ride lots, and
services,; and High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes and facilities. These systems would either
take the place.of a beltway, or would be complementary to the beltway.

Certain modes which do not have an impact on travel demand within the beltway corridors
should be eliminated from further consideration. Other modes which may not eliminate the
need for a beltway, could be pursued as a way of enhancing a beltway or improving traffic flow
in other areas of the City.

Bus Transit. The City of Lincoln has an extensive network of bus routes serving the majority of
the City. The local StarTran is a public service which is funded and supported in consideration
of the needs of the residents and businesses of Lincoin. in FY 2000-2001, StarTran carried
approximately 1.60 million passengers. Consistent with national trends, the overail use of bus
transit in Lincoln declined from a high in the mid 1980's (2.05 million passengers in FY 1987-
1988) to a low in the mid 1990's (1.47 million in FY1993-1994) when fares were increased and
services were substantially reduced. Since that time ridership has fluctuated between 1.6 and
1.8 million. The decline of bus service is due to many factors, including:

1. With the exception of the gasoline price hikes in 2000, gasoline prices had steadily
declined relative to average income.

2. As Lincoln continues to grow, employment centers are spread throughout the

- community making them difficult to serve by transit.

3. City ordinances require new development to have sufficient parking to handie
projected demand.

4. Current lifestyles require multiple trips to and from work including stops for
purchases, day care or recreational activities. The multi-purpose work trip is not
well-served by transit.

2. According to the 1990 Census, private car availability averages 2.1 cars per
household in Lancaster County, and only 7.8 percent of households reported having
no car available.
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2.2.4 General Evaluation Guidelines

To be objective and fair, all alternatives needed to be considered on an equal basis. Yet, there
were too many alignment options to be able to evaluate every one in detail. To handle this
situation, the study team developed general evaluation guidelines based on existing City and
County policies, adopted plans, sound engineering practices, an awareness of potential
environmental impacts of a roadway, and certain evaluation criteria identified at the Partnering
Workshop. The guidelines are summarized in Table 2.3 and described in detail in /nterim
Report No. 2 (WSA, 1996b).

2.2.5 Screening Process for the Strategy Sets and Elimination of Some Alternatives

Key Reasons for Eliminating Some Alternatives. Because many of the guidelines required
detailed levels of analyses (e.g., number of houses taken, farms crossed, traffic volumes,
detailed environmental consequences), they could not all be applied in screening the Universe
of Alternatives/Strategy Sets. Therefore, the aiternatives were compared and contrasted in

“terms of criteria that could be applied at this more generalized leével of analysis. From this

evaluation, three key reasons for eliminating some routes were identified. These were:

1. Use of section line roads for beltway purposes would be difficult due to the large
number of existing rurai residences in ciose proximity to the section line roads.

2. Diagonal alignments, especially in the east study area, would offer little advantage,
but would create a number of problems involving (a) severed parcels, (b) longer
bridges over county roads, and (c) angled county road intersections requiring
modification and additional right-of-way to meet the design standard for 90-degree
intersections. :

3. Passing too close to the pianned regional shopping center (at N-2 between 84™
Street and 98" Street) would not be a good idea due to potential stacking of vehicles
between the interchanges and the shopping area.

Although simplified, the three key reasons actually apply to many of the guideline issues
(diagonal crossings of farmland, number of houses impacted, road system continuity,
intersection angles, utility and railroad conflicts, compatibility with the Comprehensive Plan,
crossing of creeks and drainage basins, sensitive areas, and many others). The process of
eliminating some alternatives based on the three key reasons is described in greater detail in
Interim Report No. 2 (WSA, 1996b). Following this screening, 10 alternatives remained on the
south and four on the east (see Exhibits 5-4 and 5-5, Interim Report No, 2, WSA, 1996b).
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Table 2.4

LEVEL Il ALTERNATIVES

(Candidate Beltway Alternatives and Non-Beltway Options)

ALTERNATIVE

DESCRIPTION

South Close-1 Beltway
(8C-1)

This ailignment is generally south of and parallel to Yankee Hill Road. It bisects the
Yankee Hill subdivision along a half section line and swings south of the Town of
Cheney, intersecling Highway 2 approximately 0.8 km {0.5mi) south of the Yankee Hill
Road intersection with N-2. This alignment includes a crossing of Wilderness Park.

South Close-4 Beltway
{SC-4)

This alignment intersects US 77 approximately 0.4 km (0.25 mi} south of Rokeby Road
and angles northeast to the half section line (Rokeby Road). This alignment generally
follows Rokeby Road/N-2 through the rest of the corridor, This alignment includes a
crossing of Wilderness Park.

South Mid-4 Beitway
{SM-4}

This alignment is located approximately 0.8 km (0.5 mi) south of Saltilio Road and
generally foliows the half section line before transificning fo a northeasterly direction as it
approaches N-2. This alignment intersects US 77 south of Wilderness Park and does
not require a park crossing.

South Far-1 Beltway
{SF-1}

This alignment is located approximately 0.2 km (0.125 mi} south of Bennet Road through
the entire corridor until it angles northeast fo intersect N-2. This alignment also
intersects US 77 south of Wilderness Park and does not require a park crossing.

East Close-1 Beltway
(EC-1)

This alignment is generally located on the half section line between 98" Street and 112"
Street and runs in a north/south direction from N-2 on the south to 80 on the north.
This alignment angles northwest at the north end and connects to 1-80 and US 6 west of
the Waverly Interchange. :

East Mid-1 Beltway
(EM-1)

This alignment is approximately located on the haif section line between 120" Street and
134" Street and runs in a generally north/south direction from N-2 on the south to 1-80
on the north. This alignment connects to I-80 and US 6 east of the Waverly nterchange.
This alignment is able to utilize the exisling LES transmission line corridor from Pine
Lake Road to Adams Street.

East Far-1 Beltway
{EF-1)

This alignment is generally focated on the half section fine between 134" Street and
148" Street and runs in a north/sauth direction from N-2 on the south to I-80 on the
north. This alignment aiso cannects to I-80 and US 6 east of the Waverly Interchange.

Non-Beltway Option 1

This option involves improving Yankee Hill Road on the south and 98" Sireet on the east
to 4-lane divided roadways, including turn lanes at all signalized intersections and a
segment through Wilderness Park. In conjunction with this option, 14™ Street between
Yankee Hill and Rokeby Roads would be closed {through Wilderness Park).

Non-Beltway Option 2

This option involves improving Pine Lake Road on the south and 84™ Street on the east
to 6-lane divided roadways, including turn fanes at all signalized intersections and a
segment through Wilderness Park. This option also includes widening N-2 to a 6-lane
roadway between 14" and 84" Streets. In conjunction with this option, 14" Street
between Yankee Hilt and Rokeby Roads would be closed {through Wilderness Park).

Non-Beltway Option 3

This option involves improving Yankee Hill Road on the south and 98" Street on the east
fo 4-lane divided roadways, including turn lanes at alf signalized intersections, but no .
segment through Wilderness Park. In conjunction with this option, 14™ Sireet would be
improved to a 4-lane facility from Old Cheney Road to Saltilic Road, including the
segment through Wilderness Park. In addition, Old Cheney would be improved to a 4-
lane facility between 14™ Street and US 77, including the segment through Wilderness
Park. :
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Non-Beltway Option 1. This option involves improving Yankee Hill Road on the south and 98"
Street on the east to four-lane divided roadways, including turn ianes at all signalized
intersections and a segment through Wilderness Park. In conjunction with this option, 14"
Street between Yankee Hill Road and Rokeby would be closed (through Wilderness Park).

Non-Beltway Option 2. This option involves improving Pine Lake Road on the south and 84"
Street on the east to six-lane divided roadways, including turn lanes at all signalized
intersections and a segment through Wilderness Park. This option also includes widening N-2
to a six-lane roadway between 14"™ and 84" Streets. In conjunction with this option, 14" Street
between Yankee Hill and Rokeby Roads would be closed {through Wilderness Park).

Non-Beltway Option 3. This option involves improving Yankee Hiill Road on the south and 98™
Street on the east to four-lane divided roadways, including turn lanes at all signalized
intersections, but no segment through Wilderness Park. In conjunction with this option, 14"
Street would be improved to a four-fane facility from Old Cheney Road to Saitifio Road,
including the segment through Wiiderness Park. In addition, Old Cheney would be improved to
a four-fane facility between 14" Street and US 77, including the segment through Wilderness
Park.

In addition to these test cases, a fourth non-beltway option, along 148" Street, was developed
after the Levei lii analysis. This aiternative is addressed in Section 2.3.8.

2.2.7 Candidate Alternatives Carried Forward

Preliminary screening of the strategy sets resuited in the recommendation of seven candidate
Beltway alternatives to be carried forward for further evaluation in the Level Il analysis. These
were SC-1, SC-4, SM-4, SF-1, EC-1, EM-1 and EF-1. n total, this resuited in 20 combinations
of south and east beltway corridors that were carried forward (Figure 2.6). Preliminary
screening of non-beltway alternatives resulted in the development of three non-beltway options
which were also carried forward in the Level Il analysis.

2.3 LEVELIlli: ANALYSIS OF THE CANDIDATE BELTWAY ALTERNATIVES AND
NON-BELTWAY OPTIONS

The Level Ill analysis involved more detailed evaluations of the seven candidate beltway
alternatives and three non-beltway options using new analyses and data. The goal of the Level
Il analysis was to identify two to four Finalist Alternatives for further evaluation. The steps
involved in the Level il analysis are summarized in Table 2.5.

The various Level I steps were considered preliminary in the sense that a different set of steps,

analyses and criteria were anticipated to be developed in Level IV to evaluate the remaining
alternatives.
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TABLE 2.6

PRELIMINARY SOUTH AND EAST BELTWAY EVALUATION CRITERIA

METHOD OF

iD# | ISSUES DISCUSSION MEASUREMENT

T.0. . TRAFFICOPERATION (5 iy
FACTORS . . . . g0

T.1 Traffic Flow and Improving traHic flow and relieving congestion are objectives of Average annuat time savings
Congestion any proposed transportation improvement. The extent to which | in hours from Economic

this occurs can be estimated by detemmnining relative Analysis using computer
improvements in daily vehicle hours traveled (VHT) which is an model.
output of the transporiation model.

T.2 | Through Traffic Around  This criterion refates to the need to accommodate through Volume of External to

Lincoln traffic movernents around the built-up area of the City. This External trips in vehicle miles
would in turn relieve congestion on urban streels caused by traveled using beltway from
existing and/or fulurs traffic. computer model.

T.3 Future TraHic Demand Suflicient infrastructure should be in place or planned to satisty | Not measured. Data not
new tratfic demand as a result of growth. This can be avaiiabte,
measured by determining the number and length of streets that
would otherwise have an unacceptable Level of Service (LOS).

T4 Future Freight & Truck Improving freiéht and fruck transporiation to reduce automobile | Not measured. No separate

Transportation and truck conflicts is a concern in the community. This criterion | truck data availabie.
would provide a measure of the extent to which truck traific can
be relocated.

T.5 | Congestion on Existing | This criterion relates to impacts of a transportation improvement | Not evaluated. Preliminary
Arlerials Within within the existing developed area of Lincoln. It is a measure of { computer mode! results show
Developed how much congestion is relieved by relocating internatf traffic litlle difference between
Areas, from the existing street system to outlying areas. alternatives

T.6 EHective Life of Facility | This criterion relates to the amount of time that It wouid take for | Notmeasured. All beltway
beltway or non-beltway improvement allernatives to become alternatives should have
obsolete due to the facility reaching its theoretical capacity. excess capacity with future

model runs.

T.7 Number of Accidents The reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) on the existing Dotltar vatue of annual
anterial street system should relate to a proportional reduction in | accident savings from
traific accidents, Accident rates for arterial streets are higher economic model.
than accident rates for facilities like the beltway. Therefore,

{ransferring traffic from the arlerial streets to the beltway should
result in an overall reduction in number of accidents.

T.8 Disruption of Existing Lancaster County and the City of Lincoln is built upon grid type Not measured in Task 3, but
Street Network street system with major streets every mile. This criterion measured in Task 4. Lane

identifies the extent to which the existing street system is miles of existing section line
impacted. roads eliminated or relocated.

cA Construction Cast This criterion refates to only the cost of construction of the Estimated cost of
improvement in 1997 doltars and does not include cost for right- | Construction in 1996 dollars,
of- way

C.2 | Right-of-Way Cosls Right-of-way costs are estimaled by assuming generalized Estimated R/W costs based
costs per hectare (acre) of residential property versus farm on cost/structure, measured
property as well as costs for homes, businesses, and from aerial photos and G..
misceltaneous structures. Surveys.

C.3 | Maintenance Costs The cost of maintaining a new facility is an important Cost per linear kilometer
consideration. Cost is determined by fooking at historical {mile} based on average -
maintenance costs involved in snow removal, pavement repair, maintenance costs in
landscaping and mowing, deicing and pericdic inspection. Nebraska for Freeway and

principle arterials.

C.4 | Project Funding This criterion refers to the ability of an altemative to qualify for Not measured in Task 3, but

new sources of funds over and above existing state/local
resources. Revenue could be locally generated or earmarked
from future state and federat resources, Use of existing
state/federal resources could upset existing priorities.
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Likelihood of obtaining new
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METHOD OF
ID# | ISSUES DISCUSSION MEASUREMENT
[ 5.0 - SOCIO ECONOMIC
51 frmpacts 1o Residences { This parameter included structures located within the 91 m Number of structures within
(300 {t} ROW plus additional ROW for the interchanges. It was ROW {takings).
measured from the GIS layer of structures which contained
structures present on the April 1995 aerial photography along
with new houses observed from driving study area in April 1996.
This was updated using 1997 photography and additional drive
throughs.
: 5.2 Impacts to Businesses | This parameter included commercial businesses in the study Number of businesses within
area as identified on the April 1995 blueline aerial photography, | ROW (takings) )
Farm and other home businesses were not included in the sum.
This includes commercial businesses within 0.4 km (0.25 mi) Number of businesses within
either side of the centerline minus the area of the ROW, Source { 0.4 km (0.25 mi}.
of the information is as described for the previous parameter
5.3 Impacts to Agricultural | This parameter was estimated based on interpretation of the Hectares {acres}) of cropland
Land April 1995 aerial photography. within ROW
54 Economic {not available at this time) {to be determined)
Development
. Opportunities
I
5.5 Impacts to Existing This is the estimated ROW requirement for the entire route Hectares (acres) removed
School which corresponds approximately to the property removed from | from the tax base.
District Lines the lax rolls, The beltway study area includes portions of
Districts 145 (Waverly). 153 {Cheney), 152 {Rokeby), OR-1
I {Otoe}, 160 (Norris) and 1 {Lincoln).
i This parameter was measured using School Attendance Area
maps and estimates of the distribution of student populations
provided by the schoo! districts. Assuming that a beltway would
divide partions of the districts, the area of the districts on the
opposite side of the beltway from the school was measured and
taken as a percentage of the total school attendance areas.
| 5.8 Impacts o non-tiliable This parameter was estimated based on interpretation of the Hectares (acres) of pasture,
I land April 1995 aerial photography and spot checking fields to verify hayland and CRP land within
! the interpretation. ROW.
_%1 L.O LAND USE
!
AL Impacts to Platted Calculated from the GIS Constraints Map, this parameter was Number of platted
Subdivisions the number of platted subdivisions crossed by a beltway route. subdivisions crossed
. tnformation in the GIS included platted subdivisions on record in
! the County Assessors office as of April 1996,
! Caiculated from the GIS Constraints Map, this parameter was Hectares {acres) of platted
- the number of hectares {acres) taken from platted subdivisions subdivisions within ROW
as described above, ‘
: E L.2 Impacts to Parks and Calculated from the GIS Constraints Map which included the Hectares {acres) of parktand
o Recreation Areas City's Parks and Rec layer, this parameter was the number of within ROW
hectares {acres) taken from Wildemess Park, No other parks
; are affected by the remaining beltway routes.
i L3 Impacts to Golf Caloulated from the GIS Constraints Map, goif course focations | Hectares {acres) of golf
Courses had been identified from maps provided by the City. courses within ROW
L4 Compatibility with {to be detemined) {not available at this time)
r future Land Use Plan
L5 Minimize Barrier Etfect | This parameter was the average distance between the beltway Average distance from built
i and the edge of the built up area as defined in the up area
; Comprehensive Plan/city limits. Average distance was
determined based on measurements at Havelock, Adams,
Holdrege, O, A, Van Dorn and Pioneers Streels on the east, and
at Old Cheney, 70th, 56th, 40th, 27th Street an the south,
LB Trail System Caiculated from the GIS Constraints Map, these traif locations Number of hiker/biker trail
Enhancements had been identified from the City’s Trails fayer and maps crossings



Table 2.6 (cont)

METHOD OF
iD# { ISSUES DISCUSSION MEASUREMENT
! | provided by the City Parks and Recreation Department.
[ E.0 - ENVIRONMENTAL . - oc: . c i S g ]
E.1 Water Quality Impacts Calculaled from the GIS Constraints Map, these zone locations | Hectares {acres) of wellhead
had been identified from maps provided by the protection zones within ROW
Lincofn/Lancaster County Health Department.
E.2 Air Quality Impacts {to be determined) {not available at this time)
E3 Drainage and Calculated from the GIS Constraints Map, streams had been Mumber of stream crossings
Hydrology identified from the City's Streams layer.
Impacts
Calculated from the GIS Constraints Map, floodways had been Hectares {acres) of floodway
identified from FEMA and FIRM maps. within ROW
Calculated from the GIS Constraints Map, the 100-year Heclares (acres) of 100-year
floodplain had been identified from FEMA and FIBM maps. floodplain within ROW
E.4 Noise tmpacts This parameter was measured from the GiS layer of structures Number of structures within
which contained structures present on the Aprit 1995 aerial 0.4 km (0.25 mi}
photography along with new houses observed from driving
study area in April 1896. It includes 0.4 km {0.25 mi} on either
side of the centerline minus the beltway BOW.
E5 Riparian Corridors Calculated from the GIS Constraints Map, streams had been Number of stream crossings
impacts identified from the City's Streams layer.
This parameter was estimated based on interpretation of the Hectares (acres) of riparian
April 1995 aerial photography. Riparian areas were defined as corridor within ROW
wooded and non-wooded areas along streams and smatler
drainages
EB Wetlands Impacts Calculated from the GiS Constraints Map, wetlands had been Number of Mapped Wetlands
identified from the City's Wellands layer which was developed within ROW.
from the USFWS National Wellands Inventory Maps.
E.7 Natural Habitat Impacts | This parameter was determined by assigning quality weightings | Impacts to naturat habitats
of 0 to 5 to parkdand, siream crossings, riparian corridor, and within ROW (0-5})
wellands factors. High quality was assigned based on the
extent of woodlands along the stream crossings, the width of the
park crassing, and the number of wetlands
E.8 i Cultural Resources This factor applied to the three NRHP sites within the study Numkber of National Register

Impacts

area. Although none of the 23 routes do take NRHP property,
SF1 runs along the Schrader site, and EF1 runs along the Stock
Farm site. None of the routes abut the Ehler Round Barn.
This parameter was the number of other known cultural
resources within the ROW that have not been assessed for
eligibility of the NRHP, including all recorded sites listed in the
Phase ! Archeological/Cultural Resources Survey conducled for
the project.

This parameter was the number of other potential cultural
resources within the ROW, including a#l cemeteries, NSHS
owned property in the study area, and some other older
structures.

This parameter was the number of NBHP and other known
cultural resousces within 0.4 km {0.25 mi) of a beltway
centerline, including all recorded sites listed in the Phase |
Archeological/Cultural Resources Survey conducted for the
project.

This parameter was the number of other potential cultural
resources within 0.4 km {0.25 mi) of a beltway centerline,
including ail cemeteries, NSHS owned property in the study
area, and some other older siructures,
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sites within ROW

Number of known cultural
resources within ROW

Number of potentiat
resources within ROW

Number of know resources
within 0.4 km (0.25 mi)

Number of potential
resources within 0.4 km {0.25
mi}
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DISCUSSION

METHOD OF
MEASUREMENT

E£9

Visual Impacts

This parameter was measured from the GIS layer of structures
which contained structures present on the April 1995 aerial
photegraphy along with new houses observed from driving
study area in April 1996. Itinciudes 0.4 km (0,25 mi} on either
side of the centerline minus the beltway ROW.

Calculated from the GIS Constraints Map, this parameter was
the number of platied subdivisions within 0.4 km {0.25 mi) of
either side of a beltway centerine. Information in the GIS
included platted subdivisions on record in the County Assessors
office as of April 1996. .

Calculated from the GIS Constraints Map which incfuded the
City's Parks and Rec layer, this parameter was the number of
parks within 0.4 km {0.25 mi} of a beltway centerline.
Calculated from the GIS Constraints Map, this parameter was
the number of golf courses within 0.4 km {0.25 mi} of either side
of a beltway centerline. Information on golf course locations
was identified from maps provided by the City.

Calculated from the GIS Constraints Map, this parameter was
the number of trails within 0.4 km (0.25 mi) of either side of a
bettway centerline. Information on trait locations had been
identified from the City's Tralls fayer and maps provided by the
City Parks and Recreation Department.
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Number of structures within
0.4 km {0.25 mi}

Number of platted
subdivisions within 0.4 km
{0.25 mi}

Number of parks within
0.4 km {0.25 mi)

Number of golf courses within
0.4 km {0.25 mi)

Number of hiker/biker trails
within 0.4 km (0.25 mi}
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In the east corridor, distance from Lincoln has a lesser affect on traffic volumes. The east
beltway alternatives principally provide access from N-2 and I-80 to the eastern portions of
Lincoln. The close alternative provides some relief to 84"™ Street but increases traffic on the
east/west streets (Van Dorn Street, Old Cheney Road, and O Street).

Partial Beltway Analysis. Traffic volumes were generally lower for the partial beltways than for
the end-to-end beltways, with the south far and south mid alignments being affected the most by
the absence of an east beltway. Aside from this, the conclusions of the partial beltway analysis
were similar to those for the end-to-end beltways. The close alignments had a greater affect on
reducing congestion within the urbanized area and the far alignments carried primarily external
traffic.

Non-Beltway Analysis. Non-beitway options 1 and 3 each provided similar benefits to the street
network within the urbanized area. Non-beltway option 1 provided the greatest benefit to N-2
and 84" Street. Overall Level of Service was improved in both corridors; however, the non-
beitway improvements did not result in acceptable Levels of Service on the congested roadways
on the fringes of the city.

Non-beltway option 2 did not mitigate future traffic congestion as much as expected. The
addition of capacity on N-2 also draws additional traffic and does not provide an acceptable
Levei of Service. The widening of 84" Sireet does not relieve congestion on 84" Street or the
major north/south streets in the east corridor. In 1996 when the evaluation was conducted, this
non-beltway option would have required the acquisition of approximately 45 homes and other
structures. Since that time, there has been substantially more development along N-2, 84"
Street and Pine Lake Road. Since option 2 had major impacts and yet did not provide
significant congestion relief, it was not recommended for further analysis.

2.3.3 Preliminary Route Development

Preliminary route development of the beltway improvement alternatives established a 91 m
(300 ft) wide band within each of the remaining seven beltway corridors in order to develop cost
estimates and estimate environmental impacts. These bands attempted to avoid or minimize
-impacts to known natural and socioeconomic constraints, including natural areas, floodplains,
streams, wetlands, historic sites, cemeteries, and park and recreation areas. The taking of and
disruption to existing homes and farmsteads was also minimized while attempting to maintain a
relatively straight alignment meeting a 110 km/h (70 mph) design speed.

The beltway alternatives were assumed to be built to freeway standards with all minor roadway
intersections being grade separated and full access interchanges spaced approximately 3 km (2
mi) apart. In order for a proposed beltway to be most efficiently used, additional improvements
will be required along the connecting roadways in the south and east corridors. Currently most
of the roads that intersect a possible beltway are two-fane unpaved county roads. These would
be upgraded to four-lane paved roads for roads that provide access to the beltway
interchanges; those that cross the beltway with overpasses would be upgraded to two-lane
paved roads.
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Typical sections were chosen for both the beltway and non-beltway alternatives through
discussions with NDOR and the City of Lincoln. The NDOR Standard Section for a Rural
Expressway was used for all beltway alignments. A rural eXpressway typical section is shown in
Figure 2.7 and has the following features:

1. Approximately 76 to 91 m (250 to 300 ft) right-of-way; right-of-way needs vary with
topography

Two 3.7 m (12 ft) driving lanes in each direction

2.4 m (8 ft) paved outside shouiders

0.9 m (3 ft) paved inside shoulders

12 m (40 ft) unpaved depressed median (includes inside shoulders)

Drainage ditches on either side as needed

Sk wn

Alignments were also developed for the non-beltway alternatives for the purpose of developing
cost estimates and determining possible environmental impacts. The non-beitway alignments
attempted to utifize the centerline of existing section line roads with access limited as much as
is reasonable in order to provide a safe and efficient roadway. Intersections along the non-
beltway alternatives would be at grade with stop sign control at minor intersections and traffic
signals at major intersections with minimum signal spacing of 0.4 km (0.25 mi). The non-
beltway alternatives would have a design speed of 80 to 70 km/h (40 to 45 mph).

City of Lincoln fringe roadway standards were used on all four-lane non-beltway alignments. A
typical fringe roadway section is shown in Figure 2.8 and has the following features:

.. 1. 30 m (100 ft) right-of-way, increasing to 37 m (120-ft) at major intersections to allow
for auxiliary turn lanes
2. Two 3.7 m (12 ft) driving lanes in each direction with 0.3 m (1 ft) curb and gutter on
the inside and outside driving lanes
3. 6 m (20 ft} landscaped raised center median
4. 1.2 m (4 ft) sidewalk separated from the driving lanes by an 2.4 m (8 ft) landscaped
area

A 46 m (150 ft) right-of-way was assumed for six -lane sections.
2.3.4 Preliminary Environmental Analysis

The Level Il environmental analysis involved determination of key socioeconomic, land use and
environmental issues. This was accomplished through the development of the evaluation
criteria (Table 2.6). Using the associated measured parameters, specific impacts were
calculated for each of the remaining 20 beltway and 3 non-beltway routes. This information was
presented and compared in a preliminary matrix of environmental impacts of the alternatives.
The environmental analysis in conjunction with the previous work with traffic projections,
engineering and cost estimates were used to conduct initial task screening.
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TABLE 2.7
LEVEL Il PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MATRIX

MEASURED VALUES
East Close Combinations East Mid Combinations East Far Combinations Non Beltway
EC1 ECH ECH ECt EMt EM1 EM1 EMt EM1 EM1 EM1 EhEt EM1 EMY EFft EFt EF1 EF1 EFt £F1 98th & 84ih & 95th &
to io 1o to 1o lo 1o 1o 1o to to o to to lo T to to to to ta Yankee Pine Yankee
8Ct sC4 5144 SF1 SFt 8C1. 5Ct SC4 SC4 Sh4 Sh4 SF SF1 SM4 SC1 5C4 S44 SM4 5F SF1 Hi Lake Hil
D # Eva]ua!loﬁ Criteria Measured Parameter Route 1 Route 2 Aoute 3 Route 4 Route 5 Route 6 Route 7 Route 8 Route 9 HAoute 10 | Aoute t1 Aoute 2 Route 13 | Route 14 { Route 35 | Route 16 | Route 7 | Roule 18 F.ioute 19 | Route 20 Non-Balt Non-Bet Noo-BeH
QOption Option 2 Option 3
S1 Impacts 16 Residences Number of structures within ROW {takings) 25 22 16 16 10 15 21 5 18 7 14 7 12 12 25 24 37 20 13 16 o 45 8
52 Impacis 1o Commercial Businesses Number of businesses within RO {takings) 1 aQ 0 0 L] 1 1 0 0 .0 0 Q 0 0 1 0 0 L+ 0 o] o] 9
) Number of businesses within 0.4 km (0.25 mi} 2 2 2 2 3 6 5 6 5 4 3 4 5 5 2 2 0 1 1 1 t 1
83 Impacts o Agricufture Hectares {acres} of cropland within ROW 1831452} | 197 (488) | 227(562) | 226{558) | 249 (615) | 250(617) | 237(585) | 263 (849) | 251 (620) | 286 (708} | 241(566) | 284 (702) ; 280(691) | 281 {604) § 261 (645 | 274(677) | 289 (713} | 303 (P49) | 266 (702 | 325 {803) 73{181} 0 B3 (205)
sS4 Economic Development Opportunities Economic davelopment opportuniies )
S5 trpacls 1o Existing Schoal Dislricls Heclares {acres) removed from !a,;rt\ase 1,170 1,159 1,197 1,208 1.315 1229 1,203 1.229 1,186 1.251 ) 1,297 1.251 1.25¢% 1,229 1,315 1,294 1,315 1,402 1,337 1,423 110 127 133
Percent of tolal district acres severed 46 5.7 43 4.6 6.1 7.9 8.7 a.4 8.7 5.9 73 7.3 78 58 79 8.6 8.6 9.9 99 89 20 05." .25
856 tmpacis to Non-Tilable Land Hectares {acres) of pasture, ha‘yia‘rﬁ and CAP fand within ROW A73 (1,170)1 468 {1,159} | 484 (3,197} | 489 (1,208) § 532 {1,315)1 497 {1,229) | 489 {1,208) | 497 {1,229} | 480 (1,166} | 506 (1,251} | 525 {1,297} ; 506 {1,251} | 506 (1,251} 4'97 (1,228)]1532 (1 .ﬂf'5} 524 (1,294} | 532 {1,315} | 567 {1,402) | 54t {1,337} | 576 (1.423) 45 {110} 51 127 54 {133
% ] hnpacls to Platted Subdivisions Number of piatied subdivisions crossed 7 4 1 1 2 ] 9 6 6 3 2 3 3 3 6 3 0 ¥ 0 0 2 2
Hectares (acres) of platted subdivisions within ROW (takings) 15 (37} 14 (35) i [ 8{1%) 27 (87) 23 (56) 261{65) 22 '(54) 1231} 8{19) 1231) 8(20) 8{20) 15 (37) 14(35) 0 0 0 0 04{1) 0 04{1)
L2 Impacis to Parks and Recreation Areas Hectares (acres} of parkiand within ROW (fakings} 11 {27) 4 {1.1) 0 0 0 127 11{27) 4(11) 4{t1} o 0 0 4} 4} 11 {27} 4 {11) a ] ] 0 3(8) 2({5) 5{13
L3 Impacts to Golf Courses Heclares (acres} of golf course preperty within ROV (takings) 0 0 D a 0.4 {1) 0.4 (1) 0.4 {1} D.4 {1} 0.4 (1) 0.4 (1) 0.4 (1} 0.4 (1} 0.4 {1} 0.4 (1) o 0 0 D 0 [ 411} 0 401
L4 Compatibility with Future Land Lise Plan CompatiaRy with future land use
L5 Minimize Barrier Effect Avsraga distance from bull up area in ke (mi) 37(23) | 408 | 5132 | 58036 | 74 | 5389 | s51@n | s3@y) | 5333 | 6440 | 6400 | 71ds) | 7144 | 64@a0 | 6138 | 6440 | 76047} | 7647 | BD(5.0} : BOBD [ [ 0
L8 Trai Syslem Enhancements Number of hikerbiker trad crossings 4 4 2 2 1 3 3 3 3 B 1 1 1 1 3 k] ] 1 i 1 4 4 4 4
£ Waler Quality mpacis Heclares (acres} of wellhead protection zones within ACW g2(227) | es(1e) | eoqivoy | sop7o) | esqie1y | se(21m) | sa218y | as(209) | esq09 | esqiel) | ssqety | esciel) | esqe1y | espen | oergeooy | 7zpeny | s8(143) | 58(143) | 58(143) | 580143 AB(113) | 43(ton 48 (113
E2 | Alr Quality lmpacls (1) A quanty ‘ ’
E3 Drainage and Hydrology Impacls Numnber of stream crossings 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 z 1 2 t 2 4 3+ 4
’ Hectares (acres) dfboo\va}' within ROW 29(71) 28 (7} 29(7f) 29 [71) 11 (27} 10 {26} 10({26) 10 (26} 10 (26} 10 {26} 11 {27 10 {26} 10 (26) 10 (26} -0 0 ] 0 o 0 4 {10} KEE:)) 6(15}
Hectares (acres) of 100-year floodpiain within ARCW 28 {69) 19 (48} 30(73) 18 {45) 23 (58) N7 33 (83} 23 (56} 25 (61) 33 (82) 36 {88) 22 (54) 24 (58) 35 (86) 34 (83) 25 (82) 37 {92y 3B (93) 24 (60) 28 (58} 6(15) 8{19) 16 (40)
€4 Nofse bngracts Nurber of siructures wihar 0.4 ken (.25 i) 245 222 157 12 77 144 1688 122 165 58 63 73 115 100 169 148 85 a2 bl S7 - 262 492 + 298
ES5 Riparian Corridors impacls Numbear ol streant crossings 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 ] 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 4 3+ 4
Heclares {acres) of riparian corridor within ROW 29{72} 32 (79} 24 (60} 24 {58) 18 (44} 18 (45) 27 (69) 2% {52) 3 {75) 13 (33) 22 (54) 13(a1) 22 (54 23 (56) 30 (74) 33 (81 34 (B4} 3TN 30 (74} 25{61) 10425} 0 13(31)
E.& Weitlands impacis Number of mapped wetiands within AOW 15 10 13 17 14 [ 1t 3 [ 4 12 3 13 ] 15 12 15 5 18 12 2 1+ 9
E.7 Nalral Habitat Impacts impact lo natural habiats within ROW {0 - 5) 5 4 3 3 3 9 4 3 4 2 3 2 3 a 5 4 3 2 3 3 3 3 K]
E8 Cuiturat Resources Impacts Number of National Register siles within BOW o 0 a 4 .0 0 1] 0 o 0 O 0 [v] O Li] 4 o] 0 4] o 0 @
Number of known culural resowrces within ROW 0 0 0 1 1 0 G 0 Q- 0 0 H 1 li] [} li] a 0 1 1 1} 0
Number of potential resources within ROW o] 0 0 0 L] L] 0 0 L] 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0
Number of known resources within 0.4 km (0.25 mi) 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 1 H 1 ] 1 2 2 2
Number of potential resources within 0.4 km (0.25 mi} 0 i) o 0 i) 0 0 4] 0 o 0 0 0 ] o 4] ] 0 L] 0 4] o
Eg Visual Impacls Number of structures within 0.4 km (0.25 iy 245 272 157 172 T t44 188 iz2 165 58 68 73 155 100 169 148 85 a2 ™ 97 262 492 + 296
Number of platied subdivisions withi 0.4 km (025 mi} :] 1 ) 6 1 3 5 ] 8 1 t 1 a 3 2 5 D 0 0 1 4 4
Number of parks within 0.4 km (0.25 mi} t 1 0 0 0 1 H 1 H o 0 0 G 4] 1 1 aQ i) [} 0 1 1
Number of golf coursas within 0.4 km (0.25 mi} t 1 1 t - Q 0 t [ ] 0 0 0 1 1 0 L] 0 0 0 0 o 1 0

{1) Differences between routes will be exiremety minor. Magnitude aof values will have no impact on atainment area status for city.
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Table 2.8
RELATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
OF BELTWAY ALTERNATIVES'

HIGH IMPACT MEDIUM IMPACT LOW IMPACT
Route1 (20} EC-1-8C-1 Route 3 (11} EC-1-SM-+4 Route 3 (9) EM-1.-SF-1
Route2 (17) EC-1-S5C4 Route 4 (12) EC-1-SF-1 Route 10 (8) EM-1-5M-4
Route6 (14) EM-1-SC-1 Route 8 (12) EM-1-SC-4 Route 11 (9) EM-1-5SM-+4
Route 7 (19) EM-1-SC-1 Route 13 {11} EM-1-SF-1 Route 12 (8) EM-1 - SF-1
Route 8 (15) EM-1-SC+4 Route 18 (11) EF-1-SM-4 Route 14 (8) EM-1- SM-4
Route 15 (17) EF-1-SC-1 Route 20 (12) EF-1- SF-1 Route 17 (7) EF-1-5SM-4
Route 16 {14) EF-1-8C-4 Route 19 {8) EF-1-SF-1

* The number of high impact parameters is shown in parentheses.

Based on the categorization of the routes, the highest impact routes are generally the south
close routes (with the exception of Route 8, a variation of EM1-SC4, which was considered
medium impact). These routes generally have high impact on residences, subdivisions, park
iand, traiis and non-tiiiable iand, but have relatively smaii right-of-way requirements and iow
impact on cropland.

Lowest impact routes were generally the east mid routes that did not involve park crossings
(with the exception of Route 13, which foliowed the north diagonal and was considered medium
impact) and the east far routes that followed the short diagonal (Routes 17 and 19). These
routes typically have relatively low impact to residences, park land and a variety of parameters
typical of the more developed areas of the study area. The routes have relatively large right-of-
way requirements, and high impacts to cropland, floodplains, wetlands, and schoo! districts.

2.3.5. Initial Task Screening of Alternatives

Initial task screening was required to maintain the intended project design which called for the
Level Il analysis to be conducted on 5 to 10 candidate alternatives. For this purpose, matrix
data was used to compare and contrast beltway and non-beltway options as described above.
By direction of the Management Committee (April 28, 1997), no weighting factors were applied
to the data although some parameters will certainly be considered more significant than others.
Information on traffic operations and project cost was used to supplement the environmental
comparisons.

Similar pairs of routes were compared to identify those with lower impact. In particular, the
method was used to compare (1) the two Wilderness Park crossings, (2) the two diagonal
combinations for the east far alternatives, (3) the south far combinations, and (4) the non-
beltway options. Based on these findings, recommendations were made to eliminate the [ess

desirable routes.

Wilderness Park Crossings. Review of the matrix data showed that of the two south close
alternatives, SC-1 (the north park crossing) has greater overall negative impact than SC-4 (the
south park crossing), including:
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The shorter diagonal had greater negative impact than the far southeast diagonal for the
following parameters, including:

1. Hectares (acres) of riparian corridor within the right-of-way
2. More mapped wetlands within the right-of-way

Considering that the two diagonal combinations provide a comparable fraffic solution and have
similar impacts for many measured parameters, it is recommended that far southeast diagonal
routes (Routes 18 and 20) be eliminated from further consideration because of the overall
greater negative socioeconomic, {and use and environmental impacts.

South Far Alternatives. Any alternatives involving the south far alignments were less desirable
from a traffic and cost standpoint. Traffic projections show that the south far option would carry
very little traffic and wouid mainly serve the US 77 South and N-2 East movements, The cost of
the south far beltway is approximately $11.8 million more than the south mid alignment primarily
due to the additional length.

Considering that the south far aiternatives provide less traffic benefits and had greater impacts
(Routes 4, 13 and 20) or at least comparable impacts (Routes 5, 12 and 19) than the south mid
alternatives for many measured parameters, it was recommended that all south far routes
(Routes 4, 5, 12, 13, 19, and 20) be eliminated from further consideration. This
recommendation also applies fo Route 18 which is the far south east diagonal connecting the
east far alignment to the south mid alignment.

Non-Beltway Option 2. The model shows that even by maximizing capacity with non-beltway
option 2, congestion and reduced capacity would remain on arterial streets even with N-2, 84th
Street and Pine Lake Roads widened to six lanes. In addition, non-beltway option 2 would
impact significantly more residences and other structures than either of the other two non-
beltway alternatives. At the time of the 1996 analysis this included taking an estimated 45
structures, with potential secondary noise, visual and access impacts to over 1,000 residences
and other structures within the defined 0.4 km (0.25 mi) secondary impact area.

Because of these impacts to residences, it was recommended that non-beltway option 2 be
eliminated from further consideration.

Summary of Alternatives Carried Forward. initial task screening resulted in elimination of 11
end-to-end beltway alternatives which had relatively higher impacts than other alternatives
including fonger crossings through Wilderness Park, longer diagonal segments for the east far
alternatives, or which included the south far alternatives which carried less traffic and cost more.
In addition, one non-beltway alternative was eliminated which required 45 residential
relocations, This was approved by the Management Commitiee on April 28, 1997. Nine end-to-
end beltway and 2 non-beltway alternatives were carried forward for further analysis. These
were beltway routes 2, 3, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 16, and 17, and non-beltway options 1 and 3.
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Discounted Benefit/Cost Ratio. This ratio is calculated as the sum of the discounted
benefits divided by the sum of the discounted costs. When the result is 1.0 or greater,
the roadway is considered to be “economically feasible”.

Internal Rate of Return. This caiculation determines that discount rate at which the net
present value is zero (the sum of the discounted benefits is equal to the sum of the
discounted costs). If the rate of return is greater or equal to the discount rate, then the
investment is deemed to be “economically feasible.”

All of these indicators utilize the discount rate either directly to "discount” benefits and costs or
indirectly as a comparison for the internal Rate of Return. The discount rate reflects the
constant value of money without the affects of inflation. A constant dollar discount rate of seven
(7) percent was used in this study, as required by the US Office of Management and Budget
(OMB).

Included in the above economic feasibility calculations are all quantifiable direct economic costs
attributable to the roadway project (cost of planning, designing, building, maintaining and
operating the roadway) and all quantifiable economic benefits relating to efficiency (operating
cost savings, value of time savings, accident cost savings). Excluded from the economic cost-
benefit calculations are economic development impacts on the corridor, as well as those
impacts that cannot reasonably be tabulated in monetary terms (environmenta! or social
implications, impacts on other modes of transportation, etc.). As a result, the economic
feasibility calcuiation is important to the beltway and non-beltway investment decision, but
should not be viewed as the only criterion.

2.3.6.2 Economic Efficiency Evaiuation

In the assessment of economic feasibility, a life cycle approach is used. The costs of planning,
designing, building, and maintaining a new freeway-type beltway or non-beltway improvement
are estimated over a 33-year period. Then, the transportation efficiency gains (or loss) over that
period are estimated. Efficiency benefits are finally compared with the costs to determine
economic feasibility. The assumption of constructing the facility in three years and having its fuil
use for the next 30 years is not realistic. The preferred alternative will likely be phased in over
many years and may not be completed within the next 20 years. Phased or delayed
construction would improve the economic feasibility of all the alternatives, therefore the results
of this analysis should be considered conservative.

Assumptions used in the benefit/cost evaluation were recommended by the study consultants
and approved by the Beltway Management Committee. '

Economic Costs. The cost side of the benefit/cost evaluation includes two costs: (1) the cost of
constructing a beltway or the costs of improving an existing roadway, and (2) the cost of
operating and maintaining a new freeway- type beltway in Lincoln or the incremental cost of
operating and maintaining an improved roadway for the non-beltway alternatives. These costs
are summarized for the various alternatives in Table 2.9,
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TABLE 2.10-E
BELTWAY PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES - ENGLISH UNITS

1996 DOLLARS
ROUYE2 ROUTE 3 ROUTES ROUTE® ACUTE 10 ROUTE 11 ROUTE 14 ROUTE 16 RQUTE 17
UNIT UHIT UNIT UNIT i ) UNIT uNIT UNIT UNT UNIT
TEM QUANTITY UNIT__PRICE AMOUNT _llouaNTITY UNTF  PRICE AMOUNT _{QUANTITY UNFF__ PRICE AMOUNT L QUANTITY UNIT _ PRICE AMOUNT __[QUANTITY UNIT__ PRICE AMOUNT _ IQUANTITY UNIT__ PRICE AMOUNT __{QUANTITY UNIF __ PRKCE AMOUNT __[|lQUANTITY UNIT__ PRICE AMOUNT _IQUANTITY UNIT___PRICE AMOU
WILDERNESS PARK
GRADE SEPARATION !
siniciure 136,800 sq ft 590 $12,312,000 0 sqft $90 01 136,800 sqft* 590  $12312000]0 136,800 sq $90  $12,312,000 0 sqft $90 $0 0 sqn 590 50 0 sqft 890 SO0 138800 sqnt $90 s:z,s:anooi 0 sqA 590 50
smbankrment 162,000 cvyd $2 $324,000, 0 cuyd $2 SO0 162,000 cuyd $2 $324,000] 182,000 cuyd 17 532400 0 cuyd $2 50 0 cuyd $2 50 0 cuypd 52 S0 162,000 cuyd 2 5324000] 0 cuyd $2 0
mitigation §1,000.000, 50 $1,000.000 $1,600,600 50 50 $0 $1,000,006; $o
fota $13,636,000] 30 $13,636,000 413,636,000 0] £0 50 $13,636,000] s
(HALF CLOVERLEAF 2 ea $3,550,000 £7,100,00C] 2 g2 $3,550,000 7,100,000 T ea 53,550,000 $3,550,000 1 ea $3,550,000 $3,550,000 1 ea $3,550,000 $3,550,000 1 82 $3,550,000 $3,550,000, 1 ea 53,550,000 $3,550.000 2 sa  $3,550,000 $7,100,000/ 2 e $3,550,000 $7,100,000,
INTERCHANGE )
struchure 20,007 sqft $90 $1,890,000] 21,000 sqit $99 £1,890,000, 21,000 sqA $90 S$1,890.000] 21,000 sqft $%0 $1,800,0000  2L000 sqRt $90 $1,890,000 21,000 sqft s90 $1.890,000] 21,000 sqft 30 $1.890.006| 21,000 sqn 590 51,890,000 21,000 sqft 590 $1,890,000
embankment 550,000 cuyd 52 $1,100,000] 550,000 cuyd 52 §1,100,000] 550,000 cuyd $2 $1,100,000] 550,000 cuyd $2 $1,100,000] 550,000 cuyd 2 $1,100,000] 550,000 cuyd s2 $1,100000] 550,000 cuyd §2 sr,roo,oa«rxi 550,000 £y yd 52 $1,100,000] 550,000 cuyd $2 $1,100,000
ramps 16,000 sq yd £35 $560,000 16,000 5qyd £35 £560,000, 16,000 sqyd £35 $560,000, 16,000 59 yd £35 550,000 16,000 5q yd £35 $560,000 16,000 sq yd 35 $560,000 16,000 sqyd $35 'sseo,oooi 16,000 sq yd 535 $560,000 16,000 sq yd 35 $560,000,
fotal each " tolal gach $3,550,000, $3,550,000, total each £3,550,000, total each £3,650,000 $3,550,000 $3,550,000 $3,550,000, 53,550,000, $3,550,000
CLOVERLEAF 2 ea $4.530,000 $3.060.000] 2 en  $4,530,000 $9,060,000 2 ga 54,530,000 $13,580,000 3 e $4,530,000 513,580,000 3 ea $4,530,000  $13,590,000 3 ea $4,530,000  $$3.550,000 3ea 54,530,000 313,590,000 2ea  $4.530.000 §9,060,000 2 ea $4,530,000 $9,060,000
INTERCHANGE
stuchra 21,000 sq it $90 $1,890,000 21,000 sqft s90 $1.890,000] 21,000 59X 90 $1,890,000. 20,000 sqht 90 §1,890,000, 21,007 sq ft $90 SLE0000) 21,000 sq Rt 590 $1,890,0000 21,000 sqif 590 81.890,0000 21,000 sqft 50 $1.890,00¢ 21,000 sqft £90 $1,890,000;
embankmsnt 760,000 cu pd 52 $1,520,000 760,000 cu yd 52 $1,520000] 760,000 cuyd 52 $1,520,000 760,000 cuyd sz $1,520,000) 760,000 cuyd 52 $1,620,000| 760,000 cuyd $2 $1,520,0000 760,000 cuyd §2 $1.520,000] 760,000 cuyd 52 $1.520,0000 760,000 cuyd $2 $1,520,000,
ramps 22,000 sqyd 535 $1,120,000 22,000 5q yd £33 $1,120000] 22,000 sqyd 535 $1,120,000 32,000 sqyd £35 $1.120000] 22000 sqyd £35 $1,120,0000 32,000 sqyd $35 $1,120,000( 32,00 sqyd $35 $1, 120,606 32,000 sqyd 835 $1.120.0008 32,000 sqyd 535 §1.120,000
total eacty {alal sach $4.530,000 $4,530,000, total each $4,530,000 Foial eacts £4,530,000, $4,530,000; $4,530,000, $4.530,000 $4.535, 000 $4,530,000
DIAMOND INTERCHANGE B 6a $3,079,500  $24,636,000 8 ea 53,079,500 524,636,000 7 ea $3,079,500  §21,556,500 7 ea $3,079,500 21,556,500 7 ea 53,079,500 $21,556,500 7 ea $3,079,500  $21,556,500 7 ea $3,079.500 521,556,500 7 ea  $3,079500 521,556,500 7 ea 83079500 521,556,500
siructura 21,000 sqft - $90 $1.B90,000| 21,000 sqft 590 $1,690,000 21,000 sqft 590 $1,690,000 21,000 sqft S90 $1,890,000, 21,000 sqft 590 $1,890,0000 21,000 sq it $90 £1.890,000 21.000 sq#t 90 £1.890.000) 24,000 sqRt 90 SLESO0007 21,000 sqf S50 1,890,000
ambankment 390,000 cu yd 82 $780,0000  IXL0M0 o yd 2 $760,000| 390000 cuyd 2 sfao,ooal 330,000 cuyd (7] S7H0,000] 3000 ot yd 52 sma.ooo% 290,000 cuyd $2 $780,000| 390,000 cuyd 52 $780,000] 390,000 cuyd 52 $760.0001  390.000 euyd 2 $780.000
ramps 1,700 sqyd $35 smsool 11,700 sqyd 535 $409,500 11,700 sqyd 535 yos.sm’ 11,700 sqyd 35 $409,500 11,700 sqyd 35 $409,500; 11,700 sqyd 35 $409,500 11.700 sqyd 335 $409,500 11,700 sqyd 535 £409,500 11,700 sqyd £35 $4019,500,
fotal eacti lotal gach $3,079.500 $3.079,500 fofal aach £3,079.500 fotal each $3.073.500, ’ £3.079,500, £3,079,500, $3,079,500, $3,079,500, £3.079,500
ROADWAY CROSSING tt ea $2,214,000 524,354,000 o e £2,264000 519,926,000 1 ez $2.214,000  $24,354,000 10 ea $2.214.000  $22,140.000 10 ea $2214000  $22,140,000 t sa $2214000  $24,354,000 10 ea $2,214000  $22,740,000 10 ea $2214,000  $22,146.000 g 0a $2.214,000  $19,926,000
struciure 214,000 sqft $99 $1,890,60C, 21000 sqft 90 sr,moool 21,000 sqnt 390 sr,ssaoocr‘ 21.000 sqft ' $90 $1,890,000 21,000 sqft §90 $1,690,000) 21,000 sqit $90 $1,890,000, 21,000 sqft 590 $1,890,000 21,000 sqft $90 $1.890.000] 21,000 sqft 590 $1,890,000;
ambankman) 162,000 cuyd 52 $324,006] 162,000 cuyd §2 £324,000| 162,000 cuyd 52 saw.doo' 162,000 cuyd s2 $324,000) 162,000 cuyd 82 $324,000) 162,000 ouyd $2 834,000 162,000 cu yd 52 $324,000] 162,000 cuyd 52 $324,000] 162,000 cu yd 52 $324,000
total each £2,.214,000 $2.214,000 $2,214,000, $2,214,000 52,214,000 $2,214,000 $§2,214,000 £2,214,000 §2,214,000,
AANLROAD CROSSING 2 ea $2,214,000 $4,428,000 4 ea $2,214,000 $8,856,000 1 ea $2,214,000 $2.214,000 1ea  $22t4,000 $2,214,000 1 ea 52,214,000 $6.642,000 3 e $2,214,000 $6,642,000 3 6a £2,214,000 5,642,000, 1ea  $2,214.000 $2.214,000 3 ea £2,214,000 $6,642,000
- . - |
struchire 21,000 sq i $90 $1,890,000, 21,000 sq A 90 sr,sso,oooi 21,000 sqft $90 $1,890,006F 21,000 sqf 590 £1,890,000, 21000 sq At 599 S1B50.600) 21,000 sqR 590 51,590,000 21,000 sqft $90 $1,890.000 21,000 sq & $90 $1,890,000 21,000 sqif $90 $1,690,000/
embankmant 162,000 cuyd 52 5324,000] 162,000 cuyd $2 ssz-a.aoei 162,000 cuyd 52 $324,0060 162,000 cu yd sz $324,000( 162,000 cu yd 52 $324,000] 162,000 cuyd 52 $324.000 162,000 cuyd §2 $324,008] 162,000 cuypd 52 $324,0000 162,000 cuyd 52 $324,000;
fotal sach 82,214,000 $2,214,600 $2.214, $2,214,000, $2.214,000 sz,er«.mJ 42,214,000 $2,214,000 $2.214.000
STHEAM CROSSING tea $756,000 $756,000 2 ea $750,000 $1,512,000] 16 $756,000 5756,000/ t ea $755,000 $756,000 2 ea $756.000 $1.512.000 3 e §756,000 $2,260,000 2 ea $756,000 $1,512,000 1 ea $756,000 $756,000 iea $756,000 $756,000
stnchre 8,400 s5q1t $90 5755,000 8,400 sqht 590 srss.oool 8,400 sqft 550 $756,000, 8,400 sqht $90 $756,000 3,400 sqfl $90 $756,000, 8,400 sqft £30 $756.000; 8.400 sqf $50 $756,000 8400 sqft 590 $755,000, 8,400 sqft §90 srss,ooo‘
embankment 0 cuyd 52 $0 0 cuyd §2 5o ¢ cuyd s2 50 0 cuyd 52 50 0 cuyd $2 50 0 cuyd 52 $0 0 cuyd sz $0; @ cuyd $2 ) 0 cuyd 52 . 56
total aach $756,00 $756,000, 5756,000 srss,cw' $756,000, $758,000] $756,000; . £756,000 $756.000,
INTERSECTION, AT GRAD 0 sa £500,000 0 0 ea 5500000 %0 1ea $500,000 $500,000 162 §500,000 $500,000 1ea $500,000 $500,000; t ea $500,000 $500.000 1 ea 3500,000 $500,000 0 ez $500,000 $0 0 e £500.000 $0
PAVEMENT i 539400 sqyd $35  SI8.844,000] 571,936 sqyd $35  $20.017.760 575484 sqyd 835  $20,141,940] 561,438 sqyd £35 sw.eso,ssuE 601,264 sq yd $35  $21,044,240) 621,100 sgyd $35  $21,738,500) 594394 sayd $35  $20.B03,790; 616,702 sqyd $35  $21,584,570| 640,287 sqyd $35 822,410,045
CONNECTING LINK PYMTY 151,419 sqyd $25 $3,785,475] 225269 sqyd $25 $5,635,725 235,627 sqyd 525 $5890.675] 297,405 sqyd $25 $5435125) 309422 sqyd §25 $7.735,5501 385,544 sqyd §25 $7,888.600] 297,222 sqyd §25 $7,433,0501 301,74t sgyd §25 §7.643525] 381,658 sqyd $25 $9,541 450
EMBANKMENT (pavement)| 1,242,600 cuyd $2 $2,485,200 1,916,553 curyd $2 $2,633,106] 1.324.719 cuyd $2 §2,649.4381 1,292,387 cuyd 52 $2,584,774] 1,384,064 cuyd 52 $2,768,128) 1,432,300 cuyd §2 $2,866,600; 1,368,157 cuyd §2 $2,738314) 1,419,602 cuyd $2 $2,B33.2041 1,473,892 uyd §2 52,947,784
CULVERATS {major} 3m $250,000 $750,000 4| $250,000 $1,000,000 5 6a $250,000 1,250,000 4 ea $250,000 $£,000,000 6 ea $250,000 $1,500,000, 6 ea $250,000 $1,500,000 5 ea 5250000 - $1.250,000 6 oa $250,000 $1,500,000 B ea $250,000 $2,000,000
SUBTOTAL $109,834,675) $100,372,595 §$10,088,553 $106.612,728 $102.533418 $106,454,200 $101,743,654 $109,929,759 $1061,939,77%
HOUSES 22 e £500,000  $11,000.000 16 ea £500,000 $8,000,000 15 ea $500,000 $7.500.000 18 ea $500,000 $9,000,000 17 ea £500,000 8,500,000 14 ea $500,000 57,000,000 12 ea $500,000 $6,000,000 24 a2 5500000 §12,000,000 7 ea £500,000 $8,500.000
AIGHT-OF-WAY 0 ac $10,000 0 300 ac $10,000 $3,000,000 BIT & " §10,000 $8,270,000 597 ac £10,000 $5,970,000 1,251 ac $10,000  $12,510,000 1,207 ac $10,000  $12,870,000 1000 ac $10,000  SI0,000.000 900 ac $5,000 $7.200.000 500 ag $5,000 §7.200,000
RIGHT-OF-WAY 1,159 ec $12,000  $13,908,000, B36 2c $12,000  $10,752,000 400 ec £12,000 £4,800,000 600 & $12.000 $7.200,000 0 ac 512,000 $0 0 ac $12,000 50 738 ac 512,000 42,856,000 407 ac $12,000 $4.884,000 425 ac $12,000 $5,100,000
ENGINEERING DESIGN 6% $6,699,081 6% $6,022,355 6% $6,605,313 6% $6,396,764 6% $6,152,305 6% $6.387,252 6% 6,102,818} 6% $6,595,788 &% $6,116,387
CONSTAUCTION ADMIN 6% $6,786,774 8% $8,029,807 B% $8,867,084 B% 8,529,010} 8% $8,203,073 B% $8,616,336 8% £8,137,092 8% $8,794,384 8% $8,155,182
CONTINGENCIES 25%  §27,458,669 25%  $25.093,148 25%  $27,522,138 B5%  $26,653,182 25%  $25634,605 25%  $26,513,550 25%  $25478,414 25%  $27.4A2,450 25%  $25484,945
TOTAL $177,678,198) $161,269,90¢ $173,692,089 $170,361,693 $163,538,401 $167,341,338 $160,237,979; §176,886 421 $162,496.283 !

“inctudes two ralfroad crossings and ona siream crossing
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TABLE 2.11

NON-BELTWAY PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES

1956 DOLLARS

OPTION SET #2

*  Includes one raifroad ¢rossing and one stream Crossing.
" Includes two rallroad crossings and one stream crossing.

ea

14th already at grade; no separation over Wilderness Park needead.

OPTION SET M  OPTIONSET M1
ITEM QUANTITY [ENGLISH) UNIT PRICE (ENGLISH) AMOUNT QUANTITY (ENGLISH) UNIT PRICE (ENGLISH) AMOUNT QUANTITY _(ENGLISH} UNIT PRICE (ENGLISH) AMOUNT.
WILDERNESS PARK

GRADE SEPARATION 4
structure 15 385 sqm*~ (165,600 sq ft) $970 (390) §14,804,000| }E 210 sqm* (196,000 sq ) 5970 ($90) $17,640,000] Osqm™ {0sqhy) $870 (£50} $0]
embankment 123 800 cum (162,000 cu yd) $2.60 (32) $324,000) 185800 cum (243,000 cu yd) $2.60 ($2) $488.000] Ocum {0cuyd) $2.60 ($2) 30
mitigation $1,000,050 §1,000,000 30
tota $16.,228,000 $18,126,000 50
RAILROAD CROSSING 2ea $2,214,000 $4,428,000 1ea $3,051,000 $3,051.000 Soa $2,214,000 $11,070,000
structure 1950 sqm (21,000 sq ) $970 ($90) $1,890,000 2848sqm (28,5005 ) 5970 (396) $2,565,000]  1956sqm (21,000 sq f) 5970 ($90) $1,890,000
embankment 123 900 cum (162,000 cu yd) $2.60 (52) $324,000] 185800 cum (243,000 cu yd) $2.60 (52) $486,000| 123900 cum (162,000 cu yd) $2.60 (82) 5324,000
total sach $2,214,000 $3,051,000 52,214,000,
STREAM CROSSING 260 $756,000 $1,512,000 4pa $1,082,000 $4,248,000 4 oa £756,000 $3,024,000
structire 780 sqm (8,400 sq ft) 2970 ($90) $756,000 1096 sqm (11,800 sq1) $970 (§90) §1,062,000 780 sqm (8,400 sq f1) 5970 (390} $756,000
embankment Qoum (0cuyd) $2.60 (52) $0 Ocum (Ocuyd) $2.60 (82 $0 Ocum (Qcuyd) $2.60 ($2) 30
tetal each $756.000 $1,062,000 $756,000
INTERSECTIONS, AT GRADE {major} 19 ea $500,000 $9,500,000 24 on $500,000 $12,000,000 23 sa $500,000 $11,500,000
PAVEMENT 529 850 sq m (633,700 sq yd) $42 {835) $22,179,500!| BEY 379 sqm (1,063,685 sq yd} $42 (335) $37,229.080) 693 620 sqm (829,800 5q yd) $42 (335) $29,043,000
CONNECTING LINK PAVEMENT 131 801 sqm {157,752 3q yd) $30 ($25) $3,943,800 Osqm (0sqyd) $30 {s25) 30 12§ 038 sqm (149,544 5q ya) $30 (825) $3,738,500
PAVEMENT REMOVAL 315 200 sqm (377,000 $q yd} $6 (85} $1,885,000 431 860 sqm {516,500 sq yd) $6 (35) $2,582,500] 430 190 sqm (574,500 sq yd} $6 (35) $2,572,500
EMBANKMENT 337 550 cum (441,500 cu yd) $2.60 (32) $883,000 43 450 cum (841,600 cu yd} $2.60 (52) $1,683,200] 439240cum {574,500 cu yd} 32,60 ($2) $1,149,000
CULVERTS (major extensions) 3 ea $100,000 $300,000 1oa $100,000 $10C,000 <4 90 $100,000 $400,000
SUBTOTAL $60,859,300 $80,019,780 . §62.497,100
HOUSES 1 aa $200,000 $200,000 45 aa $200,000 $9,000,000 8ea $200,000 $1,600,000
RIGHT-OF-waY 45 ha (1108c} 350,000 ($20,000) $2,200,000 51 ha (127 ac} $50,000 {$20,800) $2,540,000 54 ha {133 ag) $50.000 ($20,000) $2,660,000
ENGINEERING DESIGN 6% $3,651,558 6% $4,801,187 6% $3,749,826
CONSTARUCTION ADMINISTRATION 8% 54,868,744 B% $6,401,582 8% $4,999.768
CONTINGENCIES 25% $15,214,825 25% $20.004,945 25% 315,624,275
TOTAL — O8I S %/ 77 | S . $91,130,969
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Vehicle Operating Cost Savings. The costs of operating motor vehicles can be a significant
portion of the total cost of transportation. Vehicle operating costs include a number of
components, some that are variable costs or use related costs, and others that are fixed costs
(e.g. insurance and license fees). Only use related costs -- engine oil, gasoline, maintenance,
and tires -- are directly affected by an improved roadway. Vehicle operating cost, like travel
time, varies with the characteristics of the trip made including trip iength, running speed, and
speed change cycles. For each trip with the potential to use a beltway or non-beltway
alternative the vehicle operating costs with and without the new facility were calculated using
the results of the travel demand model. Again, the methodology and data of the HPMS model
was used. With this methodology, vehicle operating costs vary with trip length, the various
speeds on different portion of the trip, and the type of vehicle. Excess vehicle operating costs
due to speed change cycles are also calculated by type of vehicle.

Accident Reduction Cost Savings. Improvement in roadway safety is another reason for
considering roadway improvements. Because freeways and access controlied facilities are
safer than roadways of a lesser standard, Lincoln beltway and non-beltway alternatives could
reduce accident potential compared to the existing roadway system. National average accident
rates by type of accident (fatal, injury, property damage only) and by type of roadway facility
(freeway, principal arterial, etc.) were used to calculate accident potential in the Lincoln area
with and without the roadway improvements considered.

To include the impact of reducing accidents in the transportation efficiency evaluation, a
monetary. value was associated with each type of accident. The values used for this study are
based on the “The Economic Cost of Motor Vehicie Crashes (National Roadway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA), 1994). They are:

1. $2,854,000 per fatality

2. $654,000 per seriously injured person

3. $20,600 per other injured person

3. $1.600 per property damage only (PDO) vehicle

Total Transportation Efficiency Benefits. Total estimated transportation efficiency benefits over
the 33-year analysis period, discounted at seven percent are presented in Table 2.12.

Itis estimated that 33 years from the beginning of construction, a beitway or non-beitway
alternative would save between $56 and $141 million to travelers in Lincoln depending on the
alternative. The altematives can be grouped in three categories based on total efficiency
benefits. ‘

1. The highest total benefits are for alternatives that combine a close beltway with
another close or mid beltway.

*+ Route 2: EC-1to SC-4

* Route 3: EC-1to SM-4

* Route 8: EM-1 to SC-4 (west of Magee Lake)
* Route 9: EM-1 to SC-4 (via north diagonal)
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2. The next group of alternatives is less economically feasible; however, a change in
discount rate to 6 percent or some reduction in costs could make them more
feasible. This group includes the all mid alternatives.

+ Route 10: EM-1 to SM-4 (west of Magee Lake)
* Route 11: EM-1 to SM-4 (east of Magee Lake)
+  Route 14: EM-1 to SM-4 (via north diagonal)

None of these routes impact Wilderness Park.

3. The last group of alternatives is the least economically feasible. This group includes
the east far beltway alternatives, and non-beltway option 3.

*  Route 16: EF-1to SC-4
*  Route 17: EF-1to SM-4 (via short diagonal)
» Non-Beltway Option 3

Again, one of the alternatives (Route 17) avoids impacts to Wilderness Park.

It should be pointed out that this analysis was performed using the Build Out Scenario (BOS)
iand use pian which is based on the approved 1994 Comprehensive Pian. Since that time, the
BOS li land use plan was developed to account for revisions (amendments) to the 1994 plan
(see Section 2.4.1). The assumptions in the BOS |l scenario include large increases in beltway
traffic volumes which are expected to improve most of the benefit/cost ratios to greater than 1.0
(see Section 2.4.4).

2.3.7 Wilderness Park Considerations

Wilderness Park was initially acquired with a $500,000 grant from the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD)} in the late 1960s and early 1970s for the purpose of
flood control. Consuitation with HUD indicated that there are no special requirements related to
use of land purchased with these types of HUD grants. No Land and Water Resources Fund
(LWRF) moneys were ever used for development of Wilderness Park. Therefore, the project
would not need to comply with Section 6(f). However, Section 4(f) of the 1966 Transportation
Act prohibits the FHWA from approving use of tand from a significant publicly owned public -
park, recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowi refuge, or any significant historical site unless a
determination is made that: (i) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of the
property, and (ii) the action includes all possibie planning to minimize harm to the property
resulting from such use.

Anticipated Park Impacts. At the beginning of the Level llf analysis, two beltway (SC-1 and SC-
4) and two non-beltway alternatives (options 1 and 2) required takings for new crossings
through Wilderness Park (and all would require grade separations over Salt Creek and the
railroad tracks}). One non-beltway alternative (option 3) also required park takings for widening
the existing at-grade crossing through the park.
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One measure of the impacts of improvements in the east beltway study area has been the effect
on 84™ Street, Improving 148" Street to expressway standards would result in a approximate 6
percent reduction in traffic volumes along 84" Street in the vicinity of East O Street. Although
the reduction in traffic on 84" Street is more dramatic south of N-2, where a reduction of 25
percent is anticipated, in comparison, improving 98" Street to non-beltway standards would
result in almost a 40 percent reduction in the number of lane miles along 84™ Street that are in
the E/F Level of Service range.

This scenario would require taking an estimated 30 houses, including 2 historic structures; five
other historic structures are located within 0.4 km (0.25 mi). In comparison, the east far
alternative would require 10 houses, none of which are historic. The construction cost for the
148" Street beltway scenario was an estimated 9 percent higher than the east far alternative.

148" Street Non-Beltway Scenario. Under this scenario, 148" Street would be improved to a 4-
lane non-beltway section. Direct access to 148" Street would be permitted for agricultural and
residential properties on either side of the roadway. Existing cross roads would remain as
intersections, but no interchange would be constructed at {-80.

When 148" Street is modeled as a non-beltway, the assumption is that the capacity of the
roadway is increased from 6,000 to 28,000 vehicles per day with a speed of 60 km/h (40 mph).
Since this capacity is uniikely to be reached, modei resuits wouid be inaccurate. Therefore,
recommended assumptions for 148™ Street were to use the no-build network. Under these
assumptions of a paved 2-lane rural roadway, traffic ievels on 148" Street would be '
approximately 1,500 vehicles per day near East O Street, and would taper off to about 600
vehicles per day to the north and south.

Since this scenario has no interchange at [-80 and includes no restriction of access to adjacent
properties, the potential for 148" Street to relieve traffic congestion along other major arterials is
even less than with the 148" Street beltway scenario.

The 148"™ Street non-beltway scenario would require taking an estimated 12 houses, including 2
historic structures; five other historic structures are located within 0.4 km (0.25 mi). in
comparison, the east far alternative would require 10 houses, none of which are historic. The
construction cost was estimated as 12 percent lower than the east far alternative.

Comparison with Other East Alternatives. Comparison of the benefits and impacts of the 148"
Street alternative with other east alternatives indicates that 148" Street is not as viable an
alternative as other available alternatives. Although it will operate efficiently and effectively as a
2-lane rural roadway for many years to come, improving it to 4-lanes in either the beltway or
non-beltway configuration would do little to relieve traffic congestion on other major urban
arterials.

Based on these considerations, the 148™ Street scenarios were not carried forward for further
analysis.
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Four Finalist Alternatives. The remaining five end-to-end alignments were split into their four
separate south and east components, and these four finalist beltway alternatives along with
various connectors were carried forward for the Level 1V analysis. These were SM-4, EC-1,
EM-1 and EF-1 (Figure 2.9).

24 LEVEL IV ANALYSIS OF THE FINALIST ALTERNATIVES

In the Level IV analysis, each finalist beltway alternative was refined, providing a preliminary
alignment, functional interchange design and updated traffic projections. The Level IV analysis
provides a more precise assessment of the impacts and benefits than previous analyses.

2.4.1 Build Out Scenario It Land Use Plan

As described previously in Section 2.1.7, land use revisions to the 1994 Lincoln-Lancaster
County Comprehensive Plan were modeled as the Build Out Scenario Il (BOS i) land use pian
(see Figures 3.1 and 3.2 in Chapter 3). The BOS il plan assumes greater population growth
and an expanded urban service area beyond that included in the previously approved Build Out
Scenario (BOS) (which was current at the time of the Level Ill analysis). The planned increase
in-population growth and physical expansion of the City has a direct impact on the projected
traffic volumes for all beltway scenarios. In addition to greater population densities within the
Lincoln metropolitan area, roadways carrying traffic external to the metropolitan area are also
planned to see higher growth than that anticipated in the BOS model. For the purposes of this
study, it was assumed that the BOS II land use plan would build out with a 25 to 30 year period.
The external growth estimates, provided by the NDOR, reflect conditions that will likely exist 30
years into the future. Thus, the BOS 1l land use represents a 25 to 30 year planning horizon.

it should be noted that the current plan forecasts that about two-thirds of the south beltway
study area and most portions of the east beltway study area will remain undeveloped within the
25 year time frame. There are no assumptions of expansion into the Stevens Creek basin
which is currently being studied for planning purposes. However, if the result of the Stevens
Creek Basin Study Initiative is to recommend of expansion of the urban service area into the
watershed, traffic volumes on the beltway alternatives would be even greater.

242 Comprehensive Plan Street Network

Since initiation of the beltway study, the Lincoln-Lancaster Planning Department also updated
the future roadway network to include additional street improvements. Most relevant to the
beltway traffic were the improvements and recommendations found in the Southeast Fringe
Roadways Study, South and East Fringe Roadways Study, East O Street Project, and Antelope
Valley MIS. These improvements were included in the updated network using the most recent
information available at the time. Figure 2.10 is an illustration of the improvements identified in
the comprehensive plan and included in the future transportation network.

2.4.3 Traffic Projections

New traffic projections were developed for each of the beltway scenarios using the revised land
use assumptions and future roadway network. Figures 2.11 to 2.13 illustrate the projected
traffic volumes for each of the beltway alternatives. The total vehicle miles of travel expected for
each of the end-to-end beitways is as follows:
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Table 2.14
EFFECT OF BELTWAY
ON KEY ARTERIAL STREETS
(With BOS Il LAND USE)

CLOSE MIDDLE FAR
VS. VS, VS.
STREET NO BUILD{ CHANGE NO BUILD| CHANGE NO BUILD | CHANGE
SEGMENT VPD VPD % VPD VPD Yo VPD VPD %
South Beitway Between:
Hwy 77 & 27th 20,400 N/A N/A 19,400 N/A N/A 19,100 N/A N/A
27th & 56th 20,700 N/A N/A 19,500 N/A N/A 19,100 N/A N/A
i 56t & 84th 20,100 N/A N/A 18,000 N/A N/A 17,100 N/A - N/A
i: 84th & Hwy 2 19,600 N/A N/A 15,600 N/A N/A 14,700 N/A N/A
East Beitway Between;
i-80 & Fletcher 25,000 N/A N/A 23,000 N/A N/A 20,000 N/A N/A
! Fletcher & Adams 23,700 N/A N/A 25,400 N/A N/A 24,700 N/A N/A
~ |Adams & 0" St. 20,800 N/A N/A 28,300 N/A N/A 26,500, N/A N/A
O’ 51, & Van Domn 29,200 N/A N/A 26,200 N/A N/A 22,100 N/A N/A
Van Dom & Old Cheney 23,900 N/A N/A 21,200 N/A N/A 17,400 N/A N/A
Old Chenay & Hwy 2 14,100 N/A N/A 14,500 N/A N/A 13,800 N/A N/A
US 77 Between:
Saitillo & Old Cheney 24,300 4,000 20%] 24,200 3,900 19%1 24,400 4,100 20%
Old Cheney & Van Dorn 29,800 3,400 13%{ 30,000 3,500 13%| 29,700 3,200 12%
Van Dorn & I-80 35,6004 3,000 9%] 36,000 3,400 10% 35,000 2,400 7%
Hwy 2 Between:
84th & 112th 16,200 -7,100 -30%; 15,100 -8,200 -35% 16,700 -7,600 -33%
. 56¢h & 84th 25,100 -6,000 -19%| 25,800 -5,300 -17%} 25,800 -5,300 -17%
27th & 56th 31,200 -5,200 -14%i 32,000 -4,400 -12%{ 31,800 -4,600 -13%
27th & Van Dom- 53,400 4,700 10%y 53,800 5,100 -10%| 55,000 6,300 13%
T us 34/
i O’ Street Between:
E g8th & 84th 27,600 5,800 27%} 21,800 0] 0%] 22,200 400 2%
84th & 56th 39,200 600 2% 38,700 100 0% 38,000 400 1%
& f 56th & 40th 40,700 0 0%§ 41,100 400 1%{ 41,000 300 1%
| 40th & 27th 42 200 -200 0%} 42,400 0 0%) 42,000 -400 -1%
i 27th & 10th 25,700 0 0% 25,060 -700 -3%} 26,200] - 500 2%
' UsS 8 Between:
; ! {-80 & 84th 20,800 -11,600 -35%| 23,200 -9,200 -28%| 25,400 -7,000 -22%
84th & 56th 22,800 -2,100 -8%f 23,700 -1,300 -5%1 24,300 -700 -3%
56th & 33rd 31,800 -400 -1%§ 32,000 -300 1% 31,300 -1,000 -3%
33rd & 27th 32,800 -300 -1%| 35,260 2,000 6%} 33,000 -200 1%
27th & 14th 32,200 -700 -2%4{ 33,100 200 1%} 32,300 -BG0 2%
I-8C Between:
Hwy 77 S & Comnhusker 51,800 -1,800 -3%} 52,400 -1,200 -2% 53,000 -500 -1%
Cornhusker & 1-180 43,400 -1,400 -3%| 44,060 -800 -2% 44,000 -800 2%
1-180 & 27th 48,100 -1,900 -4%} 49,500 -500 -1%1 49,400 -600 1%
27th & 56th 44,200 -1,800 -4%i 45,700 -400 1% 45,300 -800 2%
56th & Hwy 6 47,600 -3,800 «7%| 46,800 -4,500 9%} 49,000 -2,400 -5%
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Table 2.14 {cont'd)

EFFECT OF BELTWAY
ON KEY ARTERIAL STREETS

CLOSE MIDBLE FAR
2030 VS, VS, VS,

STREET NO BUILD NO BUILD| CHANGE NC BUILD { CHANGE NQ BUILD | CHANGE

SEGMENT VPD VPD VPD % VPD VPD % VPD VPD %o
oth/10th Streets Between: )
‘Q' St. & Van Dorn ‘1 51.500 ]51.100{ -400 -1% 50.800 -700 1% 51.600 100 0%
27th Street Between:
'O’ St. & Normat 30,500 {31,000 500 2% 31,300 800 3% 30,900 400 1%
Normai & South 25,000 |25,200 200 4% 25,400 400 2% 25,100 100 0%
South & Hwy 2 19,500 ]18,300] -200 -1% 19,800 300 % 18,900 -600 -3%
Hwy 2 & Oid Cheney 28.100 3126,700{ -1,400 -5% 27.000{ -1,100 4% 26,500{ -1,600 -68%
Old Cheney & Pine Lake 26.200 {24,800f -1,400 -5% 25,000 -1,200 -5% 25,20G6{ -1,000 -4%
Pine Lake & Yankee Hili 17,600 {17,000] -800 -3% 17,200 -400 -25%% 17,100 -500 -3%
Yankee Hili & Rokeby 13.800 {13,400] -400 -3% 13.500 -300 -2% 13,600 -200 1%
Rokeby & Saliitio 4,600 {5.300 700 15% 5.300 700 15% 5.300 700 15%
56th Strest Between:
'™’ St. & Cotner* 32,800 131,200¢ -1.800 -5% 32.600 -200 -1% 33,100 300 1%
Cotner & 'a’ St 20,400 |19.400F -1.2300 -8% 19,900 -500 -2% 20,800 400 2%
‘A’ St & Normai 19,200 |148,100} -1.100 -6% 18,800 -400 -2% 19,900 700 4%
Normal & Pioneer 23,000 22,000} -1,000 ~4% 22,500 -500 -2% 23,600 600 3%
Piocneer & Hwy 2 27,400 |26,800f -600 2% 22,700 -4,700 -17% {23,600} -3,800 -14%
Hwy 2 & Pine Lake 28,600 {27,900 -700 -2% 28,200 -400 -19% 28,200 -400 -1%
Pine Lake & Yankee Hitl 10,300 {10,100f -200 -2% 10,400 100 1% 10,400 100 1%
Yankee Hill & Sattillo 10,100 | 5.200] -4.800 -49% 5.500 -4.660 -46% 5.600 -4,500 -45%
70th Street Between:
Hwy 6 & Adams 18.60C {17,000{ -1,600 -9% 17,600 -1,000 -5% 17,900 <700 -4%,
Adams & '‘O° Si. 25,300 |23,200{ -2,100 -8% 23,500{ -1,800 7% 24.300% -1,000 -4%
‘0" §t. & Van Darn 33,300 131,200 -2.100 -6% 31900 -1.400 -4% 32,400 -300 -3%
Van Dorn & Hwy 2 27.900 [24,600{ -3,300 -12% [25,400]| -2.500 -9% 28,100{ -1,800 -6%
Hwy 2 & Yankee Hill 11,300 { 9,400{ -1,900 -17% | 10,100 -1,200 «11% | 10,400 -900 -8%
Yankea Hill & Saltilio 4100 {24001 -1.700 -41% 2.800 -1.300 -32% 3.100 -1.000 -24%
84th Street Between:
Hwy 6 & Adams 22,100 [17.700f -4,400 -20% {17,200| -4.900 -22% | 18,200} -3,900 -18%
Adams & '0O' St 33,100 30,700 -2.400 -7% 31,200] -1,900 6% 31,200} -1.900 -6%
'‘Q' St. & Van Dorn 27,900 126,600f -t300 -5% 27.100 -800 -3% 26,900{ -1,000 -4%
Van Dorn & Qid Cheney 32,700 {30,200 -2,500 -8% 31,200] -1,500 -5% 31.200{ -1,500 -5%
Otd Cheney & Hwy 2 27.000 {22 600{ -4400 -16% {24,4001 -2,600 -10% [24,900] -2,100 -8%
Hwy 2 & Yankee Hilt 12,700 | 7,700 | -5,000 -39% 8,100 -4,600 «36% 8,100 -4 600 -36%
Yankee Hill & Rokeby 40 700 660 1650% | 1,700 1.660 4150% { 2,000 1,960 4900%
Rokebv & Saltillo 10 600 590 5800% | 1.700 1.690 16900% | 1.900 1.890 18900%
148th Street Between:
Hwy 6 & Fletcher 3,600 [ 1,000} -2,600 -72% 700 -2,900 -81% 1,500 -2.100 -58%
Fietcher & Adams 5,700 {3,100 -2,600 -46% 1,300 -4,400 -T7% 430 -5,270 -92%
Adams & '0O' St 7.000 {3700 -3,300 -47% 2,000 -5,000 -71% 1,100 -5,800 -84%
'0’ St. & Pioneers 6,500 {4,500 -2,000 31% 700 -5,800 -89% 380 -6.120 -94%
Pioneers & Pine Lake 6,100 | 3,700 -2,400 -39% 430 -5,670 -93% 400 -5,700 -93%
Pine Lake & Hwy 2 4,800 {35001 -1.300 27% 60 -4.740 -09% 80 -4,720 -38%

includes one-way volumes on Cotner & 56th St
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Table 2.14 (cont'd)
EFFECT OF BELTWAY

ON KEY ARTERIAL STREETS

CLOSE MIDDLE FAR
2030 V8. V5. V5,

STREET NO BUILD NG BUILD| CHANGE NO BUILD | CHANGE NO BUILD | CHANGE

SEGMENT VPD VPD VPD % VPD VPD % VPD VPD %
Fletcher Avenue Between:
98th & Hwy 6 4,500 |7.000| 2500 56% 8.700 4,200 93% 7.200 2,700 60%
Adams Street Between:
98th & 84th 10,000 ]13,100} 3,100 N% 11,200 1,200 12% 10,700 700 7%
84th & 56th 12,300 112,100f -200 -2% 12,100 -200 -2% 12.100 -200 2%
Van Dorn Between:
98th & B4th 4,900 | 4,300 -600 -12% 4,700 -200 -4% 4,800 -100 -2%
84th & 56th 12,900 12,700t -200 -2% 12,500 -300 -2% 12,500 -400 -3%
S6th & 40th 10,800 10,5001 -300 -3% 10,200 -600 -6% 11.200 400 4%
Hwy 2 & Hwy 77 23.100 21.400F -1,700 -7% 20,8001 -2,300 -10%  [20.300] -2.800 -12%
0ld Cheney Between:
98th & 84th 5,000 40001 -1,000 -20% 4,400 -600 -12% 4,500 -500 -10%
84th & Hwy 2 21,300 21,700 400 2% 21,400 100 0% 21.500 200 1%
Pine Lake Rd Between:
Hwy 2 & 70th 7.900 8,900 1,000 13% 8,400 500 % 8,100 200 3%
70th & 561h 20,300 [19,600f -700 -3% 19,2007 -1,100 -5% 19,100 -1.200 -6%
56th & 27th 27,300 126,100; -1,200 ~4% 26,2004 -1,100 -4% 26,1001 -1,200 -4%
27th & 141h 15,400 15,1001 -300 -2% 15,100 -300 -2% 15,200 -200 -1%
Yankee Hilt Between:
G8th & 84th 12,300 | 7,800 -4,500 37% 8,100 -4,200 -34% 8,000 -4,300 -35%
84th & 70th 22,500 114,2007 -8,300 -37% 14,0001 -8,500 -38% | 13,800} -8,700 -39%
70th & 56th 24,700 {17,000 -7,700 -31% | 16,9007 -7,800 -32% 16,7001 -8,000 -32%
S6th & 27th 26,600 :22,100] -4,500 -17% 22,100 -4,500 -17% {21,900} -4,700 -18%
27th & 14th 22,000 119,200] -2,800 -13%  [19.500] -2.500 -11% | 19,5001 -2.500 ~11%
Saltilio Between:
@8th & 84th 300 70 230 “T1% 130 -170 -57% 90 -210 ~70%
84th & 70th 430 30 -400 -93% 50 -380 -88% 20 -430 -95%
70th & 56th 4500 12900 -1,600 -36% 3.100 -1,400 -3M% 3,200 -1,300 -29%
56th & 27th 7,500 {3000 -4,500 -60% 3,200 -4,300 -57% 3,200 -4,300 -57%
27th & Hwy 77 7.800 {4,300] -3.500 -45% 4,300 -3.500 -45% 4,200 -3,600 -46%
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BOS to BOS It Comparison. Figure 2.15 illustrates the comparison between the BOS and BOS |
model outputs for VMT and VHT for the respective network without construction of a beltway. As
expected, both statistics show an increase in the BOS If over the BOS land use and network.
This is to be expected because of the greater development and higher poputation in the BOS Ii
land use scenario. The increase is approximately 16 percent for VMT and 27 percent for VHT.

Beltway Alternative Comparison. A comparison of the beltway alternatives to the no build base
condition using the BOS |l land use and future network is presented in Figures 2.16 and 2.17.
Figure 2.16 shows the VMT and VHT for each alternative. Figure 2.17 iliustrates the difference
in VHT of each alternative as compared to the no build beitway alternative. Figure 2.17 also
compares the projected time savings for each alternative using the BOS and BOS I travel
demand models. These statistics show that there is a considerable improvement in projected
vehicle hours traveled with any of the beltway alternatives as compared to the no build alternative.
The differences between the beltway alternatives are minimal. However, it is interesting that the
expected time savings with EM-1 is slightly better than EC-1 with the BOS [l model. The reverse
relationship occurred with the BOS model.

2.4.5 Cosf Effectiveness Analysis

In Section 2.3.6, a detailed discussion of cost-effectiveness and economic efficiency was
conducted on seven candidate beltway aiternatives and two non-beltway alternatives. This
analysis was done using the BOS travel demand model which, as stated earlier, showed less
traffic using the beltways and a lower reduction in VHT (time savings) than the updated BOS Hf
model. Despite the fact that traffic volumes were projected to be lower, the beltway alternative
was shown to be generally cost-effective with the east-close and east-mid alternatives having a
benefit-cost ratio approaching 1.0. The BOS | model show substantially better statistics in terms
of time savings and therefore, it is anticipated that further economic analysis would show even
more convincingly that constructing EC-1 or EM-1 is cost-effective.

An analysis of the time savings with the BOS [l model comparing the end-to-end beltway
alternatives and no-build alternatives indicates a relatively quick payoff of the investment,
Assuming an average time value of $14.15 per hour, construction costs and residual values
identified in Section 2.3.6.2, and a 7 percent discount rate, the investment to construct the end-
to-end beltway would be paid off in time savings alone in 14 years for SM-4/EC-1, 13 for SM-
4/EM-1, and 19 for SM-4/EF-1. This assumes the reduction in VHT over the analysis period is
consistent with estimates from the BOS |l mode! summarized in Figure 2.17. It also assumes
straight line growth in time savings from 0 hours at the beginning of Year 1 to over 43,500,000
hours per year in Year 20 after construction. This is unrealistic since a large number of motorists
will begin using the beltways immediately after construction. Therefore, the actual payback period
could be much sooner. Figure 2.18 compares each alternative in terms of the estimated number
of years to pay off the investment. Based on payoff periods of 13 to 19 years, all three end-to-end
beltway alternatives for all the east alignments are considered to have a positive benefit-cost ratio
and are economically feasible; therefore, no additional benefit-cost a@nalyses were conducted.
These calculations are based on extremely conservative assumptions and include no savings
benefits related to the reduction in accidents.
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2.4.6 Traffic Engineering Analysis

Traffic engineering analyses are an integral part of the planning process for any transportation
facility, these analyses generally include consideration of both supply and demand. The south and
east beltways study included preliminary traffic analyses that evaluated key components of the
proposed beltway project including basic number of lanes, connecting link improvements and
interchange design.

2.4.6.1 Capacity and Level of Service

In planning studies, the demand component of the traffic analysis includes the use of traffic
projections based on the adjacent roadway network and {and uses in the corridor. Roadway
capacity is a measure of the supply for a transportation facility and is a function of many factors,
including geometric features, access control and facility type. For purposes of the beltway
study, the capacity for many types of facilities was obtained from the Lincoln-Lancaster County
Planning Department. These values for capacity are based on the conditions present in the
Lincoln area as indicated by the transportation model for the City.

Level of Service is a qualitative measure used to characterize the operational conditions within
a traffic stream and their perception by motorists (Transportation Research Board, 1998). The
following descriptions of level of service characterize these conditions for freeway facilities in
terms of speed, travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and comfort and
convenience.

LOS A describes free-flow operations. Free-flow or near free-flow speeds prevail on
both freeway and arterial type roadways. Vehicles are aimost completely unimpeded in
their ability to maneuver within the traffic stream.

LOS B represents reasonably free flow. Free-flow speeds are maintained on freeways,
and arterial streets maintain approximately 70 percent of free-flow speed. The ability to
maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly restricted, and the general level of
physical and psychological comfort provided to drivers is still high.

LOS C provides for flow with speeds at or near the free-flow speed of the freeway.
Arterial streets flow at roughly 50 percent of the free-flow speed. Freedom to maneuver
within the traffic stream is noticeably restricted at LOS C, and lane changes require more
care and vigilance on the part of the driver.

LOS D is the level at which freeway speeds begin to decline slightly with increasing
flows. Arterial streets are now averaging 40 percent of free-flow speed. In this range,
density begins to increase somewhat more quickly with increasing flow. Freedom to
maneuver within the traffic siream is more noticeably limited, and the driver experiences
reduced physical and psychological comfort levels.
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LOS E, at its highest capacity, represents operation at capacity. Operations at this level
are volatite since there are virtually no usable gaps in the traffic stream. Speeds on
arterial streets average 30 percent of free-flow speed. Maneuverabiiity within the traffic

stream is extremely limited, and the level of physical and psychological comfort afforded
the driver is poor.

LOS F describes breakdowns in vehicular flow.

In general, planning studies strive to achieve LOS C for future year traffic volumes. LOS C is
used to ensure efficient use of resources while providing an acceptable level of service to the
traveling public for the design year. Typical values for roadway capacity by facility type for LOS
C were also obtained from the Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Department. Table 2.15 lists
the maximum traffic volumes at LOS C for various types of roadways.

Table 2.15
MAXIMUM TRAFFIC VOLUMES AT

LEVEL OF SERVICE C
VERSUS FACILITY TYPE

TYPE OF STREET AND NUMBER OF THROUGH LANES MAXIMUM CAPACITY
(2-Way Traffic) {vehicles per day)

2-lane surfaced street, 7.9-9.8 m (26-32 ft) wide, without turn janes . 3,500 -6,000
2-lane surfaced street, 7.9-9.8 m (26-32 ft) wide, with turn tanes 6,000 - 14,600
4-lane surfaced street, 13.4 m {44 ft} wide, without turn lanes 16,000
4-lane surfaced stree, 13.4-18 m (44-60 ft} wide, with turn lanes 20,000 - 24,600
4-lane surfaced street with medians 28,000 - 30,000
4-fane divided roadway with partial access control 32,000 |
4-tane divided roadway with full access control 38,000
8-lane surfaced roadway with medians 40,000

Source: Lincoln-L.ancaster County Planning Department

These values were used in conjunction with the traffic projections from the BOS [l mode! to
determine the appropriate number of lanes for the beltways and connecting finks. The scope of
the beltway study included characterization of the proposed beltway as a freeway type facility
with full access control. The capacity, as determined by the local planning agency, for a four-
lane divided roadway with full access control is approximately 38,000 vehicles per day at LOS
C. The projected volumes on the beltway are all under this threshold, indicating that as a
freeway, the beltways will operate at an acceptable level. The volumes on the beltways range

from 13,800 to 29,300 vehicles per day. The range of volumes is a refiection of the different

connecting link volumes. These volumes have a much greater effect on beltway traffic than
does distance from the city. :
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2.4.6.2 Connecting Links

The roadways leaving the edge of Lincoln on both the south and east sides that will intersect
the beltway at an interchange were evaluated based on the traffic projections from the BOS Il
land use plan and the capacities at LOS C for roadways in the Lincoin area. The traffic
projections for all connecting links except US 34 (O Street) were within the acceptable range for
a two-lane roadway. The US 34 link is projected to require a four-lane facility, however, these
improvements are already planned by NDOR.

2.4.6.3 Interchange Design

Preliminary interchange design was required as part of the beltway study to allow fufl contro! of
access to the proposed beltways. The interchange locations were chosen based on a number
of factors. Use of the beltway by heavy trucks, through traffic and connectors necessitate
interchanges at [-80, US 34, US 6, US 77, and N-2. The distance between additional
interchanges at section line roads was established at not less than 3.2 km (2 mi) to provide for
smooth traffic flow between interchanges and minimize impact to surrounding properties.
Shorter interchange spacing can result in less than desirable merge and weave characteristics
and should be avoided if possible,

In addition to traffic and geometric considerations, interchange locations were also evaluated
based on potential impacts to historic properties near the interchanges or along roadways that
connect to the beltway interchanges. Specifically, there are no historic properties atong the
connector roads to the proposed interchanges at South 27", South 68", Pine Lake Road,
Pioneers Boulevard, and Fletcher Avenue. In contrast, no interchanges are proposed along
Yankee Hill Road, Old Cheney Road, Van Dorn Street, A Street and Havelock Avenue which all
have historic properties along them. The only connector roads with historic properties in close
proximity are South 84™ (Wunibald Farmstead), O Street (Mayer Farmstead and Haeger Dairy),
and Adams Street (road sign). Of these, only the Wunibald Farmstead is expected to be
impacted by the beltway project.

The three basic types of interchanges that were evaluated for use on the beltway are: diamond,
cloverleaf and directional. A brief description of each type of interchange and its application in
the beltway study is included below:

Diamond.. A diamond interchange provides ramps for entry and exit onto the freeway
with the ramp terminals having either stop sign or traffic signal control at the intersection
with the intersecting roadway. This type of interchange was used for all interchanges
with surfaced arterial streets. Diamond interchanges are proposed at the intersection
with the following connecting links on the south beltway: 27™ Street, 68" Street, and 84"
Street. Diamond interchanges are also proposed at the intersection with the following
connecting links on the east beitway: Fletcher Road, Adams Street, US 34, Pioneers
Boulevard, and Pine Lake Road. For cost estimating purposes of this study, it was
assumed that uitimately all unpaved county roads which provide access to the beltway
interchanges would be upgraded to 4-lane paved roadways.
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Preliminary Hydrology and Hydraulics. As part of the engineering analysis for the south and
east beltways project, preliminary hydrologic and hydraulic analyses were conducted. These
analyses were used to determine the preliminary impacts of the beltways on the waterways
within the corridor and to determine the major hydrologic issues that need to be addressed in
final design of the preferred alternatives.

The preliminary discharges for the alternatives for the south and east beltways were estimated
by methods outlined in the NDOR, Roadway Design Manual, Chapter 11: Drainage. The
rational method was used for structures with a drainage area iess than 259 ha (640 ac), and
regional regression equations for Nebraska were utilized for those drainage areas greater than
259 ha (640 ac). The discharge for Sailt Creek was obtained from the “Salt Creek at Wilderness
Park Hydrologic Study” (June 1999) by the US Army Corps of Engineers. A 100-year storm
frequency was estimated in locations of established floodplains. All other locations were
estimated using a 50-year storm frequency according to NDOR Design Manual Standards for
culverts on this type of facility. Additional information on hydrologic issues is provided in
Sections 3.17 and 3.18.

Right-of-Way Requirements. Right-of-way requirements were determined for each beltway
alternative assuming a 90 m (300-ft) width for the right-of-way. In addition, the number of
residential and commercial acquisitions required, and the number of residences and commercial
‘buildings within 0.4 km (0.25 mi) of the refined alignments were also determined. Additional
information on right-of-way requirements is provided in Section 3.6.

2.4.8 Construction Cost Estimates

Construction cost estimates were prepared based on the refined finalist beltway alignments.
These cost estimates are presented in Tables 2.16 and 2,17 and summarized in Table 2.18.
These estimates do not include mitigation costs.

Construction cost for the south beltway as a stand alone (partial beltway) project was estimated
at $107 million. Costs for the east aiternatives ranged from $128 million with EF-1, $147 million
with EC-1, and $157 million with EM-1.

Construction costs for end-to-end beitways ranged from $231 million with SM-4/EF-1, $249
miilion with SM-4/EC-1, and $252 million with SM-4/EM-1. Costs are within 8 percent of each
other for the end-to-end beltways, and within 14 percent for the stand alone east beltway
alternatives. This is within the 20 percent contingency contained in all cost estimates.
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TABLE 2.17
EAST BELTWAY PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES
1996 DOLLARS
CLOSE . Mp FAR
ITEM QUANTITY (ENGLISH) UNIT PRICE (ENGLISH) AMOUNT * QUANTITY (ENGLISH) UMIT PRICE (ENGLISH) AMOUNT * QUANTITY (ENGLISH) UNIT PRICE (ENGLISH) AMOUNT*
DIAMOND INTERCHANGE S5ea $3,254,000 316,270,000 Sea $3,254,000 $16,270,000 Sea $3,254,000 $16,270,000
structure 1230sqm {13,200 sq ft) 3370 ($90) $1,188,000 1230sqm (13,200 sq R} 3970 (390} §1,188,000 1230sgm (13,200 sq fi) $970 {390) §1,188,000
embankment 474000cum {620,000 cu yd) 3260 ($2) $1,240,000 | 474000 cum ({620,000 cu yd} §2.60 (32) $1,240,000 | 474000cum {620,000 cu yd) $2.60 ($2) $1,240,000
amps 19700sqgm {23.600 sq yd) 3§42 ($35) §826 000 19700sqm (23,600 sqyd) 342 (335) §826,600 19700sgm {23,600 sq yd) 342 {335) 526,000
’ total each $3,254,000 $3,254,000 $3,254,000
[DIRECTIONAL INTERCHANGE
i I-80/East Beltway
structure (8) 8439sqm (90,840sqf) $970 (%90} 38,175,600 8439 sqm {20,840 sqft) 3970 (390} $8,175,600 8439sqm (90,640 sq ft) $970 (390} $8,175,600
: embankmen! 1896 000 cum {2,460,000 cu yd) §2.60 (32) $4,960,000 % 896 000 cum {2,480,000 cu yd) $2.60 (32) $4,960,000 }16896000cum (2,480,000 cu yd) $2.60 (32} 34,960,000
ramps 123250 sqm (147,400 5q yd} $42  (335) $5.159.000 | 123250sqm {147,400 sq yd) $42  ($35) $5.159.000 | 123250sqm (147,400 sq yd) 342 (335) 5,159,000
! total each '§$18,294,600 $18,294,600 $18,294,600
5 East Bejtway/N-2/South Beltway 5 Structures 6 Structures 3 Structures
structure 5254sqm (56,550 sq ft) 3970 {%90) §5,089,500 9304 sqm (100,150 sq fi) §970 ($90) $9,013,500 3382sqm (36,400sqfl) 3970  {890) $3,276,000
embankment 969 460 cum  {1,268,000 cu yd} $2.60 {$2) $2,536,000 |1422000cum (1,860,000 cu yd) 3260 (32 $3,720,000 | 597 900cum (782,000 cu yd}. 3260 (32) 31,564,000
e ramps 124 200 sqm (149,100 sq yd) $42 (335} $5218500 | $11960sqm (133,900 sq yd} $42  ($35) 4686 500 | 111120sqm {132,900 sq yd} | $42 {335) $4,651,500
o fotal each $12,844,000 $17,420,000 £9,491,500
td
ROADWAY CROSSING Bea $1,170,000 $9,360,000 6ea $1,170,000 $7,020,000 Tea $1,170,000 $8,190,000
structure 873sqm (9,400 sq ft) $970 {390} $646,000 873sqm (9,400 sq 1) $970  (390) $646,000 873sqm {9,400 sq fi} 3970  {390) $645,000
embankmant 124000 cum {162,000 cu yd) $2.60 (52) $£324000 1 124000 cum (162,000 cu yd) 3260 (32) §$324,000 | 124000cum {162,000 cu yd} $2.60 (32} £324,000
total each $1,170,000 $1,170,000 31,170,000
1 RAILROAD CROSSING 1ea $1,834,000 $1,934,000 Oea $1,934,000 30 Oea 51;934,000 30
i
J structure 1170sqgm (12,600 5q fi) 3970 {390} $1,134.000 1170sqm {12,600sq ft) 3970 ($00) $1,134,000 1170sqm (12,600 sq 1) $970  (390) $1,134,000
embankmen! 300000 cum (400,000 cu yd} $260 (32) $600000 | 300000cum {400,000 cu yd} $2.60 (32} $6800060 | 300000cum (400,000 cu yd} $2.60 ($2) §8060,.600
I folal each 1,934,000 $1,934,000 $1,934,000
: i BIKE TRAIL CROSSING 2ea $580,000 $1,160,000 Dea $580,000 $0 1ea $5B0,000 $580,000
struciure 370sqm {4,000 sq fi} 970 (390) $360.000 370sqm {4,000sqft) $970 {390} $360,000 370sqm {4,000 sqf) $970  {$90} $360,000
7 embankment 84 100cum (110,000 cuyd) 3260 {(32) $220,000 84 100cum {310,000 cu yd} 3260 ($2) 3220000 84 100 cum {110,000 cu yd) 3260 (32) §220.000
l total each 3580,000 $580,000 3$580,000
e
MINOR STREAM CROSSING 2ea $756,000 $1,512,000 4 ea $756,000 33,024,000 Jea 2756,000 $2,268,000
| structure 780sqm (8,400 sq fi) $970 (3903 $7586,000 780sqm (8,400 sq fi} $970 (%90} $756,000 780sqm {(5400sqft) $870 (390} $756,000
i | embankment Ocum (0cuyd) $2.60 (32} £0 Ocum (0 cuyd) $2.60 ($2) $0 Ocum’ {(0cuyd) §2.60 (32 f0
et total each $756,000 §756,000 - §756,000
i MAJOR STREAM/RR CROSSING
| #1 lea $3,402,000 $3,402,000 0ea $0 $0 0ea $0 30
structure 3512sqm’ (37,800 sq fi) 3970 (390} $3,402,000 0sqgm {0sqf} $970 {890} ic Gsgm {0sqfl) $970 (390} $0
#2-Stevens Creek fea $8,316,000 $8,316,000 1ea $16,632,000 $16,632,000 Oea 30 $0
| structure 8584sqm (92,400 sq fi) 3970  (390) $8,316,000 17950 sqm (184,800 sq ft) $970 (390} $16,632,000 Osgm {0sqfl) 3970  (390) $0
INTERSECTIONS, AT GRADE 1ea $500,000 $500,000 1ea $500,000 $500,000 1ea 2500,000 $500,000
; PAVEMENT 263 210sqm {314,800 s5q yd) $42  (335) $11,018,000 § 269900 sqm {322,800 sq yd} $42 ($35) 511,208,000 | 269320sqm {322,100 sq yd) $42  ($35) $11,273,500
! SHOULDERS ’ 120650sqm (144,300 sq yd) $16  (513) $1,875000 | 123830sqm (146,100 sqyd) $16 (313} $1,925300 | 123 410sgqm {147,600 5q yd) $i6  (813) $1,918,800
E CONNECTING LINK PAVEMENT 106 020 sqm (126,800 sq yd) 330 {3$25) $3,170000 | 231770sqm {277,200 sq yd} $30 ($25) $6,930,000 | 305200sgm ({365,000 sq yd) $30  (325) $8.125,000
EXCAVATION 1174 400cum (1,536,000 cu yd} $2.60 {$2) $3,072,000 1601 700cum (2,151,000 cu yd) §2.60 (82 $4,302,000 1 539800cum (2,014,000 cu yd) $2.60 (32} $4,028,000
CULVERTS {major) Sea $250,000 $1,250,000 tea $250,000 $250,000 tea $250,000 $250,000
f DRAINAGE STRUCTURES 18 km (11.2 mi} $83,880 (8135,000) $1,512,000 18km {114 mi) $83,600 ($135,000} $1,639,0G0 18 km_ (11.4 mi} $83,880  ($135000) $1,5639,000
|
el SUBTOTAL $95,491,000 $105,405,000 $63,728,000
CONTINGENCIES 20% $19.098,000 20% $21,081,000 20% $16.746,000
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $114,588,000 $126,486,000 $100,474,000
[ENGINEERING DESIGN 6% $6,875,000 6% $7,589,000 6% $6,028,000
CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATIO 8% $9,167,000 8% $10,119,000 8% $8,038,000
HOUSES/ICOMMERCIAL Gea $500,000 $3,000,000 Sea $500,000 $2,500,000 i0ea $500,000 $5,000,000
RIGHT-OF-WAY 449ha (1,110 ac) $29,900 {$12,000) $13,320,000 388 ha {960 ac} $25,000 ({$%0,000) $9,600,000 449ha {1,110 ac) $20,000 ($8000) $8,880,000
TOTAL $745,551,000 756,294,000 728420000 ] 274b
* exended costs are based on English quantity and unit prices
|
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Tabie 2.18

SUMMARY OF BELTWAY CONSTRUCTION COSTS

ALTERNATIVE SM-4 EC-1 EM-1 EF-1
STAND-ALONE 107,000,000 147,000,000 157,000,000 128,000,000
END-TO-END - 249,000,000 | 252,000,000 | 231,000,000
(with SM-4)

It should be noted that the common interchange at N-2 results in a $12 million cost savings with
the EM-1 alternative which is not realized with the other two east alternatives. In contrast, the
SM-4/EC-1 alternative requires two interchanges at N-2, one 0.8 km (0.5 mi} east of 98" Street
and the other at 120" Street. The two N-2 interchanges for the SM-4/EF-1 alternative are
located at 120™ Street and 0.8 km (0.5 mi) east of 134" Street.

2.4.9 Environmental Analysis

The Level IV environmental analysis was defined as the preparation of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). Assessment of environmental impacts is addressed in Chapter 3 of
this FEIS document.

It should be noted that with additional refinements, the locations of centerlines and interchanges

were modified to further minimize conflicts. Therefore, Level Il and Level IV impact
assessments are not directly comparable.

C:\My Documents\Beltway\FEIS\CH2.502.wpd
22May02
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3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES OF THE FINALIST ALTERNATIVES

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Site Location. The study area for the Lincoln South and East Beltways Study is located on the
southern and eastern edges of the City of Lincoln, partially within the city limits, in Lancaster
County, Nebraska. The study area for the south beltway is bounded on the north by Yankee Hill
Road, on the south by the haif-section line 0.8 km (0.5 mi) south of Bennett Road, on the east
by the half-section line 0.8 km (0.5 mi) east of 148" Street, and on the west by US 77. The
study area for the east beltway is bounded on the west by 98" Street, on the east by the half-
section line 0.8 km (0.5 mi} east of 148" Street, on the north by 1-80, and on the south by N-2.

Topography and Drainage. The approximately 207 km? (80 sq mi) study area is characterized
by gently rolling uplands and nearly level bottomlands aiong Stevens Creek and Salt Creek
which drain the area. More strongly sloping areas occur along the foot slopes of the stream
terraces.

Vegetation. The native vegetation of Lancaster County was originally dominated by mid and tall
grasses with trees growing along the narrow stream floodplains. With settlement, the prairie
landscape was transformed by production agriculture which dominates the landscape today.
Although woodlands still remain along the watercourses, only a few remnant prairie locations
remain. Typical riparian woodland species in the study area are cottonwood, peach-leaf willow,
American elm, green ash, hackberry, mulberry, honey locust, and box elder. Wetlands are
generally limited to areas along the smaller stream courses.

Agriculture. Dominant crops are milo, corn, soybeans, wheat and hay crops. Historically, focal
farmers raised dairy and beef cattle, hogs, sheep and chickens; however, stock production has
decreased significantly in the county. In 1997, the market value of agricultural products sold
was $82,386,000. Crop sales accounted for 72 percent of the market value; livestock sales
accounted for 28 percent.

Demographic Charactleristics. Population in Lancaster County has shown steady increases
during the past several decades. From 1980 to 1990, the County as a whole grew from 192,882
to 213,641, a 10.8 percent increase during the ten-year period (Bureau of Census, 1990). The
population continued steady growth through the 1990's with a 2000 population of 250,291, a
17.2 percent increase (Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Dept, 2001). The annualized rate of
population growth in the County during the 1990s was 1.60-significantly higher than the
annualized rate of 1.03 during the 1980's (Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Dept, 2001).
Growth during the 1990's was attributable to both natural increase (more people born than
dying} (60 percent) and positive net migration (more people moving into the area than leaving)
(40 percent). The positive net migration reflected both strong domestic migration (54 percent)
and international migration (45 percent} (Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Dept, 1999).

Most of the growth in the region has occurred within the City of Lincoln which had a 2000
population of 225,581 and now accounts for 90 percent of the total population of the County.

3.1
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The annualized rate of population growth for the City during the 1990s was 1.63--significantly
higher than the annualized rate of 1.11 during the 1980's {Lincoln-Lancaster County Pianning
Department, 2001).

The farm population within the County continued a steady decline from 4,275 to 3,081 in the
ten-year period from 1980 to 1890. This contrasts with the rural non-farm population which had
a steady increase from 15,059 in 1980 to 17,982 in 1990 (US Bureau of Census 1992). More
current data is more limited but shows that full time farms decreased 6 percent from 713 to 670
in the 5-year period from 1992 to 1997 (US Bureau of Census 1997). Similarly, the average
size of farms decreased 5 percent from 123 ha (305 ac) to 117 ha (289 ac) during this period.
The trend in the beltway study area toward suburban growth is consistent with trends evidenced
in the comparison of the total County’s farm and non-farm population. The non-farm population
consists of persons living in unincorporated towns, or acreages and in other non-farm settings.

in addition, trends for the incorporated towns within the beltway study area also show increasing
populations. For example, the town of Waverly increased from 511 in 1960, to 1,869 in 1990,
and 2,448 in 2001. It is projected that the population of Waverly will range from 2,500 to 2,700
by 2010, a 17 to 26 percent increase from 1990.

3.2 LANDUSE
3.21 Existing Conditions

Agricultural Uses. Current land uses in the beltway study area are primarily agricultural. The
dominant crops are milo, corn, soybeans, wheat and hay crops. Historically, local farmers
raised dairy and beef cattle, hogs, sheep and chickens; however, stock production has
decreased significantly in the county. Like the rest of Lancaster County, the farm population in
the beltway study area has decreased considerably as the urban population of the City of
Lincoin has increased. Following this trend, land uses in the study area are beginning to
transition from agricultural to suburban uses.

Rural Non-Farm Uses. Although most of the tillable fand is in" active production, review of the
constraints map (see Figure 2.1) shows that there has been substantial development of non-
farm uses in the beltway study area. Some of this development has occurred in clusters;
however, the overall pattern is scattered throughout the area. The majority of the development
has been for residential land use.

In particular, farm home and farmstead split-offs are common, as well as residential acreages
(large lot single family homes). On the south, there are a large number of contiguous large iot
subdivisions. On the east the subdivisions tend to be fewer and more scattered. Some of the
subdivisions have special common use features such as an airstrip, lake, golf course, or
equestrian facilities. The east tends to have some of the older subdivisions as well as non-
subdivision areas of 2 ha (5 ac) lots which predate current zoning policies. These residential
areas appear to have been deliberately located to provide convenient access to O Street and
downtown Lincoln, or {-80 and Omabha. In comparison, the south tends to have many more
newer subdivisions appealing more generally to those interested in country living, but with quick
access to Lincoln on paved roads. In general, rural residences constructed in the beltway study
area are custom built homes for higher income households. :

3.2
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There are three unincorporated towns within the study area—Cheney on the south, and Prairie
Home and Walton on the east. These towns vary in size and generally reflect a rural community
neighborhood of mixed use that serves the local residents. Growth of these former railroad
junction towns has been relatively slow; however, the settlements closest to Lincoln, such as
Cheney and Walton, are experiencing some development pressure.

Commercial uses are very limited and are generally located along State Highways or are
internal to the unincorporated towns. Commercial uses are typically convenience-type services,
but are beginning to inctude large warehouse retail sales businesses such as Rod’s Outdoor

- Power and Apache Camper Center. Other commercial businesses in the study area include
several nursery, greenhouse and tree farm operations; two kennels; a pet cemetery; and grain
elevators at Cheney and Walton.

Industrial uses in the study area are few and are generally located along State Highways or
arterial roads due to the need for accessibility for work force and materials and the availability of
central utilities. Industrial sites include Williams Pipeline, Conoco Pipeline, Lincoln Qif Products,
Bedient Organ, and Norris Public Power District at US 77 and Saltillo Road; Parker Fluid
Connectors on O Street (US 34); Novartis, Pavers, Linweld, National Crane and ADM along US
6. There is one active quarry and sand pit in the project area; Schwarck Quarries, located along
South 54" Street south of Saltillo Road, produces crushed rock, agricultural lime and retaining
wall stone. Three private airstrips--Weaver Field, Stewart Field and Skyranch Acres (Pester
Field}-are also located in the study area.

Several urban recreational elements occur in the beltway study area including two city parks.
Wilderness Park, which extends 12 km (7.5 mi) from Lincoln to Saltillo Road along Sait Creek, is
owned by the County and operated by the City. The park provides hiking, bicycle and
equestrian trails. Jensen Park, located west of Cheney, is soon to be developed by the City of
Lincoln with ballfield facilities. There are three private golf courses within the study area--
Wilderness Ridge, Hidden Valley and Crooked Creek. Four other private courses abut the
study area (Yankee Ridge, Himark, Firethorn and Hillcrest Country Clubs). All of the golf
courses have surrounding housing developments. The lzaak Walton League has a facility
south of Highway 2 on South 134" Street, and the Boy Scouts of America have recently
purchased a property near A Street and Stevens Creek.

Other features throughout the beltway study area are extensive electric distribution lines, radio
and communication towers, rural and municipal water distribution systems, county maintenance
buildings, several cemeteries, and the MoPac and Murdock hiket/biker trails. The Marion
Catholic Center is located near 112" and Alvo Roads.

Local Planning Process, The City of Lincoln has a tradition of planning which dates back to the
1950s and the first Comprehensive Plan. The current 1994 Lincoln-Lancaster County
Comprehensive Plan embraces the concept of “managed contiguous growth” and the phasing of
infrastructure expenditures based on this policy. The plan was adopted with the understanding
that it should “provide for the overall health of the community, but only if such growth is not
injurious to the overalt health of the community's neighborhoods and commercial areas
including Lincoln’s downtown”. The Plan suggests a number of “policy initiatives for the healthy
growth and development of the community”.
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Figure 3.1

LINCOLN’S LAND USE PLAN
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In addition, consultation with the Nebraska Department of Aeronautics indicated that the most
important standard when locating a new road is the 20:1 approach (Anna Lannin, personat
communication with A. Zlotsky, 6 October 2000; Diane Hoffer, personal communication with A.
Zlotsky, 28 September 2000). In addition, in all three locations the beltway alternatives would
exceed the minimum licensing standards for a public use airport which includes a 20:1
approach from the end of the runway which would clear a 5§ m (15 ft) height over the road at a _
distance of at least 91 m (300 ft) from the end of the runway. Further, all three airfields are
already constrained by existing Holdrege Street and Saltillo Road. Beyond this, all three
locations were reviewed for potential height encroachment from light standards or elevated
bridges. Since lights are only proposed at interchanges, and no interchanges or elevated
bridges occur along the vector from the air fields, there would be no height constraints. itis
noted that the Stevens Creek Bridge would be in close proximity to Skyranch Acres, but it would
not occur along the approach to Skyranch Acres. As such, the proposed alternatives would
have no impact on air traffic or use of the three private airfields. However, the project will need
to be reviewed again regarding airspace considerations during final design with possible
coordination with FAA.

3.2.3 Proposed Mitigation
No mitigation for impacts to land use is proposed.
3.2.4 No Build Alternative

The no build alternative will not require conversion of existing land uses for road right-of-way,
other than that required for construction of the proposed future roadway network improvements.
Development pressure will continue under current growth policies as the City continues to grow.
In addition, changes in farming, farm consolidation and escalating agricultural land prices wil
contribute to urbanization of the area.

3.3 TRANSPORTATION

3.3.1  Existing Conditions

Traffic. Traffic data, regional growth trends and previous studies have all indicated a need for
south and east beltways. Some of the highest rates of growth have been on the south and east
fringes of the Lincoln necessitating a long-range plan to develop early identification of bypass
corridors and right-of-way retention. Existing through traffic, with external origin and destination,
exacerbates high traffic volumes on arterials such as US 6 and N-2. Internal to external trips
and externat to internal trips are currently made using arterial roadways with signalized
intersections and unlimited access to adjacent properties. This results in excessive delay and
congestion along these roadways.

Safety. The existing congested conditions along many of Lincoln’s arterial streets subject
drivers to increased exposure to accidents due to abrupt stopping, turning and lane changing.
Other safety concerns in the beltway study area are (1) the 1-80 interchange at Waverly, (2) the
at grade intersections of County Roads with US 77, N-2, US 34 and US 6, and (3) Saltilio Road
and 148" Streets which currently serve as popular routes for through traffic, especially trucks.
These locations have higher accident rates due to high speeds, less than desirable intersection
configurations, and/or high traffic volumes.
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Table 3.4

South and East Beftways

INCOME AND POVERTY STATISTICS
FOR BELTWAY CENSUS TRACTS

Lincoln, Nebraska

1990 Lancaster Census Tract Census Tract Census Tract Census Tract
CENSUS STATISTIC County 37.03 101 103 104
Median Household $28,909 $51,619 $35,212 $33,733 $30,799
income

Percent below 10.5% 5.6% 1.6% 4.1% 57%
Poverty Level

Table 3.5 shows the 2000 Census data for the number of minority residents in the beltway
census tracts compared to the number of minority residents in all of Lancaster County. The
percent of minarity residents in each of the four census tracts is substantially less than that of.
Lancaster County.

Table 3.5

MINORITY POPULATION STATISTICS

FOR BELTWAY CENSUS TRACTS

2000 Lancaster Census Tract Census Tract Census Tract Census Tract
CENSUS County 3712 101 103 104
STATISTIC

# % # % # % # %a # %
White 225,426 | 90.07 4,348 97.4 4,903 98.1 3,161 97.6 6,104 98.3
Black 7,052 2.82 24 0.5 11 0.2 2 0.1 13 0.2
American 1,509 | 0.64 4 0.1 16 0.3 15 0.5 12 0.2f
indian,
Eskimo, or
Aleut
Asian or 7,311 2.92 35 0.8 28| 05 34 1.0 36 0.5][
Pacific
Isiander
Other Race 4,225 1.69 14 0.3 20 0.4 17 0.5 22 0.4
Hispanic 8,437 3.37 41 0.9 55 1.1 31 1.0 52 0.8
Origin
{of any race)
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3.5.2 Impacts of the Four Finalist Alternatives

None of the finalist alternatives will impact low-income or minority neighborhoods or
populations.

3.5.3 Proposed Mitigation
No mitigation is necessary.
3.5.4 No Build Alternative

The no build aiternative would also have no impact on fow income or minority populations.
3.6 ACQUISITIONS AND RELOCATIONS
3.6.1 Existing Conditions

The beltway alternatives cross a predominately rural area dominated by production agricultural
and agricultural residential iand uses.

3.6.2 Impacts of the Four Finalist Alternatives

Acquisition of new right-of-way will be required for the beltway alternatives. Property owners of
land acquired will be paid fair market value for property taken and damages accrued. if both the
south and east beltways are constructed, the alternatives are expected to require the acquisition
of up to ten residential properties (including some farmsteads) that wili result in the
disptacement of the occupants from their residences. In addition, there are two business _
displacements--Major Qil Company along SM-4 and Stevens Creek Storage along EF-1. Some
of the farmsteads may also qualify as a business displacement. Table 3.6 lists the residential
properties requiring acquisition and relocation. Of these properties, at Jeast three are known to
have elderly residents; and there may be one minority resident in a rental property. With few
exceptions, the parcels affected are primarily owner occupied. The elderly are sometimes more
difficuit to relocate therefore residential relocation will begin as soon as possible to allow
sufficient time.,

3.6.3 Proposed Mitigation

Alt right-of-way acquisition will be handled in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. In addition,
relocation assistance for all eligible residential and business relocatees would be provided
without discrimination, through the Nebraska Relocation Assistance Act as required by federal
and state laws (Neb. Rev. Stat. Section 76-1214 ef seq.). '

A Relocation Assistance Program will be offered to all who are displaced by the project. This
program is designed to provide advisory assistance to all displacees and under many
circumstances, to make payments to help offset some of the expenses and costs experiences
by those who are displaced.
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Tabile 3.6

South and East Seltways

REQUIRED ACQUISITIONS AND RELOCATIONS

Lincoin, Nebraska

PARCEL ID PROPERTY TYPE RESIDENTIAL NUMBER OF
SQFT BS8EDROOMS’
SM-4
{3 Residences and 1 Business)

22-32-200-012-000 1 ha (2 ac) suburban acreage 2276 3
08-01-100-002-000 1 ha {2 ac} business (Major O#) - -
08-01-100-002-103 mobile home—double-wide 1518 3
08-02-400-003-000 2 ha {5 ac) farmstead split-off 3118 4

EC-1

(7 Residances)

17-36-300-002-000 43 ha (106 ac} farm 1920 5
16-01-200-001-000 2 ha {5 ac} suburban acreage 1617 3
16-01-200-002-000 2 ha (6 ac) farmstead split-off 2690 3
16-12-300-002-000 4 ha (9 ac) farmstead split-off 1536 4
16-24-300-006-000 1 ha (3 ac) suburban acreage 1921 2
16-25-100-006-000 8 ha (19 ac) suburban acreage 1592 4
17-36-204-001-000 1 ha (3 ac) suburﬁan acreage 3200 3

EM-1

{4 Residences}

22.29-300-005-000 10 ha {25 ac) suburban acreage 2211 4
22.32-200-015-000 3 ha(8ac) suburba_n acreage 1304 3
22-32-200-012-000 1 ha {2 acj suburban acreage 2276 3
22-29-100-007-000 8 ha (21 ac) suburban acreage 3215 3

EF-1

{7 Resldences and 1 Business)
24-33-100-001-000 5 ha (13 ac) farmstead split-off 3298 4
22-28-300-002-000 15 ha {36 ac) suburban acreage 1400 3
22-33-100-012-000 2 ha (5 ac) farmstead spilit-off 1632 3
22-33-200-003-000 6 ha (14 ac) farmstead split-off 1120 3
23-21-300-006-000 17 ha (42 ac) suburban agreage pius business 1713 3
{Stevens Creek Storage)

23-08-300-001-00 63 ha {155 ac) farm 1768 5
24-33-100-002-000 59 ha {147 ac) farm 672 2

' From the records of the Lancaster County Assessors Office

3.18















Final Environmental Impact Statement South and East Belfways
Praject No. DPU-3300(1) Lincoln, Nebraska

After initiation of the beltways study, Lincoln Electric System completed a transmission fine to
service the City of Waverly. This line is crossed by EM-1 and then continues parallel to the
beltway. During final design the beltway alignment may need to be adjusted to cross this
transmission line at a right angle in order to fit the beltway in between the transmission towers
which are spaced 205 to 210 m (675 to 700 ft) apart. This can be accomplished by moving the
afignment to the east of the substation located south of Adams Street or by crossing the line
where it turns west between Fletcher and Havelock Avenues.

Public Services and Facilities. Public services and public facilities are not expected to be
negatively impacted by construction of a beltway. The primary effect on community services will
be positive due to improved access for emergency vehicles.

3.7.3 Proposed Mitigation

Railroads. All of the beltway/raiiroad crossings wilf include grade separations over any active
raifroad lines.

Utilities. Ultility relocations wili be determined during final design. Any approvais for relocations
will be obtained from the affected utility at that time.

Public Services and Facilities. No mitigation is proposed.

3.7.4 No Build Alfernative

The no build alternative will avoid any impacts to railroads, utilities or public services and
facilities, other than that required for construction of the proposed future roadway network
improvements.

3.8 ECONOMIC IMPACTS
3.8.1 Existing Conditions

Lincoin and Lancaster County have experienced a growing and prosperous economy, resulting
in the sustained population growth, employment and aggregate income observed over the past
three decades. The City has continually expanded the area of the urban service area to meet

the demands for new residential, commercial, industrial, institutional and recreational land uses.

3.8.2 Impacts of the Four Finalist Alternatives

Construction Cost. The preliminary construction cost estimates are summarized in Tabie 3.9.
Costs are within 8 percent of each other for the end-to-end beltways, and within 19 percent for
the stand alone east beltway aiternatives. This is within the 20 percent contingency contained
in ali cost estimates. It should be noted that the common interchange at N-2 results in a $12
million cost savings with the EM-1 alternative which is not realized with the other two east
aiternatives. In contrast, the SM-4/EC-1 alternative requires two interchanges at N-2, one

0.8 km (0.5 mi) east of 98" Street and the other at 120" Street. The two N-2 interchanges for
the SM-4/EF-1 alternative are located at 120" Street and 0.8 km (0.5 mi) east of 134" Street.
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Tax Revenue. Based on average County tax valuations, the acquisition of private property to
construct an end-to-end beltway would remove up to $3.8 million from the County property tax
base, and reduce annual property tax revenue for the County by an estimated $100,000. This
amount is far less than 1 percent of the annual property tax revenues in the County.

Acquisition Costs. Construction cost estimates for acquisition of night-of-way, residences and
businesses are substantially higher than the average County tax valuations. For the purposes
of this study, acquisition costs were estimated at are $10.3 million for SM-4, $16.3 miltion for
EC-1, $12.1 million for EM-1, and $13.9 million for EF-1 (see Tables 2.16 and 2.17).

3.8.3 Proposed Mitigation
No mitigation is proposed.
3.8.4 No Build Alternative

The no build alternative wili avoid commitment of fiscal resources for a beltway, but will require
further investment for the existing arterial street system which may include widening streets.
This is in addition to that required for construction of the proposed future roadway network
improvements.

3.9 JOINT DEVELOPMENT

As part of the alternatives analysis, early consideration was given to joint development of the
beltway with other new features that might be incorporated into the beltway right-of-way in order
to enhance the concept. Options considered included features that might be compatible with a
80 m (300 ft) road right-of-way such as bicycle and pedestrian trails; linear parks; rail freight line
consolidations; and utility lines. '

Although some features, such as a trail or linear park, could be incorporated into the beltway
project corridor with additional right-of-way, most other joint use opportunities were not
considered feasible (see Section 2.1.6). The City of Lincoln is experiencing some problems at
Wilderness Park, where environmental and trails activists are adamantly opposed to the
construction of arterial connectors to US 77 through the park. No joint use opportunities are
being pursued for the beltway project at this time.

3.10 RECREATION IMPACTS
3.10.1 Existing Conditions

Recreational facilities in the study area include two pubiic parks, two private recreation areas,
three private golf courses, a privately owned arboretum, and three public hiker/biker trails and
two public equestrian trails. Wilderness Park, which extends 12 km (7.5 mi) from Lincoln to
Saltillo Road along Salt Creek, is a County-owned, City-operated park providing separate trails
for hiking, bicycle and equestrian users. Jensen Park, also owned by the City, is soon to be
developed with ballfield facilities. Golf courses in the study area include Wildemess Ridge,
Hidden Valley and Crooked Creek. Four other courses abut the study area and include Yankee
Hill, Himark, Firethorn and Hillcrest Country Clubs. The MoPac East and David Murdock Trails
are iocated in the east beltway study area. The izaak Walton League has a facility south of
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EXISTING RECREATIONAL TRAILS IN THE BELTWAY STUDY AREA

Table 3.10

South and East Beltways
Lincoln, Nebraska

TRAIL TYPES SURFACE OWNER/MANAGER LOCATION
Wilderness Park § 1. Pedestrian Wood Chip Lancaster County (Owner) | South Beltway
2. Bicycle Ground Surface City of Lincoln (Manager)

3. Equestrian Ground Surface

MoPac East 1. Pedestrian/Bicycle Crushed Limestone Lower Platte South Natural | East Beltway
2. Equestrian Ground Surface Rescurces District

David Murdock 1. Pedestrian/Bicycle Crushed Limestone City of Lincoin Eas! Beltway

The Wilderness Park trails occur entirely within the 12 km (7.5 mi) long park, with the exception
of several at-grade crossings of paved city streets. The trails are located within a wooded
sefting along the banks of Salt Creek. in general, the trails are visually screened, but not
audibly shielded from traffic along US 77 and the BNSF and UP railroads.

The MoPac East and David Murdock trails were develo

ped along abandoned railroad rights-of-

way. Both trails have 30 m (100 ft) rights-of-way. Roadway intersections have been variously
treated with both at-grade and grade separated crossings. Both trails originate within urban
portions of the city, extend east through suburban developments, and continue east into
agricultural areas. Visually, these trails occur in more open settings than the Wilderness Park

Trail. The MoPac Trail, which foliows the old Missouri Pacific line, is owne

Lincoln to 150 m (500 ft) east of 84" Street. From this point east, the MoPac East Traii is

d by the City of

owned by LPSNRD and extends to Eimwood; future plans include extending the route to
Omaha. In the east beltway area, the trail is located in the vicinity of A Street. The Murdock

Trail, which follows the old Chica

vicinity of Havelock Avenue,

go-Rock Island line, is owned by the City of Lincoln and ends
at 112" Street. The trail terminus has no trailhead, and all former railroad right-
east has been sold to adjacent landowners.

of-way to the
in the east beltway area, the trail is located in the

Through the beltway study area, hiker/biker usage on the Wilderness Trail is considered
moderate compared to very heavy use on the MoPac East and fairly light use on the Murdock
Trail. Equestrian usage is considered moderate on the Wilderness Park Trail (personal
communication between Amy Ziotsky and Terry Genrinch, City of Lincoln Parks and Recreation
Department, 22 August 2000) and very heavy on the MoPac East Trail (personal
communication between Amy Zlotsky and Glenn Johnson, LPSNRD, 27 June 2000).

Proposed Trails. There are three proposed trails within the beltway study area. The LPSNRD's
approved Stevens Creek Watershed Plan includes an open space component to acquire
conservation easements over the 100-year floodplain between the MoPac East and Murdock
Trails. The plan (which has been incorporated into the Lincoln-Lancaster County :
Comprehensive Plan) includes constructing a proposed connector trail within this easement
between the MoPac East and Murdock Trails. The Stevens Creek Connector would follow the

west bank of Stevens Creek from the MoPac East Trail to 112" Stre

et. After crossing the 112"

Street bridge, the connector wouid then follow the east bank of the creek to the Murdock Trail
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and on to Salt Creek. The study team has been in contact with LPSNRD regarding potential
beltway conflicts.

The UP rail line, from the half-section line south of Saltillo Road and extending south to
Beatrice, has been recently abandoned and filed upon for rail banking for the Rails-to-Trails
program by the Nebraska Trails Council. Several entities have been approached for
participation in construction of this project-the Homestead Trail. To date, LPSNRD, Nemaha
NRD and the City of Beatrice have decided to participate; Gage County and Littie Blue NRD
have decided not to; and the City of Lincoln and Lancaster County have not yet decided. Even
if the proposed trail project is constructed, the traif will still be considered a transportation
corridor, and could be used for railroad purposes in the future. It should be noted that there
would be a 0.8 km (0.5 mi) gap between the end of the Wilderness Park (and its trails) and the
beginning of the proposed Homestead Trail, and that the south edge of the SM-4 right-of way is
located approximately 135 m (450 ft) north of the beginning of the proposed Homestead Trail.

The UP has also filed abandonment on the section beginning 0.5 mi south of Saltillo Road and
extending north along the edge of Wilderness Park, through the South Bottoms neighborhood,
and into downtown Lincoin. The City has filed for rail banking and is negotiating the purchase of
this segment—Jamaica North. Therefore, it is very likely that a trail would be located so as to
connect Wilderness Park (and its trails) to the Homestead Trail should the Homestead Trail
become a reality.

3.11.2 Impacts of the Four Finalist Alternatives
The required trail crossings and approximate right-of-way from construction of the four
alternatives is summarized in Table 3.11.

Table 3.11

REQUIRED TRAIL CROSSINGS

ALTERNATIVES |
TRAILS
SM4 EC-1 EM-1 EF-1
Wilderness Park Trails No No No No “
MoPac East Trail - No Yes Yes Yes
0.3 ha {0.7 ac) 0.3 ha (0.8 ac) 0.3 ha (0.7 ac}
David Murdock Trait No Yes No No
0.3 ha {0.8 ac}
Proposed Stevens Creek No Yes Possible No
Connector
Proposed Homestead Trail No No No No "
]
Proposed Jamaica North Yes No No No E
Traii
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Existing Trails. The south beltway, SM-4, crosses no existing trails. All east beitway
alternatives cross the MoPac East Trail: but only EC-1 crosses the Murdock Trail. It should be
noted that EC-1 crosses the Murdock Trail very close to the trail terminus at 112" Street.

Construction of the beltway will introduce a new roadway element into these segments of the
trails, and may adversely impact the visual and audible experience of the trail users for a short
distance. However, the beltway impact on trails is considered negligible considering the trails
are part of an urban trail system that already crosses many roadways (approximately 1 per
1.6 km (1 mi)), and considering the length of the trails (over 14 km (9 mi) for MoPac/MoPac
East; over 11 km (7 mi) for Murdock). Since the trails crossings will be mitigated for, there wilf
be no adverse impact on existing pedestrian and bicycle accommodations.

Proposed Trails. SM-4 would cross the proposed Jamaica North Trail (or other connector trail)
in the vicinity of the bridge over Salt Creek. EC-1 would cross the proposed Stevens Creek
Connector. Since EM-1 crosses the MoPac East Trail very near Stevens Creek is possible that
EM-1 could cross the Stevens Creek Connector as well.

3.11.3 Proposed Mitigation

Existing Trails. For the MoPac East Trail, design of the beltway/trail intersections will inciude {1}
grade separations to safely accommodate the trail, (2) separate access through confined areas
for the hiker/biker and equestrian trails (or a physical divider), and (3) underpasses for al
equestrian trail crossings since horses are hesitant to use overpasses (personal communication
between A. Ziotsky and Gienn Johnson, LPSNRD, 27 June 2000). The hiker/biker trail may be
designed as an overpass or underpass. For the Murdock Trail, design of the beltway/trail
intersection will be handled as an overpass since it is not an equestrian trail. Design of the trails
will follow AASHTO and ADA trail guidelines, and wili be coordinated with the trail owners,
LPSNRD and the City. Specific details on the crossings will not be determined until final design.

Because the trails are publicly owned recreational facilities and rights-of-way will need to be
acquired from LPSNRD and the City of Lincoin, the existing trails are considered 4(f) resources.
The 4(f) resources are discussed further in the Section 4(f) Statement in (Appendix H).

Proposed Trails. SM-4 crosses the abandoned UP line just north of the half-section line within
the Jamaica North segment for which the City has filed for rail banking. If a trail has already
been built in this location, the beltway project wouid provide an appropriate crossing over the
trail right-of-way. If the Homestead Trail is built prior to the beltway and prior to the Jamaica
North Trail (or other connector), the beitway project would provide a bicycle/pedestrian trail (and
appropriate trail crossing) to connect the south end of Wilderness Park with the north end of the
Homestead trail. The beltway project would also be designed to accommodate the proposed
Stevens Creek Connector at the EC-1 or EM-1 crossings.

Construction of the proposed trails could resuit in the beltway crossing future public recreation
areas, however, these trails are being concurrently planned with the proposed roadway project,
including discussion of appropriate crossings. Therefore, they would not be considered Section
4(f) properties in the future. (Relative to the Jamaica North Trail, stipulations of the rail banking
agreement allow for any transportation use of the right-of-way. The 4(f) resources are
discussed further in the Section 4(f) Statement in (Appendix H).

3.29



Final Environmental Impact Statement South and East Beltways
Project No. DPU-3300(1) Lincaln, Nebraska

Although the potential exists for acquiring additional land to provide pedestrian and bicycle trails
within the beitway right-of-way, other options through the city would be more desirable. Such
options are already being considered with the ultimate effect of connecting the Wilderness Park
Trail to the MoPac Trail, and the MoPac East Trail to the Murdock Trail (see above).

There are no other trail connections proposed within the beltway right-of-way at this time. If
necessary, the issue of whether additional trails should occur within highway right-of-way could -
be reevaluated.

3.11.4 No Build Alternative

The no build alternative will have no impacts on pedestrian and bicycie accommodations that
can be identified at this time. However, as County roads are hard surfaced to accommodate a
growing suburban population {as part of the proposed future roadway network improvements),
there will be some impact to recreational trails. An example would be the recent paving of 148"
Street across the MoPac Trail.

3.12 AIR QUALITY

An air quality analysis was conducted for the beltway project. Resuits of the evaluation are
summarized here; more detailed information is provided in the Air Quality Analysis {Appendix
B).

3.12.1 Existing Conditions

Based on the most currently published data, the Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality
{1998) reports that alt of Nebraska is in attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for particulate matter (PM ,, ) and carbon monoxide.

3.12.2 Impacts of the Four Finalist Alternatives

Construction Impacts. Construction impacts generated from internal combustion engines and
fugitive dust generated during excavation, grading and site preparation will cause a short term
impact on ambient air quality. Of these emissions, fugitive dust will be the most predominant.
Dust generated from these activities is generally large particies which are redeposited in close
proximity to the construction site.  However, a fraction of the dust is composed of smali particles
referred to as PM 4, which can remain airborne for an indefinite period of time.

Impacts from Vehicle Emissions. A long term increase in the carbon monoxide levels proximal
to the beitway alignment will be caused by the additional vehicular traffic. As such, an air
quality analysis was conducted for the beltway project (Appendix B). Since Nebraska is in
compliance with NAAQS, a regional analysis was not required; therefore, the evaluation focused
on a project-level analysis. Although there are several criteria pollutants associated with mobile
sources, FHWA considers carbon monoxide to be the most significant criteria pollutant of
concern for a project-tevel analysis (FHWA, 1986); therefore, only evaluation of carbon
monoxide is required for compiiance purposes.
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3.13.2 Impacts of the Finalist Alternatives

The procedures included in the FHWA Traffic Noise Model involve an analysis of traffic noise in
terms of traffic parameters (vehicle type and speed), roadway design and receptor
characteristics. These parameters are input into the computer model which provides the noise
level estimate. All noise levels referred to in this study are exterior noise levels. Detailed
engineering regarding the exact alignment and grade of the beltway alternatives, cut and filf
areas, and intersection design is beyond the scope of the current level of the beltway study. As
such, the traffic engineer's best estimates of these parameters have been incorporated into the
model, therefore, these results must be considered preliminary. Further analysis of the noise
impacts and recommended mitigation will be completed using more detailed design information
on the preferred alternatives.

In accordance with the Nebraska Department of Roads policy, a noise impact occurs and
abatement measures will be considered for receptors in Activity Category B if;

1. The predicted future year noise levels approach or exceed NAC criteria (67 dBA or
72 dBA for Activity Category C). Approach is defined by the NDOR as 1 dBA less
than the noise abatement criteria or:

2. The predicted future year noise level exceeds the existing noise level by 15 dBA or
‘more,

Future Noise along Existing Roadways. Construction of the east beltway aiternatives will

increase traffic volume on several existing roadways that cross or parailel the beltway
alignments (Interim Report No. 3 (WSA, revised 1999)) and which are not necessarily in the
beltway study area. Those roadway segments which were predicted to have an increase of 50
percent or greater traffic volume were inciuded in the noise study.

For these locations, the 2030-Build projected traffic Leq(h) noise level at each receptor was
compared to the 2020 No-Build traffic Leqg(h) noise level to determine future hoise impacts for
receptors adjacent to the existing roadways. This analysis indicated that noise levels will
generally increase, however, no noise impacts were predicted (see Appendix C, Tables C.4 to
C.11).

Future Noise along the Beltway, The beltway noise analysis included al receptors within
approximately 240 m (800 ft) of the edge of pavement (within the 300 m (1000 ft) range of
accuracy of the model). The results of the noise analysis for all of the receptors analyzed are
provided in Appendix C, Tables C.12 to C.17. Tables C.12 to C.14 are the SM-4 alternative
with the varying traffic volumes depending on connection with the three different east
alternatives. Although traffic volumes are somewhat different, the noise impacts are the same
at the receptor sites. Tables C.15 to .17 are the three east beltway alternatives.

Receptors which are predicted to have a noise impact are listed in Table 3.14. There are 39
impacted residential receptors, including 5 along SM-4; 13 along EC-1, 8 along EM-1; and 13
aiong EF-1,
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Table 3.14

South and East Beltways

RECEPTORS IMPACTED BY NOISE

Lincoln, Nebraska

RECEPTOR | peoporoo | Existng | 2030 TYPE OF IMPACT
ALTERNATIVE MAP NOISE
NUMBER TYPE LEVEL NOISE Approach or | increase Equal to or
LEVEL Exceed NAC | Greater than 15 dBA

SM4 " Residence 44 61 No Yes
SM-4 25 Residence 64 67 Yes No
SM4 27 Residence 67 70 Yes No
SM4 28 Residence 66 68 Yes No
SM4 29 Residence 66 70 Yes No
EC-1 10 Residence 45 62 No Yes
EC-1 17 Residence 49 66 Yes Yes
EC-1 19 Residence 46 66 Yes Yes
EC-1 39 Residence 48 64 No Yes
EC-1 .40 Residence 48 65 No Yes
EC-1 42 Residence 48 683 No Yes
EC-1 44 Residence 63 67 - Yes No
EC-1 45 Resldence 44 61 No Yes
EC-1 46 Residence 44 62 No Yes
EC-1 47 Residence 44 62 No Yes
EC-1 51 Residence 44 59 No Yes
EC-1 55 Residence 52 67 Yes Yes
EC-1 56 Residence 52 68 Yes Yes
EM-1 6 Residence 67 87 Yes No
EM-1 7 Residence 66 66 Yes No
EM-1 8 Residence 66 66 Yes No
EM-1 17 Residence 44 64 No Yes
EM-1 23 Golf Course 44 59 No Yes
EM-1 25 Golf Course 44 60 No Yes
EM-1 27 Residence 43 59 No Yes
EM-1 31 Residence 43 58 No Yes
EM-1 a5 Residence 47 63 No Yes
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Tabie 3.14 (continued)

EXISTING 2030- TYPE OF IMPACT

aremanve | | SECEPTOR | Recerron | SNGE | suno

LEVEL Approachor | Increase Equai to or

LEVEL Exceed NAC | Greater than 15 dBA

EM-1 36 Residence 47 62 No Yes
EF-1 2 Residence 69 73 Yes Na
EF-1 5 Residence 66 71 Yes No
EF-1 6 Residence 66 69 Yes Na
EF-1 7 Residence 67 69 Yes No
EF-1 8 Residence 62 66 Yes No
EF-1 9 Residence 65 69 Yes No
EF-1 10 Residence 65 69 Yes No
EF-1 12 Residence 46 63 No 1 Yes
EF-1 13 Residence 46 61 No Yes
EF-1 24 Residence 43 66 Yes Yes
EF-1 25 Residence 43 58 No Yes
EF-1 30 Residence 47 64 No . Yes
EF-1 3t Residence 47 66 Yes Yes

The area adjacent to the roadway which will be within the 66 dBA contour wiil vary depending
on traffic volume and type, and topography. This contour was estimated based on review of the
predicted noise levels for the existing receptors along the alignments, and by inserting
additional receptors. Along SM-4 the contour ranges from 52 to 76 m (170 to 250 ft) from the
edge of pavement; along EC-1 and EM-1 the contour ranges from 46 to 58 m (150 to 190 ft);
and along EF-1 the contour is approximately 46 m (150 ft) from the edge of pavement. These
distances will increase near the major intersections. Based on this evaluation, the 66 dBA
contour would extend no more than 30 m (100 ft) beyond the edge of the right-of-way, under the
worst case scenario; and in some cases, would not extend beyond the right-of-way at all.

Noise was modeied at the three historic properties that occur within 240 m (800 ft) of the edge
of pavement of the road (Table 3.15). None of these sites were predicted to have noise impacts
(noise impacts generatly occur within 75 m (250 ft) of the edge of pavement. None of the other
historic standing structures were within 300 m (1,000 ft) of the edge of right-of-way; therefore,
they were not modeled.
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The preliminary evaluation indicates noise abatement measures should be considered at 12
locations (14 receptors) as described in Table 3.17. All proposed barriers provide an insertion
loss of a least 5 dBA below the predicted level. Roadway alignment shifts provide a reduction in
the predicted traffic noise level increase to less than 15 dBA over existing; however, in most
cases only a 1 to 2 dBA reduction is gained.

Table 3.17

LOCATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION OF ABATEMENT MEASURES

ALTERNATIVE | RECEPTOR ABATEMENT CONSIDERATION(S)

SM-4 R-11 Shift horizontal roadway alignment of roadway north approximately 37 m {120 ft).

EC-1 R-17 instaliation of an earthen berm ranging in height from 3.4 to 4.3 m {11 to 14 ft) and
a fength of 189 m (621 ft).

EC-1 R-42 Shift horizontal roadway alignment of roadway west approximately 15 m (50 &).

EC-1 R-55 Installation of an earthen berm at a height of 3.7 m (12 ft) and a length of 132 m
{434 ft).

EC-1 R-56 Installation of an earthen berm at a height of 3.7 m (12 ftYand a tength of 143 m
(468 ft).

EM-1 R-17 Shift horizontal alignment of roadway 90 to 105 m (300 to 350 ft) east.

EM-1 R-35, 36 Shift horizontal alignment of roadway 122 m (400 ft) east.

EF-1 R-12 Instaltation of an earthen berm at a height ranging from 2.4 to 3 m (8 to 10 ftyand a
length of 187 m (646 ft) OR shift horizontal alignment of the roadway 30 m (100 i}
west,

EF-1 R-13 Installation of an earthen berm ranging in height from 3.4 to 4.6 m {11 to 15 ft} and

' a length of 197 m (646 ft) OR shift roadway alignment 7.5 to 9 m (25 to 30 ft) west.

EF-1 R-24, 25 installation of an earthen berm ranging in height from 4 to 4.9 m {(t3to 16 ftyand a
length of 98.5 m (323 t).

EF-1 R-30 Shift roadway alignment 60 m {200 ft) east,

EF-1 R-31 Shift roadway alignment 75 m {250 ft) east.

There are 25 remaining residential receptors which are impacted, but for which it appears there
are no feasible or reasonable noise abatement measures available. These include 4 on SM-4;
9on EC-1;5 on EM-1; and 7 on EF-1. Further evaiuation of noise abatement measures should
be conducted during final roadway design.

in addition to traffic noise, the project area would experience temporary noise increase during
construction. Construction noise levels are typically a function of the scale of the project, the
phase of construction, the condition of the equipment and its operating cycles, and the number
of construction equipment units operating simultaneously. Measures that may be employed to
reduce objectionable construction noise include designating haul routes away from sensitive
receptors, controlling noise at the source, and limiting construction activities to certain hours of

the day.
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Table 3.18

STREAM CLASSIFICATION BY BASIN AND DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES

USE CLASSIFICATION
5 Aquatic Life' Water Supply’
©
% 5 . 3 © o
= [0 ® 5 = Q
[%) ] - 1] @) 3 [i+] =
= ) @m b c 2= e i)
o B @ = £ 2 5 3 R =
STREAM SEGMENT - | £ 2 g 2 = BER 2 E
SEGMENT NO. & & or S = A5 2 & £ b Key Species
Salt Creek-Hickman Branch to A? A X channel catfish,
Beal Slough 30000 walleye
Stevens Creek 20200 B A X

'Warmwater Class A waters provide, or could provide, a habitat suitable for maintaining one or more key species on a year-round basis. These waters are capable
of maintaining year-round populations of a variety of other warmwaler fish and invertebrate organisms and plants. Warmwater Class B are waters where the
variety of warmwater biota is presently limited by water volume or flow, water quality (natural or irretrievable human-induced conditions), substrate composition, or
other habitat conditions. These waters are only capable of maintaining year-round populations of tolerant warmwater fish and associated vertebrate and

invertebrate organisms and plants. Key species may be supported on a seasonal or intermittent basis (e.g., during high flows) but year-round populations cannot
be maintained.

2 Site specific water quality criteria for un-ionized ammonia are assigned.

3 Agricultural Class A are waters used for general agricultural purposes (i.e., irrigation and livestock watering) without treatment; water quality criteria have been
assigned for conductivity, nitrate and nitrite as nitrogen, and selenium,. Agricuitural Class B are waters where the natural background water quality limits its use for
agricuitural purposes; no water quality criterial are assigned to protect this use, :

Source: Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality

Title 117 - Nebraska Surface Water Quality Standards
Revised Effective Date: 3 March 1996
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Surface Water. Mitigation measures will be implemented for construction-related erosion and
sedimentation control and include, as appropriate, dikes, dams, sediment basins, fiber mats,
temporary and permanent seeding, straw muich, plastic liners, slope drains, and other devices
which would intercept and trap transported sediments during construction. All heavy equipment
wilt be refueled and serviced away from water courses to prevent accidental contamination of
surface waters with petroleum products. Only clean fill material will be used in construction in
the waters and wetlands. Special consideration will be given to erosion and sedimentation
control measures in the vicinity of the tributary to Wagon Train Lake.

3.15.4 No Buiid Alternative
Groundwater. The no build alternative will have no impact on groundwater.

Surface Water. The no build alternative will have no impact on surface water, other than
temporary increases in sedimentation during construction of the proposed future roadway
network improvements.

3.16 WETLANDS
3.16.1 Existing Conditions

Due to the rural setting of the project, there are numerous wetlands in the study area. However,
the wetlands are fairly limited in areal extent and diversity, and tend to be dominated by
monocultures of cattails or reed canarygrass. Wetlands generally occur along Stevens Creek,
Salt Creek and tributary streams, as well as in isolated depressions and impoundments
throughout the watersheds. The wetlands and waterways are categorized into six major groups:

Riverine wetlands within Salt Creek and Stevens Creek

Forested wetlands along tributaries

Scrub-Shrub wetlands along tributaries

Emergent wetlands along tributaries

Impounded wetlands along tributaries

Emergent, Forested and Scrub-Shrub isolated wetlands in depressions

I

Additional information on wetlands in provided in the Wetlands Delineation Report in Appendix
D.

3.16.2 Impacts of the Four Finalist Alternatives -

Wetlands in the study area were delineated in July and August 1999 using the 1987 Corps of
Engineers (Corps) Wetland Delineation Manual. The field survey included all potential wetland
areas and stream crossings that had the potential to be affected by the four finalist beltway
alternatives. Depending on the configuration and selection of an alignment, some of these
wetlands will not be affected. Table 3.19 is a summary of the estimated wetlands impacts for
each of the the project alternatives. : '
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Table 3.19

ESTIMATE OF WETLAND IMPACTS

ALTERNATIVE
WETLAND IMPACTS
SM4 EC-1 EM-1 EF-1
Number of Wetlands 19 33 17 22
Wetland Impacts - hectares (acres) 7.3 (18.0) 16.9 (41.8) 8.9(21.9) 8.3{20.4)

3.16.3 Proposed Mitigation

. Mitigation has been proposed to replace all impacted wetlands, whether jurisdictional or not, at
a minimum ratio of 1:1 replacement-to-loss. Wetland mitigation sites may be iocated along the
proposed project route at feasible sites, or may be located in the City of Lincoln's Wetland
Mitigation Bank, currently under development.

3.16.4 No Build Alternative

The no build aiternative will impact wetlands along all proposed roadway network improvements
in the Future 1 and 25 Year Program which will be implemented with or without a beltway.,

3.16.5 Compliance with Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands

The south and east beltways, a linear transportation project by definition, must provide
expressway connectors in both east-west and north-south directions. Because of the location of
Salt Creek in the south, and Stevens Creek in the east, there are no alternatives which
completely avoid impacts to wetlands or waters of the United States. Although few wetlands
remain in the study area and the wetlands have been avoided to the extent possible, the project
will unavoidably impact some wetlands due to (1} the linear nature of the project, and (2} the
project goal to follow haif section lines to the extent possibie to minimize impacts to agricultural
production and landowners. With the proposed wetland mitigation, the project would conform to
existing State (NDEQ) requirements for mitigation of wetland impacts. Since these wetlands
would be mitigated in-kind at accepted replacement-to-loss ratios, there is minimal impact on
the beneficial values of wetlands in the area.

3.17 WATER BODY MODIFICATION AND WILDLIFE
3.17.1 Existing Conditions
Water Bodies. The main bodies of water in the beitway study area are Salt Creek and Stevens

Creek and their tributaries, along with the North Fork of the Little Nemaha River and an
unnamed tributary of Wagon Train Lake. Other minor water features include scattered farm

ponds.
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Terrestrial Habitat. Typical mammals that utilize riparian habitat along the creeks include white-
tailed deer, red fox, raccoon, muskrat, beaver, opossum, mink, cottontail rabbit, and fox squirrel.
Common bird species are mallard, blue-winged teal, belted kingfisher, great blue-heron, ring-
necked pheasant, bobwhite quail, blackbirds, sparrows and wrens. Typical reptiles and
amphibians include snakes, turtles, salamanders, and frogs.

Aquatic Habitat. Typcial fish species in Salt Creek and Stevens Creek include bultheads, carp,
sunfish, shiners, and minnows. Typical fish species in most of the smaller tributaries are limited
to minnows and shiners.

SM-4 Alternative. SM-4 crosses the mainstem of Salt Creek between Saltillo Road and Bennet
Road near 25" Street. The floodplain is very broad at this location, nearly 1.6 km (1 mi) wide.
The mainstem channel is deeply entrenched and has been subject to significant erosion. The
channe! overbanks are planted in commodity crops with a significant zone of riparian vegetation
along each bank. SM-4 also crosses the Wagon Train tributary of Sait Creek between Saltillo
Road and Bennet Road near 84™ Street. The floodplain at this location is narrow and the
channel is incised. The channel overbanks are planted in commodity crops with riparian
vegetation along the banks. The US 77 interchange also crosses a tributary of Salt Creek. The
channel overbanks are planted in commodity crops with little to no zone of riparian vegetation
along the banks.

EC-1 Alternative. EC-1 crosses the mainstem of Stevens Creek, two tributaries to Stevens
Creek, and an unnamed tributary to Sait Creek. The mainstem crossing of Stevens Creek
occurs between Adams Street and Holdrege Street. The floodplain is broad at this location and
is generally perpendicular to the proposed route. The channel overbanks are planted in
commodity crops with a significant zone of riparian vegetation along each bank. The tributary
floodplains crossed by EC-1 are located in the upper and middle portions of the respective
drainage basins. They are broad with incised channels generally varying from 0.6 to 0.9 m (2 or
3 ft) deep and twice as wide. The channel overbanks are planted in commodity crops with a
narrow zone of riparian vegetation along each bank.

EM-1 Alternative. EM-1 crosses the mainstem of Stevens Creek in two locations, two tributaries
to Stevens Creek, and two unnamed tributaries to Salt Creek. The two mainstem crossings of
Stevens Creek occur near Yankee Hill Road and 120" Streets, and between O and A Streets
near the MoPac Trail bridge over Stevens Creek east of Walton. Near Yankee Hill Road, the
channel is deep and narrow, approximately 2.4 m (8 ft) deep and wide, with near vertica slopes.
Riparian vegetation occurs in a narrow strip along each bank. The floodplain is broad and
paraliel to the proposed route. Near Walton, the channe! is deeply incised, approximately-

4.9 10 5.5 m (16 to 18 ft) deep and about three times as wide with a bottom width of 3.7 to 4.3 m
(12 to 14 ft). Riparian vegetation occurs aiong each bank varying from zero to 30 m {100 ft)
wide. The flood plain is very flat and broad at this location and is crossed at approximately a
45-degree angle by the proposed route. The tributary floodplains crossed by EM-1 are located
in the lower and middle reaches of the respective drainage basins. They are broad with deeply
incised channels generally varying from 2.4 to 3.0 m (8 to 10 ft) deep and two to three times as
wide. Some channels have developed intermediate benches. The channel overbanks are -
planted in commaodity crops with a significant zone of riparian vegetation along each bank.
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EF-1 Alternative. EF-1 crosses five tributaries to Stevens Creek and an unnamed tributary to
Salt Creek; the route does not cross the Stevens Creek mainstem channel. The tributary
floodplains crossed by EF-1 are located in the middie to lower reaches of the respective
drainage basins. They are broad with incised channels generally varying from 1.5t0 1.8 m (5 to
6 ft) deep and two to three times as wide. The channel overbanks are planted in commaodity
crops with a significant zone of riparian vegetation along each bank.

3.17.2 Impacts of the Four Finalist Alternatives

The primary water body modifications will be construction of bridges and culverts at the stream
crossings. In general, the structures would cause no adverse long-term modification of water
bodies, and would have no adverse impacts on wildlife that utilize the waterbodies—other than a
minor loss of riparian habitat where it is currently present. The primary negative impacts would
be temporary disturbance of wildiife, and temporay impact to aguatic habitat from increases in
turbidity and total suspended solids during bridge construction. Good construction practices
should keep suspended sediments at acceptable levels. Temporary construction impacts to
surface waters are considered minor and can be minimized through use of temporary and
permanent erosion control. Any riprap that may be used in embankment and pier protection for
the new bridges would provide a new stable substrate for periphyton and macroinvertebrate
colonization, thereby increasing the availability of food for fish in the area.

A list of the structures for each beltway alternative is provided in Table 3.20. Major culverts
were defined as those costing upwards of $250,000. Additional minor bridges or major culverts
may be required to accommodate the emergency spiliways from the LPSNRD dam sites near
the beltway alignments.

Table 3.20

WATER BODY MODIFICATIONS

WATER BODY' ALTERNATIVE
MODIFICATION
SM4 EC-1 EM-1 EF-1

Major Bridge Structures: 2 '2 1 0
> 75 m (> 250 ft)
Minor Bridge Structures: 5 2 4 3
<75 m (< 250 ft}
Major Culveris 1 5 1 1
TOTAL o 8 9 6 4
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3.17.3 Proposed Mitigation

Mitigation measures will be implemented for construction-related erosion and sedimentation
control and include, as appropriate, dikes, dams, sediment basins, fiber mats, temporary and
permanent seeding, straw mulch, plastic liners, slope drains, and other devices which would
intercept and trap transported sediments during construction. In addition, the project will require
a National Poliution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from NDEQ which is needed
for all sites greater than 2 ha (5 ac) in size. The permit will require incorporation of erosion and
sedimentation control measures during construction.

3.17.4 No Buiid Alternative

The no action alternative would avoid all temporary adverse impacts to waterbodies and
associated wildlife from construction of bridges and culverts, other than that required for
construction of the proposed future roadway network improvements.

3.18 FLOODPLAINS
3.18.1 Existing Conditions

Floodplains. Portions of the beltway alternatives are located in 100-year floodpiains established
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The City of Lincoln and Lancaster
County participate in the FEMA National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) which regulates
construction within the 100-year floodplain. A 100-year floodplain is estimated as the limits of
the water surface created by a 100-year flood, or an event with a 1 percent annual chance of
occurrence.

The concept of a floodway and floodway fringe is used to reguiate encroachmenit (development)
within the floodplain. A floodway consists of a channel and portion of the adjacent floodplain
area required to convey the 100-year flood discharge with no more than 0.3 m (1 ft) increase in

the 100-year flood elevation. Floodway fringe is defined as the area between the limits of the

floodway and the 100-year floodplain. In essence, once a floodway is established for an area,
theoretically the entire floodway fringe may be developed in most cases.

Some locations along the beltway alternatives are within areas where floodplain boundaries
have only been estimated. In other locations regulated floodway and floodway fringe have been
established. The boundaries of the 100-year floodplains and floodways are shown on Figure
2.25.

Through participation in the NFIP, the local floodplain ordinances require that floodplain
development permits be obtained from the City/County. Any development within designated
floodways must include certification from a registered professional engineer that the proposed
development will result in no increase of the water surface elevation associated with the 100-
year flood event. In some locations, where no floodway has been designated, development
may not cause more than 0.3 m (1 t) of rise in the 100-year flood elevation. These ordinances
allow some, but only very minor encroachment,
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Currently, the City and the Lower Platte South Natural Resources District (LPSNRD) are
evaluating a more stringent floodplain ordinance for the City of Lincoln and its 5 km (3 mi)
zoning jurisdiction to protect infrastructure and properties within the floodway fringe. Some
concepts being discussed include provisions for no net foss of floodplain storage, and no net
rise of base flood elevation within the floodway fringeffloodplain. These provisions might also
have the potential for application within the County's jurisdiction to achieve a more uniform
countywide floodplain management program.

Salt Creek Hydrologic Study. As part of the Wildemess Park Subarea Study, the US Army -
Corps of Engineers (Corps) was contracted by the LPSNRD to prepare the Hydrologic Study of
Salt Creek at Wilderness Park (1999). This study evaluated various alternatives to determine
their effects on the peak flows (discharges) and stages (water surface elevations) on Salt Creek
through Wilderness Park. Pertinent recommendations from the study that apply to the beltway
study were:

1.

Channel confinement or shortening within upstream areas should be strongly
discouraged.

Any fill within the Salt Creek floodplain should be compensated for by providing an
equal amount of storage elsewhere on the site.

Analysis of all the alternatives invoiving bridge removal or additions resulting in
findings that there would be no significant reduction in peak discharge, and there
would be no system wide impact on flow rates.

Stevens Creek Watershed Plan. LPSNRD prepared the Concept Comprehensive Flood

Management Plan for Stevens Creek (1997) study identifying measures that would provide at
least a 40 percent reduction of flood damages in the watershed. Several components were

identified that would provide a holistic approach to stormwater management in the watershed
and meet the flood damage reduction goal. These include: '

1.

Preserving portions of the Stevens Creek mainstem and tributary 100-year floodplain
as open space through acquisition and regulation,

Augmenting culverts at select locations to reduce flooding,

Erosion healing treatment in the lower channel reach using solutions such as
vegetative plantings of woody and herbaceous species to stabilize the stream banks,
using rip rap to construct riffle poois along the channel to dissipate energy and arrest
headcutting, and installing live willow mats to stabilize the channe! banks.

Land treatment as a conservation measure with new and retrofit pipe outlet terraces,
and establishment of permanent vegetative cover on Class IV lands,

Watershed management using integrated watershed models, and

Providing detention storage for flood waters using a system of ten farm pond dams
and reservoirs (see Figure 2.25).
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the total channel length to remain the same as before the realignment. Other options include
straightening the channel (with the effect of shortening the channel approximately 111 m (365
ft), or extending the bridge approximately 61 m (200 ft) to span the meanders.

Itis not anticipated that other major crossings along EF-1 will require channel reconfiguration.

Stevens Creek Farm Ponds. All of the east beltway alternatives will require continued
coordination with LPSNRD, as well as modifications to the roadway design to reduce conflicts
with the proposed farm ponds. EC-1 will require (1) moving the Sky Ranch dam site upstream,
(2) installing an additional culvert or bridge under the beltway capable of conveying the flow
from the Sky Ranch emergency spillway, (3) moving the A3-2 dam site upstream, and (4)
evaluation and possible replacement of the culvert under 98" Street near the A3-2 site. In
addition, the beltway could obstruct the emergency spillway of the dam--requiring an additional
culvert or bridge under the beltway capable of conveying the flow from the emergency spiliway.
The resulting loss of flood control capacity from moving the dams upstream has not been
estimated at this time; therefore, mitigation options have not been identified. EM-1 will require
(1) the A2-1 spillway to be relocated on the east side of the dam, and (2) adequate protection of
the roadway embankment at the same site. EF-1 will require (1) adequate protection of the
roadway embankment at the A9-1 site, and {2) accommodation of the emergency spillway flows
at the A-17 site.

Stevens Creek Conservation Easements and Trail. For EC-1 and EM-1, proposed development
in the Stevens Creek mainstem floodplain between the Murdock Trait and the MoPac Trail
would be required to comply with the terms of the conservation easements to be acquired by
LPSNROD relative to the Stevens Creek watershed plan; however, these terms will not prohibit
construction of a beltway facility.

3.18.4 No Build Alternative

The no build alternative wouid avoid any direct alteration to the existing floodplain conditions
other than that required for construction of the planned roadway network improvements. Even
without a beltway project, modifications to the existing floodplains are likely to continue as
agricultural land is converted to suburban and urban uses for paved County roads, housing and
subdivision developments, golf courses, and commercial and industrial sites. The no build
alternative would avoid any conflicts with the Stevens Creek watershed project.

3.18.5 Compliance with Executive Order 11988, Fioodplain Management

To meet the project purpose, the south beltway must cross the Salt Creek floodplain because it
is impossible to connect US 77 to N-2 without crossing Salt Creek within the defined 200 km?
(80 mi?) study area. Based on the defined east study area, only alternatives located east of
134" Street would be able to avoid any impacts to the Stevens Creek floodplain. Of the three
east beltway alternatives, only EF-1 meets this criteria.

Through the Lancaster County participation in the National Fiood Insurance Program, itis

A iocal requirement that floodplain development permits be obtained from the City/County. This
requires that any developments within designated floodways must include certification from a
registered professional engineer that the proposed development will result in no increase along
the floodway water surface profiles. The City/County are both sponsors of the project and are
aware of floodplain management requirements.
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3.19 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

No Wild and Scenic Rivers segments have been designated by the Department of the Interior in
the project area; therefore, the proposed project will have no impacts on Wild and Scenic
Rivers.

3.20 COASTAL BARRIERS

The proposed project is not located along a coast and no Coastal Barrier Units have been
designated by the Department of the Interior in the project area; therefore, the proposed project
will have no impacts on coastal barriers.

3.21 COASTAL ZONE IMPACTS

The proposed project is not located along a coast and no Coastal Zone Management Areas
have been designated by the State: therefore, the proposed project will have no impacts on
coastal zones.

3.22 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
3.22.1 Existing Conditions

Based on letters from the Fish and Wiidlife Service (FWS) and the Nebraska Game and Parks
Commission (NGPC) (Appendix A), four federal and state endangered and threatened species
had the fikelihood to occur in the beltways study area. Since that time, the status of two species
have changed, and NGPC has listed three other species with the likelihood of occurrence in the
beitway study area. These species, and their current listing status are presented in Table 3.21.
Based on information compiled by the Nebraska Natural Heritage Program (NNHP) and field
surveys for the beltway study, none of the listed species are known to inhabit the south and east
beltways study area. ’

3.22.2 Impacts of the Four Finalist Alternatives

Bald Eagle. The bald eagle has been sighted in various locations in Lancaster County; mostly
in the vicinity of larger creeks and lakes, and thermal discharge points from local industries. It is
generally considered a winter visitor and nesting is not known in the county. The wetiands,
ponds and streams along the four potential alignments of the beltway are generally small and
isolated in nature, and do not contain typical bald eagle habitat. No nests or individuals were
observed during the field surveys for wetlands and the western prairie fringed orchid. The FWS
has indicated that the bald eagle may pass through the project area, but they have not observed
any potential feeding habitat that would attract them to the area.

For the above reasons, we conclude there will be no effect on this species from any of the four
beltway alternatives.
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LIST OF THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

Tahle 3.21

South and East Beltways

Lincoln, Nebraska

WITH LIKELIHOOD OF OCCURRING IN THE BELTWAYS STUDY AREA

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS
USFWS NGPC
Bald eagle Haliagelus leucocephalus Threatened’ Threatened
Peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus {no longer listed) {no longer listed)
American burying beetle Nicrophorus americanus Endangered Endangered |
Salt Creek tiger beelie Cicindela nevadica lincolniana {proposed Endangered
Endangered)
Western prairie fringed orchid Platanthera praeciara Threatened Threatened
Small white fady's slipper Cypripedium candidum (not listed) ' Threatened
Saltwort Salicornia rubra {not listed) | Endangered

Peregrine Falcon. Although the peregrine falcon does feed in wetlands, the wetlands, ponds
and streams along the four potential alignments of the Beltway contain only marginal feeding
habitat. The drainages in the study area contain only smaii open water areas, and have low
plant diversity (being mostly dominated by reed canarygrass, peachleaf willow and g
cottonwoods). The surrounding hills are mostly in agricultural production (row crops). The only
potential peregrine falcon nesting habitat is in downtown Lincoln at the State Capitol and other
high-rise buildings.

For the above reasons, we conclude there will be no effect on this species from any of the four
beltway alternatives.

American Burying Beetle. The American burying beetle is a carrion feeder that buries its prey,
which it then uses below the ground surface for the feeding of its young. Habitat for the beetie
has not been clearly defined. Although virgin or primary forest has been suggested as habitat,
recent captures in the Midwest since 1960 have been in mixed agricultural lands. Most past
records in Nebraska show that it has been collected near major watercourses such as the Platte
Elkhorn, Loup, and Dismal Rivers. Until more information on habitat is acquired, any area with
enough humus and topsoil for burying carrion is considered potential beetle habitat. Past _
surveys have not found any beetles in the Lancaster area, therefore, a survey is not required by
the FWS. ’

For the above reasons, we conclude there will be no effect on this species from any of the four
beltway alternatives.

Salt Creek Tiger Beetle. The Salt Creek tiger beetle has one of the most restricted ranges of
any insect in the United States; it is found only in the eastern Nebraska saline wetlands of
Lancaster County (Spomer and Higley, 1994). Within the saline wetlands, it is restricted to the
wetter unvegetated, mudflat (saltflat) sites and internal drainages. Although once found

3.54



Final Environmental impact Statement South and East Beltways
Froject No. DPU-3300(1 ) Lincoln, Nebraska

predominately on mudflats on the terraces on Salt Creek and its tibutaries, the tiger beetle is
commonly found near the base of the Little Salt Creek embankment where salt crusts form from
interception of the local groundwater. According to Steve Spomer (Research Associate,
University of Nebraska-Lincoln), the Sait Creek tiger beetle may be found at one location in a
given year, but not be present at the same location in another year. This is particularly true for
mudflats, saltflats, and ephemeral pond areas where populations of the tiger beetle are
considered transient. In comparison stable populations are known from locations aiong Little
Salt Creek. Between 1990 and 1995, the number of Salt Creek tiger beeties counted in the
annual surveys of the species steadily increased as new poputations were found (personal
communication between Amy Ziotsky and Steve Spomer, 23 August 1995 and 2 June 1998).
Since 1995, population estimates based on visual counts of adults have averaged around 600
individuals per year {(Spomer and Hoback, 1998). Because of its highly localized distribution,
the beetle is considered vuinerable to environmental threats.

There are no areas of saline soils mapped within any of the beitway alignments, and there are
no saline wetlands within any of the beltway alignments (see Appendix D). The closest
location of saline soils and saline wetlands is approximately 2.4 km (1.5 mi) west of the
proposed I-80 interchange location near Cornhusker Highway and 98" Street. These particular
saline wetlands do not contain saltflat or unvegetated mudflat habitats.

For the above reasons, we conclude there will be no effect on this species from any of the four
beltway alternatives.

Western Prairie Fringed Orchid. The western prairie fringed orchid grows in wet tall grass
meadows and wet-mesic tall grass prairies, and has been found at a few native prairie tracts in
Lancaster County. The closest known populations of the orchid are at Nine-Miie _
Prairie on West Fletcher Avenue 1.6 km (1 mi) west of NW 48" Street, and at two locations in
southern Lancaster County, both of which are over 16 km {10 mi) away from the beltway
alignments.

Because its presence in the study area was possibie, a survey to look for the orchid was
conducted as part of the South and East Beitways Study. The survey was conducted in 1998,
1999 and 2000 during the blooming period of the orchid which is considered to extend from the
second half of June through the first haif of July. The survey was conducted by biologists Dr.
Joan Darling and Mr. Craig Meilke in 1999 and 2000, and Amy Ziotsky in 1998. During the
survey, native grass hayfields and native prairies along the finalist alignments were investigated
for the orchid. In addition, other grassland and wetiand areas that might support the orchid
were investigated. No orchids were found during the survey. Table 3.22 provides a list of the
surveyed sites, dates they were surveyed, grasstand type (including water regime and location
in the landscape), associated species, known management practices, and a subjective
assessment of the quality of the site.

Based on the negative results of the survey, we conclude there will be no effect on this species
from any of the four beltway alternatives.

Smali White Lady's Slipper. The smalf white lady’s slipper is a perennial orchid. in Nebraska, it
is known from native sub-irrigated wet meadows which are not common in the study area. The
species appears to be intolerant of cattle grazing, and susceptible to herbicides application and
drift from adjacent agricuitural fields (NGPC, 1998). There are only two documented localities of
the species in Lancaster County, and these are over 20 years old.
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Public Participation. Both investigations incorporated public participation opportunities,
including running announcements on the public access channel, newspaper articles in the
Lincoln Journal Star, Waverly News and Hickman Village Voice, and questionnaires mailed to
landowners within the study area. A feature story on the archeological survey was aired on the
Channel 10/11 6:00 P.M. evening news on 21 July 1998. Extensive discussions were held with
landowners with a familiarity with historic standing structures in the area; and contact was made
with 193 landowners during the process of obtaining permission of access for the archeological
survey. In addition, representatives of various advocacy groups were contacted, including
Friends in the East-Mid Beltway, Citizens for Accountable Route Selection, Preservation
Association of Lincoln, Stevens Creek Preservation Association, Nebraska Indian Commission,
Waverly Planning Commission, Lincoin Trails Committee, Native American Tribes, and several
homeowners associations.

Survey Documents. Findings of the survey inventories and evaluation of eligibility for the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) were presented in the following documents:

1. Archeological/Cultural Resources Survey of Lincoin South and East Beltways Study,
Lancaster County, Nebraska. Phase | Records Search. Prepared by Department of
Anthropology, University of Nebraska-Lincoin. January 1996. :

2. Lincoin South and East Beltways Historic Survey Report. Prepared by On-Site”
Photography and Preservation, Lincoln, Nebraska. August 1998, -

3. (DRAFT) Archeological Inventory and Evaluation of Lincoln’s South and East
Beltway: Investigation Along the Southern Route SM-4, Lancaster County, Nebraska
(Not For General Distribution). Prepared by Archeological Laboratory, Department of
Anthropology, University of Nebraska-Lincoln. January 1998.

4. Archeological Inventory and Evaluation of Lincoln’s South and East Beltway:
Investigations Along the Eastern Alternatives EC-1, EM-1 and EF-1, Lancaster
County, Nebraska (Not For General Distribution). Prepared by Archeological
Laboratory, Department of Anthropology, University of Nebraska-Lincoln. August
1998,

5. Archeological Inventory and Evaluation of Lincoln’s South and East Beltway,
Lancaster County, Nebraska (For General Distribution). Prepared by Archeological
Laboratory, Department of Anthropology, University of Nebraska-Lincoln. December
1998.

6. Evaluations of the Hulda Otto House, Guenzel Farmstead and Wunibald Farmstead
for Eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places. Prepared by Archeological
Laboratory, Department of Anthropology, University of Nebraska-Lincoin. July 1999,

7. Archeological inventory and Testing of Lincoin's South and East Beltway:
Alternatives SM-1, EC-1, EM-1 and EF-1, Lancaster County, Nebraska (Not for
Public Distribution). 2 Volumes. Prepared by Archeological Laboratory, Department
of Anthropology, University of Nebraska-Lincoln. January 2000.
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3.23.2 Impacts of the Four Finalist Alternatives

A preliminary assessment of adverse effects to NRHP sites was conducted by a team of
technical persons who have been involved in the Beltway project over the course of several
years (see Appendix F). Methodology for the assessment followed 36 CFR Part 800.5, as
described in the revised guidance dated 18 May 1999. The assessment of effects included
three levels of screening.

Results of Level 1 Screening. The original 34 sites were reviewed to determine which beltway
corridors could potentially affect them {previous Tabie 3.23). However, only the four remaining
beltway corridors were considered in the evaluation; these are SM-4, EC-1, EM-1 and EF-1.
Based on this review, 3 historic sites and 1 archeological site were determined not to be
affected by any of these four corridors. Eliminated from further consideration were sites LC00:
S-6, LCO0: S-31, LCOO: S-47 and 25L.C1.

Results of Level 2 Screening. The remaining 30 sites (27 historic and 3 archeological) were
compared with the most recently refined corridor concept. Materials availabie to the reviewers
included site survey data forms, descriptions, maps, and photographs of the sites. For each
corridor, materials available included recent aerial photography, existing and future contour
maps, revised centerline concepts and cut and fill information.

Using the list of examples of adverse effects found in 36 CFR Part 800.5 (a) (2), a matrix of . .
potential adverse effects was determined for each site along each corridor. Among other
things, the teams evaluated the physical characteristics of and type of historic property; the
distance between the property and the beltway; the topography in between the property and the
beitway; any existing screening; whether the beltway was in a cut or fill section; whether the
property was aiready affected by other transportation facilities; and any changes in access,

Based on the matrix, sites were either determined to (a) not be adversely affected by the
beltway project, (b) be adversely affected, or (c) possibly be adversely affected, but needed field
verification. :

Results of Level 3 Screening. In Fall 1999, a field investigation was conducted by the team
members to survey the sites in question. The field trip included viewing sites from the corridor
centerlines and viewing the centerlines from the sites. Based on the field review, the team
finalized the preliminary assessment of adverse effects. Seven sites were determined to be
impacted by the four routes (Table 3.24). Of the seven sites, the beltway would require
incorporation of land from only the two archeological sites. These takings are discussed further
in the Section 4(f) Statement {Appendix H).
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Table 3.24

SUMMARY OF NRHP SITES
ADVERSELY AFFECTED BY THE BELTWAY CORRIDORS

South and East Beftways Study

Lincoin, Nebraska

SM-4

EC-1

EM-1

EF-1 N

LCO0: S-143
Henry Wunibald Farmyard

25LC147
Eurcamerican Trail

LCO0: E-52
Steve Johnson Farmyard

LCO0: E-53
Penterman Farmyard

25LC129°
Lithic and Ceramic Scatter

LCOQ: E-87
Teresa Retzlaff Farmyard

LCO00: E-88
Stevens Creek Stock Farm

tn December 2601, refinements to the EM-1 alignment allowed this site to be avoided.

Additional Sites. Two additional cast concrete road signs which were identified in the study
area in June 2000 (Appendix G) have been added to Table 3.23. Neither of these signs will be
impacted by finalist beltway alignments.

Public Coordination. The Preliminary Assessment of Adverse Effects to NRHP and NRHP-
Eligible Sites was made available for review and comment by the consulting parties and general
public. A total of 32 letters were received, including 20 which mentioned being members of
CARS-Citizens for Accountable Route Selection. _

Comments were reviewed, summarized and discussed by the teams listed above. Additional
investigations were conducted, and information from the comments and investigations was
incorporated into (1) the Assessment of Adverse Effects to NRHP and NRHP-Eiigible Sites to
be submitted to the SHPO, and (2) the Environmental Impact Statement, where appropriate.

Additional Investigations. As recommended in the consulting party/public comments, several
additional investigations were conducted. These included:

1. Determination of specific boundaries for all historic properties eligible for the NRHP
(see Appendix G). -

2. - Evaluation of the Stevens Creek Stock Farm 320 ha (800 ac) (see Appendix F).

3. Evaluation of the Sartore (Herter) Farmyard 40 ha (100 ac) (see Appendix F). -

4. Noise evaluation of the sensitive receptors, including three residences on or eligible

for the NRHP (Henry Wunibald, Penterman and Teresa Retziaff) (see Section 3.13

and Appendix C).

Evaluation of urban spraw! (see Sections 3.2 and 3.31). :

Reevaluation/evaluation of other sites, including four that had already been

evaluated, two previously not considered to have retained a sufficient degree of

historic integrity to warrant inclusion in the original historic survey report, and three

archeological sites (Appendix F).

7. Reevaluation of a historic district centered on the German/Trinity Lutheran Church
(Appendix F).

8. Resolution of various other issues (see Appendix F).

o o
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3.23.4 No Build Alternative

Under the no build alternative, deterioration of some historic properties will likely continue while
others may be preserved and maintained. The no build altemative probably maintains the
characteristics of the area that motivate certain owners to invest in maintaining historic
properties. However, even with the no build scenario, development pressures will continue to
accelerate in both the south and east beltways areas under current growth policies. There is
reason to believe that continued changes in farming, farm consolidation, escalating agricultural
tand prices, and proliferation of non-farm residential acreages will contribute to urbanization.
With no evidence of major public or private funding for historic preservation, the same
processes that caused the deciine of former historic structures will continue into the future.

Although the no build alternative may avoid the specific impacts to cultural resources of the
beltway alternatives; construction of the proposed future roadway network improvements are
fikely to impact other cultural resources along roadways to be paved and/or widened in the 1
and 25 Year Program.

3.24 ENVIRONMENTAL RISK SITES

3.24.1 Existing Conditions

Environmental risk sites are those facilities and/or [ocations where hazardous substances,
hazardous waste or petroieum products were or can be refeased into the ground water, surface
soils or subsurface sediments. The beltway could impact these sites during réadway '
construction by direct contact with contamination present in contaminated media (surface soil,
subsurface sediments, and ground water). The assessment of the impact of the beltway project
on environmental risk sites considered the extent of contamination at the facility and extending
from the facility.

Existing conditions have been determined by review of regulatory records through the Federal
Freedom of information Act requests to the Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality
(NDEQ), the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Nebraska State
Fire Marshal (SFM). Each agency provided a list of sites regulated by their agencies occurring
in the study area. Regulatory records examined and date of the database were as follows:

1. NPL The National Priorities List (NPL) documents sites which have been
identified for priority remedial actions under the Superfund Program
by EPA. Database date: 4/14/00.

2. CERCLIS The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Index System (CERCLIS) is a compilation of sites in which
the EPA investigated or is currently investigating for a release or
threatened release of hazardous substances pursuant to the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980. Database date: 4/14/00.

3. Landfills The Landfills list is a listing maintained by the NDEQ of closed or
operating registered solid waste landfills.
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Table 3.25

NUMBER OF RECORDED ENVIRONMENTAL RISK SITES
WITH POTENTIAL FOR BELTWAY IMPACTS

ENVIRONMENTAL RISK SITES IN ALTERNATIVE
REGULATORY RECORDS
SM4 EC-1 EM-1 EF-1
NPL 0 0 0 0
CERCGLIS 0 0 0 0
RCRIS 4] 0 0 e
UsT 2 0 .0 0
LUST 0 0 0 4]
Surface Spills 7 4 4 4
TOTAL ) 9 4 4 4

Major Oit Company is the only business relocation required on any of the beltway alternatives.
Regulatory records indicate that underground storage tanks are installed at the site and no
release of petroleum products has been documented at this site. However, the NDEQ has
documented thousands of releases from underground storage tanks in the State of Nebraska.
Upon taking the business, State regulations require that the underground storage tanks be
removed and a soil assessment completed to determine if a release has occurred. Thereis a.
potential that when the underground storage tanks are removed, petroleum contamination may
be encountered. it would be the responsibility of the tank owner/operator to notify state and
local authorities regarding the contamination. in the event that petroleum contamination is
encountered during construction, removal and on-site treatment mitigation measures may need
to be addressed as discussed in Section 3.24.3. '

Seven spills have occurred at or near the intersection of US 77 and Saltillo Road. Information in
the regulatory database is insufficient to determine the exact location of some of the spills.
Information on these spills are summarized in Table 3.26. Surface and subsurface soil and
ground water contamination would be expected at these sites, and could be mitigated as
described in Section 3.24.3.

EC-1, EM-1 and EF-1 Aiternatives. Four surface spills have occurred along 1-80 and US 6 in
the vicinity of the proposed east beitway interchange. Since all of the east beltway alternatives
join 1-80 at the same location, the potential impacts for each east alternative are the same.
These spills are summarized in Table 3.27. Surface contamination would be expected and ,
could be mitigated by removal and disposal at a licensed landfill as described in Section 3.24.3.
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Removal. Contaminated soil and sediment may be removed and managed off-site in
accordance with requirements of the State of Nebraska for special waste or hazardous waste.
If contaminated soil meets the classification of a special waste then the most common
management option involves disposal at a licensed Subtitle D landfill in accordance with NDEQ
Title 132. If contaminated soil is classified as a hazardous waste, disposal must be at a
licensed hazardous waste disposal site in accordance with NDEQ Title 128.

On-Site Treatment. Contaminated water generated from any de-watering activities may require
treating prior to discharge. Cost of treatment would vary depending on the type and
concentration of contaminant, receiving waterway, volume of discharge and treatment system
required. Permits issued by NDEQ may be required for this option for water discharges in
accordance with NDEQ Title 119 and contaminant emissions to ambient air in accordance with
NDEQ Title 129.

3.24.4 No Build Alternative

The no build alternative will have no impact to existing environmental risk sites and would avoid
the expenses of any mitigation measures, other than those required for construction of the
proposed future roadway network improvements.

3.25 VISUAL AESTHETICS

3.25.1 Existing Conditions

Visually, the project area is characterized by rolling hills and an agricultural landscape. Narrow
strips of woodlands occur afong the stream courses which break up the typical scenery of large
fields of row crops. Existing farm ponds dot the drainages between the hills. This rural .
landscape’is regularly dissected by a grid of paved and unpaved section line roads spaced at
1.6 km (1 mi) intervals in both directions. Portions of the project area are characterized by
suburban residential acreage residences.

3.25.2 Impacts of the Four Finalist Alternatives

The beltway will introduce a linear freeway facility into a rural landscape, including associated
bridges, overpasses and interchanges. Although the size of a freeway facility is out-of-
character for the beltway study area, the visual effect of an additional linear roadway is not
greatly different than that of the existing grid system of section line roads except for those
residences in close proximity to the beltway. For these residences, the visual isolation of the
existing landscape wili be replaced with a view of a 4-lane freeway facility, not unlike US 77
through the south beltway study area.

To estimate the potential visual impact of each alternative, a determination was made of the
number of residences within 0.4 km (0.25 mi) of the beltway right-of-way (Table 3.28).
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The direct energy analysis compares the anticipated direct energy consumption level between
the finalist alternatives and the no build alternative for long-range planning conditions. The
direct energy consumption figures have been calculated using speed sensitive formulae

developed by FHWA (1981). The analysis also makes an allowance for anticipated

improvements in vehicle fuel efficiency, and assumes that the fleet would consume 23.8 percent
less fuel per kilometer traveled than vehicles operating presently.

3.26.2 Impacts of the Four Finalist Alternatives

Table 3.29 shows the anticipated annual vehicle kilometers traveled (vehicle miles traveled
(VMT)), average 24-hour trave! speeds, and fuel consumption for the finalist alternatives and no

build alternative. Annual vehicle kilometers {miles)

traveled would be minimally higher (4.5 to

5.8 percent) with the beltway aiternative versus the no build alternative. At the same time,
average travel speeds would be 0.6 to 0.8 km/h (0.4 to 0.5 mph) faster, or 1.4 to 1.9 percent
faster. This increase in travel speeds would enable vehicles to operate in a more fuel efficient
environment, with savings derived from these conditions offsetting the fuel required to support
the minimal increase in the vehicle kilometers traveled (VMT). Direct energy consumption
under the finalist alternatives is approximately 6,412,000 to 6,494,000 billion barrels {bb!) of oil,
representing a 4.5 to 5.6 percent decrease over the no build aiternative. Therefore, energy

consumption with the beltway alternatives is considered a small im

provement over the no build

conditions.
Table 3.29
ENERGY ANALYSIS
ANNUAL AVERAGE TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
VEHICLE TRAVEL GASOLINE DIESEL ANNUAL TOTAL
ALTERNATIVE km {mi) SPEED liters (gallons) | liters (gallons) BTU's ANNUAL
TRAVELED { km/h (mph}) {millions) (millions) {billions) BBL
(millions)
SM-4/ EC-1 10.23 43.8 950 68 35,100 6,412,000
(6.356) (27.2) {251) (18)
SM-4 / EM-1 10.29 43.6 958 68 35,300 6,445,000
(6.352) (27.1) {253) (18)
SM-4 / EF-1 10.36 43.6 965 68 35,600 6,484,000
{6.437) {27.1) {255) {18)
No Build 10.82 43.0 1007 72 37,100 6,787,000
(6.726) {26.7} {266} {19)

A beltway alternative would also require a one-time non-recoverable expenditure of energy for
the construction of the roadway. However, this expenditure would be compensated for over
time by the ongoing annual savings in direct energy requirements. Also, none of the energy
resources to be used during construction are in short supply, and no unusual demands on

energy supply would result from constructing the beltway.
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All of the beltway aiternatives would require similar energy consumption for construction and
operation of a roadway facility, in comparison to the no build alternative which requires no
additional expenditure of energy, other than that required for construction of the proposed future
roadway network improvements. However, post-construction operational requirements will be
less with the more efficient beltway (freeway) altematives as opposed to the no build alternative.
Savings in operational energy reguirements would more than offset construction energy
requirements and thus, in the long-term, resuit in a net savings in energy usage.

3.26.3 Proposed Mitigation

No mitigation is proposed since energy consumption with the beitway alternatives is less than
that with the no build alternative.

3.26.4 No Build Alternative

Regional travel increases and proposed future roadway network improvements are included in
the no build alternative resuiting in an overall increase in future travel speeds. Annual vehicle
kilometers traveled (VMT) in the County is forecast to be approximately 10,824,000 kilometers
(6,726,000 miles). Vehicles operating within the County are expected to consume
approximately 6,600 bb! of oil which is more than with any of the beltway alternatives.

3.27 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
3.27.1 Existing Conditions

All of the beltway alternatives would be constructed along new right-of-way located within rural
areas.

3.27.2 Impacts of the Four Finalist Alternatives

Primary construction impacts would include:

Detours and access impacts to adjacent properties,
Increased dust generation from earth moving activities,

Increased erosion and sedimentation in waterways from earth moving activities, and
Increased noise from construction equipment.

All of these impacts are considered temporary and mitigatable.
3.27.3 Proposed Mitigation

Provision of Access. In general, detours and access to adjacent properties will only be required
when construction crosses existing streets or driveways. Because most of the project will be
along new corridors, access problems should be minimal with the exceptions of the major
interchanges at US 77, N-2, US 34, 1-80 and US 6. For minor intersections, motorists will be
rerouted to nearby parallei streets. Delay would be minimized and adequate signage provided.,
For the major intersections, canstruction phasing plans will be prepared to address traffic
handling operations. Private landowners will be provided access to their property at all times.
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Dust Supression. If objectionable dust levels occur, dust can be controlled by timely
applications of water and temporary seeding to the construction areas.

Erosion and Sedimentation Control. Mitigation measures for construction-related erosion and
sedimentation control will include dikes, dams, sediment basins, fiber mats, temporary and
permanent seeding, straw muich, plastic liners, slope drains, and other devices which wouid
intercept and trap transported sediments during construction.

Noise Controls. Construction noise levels are typically a function of the scale of the project, the
phase of construction, the condition of the equipment and its operating cycles, and the number
of construction equipment units operating simultaneously. Measures that may be empioyed to
reduce objectionable construction noise include designating haul routes away from sensitive
receptors, controliing noise at the source, and limiting construction activities to certain hours of
the day.

3.27.4 No Build Alternative

The no build alternative will require simitar mitigation for construction of the proposed future
roadway network improvements.

3.28 PERMITS

Table 3.30 includes a list of permits that will be required for the beltway project. No other
permits are known at this time. A no build scenario would likely require similar permits for
construction of the proposed future roadway network improvements.

Tabie 3.30

LIST OF REQUIRED PERMITS

PERMIT ISSUING AGENCY REASON
tnterchange Justification Federal Highway Required for a new interchange on the
Adminstration : interstate highway system
Section 404 Permit U.S. Army Corps of Engineers | Required for dredge or fill activities in
wetlands or waters of the United States.
Section 401 Water Quality Nebraska Department of Required as part of Section 404 permit
Certification Environmental Quality process
National .Poflution Discharge Nebraska Department of Required for construction sites greater
Efimination System (NPDES) Permit | Environmental Quality than 2 ha (5 ac) in size.
Flood Piain Development Permit Lancaster County Required for construction within

100-year floadplain.
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CEQ defines cumulative impact as:

‘impact on the environment that 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 nonfederal) 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)

While the DEIS included a discussion of secondary and cumulative impacts, several concerns

were raised during the public comment period requiring an expanded evaluation in the FEIS.
The revised secondary and cumuiative impacts evaluation is included in Section 9.6

C:iMy Documents\Beltway\FEIS\CH3.502.wpd
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IMPACTS UNITS ALTERNATIVES

SM-4 EC-1 EM-1 EF-1
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Air Quality NAAQS impacis no impact no impact no impact no impact
Noise* No. of impacted 4 9 5 7

receptors*

Water Quality Impacts minor and minor and minor and minor and

temporary temporary tempaorary temporary
Major Stream Crossings No. of crossings 2 2 1 o
Total Streams No. of crossings 8 9 6 4
100-Year Floodpiains No. of crossings 4 4 6 5
Floodways No. of crossings 0 2 1 0
Wetlands ha (ac}) 7.3{18.0) 16.9(41.8) 8.9{21.9) 8.3{20.4)
Prairie Grasslands ha (ac) 0 0.4 {1.1) 1.3(3.2) 2.7 {6.6)
Endangered & Threatened Species impacts none none none none
NRHP Archeological Sites No. of sites 0 1 0 0
Adversely Affected
under Section 106
NRHP Standing Structures No. of sites 1 0 1 3
Adversely Affected
under Section 106
Section 4{f) Impacts-Recreation No. of resources 0 2 1 1
Section 4{f) Impacts-Historic No, of sites 0 0 1 1
Potential Environmental Risk Sites No. sites along route 9 4 4 4
Visual Impacts to Residencas No. wfin 0.4 km 27 58 3 41

(0.25 mi}

' Average Annuai Accident Savings is based on end-to-end beltway analyses performed with the BOS land use plan. The BOS §

land use plan is expected {o provide even greater accident cost savings.

2 An analysis of the fime savings with the BOS Hl model comparing the end-to-end beltway alternatives and no build altemative

indicates the investment to construct the beltway would be paid off through time savings in 13 {o 19 years (Section 2.4.5),. The
conclusions of this comparison are that all end-fo-end beltway alternatives for all the east alignments are economically feasible,

*1f SM-4 and EC-1 are constructed, two crossings of the OPPD line will be required. EC-1 alone does not require any railroad

crossing.

4 These are receptors for which noise abatement measures were not considered reasonable.
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1. For EC-1, noise and visual impacts to nearby residences are greater than with other
alternatives because it extends across a more developed {andscape closer to the
city.

2. For EF-1, impacts to historic structures are greater due to the greater presence of
resources with increasing distance from the city and urbanization.

3. The higher costs of EC-1 and EM-1 compared to EF-1 are due to the major bridge
structure at Stevens Creek. However, all of the costs are within 8 percent of each
other for the end-to-end beltways, and within 14 percent for the stand alone east
beltway alternatives. This is within the 20 percent contingency contained in alf cost
estimates.

4. The diagonal crossing at the north end of EC-1 creates a less desirable circuitous
route (with backtracking for westbound traffic).

5. The EC-1 connection at N-2 and the south beltway requires two interchanges which
creates an undesirable triangle of land and access problems for several residences.

6. There are cost savings with the SM-4/EM-1 end-to-end beltway due to the common
interchange at N-2. This savings partially offsets the cost of a longer bridge over
Stevens Creek.

Selection of the Preferred Alternative. Following receipt and consideration of comments on the
Draft EIS, the SM-4/EM-1 alternative was selected as the preferred alternative.

SM-4 was selected because:

1. Transportation Functions. A south beltway would aid in completing a circumferential
roadway in the Lincoln area. The route is within 0.8 km (0.5 mi) of the future service
limit and would reduce the amount of through traffic that otherwise would be on N-2.
The route has potential as a multi-use corridor for future trails, open space, utilities
and other transportation alternatives.

2. Environmental impact. SM-4 minimizes impact on natural resources in that it has
relatively littlle impact on wetlands, no impact on native prairie, does not cross the
existing boundaries of Wilderness Park, and could be built in a manner to minimize
the floodplain impact on Salt Creek. While the route does impact some homes and
businesses, these impacts have been minimized to the extent possible.

EM-1 was considered the best east alternative compared to EC-1 and EF-1 because:

1. Transportation Functions. The EM-1 route would aid in completing a circumferential
roadway and provide a new truck route without the less efficient “backtracking” found
in the EC-1 and EF-1 options.

2. Environmental Impacts. EM-1 minimizes environmental impacts to those resources
that are considered most valuable by the local community. [n comparison to EC-1,
the EM-1 route minimizes impacts to rural and urban neighborhoods, including noise
and visual impacts to residences. It also has the least number of relocations of any
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of the east alternatives. While EM-1 and EF-1 are similar in environmental impact,
EM-1 minimizes impacts to historic properties. At the same time, EM-1 has less
impact to prairies (versus EF-1), relatively low impact to wetlands (versus EC-1), and
requires 150 ac less in right-of-way than the other alternatives. While the EM-1
crossing of Stevens Creek is the longest of the three east alternatives, it couid be
buiit to minimize impacts to the floodplain. In consideration of these resources, the
EM-1 route protects and preserves the environment to the greatest extent, and is
considered the most compatible with the goals, objectives and values of
Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan.

3. Multi-Use Corridor Potential. The EM-1 route has the greatest potential as a multi-
use corridor for trails, open space, utilities and other fransportation alternatives. 1t
could be integrated well with a possible frail in Stevens Creek and then tie into
possible trails along the South Beltway route to Wilderness Park trails. The potential
as an open space corridor is high given that its is within 0.8 km (0.5 mi} of Stevens
Creek for over a 10-km (6-mi) stretch. EM-1 also paralleis an existing LES
transmission line with a 46 m (150-ft) easement which would allow some overiap of a
joint utility and road corridor for over 13 km (8 mi).

4. Travel Time. EM-1 has greater travel savings than EF-1.

5. Cost. While EM-1 is more expensive than EF-1 or EC-1, EM-1 may provide future
cost savings as a multi-use corridor, and it uses less land than the other two routes.

The selection of the preferred alternative was unanimously approved on 15 June 2001 by the
Beltway Management Committee representing the four project sponsors—the City of Lincoln,
Lancaster County, NDOR and FHWA.

Local Preference Decision. The SM-4 and EM-1 alternatives were approved by the Lincoln City
Council and the Lancaster County Board of Supervisors, in separate actions, on 22 August
2001 for amendment to the Lincoln/Lancaster Comprehensive Plan. With the Mayor of Lincoln’s
signature on 30 August 2001, the aiternatives were officially adopted into the plan.

C:\My Documen!s\Beltway\FEIS\Ch4.502.wpd
29May02
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6. AGENCY AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Due to the significance of the South and East Beltways Study, the project sponsors decided at
the project onset that anyone and everyone should be given ample opportunity to participate in
the study planning process. Toward this end an extensive Public Participation Program (PPP)
was developed with input from the consultant team, study sponsors and the general public

(Interim Report 1, WSA, 1996). The program included the following committees and activities.

Management Committee

Technical Advisory Committee
Citizens Advisory Committee
‘Newsletters/.andowner Notifications
Telephone Hotline

Agency Scoping Meeting

Partnering Workshop

Public Information Meetings
Presentations to Elected Officials
Smali Group Workshops/ieelings
Meetings with Individual Landowners
Media Relations

Correspondence

Consultant Availability

Merge Agency Review

Public Hearing

As the study progressed, each element of the program was implemented and additional
elements were added, including the establishment of a Beltway telephone hotline as an
additional public forum for comments and questions. Weekly progress meetings between the
study team and sponsoring agencies were conducted during critical periods of the study.

Throughout the course of the South and East Beltways Study the level of interest and concern
on the part of the public has been quite high as evidenced by the letters, phone calls and other
inquiries received during the course of the study. The PPP has proven to be an effective way of
informing the public and receiving information to be used for the conduct of the study. The
process provided the consuitant team with vailuable information as they formulated
recommendations.

6.1 MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

The Management Committee gives direction to the consulting team on key matters. It is made
up of representatives of the study sponsors:

City of Lincoin

Lancaster County

Nebraska Department of Roads
Federal Highway Administration
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The Management Committee met 23 times during the beltway study. The Management
Committee received input and advice from both the Technical Advisory Committee, made up of
technical staff from several local, state and national agencies, and the Citizens Advisory
Committee, made up of a diverse cross section of individuals representing the entire City of
Lincoln. Occasionally, these committees met on the same day to facilitate the flow of
information and coordination.

6.2 TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The Technical Committee included local, state, and federal agency representatives who bring
technical expertise to the study. These individuals reviewed the work of the consultants, guided
the study, and advised the Management Committee. This committee met on six occasions
during the beltway study. Members of this group also attended many other meetings of the
beltway study. Agencies included were:

City of Lincoln Public Works Department
Lancaster County Engineers Office
Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Department
Lincoln Chamber of Commerce

Lower Platte South Natural Resources District
Nebraska Department of Roads

Nebraska Game and Parks Commission
Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality
Nebraska State Historical Society

Federal Highway Administration

Federal Transit Authority

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

6.3 CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

This committee comprised a cross-section of individuals from within and outside the study area
who reflected a diverse, yet balanced, set of perspectives. The committee provided the study
sponsors and consultants with a community-based “sounding board”. This committee met 13
times during the beltway study.

6.4 NEWSLETTERS / LANDOWNER NOTIFICATIONS

Five Beltway Newsletters were published and distributed to all persons on the beltway mailing
list throughout the course of the study. Additional written communication occurred via press
releases and articles that appeared in area newspapers.

6.5 BELTWAY HOTLINE

A telephone hotline was set up and advertised for use by anyone wishing to ask questions,
make comments, or request information. The hatline received over 350 calls. Al questions
received a call-back to try to answer their question. All requested information was provided, if
available. All comments were catalogued and forwarded to appropriate study team members
for use in the beltway evaluations.
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1. The south study area was too narrow and should be expanded.
Following the meeting, the Comprehensive Plan was amended to expand the study
area one mile further to the south (to 0.5 mile south of Bennet Road).

2. Concern was expressed that the study was not completed 30 years ago.

It was explained that a study was completed 30 years ago (1971) and that the
decision was made at that time not to proceed ahead.

3. Would landowners whose property was needed for a Beltway be compensated?
The legal process for government acquisition of right-of-way was explained.
4. Will long-time farmers and landowners have priority over other land uses?

it was explained that length of time as a landowner has no bearing on the selection
process.

5. Why is a park (Wilderness Park) untouchable?

It was explained that Wiilderness Park was not untouchable, and several crossings
and alternatives were still being considered.

A second newsletter was maifed in January 1996 to explain the continuing process. It discussed
the need for Management, Technical, and Citizens Committees to evaluate alternative
alignments over the next few months. It notified readers of a 24-hour Beltway Hot Line that
could be accessed, and invited interested parties to mail in ideas, concerns, and opinions to the
Studies Office. '

A third newsletter was mailed in March 1996 to explain the Beltway Alignment Alternatives
Recommended For Further Evaluation. It was reparted that the Citizens Advisory Committee
concurred with the consultants approach and that the Committee added new alignment options
for consideration. The centerpiece of this newsletter was the four alternatives in the south area
and the three aiternatives in the east area that were recommended. This newsletter announced
the next public meeting for 18 April 1996.

18 Aprit 1996. This meeting was designed to review the Studies progress and the various
project options. It was organized similar to the previous public meeting. Participants were
encouraged to visit with City and County officials and to share ideas and opinions with the
Studies Team. There were displays of the work completed to date and presentations by the
Studies Team. Approximately 500 citizens attended the meeting.

There were several kinds of issues and concerns that were expressed at the meeting. These
matters and how they were addressed or considered are discussed:
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1. Alarge number of citizens expressed concern that they could be in the path of a
beltway. Many said they felt “betrayed” by local government because they were
allowed to build in the Studies area and should have been warned that a beltway
might be built nearby. Many in attendance suggested routes that would be in
focations further from their own properties. Some questioned whether a beltway was
needed at all.

In response, the consultants explained the process of continuing studies. It was
noted that additional details would be needed such as travel demand from traffic
models, preliminary cost estimates, and the environmental impacts of each option.

2. In addition, citizens asked that there be additional time at meetings for questions and
answers in a full group setting. They requested more detail and information on cause
and impacts. Another request was that maps be updated because of the constant
change of new homes and residential subdivisions in the Studies area. The public
wanted more information on traffic studies, and they wanted more information on the
decision making process and who the decision makers would be.

In response, the Studies Team and Management Committee reviewed the responses
and re-evaluated the project resources.

3. The public and sponsoring agencies also stated at this point that they would prefer a
more detailed study of non-beltway alternatives including the widening of some
existing County roads.

-At this point, the Studies Team and sponsoring agencies began a process of
evaluating the project scope. During the summer and fall of 1996, these discussions
concluded that 1) greater citizen participation would be required, inciuding the
resources to meet that demand, and that 2) the study detaits would need to be
greatly expanded to meet these needs. The culmination of these efforts was an
expanded scope of services and extension of the Studies timelines.

A fourth newsletter was mailed in November 1996 for the purpose of explaining the status of the
Studies at that point. It noted that surveys indicated an 87 percent approval rating of the public
meeting format by those who had attended the previous meeting.

19 June 1997. This meeting was designed to bring new and more extensive data to the public.
The fifth beltway newsletter preceded and announced the meeting. This step was the resuit of
eight additional months of intensive study on key aspects of the project. The Studies Team
presented three non-beltway options, four beltway corridors in the south area, and three beltway
corridors in the east area. The studies inciuded information on congestion/accident reduction,
construction costs, socio-economics, land use, and environmental impacts as a means of
evaluating the different options. There were an estimated 400 citizens in attendance.

The Studies Team recommended that one beltway aiternative in the south area (SM-4) and two

alternatives in the east (EC-1 and EM-1) be considered as finalist alignments for more detailed
evaluation.
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1. The reaction of the public intensified at this meeting and there were a number of
challenges to the recommendations. Many in attendance questioned the need for a
beltway, doubted the results of the traffic projections, complained about the land
needed for beltways, questioned whether there would be a fair compensation for jost
property, and expressed concerned about decreasing tand values. Some disagreed
with the recommendation to drop the easternmost alternative (EF-1)

The Studies Team responded that much more detailed work would be needed to
answer all the questions, and that they would work more closely with landowners as
the more detailed work began.

Subsequent to the 19 June 1997 public meeting, the City Council, County Board, and Planning
Commission met in joint session to consider the recommendations. This meeting was
advertised to the public, but was not for public participation in the form of questions and
answers. This joint session was held on 27 June 1997, and the planning and elected officiais
expressed a “local preference” to eliminate the EC-1 route and add the EF-1 route back into the
studies. Also, they endorsed the SM-4 route for the continuing work.

ft was determined and agreed by the sponsor agencies that all four alternative beltway routes
(EC-1, EM-1, EF-1, SM-4) and the no build alternative should be evaluated as part of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Extensive environmental studies were conducted by
the Studies Team from August 1997 until March 2001 to address the issues that were raised by
the pubilic, private landowners, and sponsor agencies.

27 March 2001. This meeting was designed to present detailed environmental and planning
information to the public concemning all the remaining alternatives. The publication and
distribution of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on 1 March 2001 preceded it. Also, the
sixth newsletter was prepared and mailed to interested parties prior to this meeting. The
newsletter summarized the additional information that was now available, noted the availability
of the DEIS, and announced the planned public meeting.

The public meeting used the same basic format of previous such meetings. Members of the
Beltways Study Team, including the project sponsors, consuitants, and State Historic
Preservation Office staff were available to meet with the public and answer questions. There
were various displays and tables at which citizens couid inquire about detailed information and
talk with the experts that has prepared or reviewed the work to date. Displays and information
tables included: historic resources/archeology, land acquisition specialists, traffic projections,
cost estimates, alternative route maps, and a project video program. There were 375 interested
parties that attended the 9-hour open house., '

Prior to this public meeting, the sponsor agencies agreed that no specific recommendations for
or against any particular alternative would be made. It was agreed that the Public Hearing on
the DEIS and local government hearings to determine the local preference should be conducted
prior to making recommendations. The Studies Team held a variety of discussions with
individuals and small groups during the course of this public meeting. Hand out materials and
displays gave information on the dates, time, and location of the Public Hearings on the DEIS.

Observations and expressions of public attitude and opinion at this meeting included the
following:
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1.

A recurring theme that it was “time to get on with” making a decision

The response was to inform citizens of the timetables for the DEIS Public Hearings
and the local preference process.

There was very little concern expressed about the south beltway, while the east
beltway drew most of the interest and concerns.

Residents along the path of alternative beltway routes expressed concern about the
noise level impacts. Most felt that the noise would be excessive.

The response was to explain the noise impact study methodology and the federal
guidelines.

In general, those near any of the alternative routes expressed concern about being
too close to that route. :

The response was to invite interested parties to give oral or written testimony at the
DEIS Hearings.

12 February 2002. A public meeting on historic mitigation was conducted for property owners

and consulting parties on 12 February 2002 (see Section 9.5.9). The meeting included an
update on historic issues and review of the proposed mitigation plan developed for the two
historic properties which are adversely affected by the preferred SM-4/EM-1 alternative. Prior to
the meeting, property owners and consulting parties were mailed copies of the Draft
Memorandum of Agreement and a draft version of Chapter 9 of this FEIS.

Approximately 24 people attended the meeting, including representatives of the ACHP, NTHP,
SHPQ and Preservation Association of Lincoln. Seven written comments were received over
the 10-day comment period. Comments related to historic issues covered the following topics:

1.

Two landowners on EM-1 objected to the revised boundary of the Stevens Creek
Stock Farm as it inciuded their properties. The boundary changes were made
without their permission. One owner expressed concern that they would now be
subject to federal permits or stipulations on receiving federal subsidies.

The owner of the non-historic log cabin residence (focated on the additional NRHP-
eligible parcel west of the Stevens Creek Stock Farm) expressed concern about
noise impacts from EM-1.

The owner of the Henry Wunibald Farmyard expressed concern that their non-
historic farmyard would be more adversely affected by noise impacts from SM-4 that
the NRHP eligible property.

The FEIS should address the impacts on the Stevens Creek Stock Farm from
additional traffic on 138" which is traveling from the EF-1 interchange on Pioneers
Boulevard to Van Dorn Street,

Certain consulting parties felt that properties along all the routes should be studied
for possible boundary changes.
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6. The NTHP believes that the beltway will have the potential for cumulative and
indirect effects on historic properties, and suitable mitigation strategles should be

developed.

Certain consulting parties felt that the FEIS should contain a statement that the EF-1
alternative is eliminated from any future consideration. They did not feel that
selection of EM-1 was strong enough assurance that the EF-1 route would never be

reconsidered.

The MOA was finalized (Appendix E) based on comments from this meeting.

6.9 PRESENTATIONS AT CITY COUNCIL, COUNTY BOARD, COMMONS AND
SUPERCOMMONS MEETINGS

The study team included elected officials from the community in the study process by presenting
information and study findings at Supercommons Meetings. The Supercommons is made up of
the Lincoln City Council, Lancaster County Board and the Lincoln/Lancaster County Planning
Commission. All meetings of the Supercommons, Lincoln City Councit and Lancaster County
Board were advertised and open to the general public. Meetings of these bodies, where the
beltway was on the agenda, were held on:

August 1995

18 October 1995
November 1996

21 February 1997
16 May 1997

16 June 1997

27 June 1997

15 August 1997

27 March 1998

16 October 1998
20 November 1998
15 December 1998
15 March 1999

30 March 1999

18 June 1999

City Council and County Board
Supercommons Meeting

City Council and County Board
Supercommons Meeting
Supercommons Meeting
Pre-City Council Meeting
Supercommons Meeting
Supercommons Hearing
Supercommons Meeting
Supercommons Meeting
Supercommans Meeting

City Councit and County Board
City Councii

County Board

Supercommons Meeting

6.10 GROUP BRIEFINGS WITH NEIGHBORHOODS AND OTHER SPECIAL INTEREST
GROUPS

Neighborhood workshops and group briefings were also held at the request of many groups to
provide the public with direct access to the consuitant team in an informal setting. Several of
these meetings were well attended and included extensive dialog between neighborhoods and
the project management team. The larger meetings included:

10 December 1996
8 March 1997
12 May 1997
21 May 1997

South Corridor Group {estimated 50 attending)
South Beltway Group (estimated 25 attending)
South Beltway Group (estimated 150 attending)
Yankee Hill Group (estimated 60 attending)
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The same five agencies reviewed the Preliminary Draft Environmental impact Statement
(PDEIS, dated 13 November 2000) and concurred that it was satisfactory (Appendix A).
Specific comments were received from the US Army Corps of Engineers and the US
Environmental Protection Agency, and have been incorporated into this document.

US Army Corps of Engineers. A letter was received from the USACE Kearney Regulatory
Office indicating that the findings of the wetland delineation were highly preliminary. The
following three issues were raised.

ISSUE RESOLUTION

1. Soils data was not provided for Further coordination with the Corps indicated that the

all locations. methodology used for the beltway wetland delineation was the
same methodology used by the Corps for preliminary studies
where the final design is not known {see Appendix A, email
dated 19 December 2000 from Keith Tillotson to Amy Ziotsky).
No resolution required.

2. Some locations were delineated | Final wetland defineations will be conducted after right-of-way
from a distance as permission acquisition when all properties may be surveyed on-site.
for access was denied.

3. Three of the sheets were The three data forms with errors have been corrected.
incorrectly completed.

US Environmental Protection Agency. The EPA raised four issues as described below.

ISSUE RESOLUTION
1. Statements in the PDEIS will Concurrence has been received from all five Merge agencies,
require endorsement by other | including all agencies mentioned in the EPA letter. Other
federal and state agencies agencies will receive copies of the DEIS for review and
comment. :
2. The PDEIS impiies that No additionat investigations were conducted. The TDM/TSM text

modeling or scientific study of | in the DEIS was summarized from Inferim Report Number 1
TDM/TSM improvements had | (WSA, 1996a) prepared by a firm with nationat expertise in

been performed, but no transportation planning. References have been added to the text
reference was given. to indicate the source of the information.

3. Depending on the type of The text states that mitigation has been proposed at a minimum
wetland impacted, mitigation ratio of 1:1. This does not preciude the use of greater ratios.

ratios greater than 1:1 are
sometimes preferred.

4. They suggest simplifying and These two parameters have been revised to aid in
clarifying Tabile 4.1 for the understanding.
Benefit Cost Ratio and Cost
Effectiveness parameters.
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Nebraska State Historic Preservation Office. In November 2000, the PDEIS was also reviewed
by the Nebraska State Historic Preservation Office who concurred with the findings of the
PDEIS and the findings of the appendices as they refated to Section 106 consultation
(Appendix E).

6.16 PUBLIC HEARING

The Public Hearing for the south and east beltways was conducted on 23 and 24 April 2001 for
the purpose of receiving oral testimony on the DEIS. Morning, afternoon and evening sessions
were available during the two-day hearing for the convenience of the public. Three hearing
rooms were available, each with a hearing officer and court recorder, for taking oral testimony.
Sealing was available for those interesting in observing the testimony, including the news
media. A public information room was open throughout the hearings to allow further opportunity
to review the DEIS materials, inciuding various reports and documents, exhibits of the beltway
corridor focations, and handouts. Members of the Beltways Study Team, including the project
sponsors, consultants, and State Historic Preservation Office staff were available to meet with
the public and answer questions.

Notice for the Public Hearing was published in the Lincoin Journal Star on 9 and 15 April 2001,
with two notices on each date. The notice was aiso published on 19 April 2001 in The Voice, a
regional newspaper serving western Otoe, northern Gage and Lancaster Counties. A
newspaper serving the Waverly community, The News, published a front page story about the
hearing process in its 19 April 2001 edition. During the week of 9 April 2001, Public Hearing
notices were mailed to approximately 1,100 citizens on the mailing fist for the south and east
beltways study area. In addition, other Lincoln news media, including KOLN/KGIN-TV, KLKN-
TV, and KFOR Radio were active in covering the Public Hearings, and other beltway meetings.

The attendence at the hearings was relatively low, with 162 names on the sign-in sheets. It was
estimated that an additional 100 persons may have been present who did not sign in. Oral
testimony was received from 48 individuals. The original public comment period extended from
23 March untit 7 May 2001. The comment period was extended until 15 June 2001 in response
to a request from the National Trust for Historic Preservation.

Written comments were received from 108 persons, and an additional 23 public agencies and
private organizations. The comments are summarized in Chapter 9. This chapter documents
public and agency coordination that occurred foliowing the circulation of the DEIS. it includes
responses to comments. .

C\My Documents\Beltway\FE{S\CH6.502.wpd
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7. LIST OF PREPARERS

This Draft Environmental Impact Statement was prepared by a number of professionals
comprising the Beltway Study Team, including:

John Cambridge, P.E.: Civil Engineer, Olsson Associates. B.S. Civil Engineering (1984),
University of Nebraska—Lincoln. Study involvement: floodplain issues.

Joan Darling, Ph.D.: Senior Scientist, Olsson Associates. Ph.D. Biology (1976), M. Phil.
Biology (1971), Yale University; B.A. Biology (1969), Queens College. Study Involvement:
wetlands, threatened and endangered species.

Melissa Dirr: Preservation Historian, On Site Photography and Preservation. M.A. History
(1990); B.S. Historic Preservation (1992), Southeast Missouri State University. Study
involvement:: historic buildings survey.

Mark Elliot: Photographer, On Site Photography and Preservation. B.A. Fine Arts/Photography
(1990), State University of New York, Purchase. Study involvement: historic buildings survey.

Mike Gorman, P.E.: Vice President, Transportation, HWS Consulting Group. M.S.
_ Transportation Engineering (1991), University of Nebraska-Lincoln; B.S. Construction
Engineering (1879), lowa State University. Study Involvement: Project Manager.

William H. Imig: Environmental Scientist, Oisson Associates. B.S. Environmental Management
(1977), Kearney State College. Study involvement: air quality, noise.

Jim Linderholm, C.P.G.: President, HWS Consuiting Group. B.S. Geology (1961), University
of Nebraska-Lincoln. Study Involvement: Principal in Charge.

Craig Mielke: Wetlands Scientist, Olsson Associates. B.S. Agriculture (1998), Purdue
University. Study Involvement: wetlands, threatened and endangered species.

Stan Parks: Research Archeologist, University of Nebraska-Lincoln. M.A. Anthropology
(1992), B.S. Ed. Secondary Education, Anthropology, History (1989), University of Nebraska-
Lincoln. Study Involvement: archeologicai survey report, other cuitural resources management
activities.

Daryoush Razavian, P.E., P.H.: Senior Engineer, Olsson Associates. M.S. Water Resources
Engineering (1981), B.S. Civil Engineering {1979), University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Study
Involvement: floodplain issues.

Lisa Richardson, P.E.: Project Engineer, HWS Consuiting Group. B.S. Civil Engineering
(1995), University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Study Involvement: Project Engineer.

Stacy Stupka-Burda: Research Archeologist, University of Nebraska-Lincoln. M.A.

Anthropology {1995), B.S. Anthropology (1991), University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Study
Involvement: archeological survey report, other cultural resources management activities.
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8. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS TO
WHOM COPIES OF THIS STATEMENT ARE SENT

LIST OF PUBLIC AGENCIES

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Mr. Don Kiima

The Old Post Office Building, #809

1100 Pennsylvania Ave NW
Washington, DC 20004

City of Bennet
685 Monroe St
Bennet, Nebraska 68317

City of Waverly
14130 Lancashire
Waverly, Nebraska 68462

Village of Roca
Box 69, Village Hall
Roca, Nebraska 68430

City of Lincoin, City Council
Annette McRoy, Chair

555 S. 10" Street

Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

City of Lincoln-Lancaster Co. Heaith Dept.
Bruce Dart :

3140 N Street

Lincoln, Nebraska 68510

Lincoln Public Schools

Philip Schoo, Superintendent
5901 O Sireet

Lincoin, Nebraska 68510

Lancaster County Commissioners

Bob Workman, Chair ‘

555 S. 10" Street

Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

Lower Piatte South Natural Resources Dist.
Glenn Johnson, General Manager

3125 Portia Avenue

Lincoln, Nebraska 68501
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Nebraska Department of Aeronautics
Diane Haoffer

General Aviation Building

Box 82088

Lincoln, Nebraska 68501-2088

Nebraska Dept. of Environmental Quality
Jay Ringenberg '

P.O. Box 98922

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509-8922

Nebraska Dept. of Health and Human Services
Division of Environmental Health Services

301 Centennial Mall South

FP.O. Box 95044

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509-5044

Nebraska Department of Natural Resources
Brian Dunnigan

301 Centennial Mall South

P.O. Box 94876

Linceoln, Nebraska 68509

Nebraska Game and Parks Commission
Frank Albrecht

P.O. Box 30370

Lincoln, Nebraska 68503

Nebraska Governor's Office
Honorable Mike Johanns
P.O. Box 94848

Lincoin, Nebraska 68509

Nebraska Indian Commission
Judi Morgan, Director

Capitol Building

Lincoin, Nebraska 68509

Nebraska State Historical Society

Bob Puschendorf

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Box 82554

Lincoln, Nebraska 68501

Nebraska State Legislature, District 21
Senator Carol L. Hudkins
Room 1406 State Capitol
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509
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Nebraska State Legistature, District 25
Senator Roanld E. Raikes
Room 1008 State Capitol
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

Nebraska State Legistature, District 26
Senator Marian L. Price

Room 1117 State Capitol

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

Nebraska State Legistature, District 27
Senator DiAnna Schimek
Room 1212 State Capitol
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

Nebraska State Legislature, District 28
Senator Chris Beutler

Room 1124 State Capitol

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

Nebraska State Legislature, District 29
Senator Mike Foley

Room 1010 State Capitol

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

Nebraska State Legislature, District 30
Senator Dennis M. Byars
Room 1208 State Capitol
Lincoin, Nebraska 68509

Nebraska State Legislature, District 46
Senator David M. Landis

Room 1116 State Capitol

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

US Air Force

Offutt Air Force Base
Base Civil Engineer
Omaha, Nebraska 68113

US Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Off.
Mike Rabbe, State Supervisor

8901 South 154™ Street

Omaha, Nebraska 68138

US Army Corps of Engineers, Planning Branch
Candy Gorton, Chief

CEMRO-PD-M

215 North 17" Street

Omaha, Nebraska 68102-4978
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USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service
Steven Chick, State Resource Conservationist
100 Centennial Malt North, Room 345

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509-3866

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service
Astor Boozer

Lancaster County District Conservationist

6030 South 58" Street, Suite C

Lincoln, Nebraska 68516

US Congress

Honorable Dougias Bereuter
1045 K Street

Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

US Congress

Honorable Chuck Hagel
294 Federai Building

100 Centennial Mali North
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

US Congress

Honorable Ben Nelson
287 Federal Building

100 Centennial Mall North
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

usDol

Director, Office of Environmental Compliance
Main Interior Building MS 2340

1849 C Sireet NW

Washington, DC 20240

USDOM Fish and Wildlife Service
Steve Anschutz

203 West 2™ Street

Grand Island, Nebraska 68801-5907

USDOT Federal Aviation Administration
Mark Schenkelberg

Airports Division ACE-600

901 Locust Street

Kansas City, Missouri 64106

USDOT Federal Railroad Administration
Office of Economic analysis {(RRP-32)
400 Seventh Street SW

Washington, DC 20580
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USDOT Federal Transit Adminstration
Mark Johnson

6301 Rock Hill Road, Suite 303
United Labor Building

Kansas City, Missouri 64131

US Environmental Protection Agency
Joe Cothern, NEPA Team Leader
901 North 5" Street

Kansas City, Kansas 66101-2907

US Federal Emergency Management Agency
Ross Richardson

911 Walnut Street

Kansas City, Missouri 64106

US Housing and Urban Development
Altn: Greg Bevirl

Omaha Area Office

10909 Mill Valley Road

Omaha, Nebraska 68154-3950

US Small Business Adminisfration
11145 Mill Valley Road
Omaha, Nebraska 68154

LIST OF PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS,
BUSINESSES AND UTILITIES

Alitel, Inc.

Al Schroeder

15" and M Streets
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway Co.
Bob Carter, Public Works Coordinator
201 North 7" Street

Lincoin, Nebraska 68508

CARS

c/o Mike Rierden

645 M Street, Suite 200
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

Cass County Rural Water District No. 2
Box 195 ,
Efmwood, Nebraska 68349

Conoco, Inc.

Vic Hannan

1345 Saitillo Road
Roca, Nebraska 68430
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Friends of the East Mid Beltway
cfo Mark Hunzeker

1045 Lincoln Mall, Suite 200
Linco!n, Nebraska 68508

Kinder-Morgan Energy Partners
Kinder-Morgan, Inc.

1301 McKinney, Suite 3400
Houston, Texas 77010

Lancaster County Rural Water District No. 1
Steve Sulek

310 Fir Street

Bennet, Nebraska 68317

Lincoln Chamber of Commerce
1136 M Street, Suite 200
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

Lincoln Journal Star
926 P Sfreet
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

Lincoln Electric Service
Steve Hanks

1040 O Strest

Lincoin, Nebraska 68508

Nationat Trust for Historic Preservation
Amy Cole

10 16" Street

Denver, Colorado 80202

Nebraska Public Power District

P.O. Box 499
Colurnbus, Nebraska 68602

Nebraska Trucking Association
Bud Cuca

1701 K Street

Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

Norris Public Power District
Randy Evans

RR

Roca, Nebraska 68430

Northern Natural Gas Company
Ken Sampson

11111 South 103" Street
Omaha, Nebraska 68124



Final Environmental Impact Statement
Project No. DPU-3300(1)

Preservation Association of Lincoln
Rogers House

2145 B Street

Lincoln, Nebraska 68502

Stevens Creek Preservation Association
c/o Rick Hodtwalker

Route 2 Box 29

Lincoln, Nebraska 68520

Union Pacific Railroad Company
Jack Dobrinska

1416 Dodge Street

Omaha, Nebraska 68179

Williams Pipe Line Company
US 77 South
Roca, Nebraska 68430

LIST OF iNDIAN TRIBES

Iowé Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska
Route 1, Box 58A
White Cloud, Kansas 66094

fowa Tribe of Oklahoma

Marianne Long, Director

Tribal Operations/Historic Preservation
Route 1 Box 721

Perkins, Oklahoma 74059

Kaw Tribe of Okalahoma
Wanda Stone, Chair

P.O. Box 50

Kaw City, Oklahoma 74641

Omaha Tribal Council
Eimer Blackbird, Chair
P.O. Box 368

Macy, Nebraska 68039

Otoe-Missouria Tribe
Raymond Butler, Chair

P.O. Box 68

Red Rock, Okiahoma 74651

Pawnee Nation of Oklahoma
Robert Chapman, President
P.O. Box 470

Pawnee, OK 74058
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Ponca Tribe of Nebraska

Phil Wendzillo, Director of Cultural Affairs
P.O. Box 288

Niobrara, Nebraska 68760

Ponca Tribe of Oklahoma
Douglas Rhodd, Chair

Box 2, White Eagle

Ponca Cily, Oklahoma 74601

Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri
Deanne Bahr

305 Main

Reserve, Kansas 66434

Sac and Fox Nation of Oklahoma
Dora Yound, Chief

Route 2, Box 246

Stroud, Oklahoma 74079

Santee Sioux Tribal Council
Roger Trudell, Chair

Route 2, P.O. Box 163
Niobrara, Nebraska 68760

Three Affilated Tribes of North Dakota
Fort Berthold Reservation

P.O. Box 220

New Town, North Dakota 58763

Wichita Tribe

Gary McAdams, President
P.O.Box 729

Anadarko, Oklahoma 72005

Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska
John Blackhawk, Chair
Community Center

Highway 77, P.O. Box 687
winnebago, Nebraska 68071-0687
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THIS DOCUMENT IS ALSO AVAILABLE AT
THE FOLLOWING LOCATIONS:

City of Lincoln

Citizens Information Center
555 S. 10" Street

Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

Bennett Martin Public Library
14™ & N Street
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

Charles H. Gere Public Library
2400 S. 56" Street
Lincoln, Nebraska 68506

University of Nebraska Love Library
13" & R Street

P.C. Box 80410

Lincoin, Nebraska 68588
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9. COMMENTS AND COORDINATION ON THE DEIS

This chapter includes documentation of public and agency coordination since the circulation of
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The foilowing list provides an overview of
the sections and topics included.

Page

9.1 Summary of Comments on DEIS: Written Comments and Oral Testimony 9.2
9.2 Summary of the Local Preference Decision Process 9.30
9.3 Refinement of Alternatives in Response to Public Comments 9.32
9.4 Benefit-Cost Analysis: A Response to Public Comments 9.33
9.4.1 First Analysis ‘ 9.33

9.4.2 Second Analysis 9.33

9.4.3 Lancaster County Population Data 9.36

9.4.4 Accident Reduction Savings 9.36

9.4.5 Maintenance Costs ‘ 9.36

9.4.6 Construction Costs Estimates 9.37

9.4.7 Costs of improving Connector Roads 9.37

8.4.8 The Most Cost Effective Alternative 9.37

9.5 Status of Historic Issues 9.38
9.6.1 Comments on Historic Issues 9.38

9.5.2 Field Trip on Historic Issues 9.39

9.5.3 Secondary and Cumulative Impacts 9.39

9.5.4 Boundaries of Historic Properties 9.39

9.5.5 Evaluation of Additional Acres for the Stevens Creek Stock Farm 9.39

9.5.6 Additional Historic Property 9.40

9.5.7 Assessment of Adverse Affects 9.40

9.5.8 Advisory Councit on Historic Preservation ' 9.41

9.5.9 Mitigation Plan for Historic Properties along SM-4/EM-1 9.42

9.6 Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Evaluation 9.45
9.6.1 Resources and Ecosystem Components 9.45

9.6.2 Geographic Boundaries and Time Period - : 9.46

9.6.3 Data Sources ’ 9.47

9.6.4 Past, Present and Reasonably Forseeable Future Actions 9.48

9.6.5 Analysis of Historic Resources 9.54

9.6.6 Analysis of Farmfand 9.61

9.6.7 Analysis of Flows in the Platte River 9.63

9.6.8 Analysis of Saline Wetlands and Other Wetiands : 9.65

9.7 Response to Comments on NRCS Form AD-10086 9.72
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9.1 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON DEIS: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND ORAL
TESTIMONY

This summary of comments addresses (1) all written comments received by mail during the
public comment period for the DEIS, (2) written comments received at the Public Meeting
conducted in March 2001 and the two Public Hearings conducted in April 2001, as well as (3)
comments provided through oral testimony at the two Public Meetings. The summary includes
responses to the comments. To aid the reader, a listing of abbreviations used in the document
has been provided. In addition, a list of notes was developed to provide standard responses on
issues which were raised in a large number of the comments. Please note that “comments
considered’, as used in this summary, are comments that did not point out specific errors
requiring additional investigation for the FEIS, but were part of the public record for review by
decision makers.

ABBREVIATIONS:

106 Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act N-2 Nebraska Highway 2

4{f) Section 4{f) of the Depariment of Transporiation Act NDOR Nebraska Department of Roads

ASAP as soon as possible NE Nebraska

CARS Citizens for Accountable Route Selection NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service
DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement NRHP National Register of Historic Places

EC East Close, EC-1 alignment ROW  right-of-way

EF East Far, EF-1 alignment SiCk Stevens Creek

EM East Middle, EM-1 alignment SHPQ  State Historic Preservation Office

FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement SM South Middte, SM-4 alignment

FHWA Federal Highway Administration UNL University of Nebraska-Lincoln

HWS HWS Consuiting Group, Engineering Consultant WSA  Wilbur Smith Assoc., Engineering Consultant
LPSNRD Lower Piatte South Natural Resources District

NOTES:

1. Use of 148™ Street for non-beltway & beltway options was evaluated, and eliminated from
further consideration (page 2.45). In general, it has greater social, environmental
(including historic) and economic impacts due to existing structures close to the roads.

2. Section 4{f} is involved when a protected property is acquired for a transportation project.
A Section 4(f) “constructive use” can occur when property is not acquired, however, its use
must be substantially impaired. The Section 4(f} constructive use evaluation has a

~ higher criteria level than Section 106 evaluation; therefore it is possible for a project to
“adversely affect” a historic resource under 106, and yet under 4(f), it may not necessarily
“substantially impair” the features or attributes that make the site significant (page H.5).

3. Fair Market Value will be paid for acquired property (page 3.17). Acquisition will occur
after the Record of Decision, as appropriate.

4.  Federal-Aid Highway Funding is to be used for the benefit of the traveling public in

general, rather than for the exclusive benefit of Lincoln or any other specific community.

A tabutation of bisected farm parcels has been added to Section 3.4.2 and Table 4.1).

The cost estimates included in the DEIS were prepared using very conservative

assumptions in 1996, and are still considered valid in 2001. The cost estimates have

been revised in the FEIS {pages 2.73 to 2.75). A final cost estimate will be prepared
during final design.

Roadway projects are typically designed to balance cut and fill (earth moving).

A review of economic issues has been included in Section 9.4,

oo

® ™~
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10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

17.
18,

19.

20.

21,

22.
23.

24,
25.
26,

27.

An EIS must discuss all environmental impacts, and none are assigned greater priority
than another.

Use of existing roadways for non-beltway options were evaluated and efiminated
because they did not meet the project purpose and need (pages 2.15 and following). Use
of existing roadways for beitway alternatives was eliminated because they would have
greater social, environmental and economic impacts due to existing structures close to the
roads (page 2.13).

Historic Issues have been further evaluated in Section 9.5.

The beitway alignments were rechecked in J uly 2001 with only a few new houses
identified in the vicinity of any of the routes. Based on public comments, a few additional
houses were added in November 2001.

City Council and County Board both have jurisdiction on the Comprehensive Pian
amendment,

The No Bulld option was evaluated, but did not serve project purpose and need (pages
2.3 and 3.12).

Although noise may increase at various locations, it may not necessarily exceed FHWA
criteria levels; when noise levels do not exceed criterial levels, it is defined as "no impact’
(page 3.32).

Population growth assumptions in the DEIS were taken from the approved
Comprehensive Plan. Updated population data from the 2000 Census has been included
in Section 3.1 of the FEIS.

- The NRCS form on impacts to prime farmland has been reviewed in Section 9.7.
The public hearing format used for the beltway study is in common use by FHWA

throughout the country, and was used successfully in Lincoln for the Antelope Vailey
DEIS. All comments, both written and oral testimony, have been provided to decision-

~makers for the project. '

A revised discussion of secondary and cumulative impacts has been included in
Section 9.6.

Extensive Section 106 cultural resource investigations were completed prior to release of
the DEIS. The cultural resource reports were made available to the consulting parties and
others for review and comments prior to the DEIS. After this comment period, additional
revisions were made and included in the DEIS. Because of the previous limited cultural
resource information and premature directives of elected officials, FHWA required the
DEIS to include evaluation of all three east routes. ‘

Section line roads are already planned for widening and paving as the Lincoln urban
area expands. They are part of the No Build Scenario, and do not solve the need for a
beltway (page 3.12).

The tax issue has been expanded in the FEIS.

It is recognized that none of the east beitway alternatives solve city traffic problems in
Lincoln. However, the east beltways do reduce the amount of through traffic on N-2, US
6, 84" Street, Yankee Hill Road and Pine Lake Road, thereby providing more capacity for
local traffic.

- The traffic model shows that there is a need for a beltway (Sections 1.2 and 2.4).

A revised discussion of urban sprawl has been included in Section 9.6.

Because of the previous limited cultural resource information and premature directives
(voting) of elected officials, FHWA required the DEIS to include evaluation of all three
east routes to the same level of detail.

Any need for wildlife crossings will be evaluated with appropriate resource agencies
during final design.
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24

Landowner on EF

Against EF. Says missing airfield on EF. Says DEIS
doesn't emphasize that 148" is a major road and it
would be redundant to have beltway w/in 0.5 mi.
Says 12 mi long strip of ag land betw 148" and EF
would be impacted by urban sprawl as commerciat or
industrial would be highest and best use. Requests
special discussion of this strip which contains 7
historic sites in severe danger. Says proliferation of
acreages is not true for EF area, doesn't believe
results of noise on historic sites, wants calculation of
severed farm parcels, disputes rating scores on
NRCS form, wants economic reevaluation based on
issues in report by engineers/businessmen/UNL
professor.

Former airfield has been added to
Figure G-1; however, airfield is not
on record with NE Dept Aeronautic
or Federal Aviation Administration;
current owner says it has not been
used in about 10 years, permits
have not been renewed, and
currently planted in alfalfa. See
Note 25 (urban sprawl). Discussion
of 12-mi strip has been added to
FEIS. Acreage development is
present in the vicinity of EF on
148" between Pine Lake & Oid
Cheney, betw O & Holdrege, and
between Fletcher and Alvo—as well
as on the cross roads on Rokeby,
Pine Lake, Qld Cheney and
Pioneers. Noise model as been
double checked by NDOR. See
Notes 15 {noise},11 (historic
issues, 5 (bisected farm parcels),
17 {prime farmiand) and 8
{economic issues).

25

Landowner on EC

Against EC because too close to existing and
proposed development in StCk.

Comment considered.

26

Landowner near EC

Against EC, no reason given.

Comment considered.

27

Landowners on EF

Against EF. They are owners of 100 ac of
farmground adjacent to Sartore property to be
submitted for addition to NRHP site. Cancern that
sprawl will change character of rural farming area.
Say no ane ever contacted them about beltway study
or historic evaluation. -

See Notes 11 (historic issues) and
25 {urban sprawl). Beltway study
team has been requesting names
for the mailing list since 1995.
Standing structures survey
contacted all owners of properties
built prior to 1948 either by written
communication and/or by knocking
on doors. Archeological report
shows that Marguerite Herter, LF
Estate was contacted by letter
dated 6/98, but no response was
received.

28

Landowner on EF

Against EF, favors EM because EF was not
recommended by consultants, EM lines up with [-80
interchange best, redundancy of EF being within 0.5
mi of @ paved road. Thinks EM would have cost
savings because land was devaiued by power lines,

Comments considered.

29

Lincoln residents

Against EF. Concerned with process o evaluate
historic properties including boundaries, assessment
of adverse effects and 4(f) evaluation. Disputes
sprawl discussion. Says farther out a beltway is built,
the less it will be used and the more harm done to
downtown. Restates points in report by
engineers/businessmen/UNL professor, says benefit-
cost info is misleading, but agrees EF is least cost-
effective.

See Notes 11 (historic issues), 2
(4{f)), 25 (urban sprawl}), and 8
{economic issues). Other
comments considered,
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30 | Lincoln resident Concemed about cost. Thinks money should benefit See Notes 4 (benefits to Lincoln),
Lincoln residents not traveliers bypassing city. 25 {urban sprawl), 11 {historic
Thinks closer beltway is better. Says beltway wili issues) and 17 {prime farmland).
cause sprawl and harm downtown, Concerned about | Other comments considered.
impacts to historic sites, especially on EF, and ioss of
prime farmiand.
31 Landowners on SM Wanls to see SM moved slightly south to avoid Alignment has been adjusted to
homestead, avoid the homestead.
32 Landowners on SM Wants to see SM moved slightly south to avold Alignment has been adjusted to
homestead. avoid the homestead.
33 | Aty for Landowners on SM Wants to see SM revised to avaid taking Hornung Alignment has been adjusted to
farmstead. Says relocation costs would exceed costs | avoid the homestead.
of resulting uneconomic remainders.
34 Landowner on EF Against EF, favors no build or EC. Concerned about See Note 11 (historic issues).
impacts to historic farm sites, especiaily Lockyer Public use of Penterman Farm has
{(Penterman) Farm which is open to Lincoln Public been noted. Other comments
Scheol students. Also concerned about impacts to considered,
her property which is highest in County and was
terraced and hand-seeded to brome by grandfather
and maintained since,
35 Atty for Landowner on EM Against EC and EM, because of proposed See Note 16 (population growth).
development in S{Ck and environmental impacts. Status of StCk has been updated.
I EIS underestimates costs of EC and EM, and Other comments considered.
benefits of EF. Poor assumptions for poputation
growth {Comp Plan to use 1.5%), Buitd Qut Scenario
{BOS) Il doesn’t include growth in StCk.
I 36 Landowner on EC Against EC, favors EF because too close to existing See Note 16 (population growth).
ST and proposed development in StCk. Build Out Status of S{Ck has been updated.
Fen Scenario {BOS) i does not include growth in SiCk; Landowner was contacted
therefore, is inaccurate. Missing homes {105" and A) | regarding missing homes. See
and Wenzi historic site. EC1-5is missing relocation Note 12 (houses). Wenz} site was
of Havelock due to removal of railroad overpass. All checked again by SHPO, and is
routes should have interchange, not overpass at stili not considered to be eligible for
Havelock for new event center. EC and EM were NRHP. interchange locations are
previously eliminated (unfair). discussed further in the FEIS. See
Note 27 {voting). Other comments
considered.
37 Landowner near EF Had reason to believe there are orchids on Reed Prairie was revisited on 25 June

prairie. Requested copy of full report on search.

2001 by Dr, Joan Darling and Craig
Mietke. No orchids were found:
however, prairie larkspur {which
also has a white spike of flowers)
was abundant. There is no other
report other than discussion in
DEIS. Letter has been sent to
Johansen and Reed.
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38 Landowner on EF Against EF {CARS) and any alteration of tandscape. See Note 11 (historic issues), See
She grew up on their humble historic family farm. EF | Note 25 {urban sprawl}. Other
would sacrifice their historic agricuitural jandscape comments considered.
and harm many irreplaceable historic farms. Says
sprawl will follow beltway construction and make
commuting to Lincoln even more difficult, take
businesses from downtown, and bring residential and
commercial growth into their quiet farming area,
including billboards, widened paved slreets,
commercial fighting and noise poliution. Seven
generations....

39 Landowners on EC Against EC, due to impacts to their property and too Landowners were contacted about
ciose to existing and planned development in StCKk, sewage treatment plant and well
etc. Concerned about impacts to sewage treatment situation, and was determined not
plant and wells at Skyranch Acres. to be affected by the beltway.

Other comments considered.

40 Landowners on EM and EF Requests info on impacts to trees on their property. Landowner has been contacted.

41 Landowners on EF Against EF, Question why EF is being considered (1) Everyone who asked for
when previously eliminated. Suggest that personal consulting party status was put on
interests of two elected officials will weigh the list.
decision toward EF, and suggests that they may have | (2) The other two criteria were not
insider information where the corridor may be placed. | used because they don't apply to
Request response to these concerns. Still have the beltway project {one is for
same concerns from previous letier (see below). alterations to properties such as

restoration, rehabilitation, repair
Against EF. Integrity of Preliminary Assessment of maintanence, adding handicap
Adverse Effects is in question because (1) list of access, etc. and the other is
cilizens requesting consulting party status was specific {o Federally owned
incompiete, {2) only 5 of 7 criteria were used, other properties).
types of criteria were not used, (3) there was a {3) The refined corridor concept
recently refined corridor concept and revised was developed in 1998. The only
centerline that they had never heard of before or change to the alignments was the
been aflowed to comment on, {4) ways to mitigate location of the 1-80 interchange.
adverse effects were only suggested for adverse (4) It is inappropriate to develop
effects in EF, and {5) EF has more affected historic specific mitigation for historic
sites than other corridors and should never have impacts untit a final route is
been selected, and should be eliminated from further | selected.
consideration. ' {5) See Notes 26 (voting}, 9
{environmentat impacts}. Historic
impacts are not the only protected
resources that must be considered.

42 Lincoln resident Against EF. Same lefter No. 20 as above. See No. 20 above.

43 Lincoln resident Against EF. Thinks problems are with north/south See Notes 10 (existing roadways}),
streets such as 27" and 48" and EF would not help. 1 (148" St), and 4 (benefits to
Thinks 148" is adequate for bypassing and needs of Lincoin). Other comments
city. Thinks money should be spent on internal considered, ’
streets not new beltway which will not benefit anyone.

44 Landowner on SM Gives preference for provision of access to his Options will be discussed with
property. tandowners during final design.

45 | Lincoin resident Supports EF because it doesn’t cross SiCk and has Planned development must

best connection with N-2. He thinks there will be a
linear park along StCk and EM would intrude by
crossing twice. Thinks EC is too close

includes roadway planning to serve
future needs. Other comments
considered.
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57

Landowners on EF

Against EF (CARS). Say consultants originaliy
recommended elimination of EF (and imply reasons
are still valid} yet EF was selected in June 1997
without explanation. Request evaluation of economic
issues from report by engineers/businessmen/UNL
professor. Say east beitway will not benefit Lincoln
motorists and will harm downtown. Say beltway wili
cause sprawi, bring noise poliution, destroy air
quality, create visuat intrusion and change character
of land, and importance of urbanization is not worth
this expense. Numbers don't justify EF. Says historic
impacts are inadequately addressed; these impacts
preclude construction of EF. City made premature
decisions and therefore 106 process is meaningiess.
Cumulative impacts section doesn't address historic
sites, Other impacts are not addressed (noise,
lighting and visuai changes). Disputes statement that
most historic sites in the area are being modernized
or deteriorating. Says noise barrier at T. Retziaff
would be visual problem. No info provided on loss in
tax revenue and bond issues to support school
districts. No info on severed farmground. Amount of
fill required will catastrophically change the terrain,
Says no build not addressed for the east, thinks
could pave other north-south roads instead. Say they
have very little local representation because no ability
to vote for City Council, and 2 of 5 County
Commissioners have declared conflicts.

Previous letter questions (1) noise resuits for 7.
Retziafi and visual impact of noise barrier, (2)
discussion on secondary effects to historic
properties, (3) why no mention of cumulative effects
on historic sites. States (4) costs should be in 2001
not 19986 doltars, (5) should include tax loss and bond
support to Norris and Waverly schao districts, (6) cut
and fill will have catastrophic change on terrain, {7)
should be discussion of amount of land that will be
inaccessible, (8) need to discuss impacts to value of
existing residences, (9) negotiations with landowners
must begin immediately following route selection,
(10} object to Pubfic hearing format.

See Notes 8 (economic issues), 23
(traffic in Lincoln), 25 {urban
sprawl), 24 {traffic model), 11
{historic issues), 26 (voting}, 20
(Section 106}, and 19 {(cumulative
impacts). Since the 1997 fieid
investigation for the historic
struclures, the Michael Smith barn
has coliapsed, Lemke residence
has been partially vinyl sided,
Mayer farmyard has been
purchased for a nursery with
alteration of buildings, storage
units have been constructed next
to Monahans, one road sign has
been painted and relocated, and
Ehler's round barn continues to
deteriorate. See Note 22 (tax
issue}, 5 {bisected farm parcels), 7
{earth maving), 14 {na build), 10
{existing roadways). Other
comments considered.

Answers to previous letter:

(1) See Notes 15 (noise) and 11
{historic issues). No noise barriers
are proposed at this site

(2} See Note 19 (secondary
impacts) and 11 {historic issues)
{3) See Note 19 (cumulative
impacts) and 11 {historic issues)
(4) See Note 6 (cost estimates)
(5) See Note 22 (tax issue)

(6} See Note 7 (earth maving)

{7) See Note 5 (bisected farm
parcels)

(8) See Note 3 {acquisition)

(9) See Note 3 (acquisition)

(10} See Note 18 (pubiic hearing)

58

Landowners on EC

Against EC, favor EF primanily due fo impacts to their
property and too close to existing and proposed
development in StCk, etc. Concern about deer
strikes,

See Note 27 (wildlife). Other
comments considered,

59

Lincaln resident

Against EF. Same fetter as No. 20 above.

See No. 20 above.

60

Landowner on EF

Says EF wilt cause adverse effects on his historic
property not noted in DEIS, incfuding construction of
new houses on adjacent property, increase in
commercial development in the area, more traffic and
widening of O St, and much more traffic noise and
lights from light poles and headlights. Says negative
impacts were dismissed without consultation of
documentation.

See Notes 11 (historic issues) and
19 (cumulative impacts). O Stis
already planned for widening.

61

Lincoln resident

Supports the project, can't happen fast enough.

Comments considered.
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62

Landowner on EF

Against EF (CARS). Says DEIS is sloppy. Disputes
NRCS form rating scores, thinks should include
indirect impacts from severed parcels, future
development beyond ROW, and loss of irrigated
farmground from pivot impacts. Missing 1 wetiand
and 1 prairie; ancther prairie mismarked. Disputes
boundaries of T. Relzlaff. Missing 1 Wavery well.
Benefit-cost calculations are unrelfiable and cost
estimates are underestimated according to group of
engineers/businessmen/UNL professor. Summary
doesn't mirror rest of document. No build option was
not well presented. No discussion of impact to City,
implies will harm downtown and airport.

See Notes 17 {prime farmland), 5
(bisected farm parcels). Wetland is
not missing, prairie location has
been corrected. See Note 11
{historic issues). Waverly
Wellhead Protection Area has
been corrected in Figure 2.25. See
Notes 8 {economic issues), 19
{cumulative impacts). discussion,
and 14 {no buiid). Other'comments
considered.

63

Landowners on EF

Farmstead will be taken for EF. Have lived on farm
for 50 years. DEIS is disrespectful of area farmers.
Land is some of richest in US and should be
protected. Short sighted to destroy prime farmiand
with project and urban sprawl that will follow.

See Notes 17 {prime farmiland) and
25 (urban sprawl). Other
comments considered.

64

Landowner on EF

Against EF primarily due to impacis to his property as
beltway wilt alter farm setfing and bring development.
As owner of 2 trucking companies, he thinks east
beltway will not remove traffic from N-2. As director of
LPSNRD, says EF will go right over one farm pond.
Says DEIS is inaccurate about bike trail along StCk
as LPSNRD voted not to build it. Says landowners
won't sell easements for conservation along creek, if
they think there may be bike trait. Thinks it would cost
tess for Lincoin to widen city streets and N-2 instead
of seeking roadway outside city. Thinks no build wiil
save tax doliars and prevent develcpment from
overtaking farmland.

Consultation with LPSNRD
General Manager indicated that
beltway routes and LPSNRD ponds
can be engineered to be
compatible, or impact can be
mitigated. Also, says trail is still
included in the SICk Watershed
Management Plan even though the
NRD is not proceeding to acquire
trail easements. See Notes 21
{section line roads), 10 (existing
roadways} and 4 {benefits to
Lincoln}, Other comments
considered.

65

Landowner on EC

Against EC due to impacts on his property, favors the
EF because fess impact to existing houses and
proposed development in StCk. EIS is missing
houses on maps, conflict with LPSNRD ponds not
adequately addressed, impact to flooding on StCk
not addressed, incorrect population growth . Can't
quantify many of the impacts to nearby residents. EC
exit is too close to shopping center entrance. EF was
already chosen, unfair to go wilh samething else.

See Note 12 {houses). See
Peterson, Dean, above. See Notes
16 {population} and 26 {voting}.
Other comments considered.

66

Lincoln resident

Against beltway, specifically EF. Cost of beltway is
toa high. Money should not be spent on truckers
bypassing City, Concern for severed farmground,
change in terrain {drainage probtems on farms and
wetlands).

See Notes 4 {benefits to Lincoin, 5
{bisected farm parcels), 7 (earth
moving). Other comments
considered.

.67

Lincoin resident

Against EF. Same letter as No. 20 above.

See No. 20 above,

68

Lincoln resident

Against EF. Money should be spent on those who
pay taxes not on people bypassing Lincoln.
Concerned about historic resources, prime farmland,
severed parcels. Thinks 148" St is adequate.

See Notes 4 (benefits to Lincoln),
11 (historic issues), 17 {prime
farmland), 5 {bisected farm
parcels), and 1 {148" St). Other
comments considered.
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69

Landowner near SM

Says no one on Saltillo Rd west of US 77 was
contacted about beltway project. There are 25-30
homes in the area. There is a historic marker for the
former location of aa Pioneer trait in the southeast
*turnpike comer™. They will lose their restaurant, gas
station, access {o 77 and great view. Says don't
need a long off ramp to north {ramp at i-80 and 77 is
35 mph).

Landowners may not have
received direct mailings as original
study area did not extend west of
77. Historic marker needs fo be
refocated, but no features of
historic trail remains in this area.
As to ramp, options will be
discussed with landowners during
final design.

70

Landowner on EF

Against EF because of impact o her virgin prairie
which she considers a historic site. If EF is selected,
requests looking at options to avoid the prairie.

Options to minimize impacts will be
discussed with fandowners during
finat design.

71

Lincoln residents

Against east beliway, especially EF. Need has not
been proven. Maney should be spent on improving
existing roads. Thinks cost estimate should be
updated..Thinks seiection process is flawed, etected
officials prejudiced the process, government
agencies will be biased. Thinks beltways cause
sprawi aiong road and at interchanges.

See Notes 24 (traffic model}, 10
{existing roads), 6 {cost estimates),
26 {voting), 25 {(urban sprawti).
Other comments considered.

72

Landowners on EF

Against EF{CARS) which crosses their property, for
historic reasons and impacts to their property. They
are part owners of NRHP efigible barns and silo {E-
67). Concerned that EF sacrifices historic agricultural
landscape, harms historic farms, and endangers their
historic properties. Concerned about noise, fumes,
vibrations and fights from trucks. Says EF separates
their barns and silo from tand they were built to
support, DEIS doesn't consider cumulative effects,
including residential and commercial development.
Says EF would promote urban sprawl, and more
traffic on roads connecting to the beltway which
would destroy the setting and feeling of their rural
neighbarhood. Says annexation by Lincoln will
threaten tax base of local schoot district 145, cost
estimates are understated, neighborhood will become
cluttered with trash, biltboards, signs and crime will
increase.

See Notes 11 {historic issues, 19
(secondary and cumulative
impacts), 25 (urban sprawl), 22
{tax issue), and 6 {cost estimates}),
Otherwise, Other comments
considereds.
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Landowners on EF

Against EF for historic reasons. Owners of StCk
Stock Farm. Lists flaws in DEIS as not considering
that the historic significance of the Stock Farm would
be undermined by (1} construction of the beltway
which will destroy the rural setting, (2) induced growth
from the beltway which will harm the rurai setting, {3)
street widening and paving of Van Dom, Pioneers
and 138™ St to connect to the beltway would have
adverse impacts, {4) impacts to farmland from visual,
atmospheric and audible elements. (5) States no
noise evaluation was conducted for the Stock Farm.,

(1) Assessment of adverse effects
did find that EF would adversely
affect setting and

(2} acknowledged that the potential
for devetopment is greater if road is
east of the site (page F.11}.

{3) See Note 21 (section fine
roads). Pioneers is being paved to
120™. ltis less likely that 138"
would be paved due to the
discontinuity in the grid system

{4) The EIS assumes that there is
no impact to farmiand from visuai,
atmospheric and audible elements,
only people and structures are
affected by these.

{5) The noise model is applicable
within 1,000 ft of a roadway, and
EF is over 2,000 ft from any of the
structures on the Stock Farm.

74

Landowners on EF

Against EF {CARS), for historic reasons and impacts
to their property. They are parl owners of NRHP
eligible barns and silo (E-67). Say farm will be
isolated between beltway and 148™ Si, noise will be
deafening, divided propertly will make access difficult
for farm equipment. Say EF wilf cause the loss of
10,000 ac of prime farmiand to development, Say
DEIS does not discuss exira energy consumed by
cars making longer trips, lighting for interchanges,
and higher driving speeds. Think cost estimates are
understated, beltways ruin downtowns.

See Note 15 {noise). Noise levels
will increase, but not above criteria
levels as residence is about 2,000
ft from EF. See Notes 17 (prime
farmland) and 25 (urban sprawi).
DEIS did address longer trips and
higher speeds on page 3.74.
Energy used for lighting has not
been addressed, and is not
typically included, as it is a minor
impact which is more than
compensated for by the safety it
provides. See note & {cost
estimates). Other comments
considered.

75

Landowners on EF

Against EF, historic reasons and impacts to their
property. Owners of historic T, Retzlaff Farm. Think
previous comments were not adequately addressed.
Dispute historic boundaries, thinks should be entire
80 ac {5 of Van Dorn). Says that parcel does not
have terracing or man-made pond, Van Dorn has
changed very litle since farmhouse was built, and
trees do not alter integrity of property. Say they will
be submitting NRHP nomination. Say noise, lights
and pollution will destroy agriculturat setting. Road
will cut across farm and cattie will not be able to get
to pasture. No practical mitigation offered. No
discussion of development that will follow
EFconstruction.

See Notes 11 (historic issues) and
15 {noise). Mitigation will be
developed if EF route is selected;
options to minimize impacts will be
discussed with fandowners during
final design. See Note 25 (urban
sprawl).
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Landowners on EF

Against EF, owners of the StCk Stock Farm.,
Problems with DEIS include (1) benefit-cost analysis
is flawed & correction would make EF even less
economically feasible, {2) historic survey & boundary
issues have not been rectified, including nature of
standing structures survey, boundaries for historic
farms, investigation of a historic district, failure to
identify negalive effects of EF, and failure to identify
all resources in the area, (3) DEIS disagrees with
SHPO that 800 acs are eligible for inclusion with the
Stock Farm on the NRHP |, and an additionat 320 acs
are aiso eligible, (4) 4{f} evaluation doesn’t address
direct, secondary and cumulative impacts of EF on
historic sites, including adverse affects from
increased traffic volumes on 138" St, {5) 11 points
that illustrate process failures in the beltway study
and decision process including illegal votes by
elected officials, improper public hearings,
inadequate consultation with consulting parties,
inadequate study methodolegy, etc, {6) urban sprawl
discussion, (7) consulting party letters were not
answered and issues not addressed, (8) discussion
of “elimination of EF” is not addressed , (9) statement
about StCk connector trail, (10) dates on figures are
not correct, and they are missing information, {1 1}
historic sites shoutd be included in Table 2.3, the
environmental screening criteria, {(12) NRCS
farmfand conversion rating scores need to be
corrected, including cansideration of impacts from
severed parcels, irrigation systems, and loss of
access. Request that Table 4.1 not be provided to
public officials or genera! public until corrected.

(1) See Note 8 {economic issues)
{2) See Notes 11 (historic issues)
and 20 (Section 106)

(3) See Note 11 (historic issues).
The SHPO concurred with the
DEIS statement that an additional
960 ac are not efigible as they are
not adjacent to the 240 ac which
are on/eligible for NRHP, The
SHPO was not previously informed
that the 560 ac were not adjacent.
Additional 320 are addressed in
Section 9.5.

(4) See Note 2 (4(f)). While future
traffic will increase on 138" St, it
will not create an adverse noise
impact. The noise evaluation
shows that Cld Cheney Rd is the
only connector road along EF-1
expected to have a greater than 50
percent increase in traffic volume,
{5} See Notes 26 {voting) and 18
{public hearring)

(6) See Note 25 (urban sprawl)
{7) consulting parties did not
receive response letters, however,
issues were investigated and
included in the revised assessment
of adverse effects

{8) consultant recommendation to
eliminate EF has been added to
FEIS

(9) see Dean Peterson letter {No.
64} above

(10) Figures have been corrected
in FEIS

{11} historic sites, and specifically
StCk Stock Farm, were covered
under item 16 in Table 2.3 (see
interim Report 2}

(12) See Note 17 (prime farmland).
Table 4.1 was part of DEIS and
shoutd be made available to the
public. Revisions to the table have
been made in the FE!S, as
appropriate.
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Atty for CARS

Against EF. Position of CARS is that {1) process was
flawed since August 1985 regarding failure to comply
with Section 106 and 4{f) process, (2) federai public
hearing process was not approprately followed due
to open house style, (3) repor by
{engineers/businessmen/UNL professor) found
erraneous assumptions and conclusions, and (4)
previous findings of City’s consultants as tc why EF
should not be selected. (5) Wanis to know if
correspandence from Stupka-Burda is her position or
UNL's.

(1) See Note 20 (Section 106). The
only historic resource adversely
affected under 4(f} is a road sign.
No land is required from any other
historic resource.

(2) See Note 18 (public hearing)
{3) See Note 8 (economic issues}
{4} The DEIS includes analysis of
alt 3 east routes. With more
detailed evaluations, 6 of the 8
conciusions remain the same. ltem
7 {(wetlands) was reevaluated by
area of impact {not number), and
the findings are slightly different.
ltem 6 (school districts) were not
reevaluated.

(5} UNL Department of
Anthropology was subcontracted
by the beiltway study team to
conduct several of the cultural
resources invesligations. Stupka-
Burda was one of the principal
investigators at UNL.

78

Landowner near EC

Against EC due to impacts on her property and it is
too close to existing developments, most expensive
and impacts most wetlands.

Comments considered.

72

Lincoin residents

Against beltway, especially EF. Says will have
negative effect on downtown and airperl. Concerned
about noise, air and visual impact, houses and
businesses, endangered species, wetlands and StCk
watershed. Money should be spent on Lincoln
residents not travelers by-passing city. Concerned
about historic properties, agriculiural setfing, loss of
prime farmiand, urban sprawi, harm to downtown.
No info on loss of tax revenues and bond issue
suppport for Norris and Waverly school districts, or
severed parcels. Earth moving will cause
catastrophic changes in terrain.

See Notes 4 {benefits to Lincoln),
11 (historic issues), 17 (prime
farmiand), 25 (urban sprawl, 22
(tax issue), & (bisected farm
parcels), 7 (earth moving). Other
comments considered.

80

Landowners near EF

Against EF. Owners of historic Herter-Hagaman
Farm. Disputes Prelim Assessment which says EF
will not have visual, audible or almospheric impacts
{o their property. Disputes historic boundaries, thinks
additional 100 ac should be included and will be
sending in NRHP nomination. Says land was
contoured not terraced, says frees don't compromise
integrity. Say EF will bring sprawl and that impact has
not been addressed on their property.

See Notes 11 {historic issues) an
25 (urban sprawt). -
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Landowner near EF

Against EF. Disputes need for beltway. EF is too far
away, and traffic can use 148", Concerned about
loss of farmiand, and opening area up for
development. Disagrees with DEIS on sprawf issue.

See Notes 24 (traffic model), 1
(148" St} and 17 (prime farmland)
and 25 {(urban sprawi}. Other
comments considered.

92

Landowner on SM

Has access and irrigation concemns for sod farm.

Options wili be discussed with
landowners during final design.

93

Landowners Assoc on EM

Favor EF. Same letter points as Foy.

See Foy (No. 23) above.

94

Lincoln resident

Thinks far location will not salve traffic problems, and
will diminish Lincoln by making access to Omaha
easier. Thinks should use 148%.

See Notes 24 (traffic model} and 1
(148" St). Other comments
considered.

95

Landowners on EC

Against EC, due to impacts to their property and too
close to existing development, previously eliminated
(unfair), etc. DEIS is out of date, missing homes and
archeological findings.

See Notes 12 (houses) and 26
{voting}. Location of archeological
sites is considered canfidentiat. All
additional archeological sites
identified by landowners were
investigated. Other comments
considered.

96

Landowner on EC

Against EC due to impacts to her praperty and too
close to existing and proposed development in SiCk.
Missing home at 1900 105", missing {Wenzi) historic
site, pond at 1500 105", underestimates no. of
residences within 0.25 mi. EC and EM previously
eliminated (unfair).

See Note 12 (houses) and 26
(voting). Wenzi site was checked
again by SHPO, and is still not
considered to be eligible for NRHP.
Other comments considered,

97

Lincoln residents

Supports the project to get truckers off N-2.

Comments considered,

98

Landowner near SM

For SM. Saltilfo Rd is dangerous/too busy. Thinks
project should start sooner,

Comments considered.

99

Lincoin business owner

Against east beltway. Owner of downtown
restaurant. Says too far out ta be used, will cause
sprawl, will harm downtown by encouraging
relocations to the suburban edge, and by making it
easier to shop, dine and fly out of Omaha.

See Note 25 {urban sprawl). Other
comments considered.

100

Lincoln resident

Against EF. Same letter as No. 20 above.

See No. 20 above.

101

Landowner on EC

Against EC and too close to existing and proposed
development in StCk, etc. EC was previously
eliminated (unfair). Incorrect population growth.
Concern about impacts to septic fields and wells.
Also sent information on Teachman Cemetery and
Shirtey Road Ranch.

See Notes 26 (voting) and 16
{population). Options wili be
discussed with landowners during
final design. Afready have records
of these historic sites and they are
not affected. Other comments
considered.

102

Landowner near EM

Thinks east beltway support is from city residents
only, and its unfair that county residents wili be most
impacted. Concerned area will look like West
Omaha. Doesn't think there is a traffic problem,

See Note 24 (traffic modet) Other
comments considered,

103

-Landowner near EC

Against EC, due to impacts to her property and too
close to existing development,

Comments considered,

104

Landowner near EF

Favors EC, thinks we need an east beltway.

Comments considered.
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105 § Lincoln resident Against EF.Thinks its too far east of city, would not See Notes 23 (traffic in Lincoin)
benefit city traffic, infrastructure casts to reach EF and 1 (148" St). Other comments
would be too costly, and not needed because 148" St considered.
already in place.

106 | Landowners on EF Errors and omissions in DEIS, will send later, See Note 26 (voting). Other
problem with PH format. comments considered.
Against EF primarily due to impacts to their property. | See Notes 5 (bisected farm
Was raised on StCk Stock Farm and currently fives parcels), 27 (wildlife), 26 (voting), 8
there (7™ generation). Says farm is privately owned {economic issues), 11 {historic
but they host school children, University students and issues), 2 {4(f)), 20 {Section 106},
others interested in history, farming and preservation. | 25 urban sprawi, and 18 {public
Concerned about air, light and noise, breaking up hearing).
farmground, and making difficulties for farmers.
Thinks wildlife would disappear, development would
be out of character with current pristine setting.
Thinks EF is not most feasible. EF corridor and
process have fatal flaws. Concerned about benefit-
cost issues, historic survey and boundary issues,
boundary of Stock Farm, 4(f) considerations, process
failures, urban sprawl, public input, consuitant
recommendations against EF (see letter 76 above).

107 | Landowner on EF Favors EF. Other routes conflict with opening up See Note 26 {voting}. Other

o StCk watershed for development. Previously told comments considered.

would be EF. '

108 | Beltway Citizens Advisory Favors SM and EM. Al routes will have adverse Comments considered.

Committee member impacts to those along it, therefore its important to
choose a route that most benefits the traveling public
SRR and is most cost-effective.
ORAL TESTIMONY FROM PUBLIC HEARING
108 [ Lincoin resident Feels there is a high need for the beltway. He works | Comments considered.
' in Bennelt. Feels that EM is the most appropriate

because of existing power line, and it doesn't
dispiace the most homes.

110 {.Landowner on EC Says there is increasing confusion over east bypass. | See Notes 23 (traffic in Lincoln),
East originally was not {o alleviate traffic in Lincoln. 24 (traffic model}, and 10 (existing
Shouid use existing state highways instead of a readways. Proposals farther east
whole new highway. Proposals shouid be farther east | do not serve project purpose and
than are being proposed. Thinks HWS messed up need. Other comments considered.
traffic study done a few years ago

111 | Landowner on EC No one is going to go out of their way. If you are Comments considered.
going to build, you should build where the edge of the
city will be in 2025.

112 | Representative of Lincoin Stated the Board of Directors of the Chamber of Comments considered.

Chamber of Commerce

Commerce supports the south & east beitways.
Thinks the DEIS was very thorough in its study of the
south alignment. Feels the study is very good for the
east alignment. Urges iocal officials to make a
decision.
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113

Lincoln resident

He liked ihe original beltway proposal at 141* St, but
does not like the 105" St location. Believes the StCk
area will be developed. Wants the beltway to be past
StCk so Lincoln can develop out fo the beltway. Feels
the beliway would prohibit growth if it were in the
StCk location {EM).

Comments considered.

114

Landowner on EF

Against current afignment of EF. Her family owns a
house very close to the exit ramp of EF. House has
been in the family for many years. When N-2 was
widened, they had to relocate the house and fix it up
do to the move. The family was not repaid for repairs
of a mandatory move. They feel they, and cther
families, should not be burdened to move again due
to this project. They did not know of the latest EF
alignment untit last year. {f they do have to move,
they have water wells on the north side of N-2 in area
of the proposed interchange. They want to be
rehooked up to the existing wells because they are
used extensively far their cattle. Overall, they do not
want to move the house again.

Options will be discussed with
landowners during fina! design if
EF is selected. Other comments
considered.

115

Hearing Officer for NDOR
and Lincoin resident

Asked a FHWA representative to give testimony on
the format of the public hearing {then in progress)
and asked how the information obtained at the
hearing would be used.

Said he lives close to Hwy 2-and there is heavy truck
traffic and a need for a beitway. Doesn’t think roads
should be located by a vote. Thinks we need the
beltway ASAP.

No response required,

Comments considered.

116

Landowner an EC

Against EC. Does not want EC being so close to the
city limits. 1t is not practical to build a beltway so
close o Lincaln. Feels the beltway should be buitt
past S{Ck. He doesn't feel any alignment will refieve
traffic, or is a solution to improving city streefs.
Overall, he feels EF would be the best option. EM
would be an option to him but not as practical as EF.

Comments considered.

117

Landowner on EC

Against EC. Supports EF. Her house is in EC
alignment, She is upset her house is not on any of
the maps. Thinks EC and EM disrupt the MOPAC
Trail. She does support an alignment to alleviate
traffic around the city.

House has been added to map. All
three routes cross MOPAC Trail
but will be mitigated. Other
comments considered.

118

Landowner on EC and EM

Supports EF. Thinks decision-makers should stick by
the vote on 6/27/97 by the Supercommons for the EF
alignment. Thinks it is bad to put the EM in the StCk

floodplain. EC was the warst alignment in his opinion

and because of legal problems. Says data used in
the EIS was outdated. There are legai problems with
the EC and a bad location at the EM.

See Notes 26 (voting) 12 {(houses).
Data in DEIS was best avaiiable
and considered relevant for a
plannning document. Other
comments considered.
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128

Landowner on EC

If EC is chosen, their house won't be taken but
frontage will. When all propenrty is taken they will end
up with only 2.5 acs from the 5 ac they bought.
There will be a 12 ft berm 45 ft from their walkout
basement. Property access has not been addressed.
Wenz| Farm does not appear on map, they have an
1860's barn on their property. Says got tired of
waiting for decision to be made and put another
building up this year. Page 3 says there is low
impact, but the beltway meanders and property
values are low. Study contains assumptions that are
incorrect. 148™ Stis a corridor if that's what you want.

Options will be discussed with
landowners during final design.
Wenzl Farm has been rechecked
by SHPO and is still not considered
eligible for NRHP. See Notes 3
{acquisition) and 1 (148" St}. Other
comments considereds.

129

Landowner on SM

Where his house is, the ROW will be in his living
room. He would like access road moved south so it
will impact his property less.

Options will be discussed with
landowners during finat design.

130

Landowner on SM

Said access road comes up fo his driveway, and the
ROW would take away his front yard. He wishes the
road to be moved to the west, but there is a wetiand
and doubts it can be moved.

Options will be discussed with
landowners during final design.

131

Secretary of Landowner
Association in east beltway
area and

Landowner on EM and EF

She encourages a proposal to upgrade existing
roads.

See Notes 21 (section line roads)
and 10 (existing roadways). Other
comments considered.

132

Landowner on EM

Supports south beltway, against east. People don't
understand why an east bypass is needed. Says
beltway won't take semi traffic off 70™ and 84", 85%
of people want to know why 148" isn’t just made a
divided highway. Wants to know if using 148™ will
affect funding or not, has gotten several different
answers on this. Project has pitted groups or people
against each other, Says you could go around
Wilderness Park. You hear trucks in it anyway. EM is
least likely because you have to cross S{Ck. Saysits
silly to open SiCk for development and then put a
bypass through it. Says to take 112", 148" and 162™,
take ROW on each road and you would be able to
have a 2-lane divided highway with limited access.
Thinks traffic could be handled by upgrading streets.
None of this will alleviate Lincoln’s traffic in town.
Need to not have so many entrances and exits on C
St, it slows you down too much. Doesn't like farms
being divided. Thinks if fand is taken, the price
peopte are receiving for it should be adjusted in
anticipation of future tand prices.

See Notes 24 (traffic model) and 1
(148" St). EC also crosses StCk.
See Notes 21 (section line roads),
10 {existing roadways), 23 (traffic
in Lincoln}, and 3 {acquisition).
Other comments considered.

133

Landowner on EF

Against EF. Owns 20 ac of fand on Yankee Hill
eligible for NRHP {Penterman’s). He was
discouraged because he thought he would be voicing
his opinion to the decision-makers at this meeting.

See Note 18 (public heaning).
Other comments considered.

134

Landowner on EF

Objects to public hearing format. Says the data is stilt
not right on the revised version of the maps.

See Note 18 {public hearing. See
written comment No. 62 above,
Other comments considered.
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Landowner on EC

Against EC. Says information is stili not accurate on
what has been built. Asks if still using old information.
Says some houses and farm ponds are not shown.
Asks why 148" is not used or considered, says
federal friends say it is eligible as a beltway route.
Asks if there is critical engineering data that says an
east beltway should be built, Doesn’t think there are
adequate numbers to justify it. Thinks this is a waste
of taxpayer money and NDOR won't want to touch it!

See Note 12 {houses}. Data in
DEIS was best availabie and
considered relevant for a plannning
document. See Note 1 {148" St)
and 24 (traffic model). Other
comments considered.

136

Landowner on EF

Says this is not a public hearing, it is an efforl by the
government to avoid controversy. Says east bypass
is it conceived, City of Lincoln is trying to put traffic
problems in somebody else’s backyard. Says he has
a trucking company and will not use the east bypass
hecause it is several miles out of the way. Would use
Hwys 2, 34 and 6, and 148" St. Will maybe use the
south bypass. By using this format for a public
hearing you can't tell how much opposition or support
there is for the project. Says to put this on a baliot
and let the county vote on i{. Says this is just fike
Antefope Creek which is being rammed down
people’s throat. Says should make Stale 43 the
bypass since it keeps going further east.

See Notes 18 (public hearing), 24
(traffic model) and 1 {148 St).
Hwy 43 would not serve project
purpose and need. Other
comments considered.

Lancaster County resident

He is concerned about the ecology and quality of life
issues the beltway would make. He does feel the
EiS is extensive, and overall very good. He wishes to
move forward and make a decision. He did not wish
to state his preference to which alignment he
supports.

Comments considered.

Nebraska Advisor to
Nat'l Trust for Historic Pres

Says he has been involved and is a consulting party.
Says the Trust has placed the east beltway corridors
on the top 11 most endangered historic corridors.
Says they object {o the format of the meeting as
people are deprived of hearing others’ comments.
The requirement for a public hearing has not been
satisfied and they will pursue this with FHWA in DC.
A proper public hearing should be held. The Trust will
provide its comments directly to the FHWA.

Information on the Trust list was
released after the public hearing.
See Note 18 {pubkc hearing).
Other comments considered,

Landowner on EM

Nothing has changed with all these meetings. Says
there are lots of mistakes in reference books. Says
new houses and powerlines have been constructed.
Thinks City of Lincoln hasn't taken into account how
important farms are to Lincoln. Bus routes and safety
of children should be taken into account, Peopie
living in the city should have to sacrifice more than
what they are. :

Data in DEIS was best available
and considered relevant for a
plannning document, See Note 12
(houses). Safe design practices will
be incorporated in final design
plan. See Note 21 (section line
roads}. Other comments
considered.

Lincoln resident

Opposes beltways in general. City should Iearn from
Atlanta, Georgia which built beltways and has
problems with resulting sprawl, new traffic problems
and air-quality. Thinks giobal warming will result in
road construction restrictions, and Lincoln shouid be
prepared by choosing smarter growth. Thinks money
should be spent on interior streets of Lincoln. Thinks
truckers will use beltways, but not the vast majority of
people.

See Notes 25 (urban sprawl},21
(section line roads), 10 (existing
roadways) and 24 {traffic model).
Other comments considered.
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141

Landowner on EF

Objected to the format of the public hearing. Didn't
think there was public interaction in this process,
Says there were errors and omissions in the DE{S
which she wouid address in written comments.

See Note 18 (public hearing). See
written comment No. 76 above).

142

Bennet resident

Thinks route shouid be further east {suggests 148"
St) and wants the [-80 interchange to be even further
east {Hwy 63}. She suggests somewhere between
Waverly and Exit 420 (Greenwoocd-Ashland).

See Note 1 {148™ St). Hwy 63
would will not serve project
purpose and need. Cther
comments considered.

143

Lincotn resident and
Preservation Assoc of Lincoln
member

Says there are pristine farmlands and pastures that
are eligible for historic status but are not included in
beltway study. Says should consider urban sprawi.
Doesn't think no build option was considered {see
DEIS, p. 2.3, 3.13, and throughout Chapter 3).
Encourages east beltway be built as a parkway.
Says impact of noise on animals was not addressed.
Thinks public hearing isn’t valid as public officials are
not here fo listen. Thinks it's inappropriate to have
the hearing at a church since there should be
separation of church and state.

See Notes 11 {historic issues}, 25
{urban sprawt), 14 (no build) and
18 {public hearing). Noise has
been considered in accordance
with federal regulations. Other
comments considered.

144

Landowner on EC

Thinks there wasn't much study of property
assessment in DEIS. Is worried about noise and fight
pollution in the country from the beltway. Feels a

" beltway would degrade property values. Thinks EC

affects the most homes, and has bad design.aspecis.
Says development of StCk affects traffic on the
beltways; says this wasn't brought up 5-8 years ago.
Wants more information on the No Build option. s
wandering if the beltway is needed at ali, Thinks
existing infrastructure improvements shouid be
considered first. Thinks more information is needed
on design and properly evaluation. -

See Notes 3 {acquisition), 14 (no
build), 14 (traffic model}, 21
{section line roads) and 10
{existing roadways). Other
comments considered.

145

Lincoln resident

Against east beltway, but if you are going to do it ook
at EF. Thinks should widen 148™, 120", 134™, 112*
and 96" to five lane roads. Says to keep beltway as
far east as possible since houses will be way out east
in another 15-20 years anyway.

See Notes 1 (148" St), 21 (section
line roads) and 10 (existing
roadways. Other comments
considered.

146

Landowner on SM

They wili be 1,000 ft from the beltway. Says they
were told decibels aren't high enough for the project
to put in trees or anything else to screen out noise.
They would like o get trees to screen out both noise
and view of the beltway.

See Note 15 (noise). Mitigation is
not typically provided untess there
is an adverse noise impact.
Landscaping options wili be
discussed with landowners during
final design. Planting trees will not
typically mitigate noise.

147

Lincoin resident

In favor. Thinks EC or EM best. Lives near 84" St
and gets a lot of traffic going to I-80 or to grain
elevators. Trucks are coming off of Hwy 2 and have
no motivation to slow down, someone is going to get
hurt. People are already pricing acreages very high in
carndor so doesn't have sympathy for those saying
their acreages are losing value.

Comments considered.
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148 | Landowners near EC Supports EF. Lives near Pioneers and 98, Doesn't See Note 24 (traffic modet). Other
think he'll be around when beltway is finally built. comments considered.
Says Pioneers near his house will have increased .
traffic. Says population of 220,000 shouldn’t need an
east beltway. Asks why didn’t Lincoln do this earlier?

Says 84™ and 70" are not fully finished yet. When'
StCk opens up it will fill in quickly, therefore thinks
beltway should be as far east as possible.

149 | Landowner near EC Supports EF. Thinks the 3 east routes chop up 162™ St does not serve project
ground and don’t leave enough ground to have an purpose and need. Other
acreage (21 ac policy). Says only new residences on | comments considered.
west bypass are multifamily because fand can be
bought cheaply; single family homes are built farther
away. Says you won't be able to do anything with the
land that remains because of small size parcels.

Says to use 162™ St because there are no homes
bothered, minimizes damage and already has an
overpass at {-80 which can be used for a cloverieaf.
He drives a schoo! bus on 148" and sees heavy rock
hauiers and 12-15 semi's twice a day. Thinks should
move focation further east and go for it.

150 ; Landowner on EC Asks two questions (1) unsure about voting on EC See Note 26 (voting). This
{2} was never notified that EC was again being determinalion was made in early
considered, therefore EC residents did not give 1999 in a letter from FHWA to
opinions. Says there are three houses on EC noton | NDOR. See Note 12 (houses).
map. Does not think there is a need for east beltway. | Landowner was contacled

regarding missing information and
some houses were added to
figures and exhibits. Other
comments considered.

151 | Landowner on EC Strongly against EC. He believed the June 1997 See Notes 26 (voting) and 12
vote omitted EC. Says he asked city officials before (houses), MOPAC will remain with
he bought his property if there was any future alt three east routes and crossing
development in the area. He moved into his new will be provided. See Notes 24
home in 1998 and found out that EC was brought (traffic model), 10 (existing
back into the proposals. He woufdn't have moved if roadways) and 21(section line
he knew this in advance. Believes a new survey has roads).Other comments
to be taken to reflect the number of new homes in EC | considered.
corridor. Thinks MoPac Trail would be ruined by a
beltway. Wishes SItCk watershed remain
undeveloped, but admits this may not happen. He
doesn’t think there will be adequate relief from the
beitways. Supports widening inner city streets first,

152 ! Lincoln resident He is in strongest support of EC because of the cost Comments considered.
and least political resistance. Supports the beltway
project overall. Owns land at 176™ and Hwy 2.

Wants EF and StCk area to remain rural.
153 | Landowner on EF Lives on North 148™. Doesn't want things {proposed Comments considered.

alignments) changed from the way they are shown on
the maps . Says when the (EF) interchange in
Waverly was added it turned the beltway away from
him. Says 148™ Sireet is used as truck bypass now,
Doesn’t have sympathy for StCk, they have been
complaining forever.
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154 | Landowners on EC Say EC was removed from consideration in 1998. See Notes 26 (voting) and 3
They feel offended that it has been brought back inte | (acquisition}. Air, noise, visual and
consideration. Are worried about the resale of their water quality impacts were
property, air quality, water quality, noise, and visual addressed in DEIS. Consuitation
impact. Say EC would cut through his 5-acre lot, and | with LPSNRD General Manager
It would become useless. They won't have access to | indicated that beltway routes and
Holdrege St from this alignment. Says beltway would | LPSNRD ponds can be engineered
affect the drainage from his property, that there is a o be compatible, or impact can be
lack of cooperation with LPSNRD on this project, and | mitigated. Data in DEIS was best
EIS is flawed. Noise, water quality, and accass to available and considered relevant
Holdrege Street are their major concerns. Wants for a plannning document. Options
beltway moved out to the county line. will be discussed with landowners
during final design. Beltway at
county fine will not serve project
purpose and need. Other
comments considered.
155 | Landowneron EC Feels the public or the media does not understand See Note 15 {noise}. Other
the noise impact of this study. Says that a noise level | comments considered.
of about 66 dB would be a noise impact, and
wonders how many peopie would hear the noise, no
matter what the dB level is. Feels EC would have the
most noise impact. Wants more study on noise for
the public to understand.,
156 | Landowner on EF Says the hearing did not represent a public hearing. Comments considered.
She found numerous errors in the DEIS, and would
address them in the future.
157 | Landowner on EM Against EC and EM alignments. He is upset that the | See Notes 26 (voting} and 15
city council voted for EF two years ago, yet further {noise). Visual impacts were been
environmentat impact is being studied. He feels that if | addressed in the DEIS. Other
you can hear it or see in any way, it is a direct impact | commenis considered.
and is not in support of that. He wishes the corridor A
study would be widened to look at farther east
alignments.He feels the vote of the city council
should go the original way, and support EF,
AGENCIES, INDUSTRIES AND OTHER ENTITIES
158 | Advisory Councit on Historic Disagree with DEIS on urban sprawi; thinks not ACHP advised FHWA of their
Preservation adequately addressed. Think cumulative impacts, interest in the project beyond their
Don Klima inctuding Comp Plan, are not adequately addressed 15-day required time-frame. A
for historic properties. Suggest a meeting among public meeting was held in March
various consulting parties to discuss indirect effects 2001 and two public hearings were
and resolution of those effects. held in April 2001. Representatives
of the study team, culturat resource
consultants, SHPO, FHWA, NDOR
and City were available throughout
these meelings to discuss historic
issues with consulfing parties. See
Notes 26 {urban sprawl) and 19
{cumulative impacts).
159 | Cass County Easements and pipelines cross EF-1 at Holdrege, Locations of fines have been

Rural Water District No. 2
Robert West

and EM-1 at Holdredge, Adams and Havelock.
Concerned about City encroaching on their service
area.

noted.
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169

NE Dept of Natural Resources
Steve McMaster

Provided maps of registered ground water wells, and
surface water rights, Need to contact them if impact
these, Requests minimizing floodplain impacts.

Locations of wells and water rights
have been added to Figure 2.25.
Floodplains were evaluated in the
DEIS and will continue to be
evaluated during final design.

170

Preservation Assoc. of Lincain
Peter Bleed

Comments forthcoming. Concemns re: preservation
of historic fandscape and structures, proper
procedures in defining resources and public hearing.

See Notes 11 {historic issues) and
18 (public hearing}. Other
comments considered.

171

Preservation Assoc. of Lincoln
Bieed, Bergt, Guigseli,
Schieich_er. Scholz

tnadequate discussion of secondary and cumulative
impacts, or mitigating measures. Concerned about
farmland conversion impact rating, and
documentation for scores. Object to Table 4.1 being
used by decision makers as it has not been revised.
Object to the public hearing format, that public tetters
and comments were not included in DEIS (expect to
see them in FEIS), that elected officials voted to
consider only the EF. All this taints the research and
conclusions of the DEIS. DEIS facks thorough study
of no build or non-beltway alternatives due to biased
views. Boundaries of historic properties need to be
resurveyed as evaluation process was flawed. 4(f)
evaluation is anly cursory. Also, bring up evaluation
by engineers/businessmen/UNL professor.

See Notes 19 (secondary and
curnulative impacts) and 17 {prime
farmiand). NRCS scares were
developed based on fland uses in
Table 3.1 and constraints map {see
Section 9.7). Table 4.1 was part of
DEIS and should be made
available to the public. Revisions to
the table have been made in the
FEIS, as appropriate. See Note 18
{public hearing). Comment
summaries are provided in FEIS in
Section 9.1. Refer to pp. F.16 -
F.20. See Notes 26 (voting), 14
{no build), 10 {existing roadways),

11 ({historic issues) and 8

{economic isssues). PAL letter was
received after due date.

172

USDA-Natural Resource
Conservation Service-Lincoin
Steven Chick

Prime farmiand issues have been addressed. Other
non-specific comments.

No response required.

173

US-DQOD-Offuit Air Force Base
Marty Hughes

Endorsed

No response required.

174

US-DOT-Federal Aviation
Administration-Kansas City
Mark Schenkelberg

No environmental comment; however, project must
be evaluated from an airspace standpoint

Already evaluated airspace
concerns retative lo preliminary
design and were no exceedences
(see page 3.9). Needto
reevaluate final design and
construction methads 30 days prior
to construction.

175

US-DOT-Federal Transit
Administration-Kansas City
Moktee Ahmad

(1) how was StarTran involved, (2) are factors listed
still valid for dectine in bus use, {3) was StarTran
contacted regarding future transit in beltway corridor,
{4) has consideration been given to transit use of
Park and Ride iots at beltway interchanges?, (5} wili
the two Omaha Public Power District crossings be
grade-separated?, {6) any measures for mitigation of
moriality from wildlife crossings?, (7) were transit
providers invited to scoping?

{1) StarTran provided review
comments on DEIS, (2) text has
been revised per StarTran
comments, {3) see StarTran
comment letter No. 164 above, {4)
StarTran has provided a comment
letter on this issue and their
comments have been incorporated
in FEIS, (3) yes, (6) See Note 27
{wildlife} {7) FTA was invited o
scoping and management
commitiee meetings but never
attended. StarTran is managed by
the City of Lincaln Public Works
Department, one of the project
SPONSOors.
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Lynda Bryant

position on location of east. Thinks new bypass
should follow existing roads.

176 | US-Dept of interior Defer on 4(f) until final 4(f), and dispute statement Parklands discussion has been
Wille Taylor abaut future parkiand conflicts. Says project may revised in FEIS, See Note 19
adversely affect threatened and endangered species (secondary and cumutative impacts
which use Piatte River if borrow material comes from to Platte River depletions and
Platte River watershed (depietion of flows), and need | saline wetlands). FHWA supports a
to address those species in DEIS. Recommend commitrment that all wettand
different wetland mitigation ratio. Disagree that impacts will be avoided if possible,
wetlands are protected under other regulations and and wiil be mitigated whether
want wetlands protected. Say beltway will tie into i-80 jurisdictional or not.
and will encourage development, and therefore will
degrade saline wetlands. Request cumulative impact
study for saline wetiands.
177 § US-Environmental Protection Gave EC-2 rating for all alternatives. Thinks DEIS Meeting was held with EPA to
Agency-Kansas City needs to be made clearer to relate all work and discuss misunderstandings on the
Leo Alderman studies that have been done previously, including document (see letter below from J.
incorporation of public comments. Need te include Cothern). See Note 5 {bisected
info on severed parcels. Recommend different farm parcels). Archeological survey
treatment of wetland mitigation, including ratio. Want | for the bottorniand was completed
to see wetland impacts for no build. Says according to all requirements of the
archeological survey for bottomiand was not SHPQ. For a few locations where
completed. permission of access was denied,
those properties will be surveyed
upon acquisition (DEIS, p. 3.58).
178 | US-Enviranmental Protection Documented meeting with project sponsors to Have attempted to clarify summary
Agency-Kansas City discuss previous comment fetler. State that they now | in FEIS.
Joe Cothern have a clearer understanding, including level of effort
for archeological survey which exceeded normal
practice. Recommend FEIS convey clearer summary
of supporting documents and transitions between
issues analysis, impact and mitigation,
179 { US-Housing and Urban Returned decument since has no staff to review it No response required.
Development-Omaha
Gregory Bevir
180 | Voice (Newspaper) Favors bypass on south and east, but takes no Comments considered.

]
i
i
[
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8.2 SUMMARY OF THE LOCAL PREFERENCE DECISION PROCESS

The local preference decision for the south and east beltways studies has been a process that
was envisioned in the original contracting phases of this project. It was discussed at various
stages of the project, and has been the subject of intense interest in Lincoln and Lancaster
County since late 1995. On 12 and 13 December 1995, the sponsoring partners (City of
Lincoln, Lancaster County, Nebraska Department of Roads, and Federal Highway
Administration) held scoping meetings and discussed the role of focal government in the
decision regarding the need for a beltway and any location issues.

Early recognition of the role of local government in the local preference decision was embodied
in the consultant's scope of services, and this role crystallized as the local planning and eiected
officials began to monitor the project. in November 1996, the Lincoln City Council and the
Lancaster County Board asked that the project be jointly monitored by the body of locai elected
officials, the Lincoln/Lancaster County Commons. In June 1997, the Lincoln/Lancaster
Ptanning Commission joined the Commons in this monitoring process.

The approved scope of services, dated 1 October 1996, specified that the studies incorporate
their findings in the Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan as part of the Long Range
Transportation Plan and Transportation improvement Program. Thus, the intent of local
government to participate in the local preference decision was established early in the studies
process. From that point, there have been numerous public meetings of the elected and
planning officials of Lincoln and Lancaster County to keep abreast of the studies findings.

Publication of the Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS) on 1 March 2001 established
the format deciaration of the purpose and need for both south and east beltway projects in
Lancaster County. It documented the project aiternatives, including beltways, non-beltway
options, and the no-build option. These alternatives were made available for public review at an
advertised Public Meeting on 27 March 2001 at the Lancaster Events Center in Lincoln.
Following that meeting, the Public Hearings on the DEIS were held on 23 and 24 April 2001 at
the Berean Church in Lincoln. _

Following the Public Hearings on the DEIS, the studies team assembled input from the Public
Meeting and Public Hearings for use in the local preference decisions. The formal process for
the local preference began with a briefing by the Lincoln/Lancaster Planning Department to the
Super-Commons (Linceln City Council, Lancaster County Board, and Lincoln/Lancaster County
Planning Commission) on 8 May 2001. In that meeting, it was stated that the Planning
Commission would hold hearings on the project first, and would then make recommendations to
the Lincoln City Council and Lancaster County Board thereafter.

The Planning Commission received briefings on the project on 14 May 2001 and 27 June 2001.
A bus tour of the studies area was conducted for the Planning Commission on 29 June 2001.
The Planning Commission requested additional information on the beltways prior to formal
public hearings of that body. A second bus tour of the beltways was conducted on 10 July
2001.
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The Planning Commission conducted a Special Public Hearing at the County/City Building on
11 July 2001 to receive public input on the need for and possible locations of project
alternatives. Four project alternatives were presented, including the (1) South Mid Route (SM-
4). (2) East Far Route (EF-1), (3) East Mid Route (EM-1), and (4) East Close Route (EC-1).
The no-build alternative was presented as the rejection of all four routes.

The Planning Commission requested additional information prior to their second Special Public
Hearing, which was held on 18 July 2001 at the County/City Building in Lincoin. Then, on 23
July 2001, the Commission held a Public Meeting, also at the County/City Building. At that
meeting, the Commission voted to amend the Long Range Transportation Plan and other
portions of the 1894 Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan by including the SM-4 and
EM-1 routes as future beltways. The Planning Commission also voted to reject the other
alternative routes (EF-1 and EC-1). These recommendations were then forwarded to the City
Council and County Board for their consideration.

The next step in the local preference decision was a bus tour of the Beltway area for the elected
officials of Lincoln and Lancaster County. This tour was conducted on 10 August 2001,
Following that, the City Council and Lancaster County Board heid their first Joint Public Hearing
on 15 August 2001 at the County/City Building in Lincoin. A second Joint Public Hearing was
held on.22 August 2001, also at the County/City Building. After the hearing was closed, each
body voted separately on the Planning Commission recommendations. The County Board
voted to approve the recommendations and adopt them into the Comprehensive Plan. The City
Council then also voted to accept the same recommendations and amend the Comprehensive
Plan accordingly.

On 30 August 2001, the Mayor of Lincoin signed the amendments to the Comprehensive Plan,
adopting the SM-4 and EM-1 routes for future beltways.

Comprehensive Plan Amendments Nos. 94-62 and 94-64, were approved for the SM-4 and EM-
1 routes, respectively. With the Mayor of Lincoin's signature on 30 August 2001, they were
officially adopted into the Long Range Transportation Plan of the Lincoln City-Lancaster County
Comprehensive Pian.
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9.3 REFINEMENT OF ALTERNATIVES IN RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

During the review process for the DEIS, concerns were raised about certain locations along the
preferred alternative—the SM-4 and EM-1 corridors. These locations were:

1. On SM-4, just west of the South 54" Street crossing, the location of the corridor
would require the taking of a farmstead and relocation of the owners.

2. On EM-1, between A Street and O Street, the corridor passes in the vicinity of an
archeological site and where the 100-year floodway for Stevens Creek is fairly
wide. The corridor shown in the DEIS clipped the corner of the archeological site
and crossed the floodway at a skew, which increased the length of the bridge
structure.

3. On EM-1, between Adams Street and Fletcher Avenue, the corridor crosses
Lincoln Electric System (LES) overhead power lines at a skew. This would
require the relocation of several overhead electrical line towers,

To address the concerns, these corridor locations were further analyzed. More detailed
topographic information-was received from Lancaster County which was used to develop more
accurate horizontal and vertical curves at each location. Using this information and keeping the
same criteria as with the earlier design, the alignments-were refined to minimize impacts in the
areas of concern. A report entitled "South and East Beltways Alternative Alignment Analysis,
November 2001, HWS Consulting Group Inc." provides details of the various alignments studied
along with the impacts associated with each. In every case, the concerns identified by the
public refating to the farmstead, archeological site, and power lines could be addressed through
minor changes in the earlier alignments.

Specifically, the refined alignments (1) avoid taking the farmstead and do not require relocating
the residents, (2) avoid the archeological site, and (3} avoid the need to relocate any of the LES
towers. The refined alignments result in $746,000 lower costs for SM-4 and $4,596,000 higher
costs for EM-1. The lower costs for SM-4 are mainly due to having iess earthwork than
anticipated with the earlier design. The higher costs for EM-1 were due to lengthening the
bridge over Stevens Creek, raising the beltway over A Street, and the addition of a retaining
wall. There are no additional impacts to homes or businesses as a result of these alignment
changes; however, there are minor changes in environmental impacts. Tables 2.16, 2.17 and
4.1, and Exhibits SM4-2, EM1-3 and EM1-4 have been modified to reflect these changes.
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9.4 BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS: A RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

Opponents to the construction of the EF-1 Beitway alignment submitted an anonymously
authored critique that identified a number of areas where the DEIS may have incorrectly
calculated the economic costs and benefits of the various east beltway routes. While the
critique suggests there were errors in the analysis, the conclusions with respect to the relative
cost-effectiveness of each of the east beltway alternatives, were unchallenged. The
disagreement appears to be in areas where the author may not be familiar with transportation
economic analysis techniques or where a change in assumptions wouid not significantly affect
the conclusions. The following will address the issues in the order and format they were
presented in the critique. :

9.4.1 First Analysis

As indicated by the author of the critique, the first benefit-cost analysis presented in Section
2.3.6 of the DEIS was a detailed evaluation of the finalist alternatives using the transportation
model! that was in effect during 1997 when the analysis was conducted. This model used the
Build Out Scenario (BOS) land use plan and a transportation network that reflected planned
improvements over a 20-year period. The criticisms of this analysis include that it
underestimated maintenance costs and did not properly identify residual values.

The analysis used FHWA data on maintenance for similar facility types. No information was
available from the NDOR as to maintenance costs for a freeway facility at the time the economic
analysis was conducted. Since maintenance costs are very low in comparison to the cost of
constructing the beltway, and the costs for all three (3) east beltway alignments would be

-similar, the usefulness of a more accurate maintenance cost is questionable. Even doubling the

assumed annual maintenance costs of approximately $120,000 per year would not materially
affect the benefit-cost ratio or the comparison of the three (3) beltway alignments. Therefore,
this is not considered to be a significant issue.

The other critique of the detailed economic analysis was a failure to treat residual value
properly. The DEIS clearly states the assumptions that were used to calcuiate the residual
value of the proposed improvement after the analysis period. This procedure has been used for
a number of similar transportation studies without chalienge. The author does not offer a
different procedure; therefore there is nothing to compare with the procedure used in the DEIS.

8.4.2 Second Analysis

After the first economic analysis was completed, the City and County amended the BOS Land
Use Plan by expanding future growth into the southern and northern fringes of the city. The
new plan, called BOSI, required the City to update the Travel Demand Model to reflect the new
growth areas and planned roadway improvements. The second beltway economic analysis
compared the results of the earlier traffic projections with BOSH. The travel demand model
using the BOSI Land Use Plan showed a significant change in the amount of travel on the
beltways as compared to the BOS Land Use Plan. Traffic volumes on the beltways increased
significantly, resulting in even greater time savings for motorists if the beltways were '
constructed.
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The purpose of the second analysis was not to conduct a detailed economic analysis as was
done with the earlier travel demand model. Instead, the purpose was to show, in terms of travel
benefits, the relationship between the Close, Mid and Far alternatives (which were similar} and
benefits from construction of a beltway (which were even greater than anticipated). The
following addresses the concerns identified in the second analysis:

Wrong Construction Costs Were Used. The critique suggests that Level 11| analysis
construction costs were used rather than Level 1V in the second analysis. This was
intentional because the entire discussion regarding the second analysis involved
building upon the information derived from the first economic analysis that used Level il
construction costs. The discussion in the second analysis was included only to verify
that an additional economic analysis in Level IV was not necessary.

Travel Time Savings were Calculated Based on Lancaster County Population of
374.630. The critique suggests that the future year population should not be used
without discounting the benefits derived from the beltway by 7 percent for 30 to 46 years.
The analysis does not discount the benefits nor does it inflate the value of time savings
for the same time period.

A more detailed and significantly more conservative approach to determining cost-
effectiveness was completed in the FEIS. Section 2.4.5 (second paragraph) examines
economic benefits by discounting future year time savings and comparing them to
-beltway depreciation over a 25-year period. in this analysis, the payback period is 13
years after construction, which is still below the 20-year planning horizon (see Figure
2.18). Attached Table 9.1 summarizes the assumptions in this analysis.
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Table 9.1
BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS FOR SM-4/EM-1 BELTWAY
BOS Il LAND USE PLAN

TIME SAVINGS ($1,000's)
FUTURE | PRESENT CUMULATIVE RESIDUAL VALUE® {$1,000's) DEPRECIATION? BENEFIT/

YEAR VALUE' VALUE? PRESENT VALUE | STRUCTURES | PAVEMENT | GRADING/RW {$1,000's) COST RATIO
2027

2026

2025 43511 8017 136661 58934 35524 58745 97641 1.40
2024 41338 8149 128644 60136 36749 58745 95214 1.35
2023 39160 8261 1204985 61364 38016 58745 92719 1.30
2022 . 36985 8348 112234 62616 38327 58745 90156 1.24
2021 34809 8407 103886 63894 40683 58745 87522 1.19
2020 32633 8433 95479 65198 42086 58745 84815 1.13
2019 30458 8422 87046 66528 43537 58745 82033 1.06
2018 28282 8368 78624 67886 45039 58745 79174 0.99
2017 26107 8265 70257 69272 46592 58745 76236 0.92
20186 23931 B106 61992 70685 48198 58745 73215 0.85
2015 21756 7885 53885 72128 49860 58745 70111 0.77
2014 19580 7583 46000 73600 51580 58745 66920 0.69
2013 17405 7222 38407 75102 53358 58745 63639 0.60
2012 15229 6762 31184 76635 55198 58745 50266 0.52
2011 13053 6202| 24423 78199 57102 58745 56799 0.43
2010 10878 5530 18221 79795 59071 58745 53234 0.34
2009 8702 4733 12691 81423 61108 58745 498569 0.26
2008 6527 3799 7958 83085 63215 58745 45800 0.17
2007 4351} 2710 4159 84780} 65395 58745 41924 0.10
2006 2176 1450| 1450 86510 67650 58745 37939 0.04
2005 0 0 0 88276 69982 58745 33841 0.00
2004

2003

2002

2001

2000

Assumes $14.15/hr value of time x 10,250 hours saved/day x 300 days/yr in Year 2025
27% discount rate.
3Structure Life = 50 years, Pavement Life = 30 years, Grading and ROW Life = Infinite
“Depreciation = Total Project Cost - Total Residual Value
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9.4.3 Lancaster County Population Data.

The critique stated that the values in Figure 2.17 of the DEIS contradict Lancaster population
data. A comparison of the projected 2020 population (BOS Land Use) and the 2025 population
(BOS Il Land Use) shows that the expected increases in population as compared to the
expected amount of travel in the Metropolitan area are consistent. Table 9.2 indicates that the
expected changes in vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours traveled are proportional to the
expected population increase.

Table 9.2
POPULATION AND TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS COMPARISON

Land Use | Anticipated Percent Daily Vehicle Percent Daily Vehicle Percent
Plan Population Change Miles Traveled Change Hours Traveled Change
BOS 315,000 6,903,000 243,000

BOS Il 374,000 +18% 8,046,000 +17 % 309,000 + 27 %

The projected time savings with a beltway using the BOS!I Land Use Plan is 300 percent
greater than time savings obtained with the BOS Land Use Plan. This does not mean total
vehicle hours of trave! in the metropolitan area will improve 300 percent. The estimated time
savings achieved by building the beltways, using the BOSIH model, is between 8,500 and 10,000
vehicle hours per day depending on which east beltway alignment is selected. This represents
approximately 3 percent of the total daily vehicle hours traveled in the metropolitan area.

9.4.4 Accident Reduction Savings

The critique indicates there have been improvements in accident statistics over the past several
years that were not taken into account by the Economic Analysis. While the number and
severity of accidents have been improving nationwide, it is still clear that the refationship
between various roadway facility types and accident rates remains constant. Freeways are safer
than arterial streets in terms of the average number of accidents that occur per vehicle, per miie.
Freeway traffic is not subject to the conflicting movements that arterial streets have with abrupt
stops, driveways, cross streets, traffic signals, etc. The accident reduction estimates used in the
DEIS reflect the fact that some traffic now using arterial streets will be using the freeway
{beltways). The estimated accident savings reflect the relative differences between accident
rates of the two types of facilities rather than overall accident rates for all roadway types.

9.4.5 Maintenance Costs

The critique stated that maintenance costs were less than half of the historical rates identified
by NDOR. At the time the Benefit-Cost Analysis was conducted, no maintenance information
for freeways was available from the NDOR. The only FHWA information available was for
similar facility types. If the maintenance costs were doubled for each of the roadways, it would
have no significant effect on the economic feasibility of the roadways. in addtion, it would not
change the refationship of each of the east beltways with respect to cost-effectiveness.
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9.4.6 Construction Costs Estimates

The critique stated that construction cost estimates in Tables 2.9 and 2.10 did not agree. A
review of the construction cost estimates in each table indicate that there are differences.
These differences are due to the fact that Table 2.9 does not include costs for connecting links
(paving arterial roadways up to the beltway interchanges) to the beltway which were included in
Table 2.10. The cost of connecting links represent approximately 3 percent of the overall
beitway construction and would not significantly change the feasibility analysis or the
comparison of one beltway alignment to another.

9.4.7 Costs of Improving Connector Roads

The critique stated that the costs of improving connector roads were not included in any of the
analyses. See Section 9.4.6 above.

9.4.8 The Most Cost-Effective Alternative

The critique indicates the most cost-effective alternative was to build the south beltway and
improve existing section line roads between N-2 and |-80. While this may have been the most
cost-effective alternative, it did not achieve the goals and objectives of the study. The Purpose
and Need Statement in the DEIS states the beltway was to provide a “Circumferential
Transportation System” around Lincoin. The iikely non-beltway aiternatives could not provide
that function because they do not connect to 1-80 . They also have excessive impacts to
adjacent properties. In addition, improvements to roadways such as 84" Street, 98® Street,
112" Street, and 148" Street will likely occur with or without construction of a beltway. The City
of Lincoln will imprave these roadways to 4-lane as development occurs in the future to maintain
the existing one-miie grid pattern.
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9.5 STATUS OF HISTORIC ISSUES SINCE CIRCULATION OF THE DEIS

9,5.1 Comments on Historic Issues

Comments on the DEIS, including written comments and oral testimony, were compiled and
summarized. Comments regarding historic issues primarily concerned the following issues:

1.

Secondary and Cumuiative Impacts. The most frequent comment on historic
properties was regarding secondary and cumulative impacts, and specifically, the
likelihood of the beltway to cause development and urban sprawi to the point of
having an adverse effect on historic structures, and specifically on the Stevens
Creek Stock Farm. Comments of the National Trust for Historic Preservation,
Environmental Law and Policy Center, and landowners in the beitway study area
have only ever raised concerns about secondary and cumulative impacts to
historic properties on the EF-1 route. While the Preservation Association of
Lincoln (PAL) raised the issue for all east routes in their letter dated 15 June
2001, they changed their opinion in testimony at the City/County Public Hearing
on 15 August 2001 where the president of PAL urged that the preferred
alternative be the EM-1 route.

Boundaries of the Historic Properties, 'Severai letters from historic preservation
organizations and iandowners stated that the boundaries of the historic
properties were delineated too narrowly. With the exception of PAL, all
comments focused on the EF-1 route only. In general, the commentors felt that
most of the properties should be defined as the original parcel of tand containing
the historic structure, or in the case of the Stevens Creek Stock Farm, all
agricultural land holdings of the property owners during the period of significance.
Documentation was provided for changing the boundaries of the Theresa Retzlaff
(Forest Brook) Farmyard and Sartore (Herter-Hagaman) Farmyard. Various
acreage amounts or descriptive requests were made for the Stevens Creek
Stock Farm, Retzlaff Farms, Penterman Farmyard, Haeger Dairy, and Michael
Smith Farmyard.

Additional Historic Property. Two letters stated that the WenzI Farmyard/Barn
had not been considered as a historic site.

Assessment of Adverse Affects. Several property owners and PAL stated that

the Assessment of Adverse Affects did not adequately assess all impacts to the
properties, inciuding noise, visual, lighting, traffic impacts, fuel smells, trash and
crime. With the exception of PAL, all comments focused on the EF-1 route only.

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation {ACHP). The ACHP requested that
FHWA seek a formal determination from the Keeper of the National Register for
the boundaries of seven historic properties on the EF-1 route consisting of the
Herter-Hagaman Farm, Forest Brook Farm, Penterman Farm, Michae! Smith
Farmyard, Haeger Dairy, Alan and Shirley Retzlaff Farm, and Stevens Creek
Stock Farm.
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9.5.2 Field Trip on Historic Issues.

A field trip was conducted on 17 October 2001 to (1) revisit the historic properties, (2) visit an
additional 320 ac requested for inclusion in the Stevens Creek Stock Farm, (3) revisit the Wenz!
Farm on EC-1, and (4) discuss potential mitigation strategies for historic sites with adverse
affects along the SM-4 and EM-1. Participants included:

Bifl Callahan Nebraska State Historical Society, SHPO

Stacy Stupka-Burda Nebraska State Historical Society, SHPO

Ed Kosola Federal Highway Administration, NEPA Coordinator
Rod O'Sullivan Federal Highway Administration,

L.en Sand Nebraska Department of Roads, Environmental Analyst Supervisor
Ed Zimmer City-County Planning Department, Historic Planner
Scott Cockrill City Engineering, Senior Engineering Speciatist

Jim Linderhoim HWS, Principal-in-Charge

Brian Ray HWS, Transportation Engineer

Amy Ziotsky AZ Environmental, Environmental Scientist

Stan Parks University of Nebraska, Research Archeologist

9.5.3 Secondary and Cumulative Impacts.

A diséussion of secondary and cumulative impacts to historic properties has been added to the
FEIS (see Section 9.6).

9.5.4 Boundaries of the Historic Properties.

The Herter-Hagaman Farm, Forest Brook Farm, Penterman Farm, Michael Smith Farmyard,
Haeger Dairy, and Alan and Shirley Retzlaff Farm are all located on EF-1. Since this alternative
is not being developed, FHWA has determined that no additional analysis of the property
boundaries is necessary at this time. In addition, an important reason why the EM-1 route was
selected was because it minimized impacts to these historic resources.

9.5.5 Evaluation of the Additional Acres for the Stevens Creek Stock Farm

A consuiting party had previously requested that an additionai 560 ac be added to the 240 ac
already on or eligible for the NRHP--for a total of 800 ac-which were owned by Charles Retzlaff
by 1888 (defined by NSHS letter dated 18 September 1995). With the additional information
that none of the 560 ac were contiguous with the 240 ac, the SHPO stated that the 560 ac were
not considered eligible. Following receipt of this second request for consideration of the 560 ac,
the SHPO again stated that the 560 ac were not considered eligible because they were not
contiguous to the original 240 ac,

This consulting party further requested that an additional 320 ac, not previously requested for
consideration, be considered eligible for the NRHP because these were part of the Stevens
Creek Stock Farm during the period of significance. Therefore, research was conducted in the
Registrar of Deeds records to determine ownership history of these parcels. The information
was provided to the consulting party for their review, and then was provided to the SHPO. All of
the parcels were acquired by Charles Retzlaff or his son George by 1909 which predates
construction of some of the historic structures. Most, but not all of the parcels are contiguous
with the 240 ac which are on or eligible for the NRHP, or they are contiguous with each other.
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Of the parcels in the additional 320 ac, two are in close proximity to the preferred alternative,
EM-1. Assessment of adverse affects to these two properties relative to the preferred
alternative were discussed during a field trip conducted on 17 October 2001.

The first parcel is west of the Stevens Creek Stock Farm (West Half of the Northeast Quarter of
Section 5, Township 9 Range 8). FHWA has determined that at least a portion of the west
parcel would be eligible for the NRHP because (1) it was acquired by Charles Retzlaff during
the period of significance (1850 to 1924, according to NPS data base) and (2) at least the
southern portion of the property retains enough integrity to contribute to the rural tandscape of
the Stevens Creek Stock Farm (the parcel has serious integrity problems in the northwest and
west portions of the property, including a modern log cabin residence and high voltage
transmission line).

The second parcel is located south of the Stevens Creek Stock Farm (Northeast Quarter of the
Southeast Quarter of Section 5, Township 9 Range 8 and Northwest Quarter of the Southwest
Quarter of Section 4, Township 8 Range 8). FHWA has determined that the second parcel is
eligible for the NRHP because (1) it was acquired by George Retzlaff during the period of
significance and (2) at least the east portion of the parcel retains enough integrity to contribute
to the rural landscape of the Stevens Creek Stock Farm (there is a non-historic dam and pond
on the west side of the parcel).

The SHPO has concurred with the FHWA determinations by signature dated 30 January 2002
(Appendix E).

9.5.6 Additional Historic Property.

The Wenz{ Farm was revisited during the field trip, and the SHPO restated that neither the barn
nor the farmstead had the significance or integrity to'be eligible for the NRHP. - Specifically, the
barn was not individually architecturally significant, and it had been subject to many alterations,
including the addition of an |-beam lean-to, replacement windows, and a newer corrugated
metal roof. In addition, the setting was no longer intact with a modular home on the property.

9.5,7 Assessment of Adverse Affects.

All of the comment letters which comment on the assessment of adverse affects are in regards
to properties on EF-1, and none of these properties are affected by the preferred aiternative—
SM-4/EM-1. A reassessment of adverse affects was conducted only for the preferred
alternative. In consultation with the SHPO, FHWA determined that there were no additional
adverse affects to properties on the preferred alternative. The noise evaluation was also
checked, and no noise impacts were identified at the historic sites.

Further, FHWA has determined that the EM-1 alternative will have no adverse affects on the
first additional Stevens Creek Stock Farm parcel because (1) EM-1 is located approximately
300 ft west of the parcel and takes no land from the parcel for either the beltway or overpass,
(2) there is a high-voltage transmission line located between the parce! and EM-1, (3) the
property has been subdivided with a modern log cabin and tree-lined driveway constructed on a
6-ac lot in the northwest portion of the property, and (4) the historic structures of the Stevens
Creek Stock Farm are already screened from the EM-1 route by the tree line of Stevens Creek.
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9.5.9 Mitigation Plan for Historic Properties along SM-4/EM-1

A mitigation plan has been developed to cover the two historic properties which are adversely
affected by the preferred SM-4/EM-1 alternative. These are the Henry Wunibald Farmyard on

- SM-4 and the Steve Johnson Farmyard on EM-1. Modification of the EM-1 alignment made it
possible to avoid archeological site 25LC129. The mitigation plan is based on observations and
discussions from the field trip, recommendations by the SHPO, input from a professional
landscape architect, and meetings with the property owners.

A Draft Memoranda of Agreement was developed to implement the mitigation plan. The
document, along with a draft version of Chapter 9 of this FEIS, was provided to the property
owners and consuiting parties, including the ACHP and NTHP. A public meeting on historic
mitigation was conducted for the property owners and consuiting parties on 12 February 2002.

Approximately 24 people attended the meeting, including representatives of the ACHP, NTHP, -
SHPO and Preservation Association of Lincoin. Seven written comments were received over
the 10-day comment period. Comments related to historic issues covered the following topics:

1. Two landowners on EM-1 objected to the revised boundary of the Stevens Creek
Stock Farm as it included their properties. The boundary changes were made
without their permission. One owner expressed concern that they would-now be
subject to federal permits or stiputations on receiving federal subsidies.

2, The owner of the non-historic log cabin residence (located on the additional
NRHP-eligible parcel west of the Stevens Creek Stock Farm) expressed concern
about noise impacts from EM-1.

3. The owner of the Henry Wunibald Farmyard expressed concern that their non-
historic farmyard would be more adversely affected by noise impacts from SM-4
that the NRHP eligible property.

4. The FEIS should address the impacts on the Stevens Creek Stock Farm from
additional traffic on 138" which is traveling from the EF-1 interchange on
Pioneers Boulevard to Van Dorn Street.

5. Certain consulting parties felt that properties along all the routes should be
studied for possible boundary changes.

6. The NTHP believes that the beltway will have the potential for cumulative and
indirect effects on historic properties,.and suitable mitigation strategies should be
developed.

7. Certain consulting parties felt that the FEIS should contain a statement that the

EF-1 alternative is eliminated from any future consideration. They did not feel
that selection of EM-1 was strong enough assurance that the EF-1 route would
never be reconsidered.

Based on comments, the MOA was finalized (Appendix E). The mitigation plan, as described
in the MOA, is as follows.
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Henry Wunibald Farmyard. The primary emphasis of the mitigation proposal is.to screen the
view of the beltway from the house and yard., Presently, the north and west sides of the
property are lined with many mature deciduous trees {cottonwood, mulberry, walnut) which
extend up to the house. While the existing trees screen the view from the house and yard
during the growing season, the beltway would be visible during winter. The period of
significance for this site is 1901-1950 which includes the period when shelterbelts and
windbreaks were a part of the farm culture. Some existing trees on the property appear to be
remains of old windbreaks to the north and west of the residence.

Prior to implementation of the undertaking, NDOR, in consultation with the SHPO, shall design a
landscape site plan to screen the view of the beltway from the farmyard, and shali ensure that
the area is landscaped in accordance with the approved plan. The plan shali consist at a
minimum of a windbreak planting along the north and west sides of the farmyard in the general
area of the original windbreak. This may inctude up to three rows: a shrub, cedar trees, and
possibly a deciduous tree, such as cottonwood. Further refinement of piant types and spacings
will be addressed as part of final design. ‘

In order to implement the landscape plan, NDOR shall obtain an easement or agreement with
the property owners of the Henry Wunibald Farmyard or adjacent property owners to the west.

Steve Johnson Farmyard. The primary emphasis of the mitigation proposai is to screen the
view of the beltway from the house and yard. South of Yankee Hill Road, the beitway wouid be
hidden by a hilf across the road and to the east of the site. North of Yankee Hill Road, the
beitway.would be visible to a point about 0.25 mi north of the road; further north it is hidden by
another hill. There is a small creek with trees within 100 to 300 ft of the beltway--between the
beltway and the house. On the property itself, there is a line of mature cedar trees along the
driveway, and a number of scattered shrubs and deciduous trees west of the tree line. These
trees hide the view of the beltway from the house itself, but not from the yard west of the drive.

The period of significance for this property is 1890-1936. While windbreaks, for the most part,
are outside of this historic period, it is reasonably in context with the site to add a lilac or simiiar
farge shrub hedge.

Prior to implementation of the undertaking, NDOR, in consultation with the SHPQ, shail design a
landscape site plan to screen the view of the beltway from the farmyard, and shall ensure that
the area is landscaped in accordance with the approved plan. The plan shall consist at
minimum of a screen, large shrub, or hedge planting along the west side of the farmyard,
extending north from Yankee Hill Road to the north end of the corral. This is anticipated to
consist of one row {hedge) of litacs or similar large shrub. Further refinement of plant types and

- spacings will be addressed as part of final design.

in order to implement the landscape plan, NDOR shall obtain an easement or agreement with
the property owners of the Steve Johnson Fa rmyard or adjacent property owners to the west.
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Easements. In order to address the potential cumulative effects on historic properties in the
Area of Potential Effect for the Lincoin South and East Beltways Project, the National Trust for
Historic Preservation and other consuiting parties agree to assist owners of such historic
properties who may be interested in donating historic preservation or conservation easements.
Such assistance may include conducting workshops on easements, providing information on
potential easement-holding organizations in the local area, and serving as a resource for
technical assistance in developing easement documents.

Archeological Site 25LC129. Based on discussions during the site visit on 17 October 2001,
further engineering refinements were evaluated (see Section 9.3). From the reanalysis, it
appears possible to completely avoid impacts to the archeologicat site by incorporating a
retaining walt on the west side of the beltway right-of-way. No additional mitigation is proposed.

Additional Cultural Resource Management Activities. Other activities will include:

» Completion of an archeological survey of bottomiands where access has been
previously denied.

* Use of NDOR standard provisions regarding previously unsuspected archeological
remains that provide for cessation of work and notification of the SHPO

* Use of NDOR standard provisions regarding monitoring of archeological sites.

*+ A historic marker located at Saltillo Road and the abandoned South 14™ Street right-
of way will need to be relocated. The marker commemorates the Nebraska City to
Fort Kearny Road, “The Great Central Route to the Gold Fields” which crossed near
this location. There are no remnants of the trail known within or near the SM-4 right-
of-way.
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15 June 2001, they changed their opinion in testimony at the City/County Public Hearing on 15
August 2001 where the president of PAL urged that the preferred alternative be the EM-1 route.
This discussion addresses all beltway routes.

Farmland. The PAL and certain landowners in the beltway study area have raised concerns
about secondary and cumulative impacts to farmland relative to the assumptions used in
completing the NRCS Farmiand Conversion Impact Rating (USDA Form AD-1006).

Flows in the Platte River. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service {FWS) has determined that the
beltway project may adversely affect federally listed species which utilize habitat areas along
the Platte River. These species include the pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus) which is
known from the lower reach of the Platte River, the interior least tern (Sterna a. athalassos) and
piping plover {Charadrius melodus) which nest on sand and gravel bars in the Platte River, and
the western prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera praeciara) which-occurs in subirrigated wet
meadows along the Platte River. Although the beltway is located 30 mi from the Platte River,
the FWS alleges that any construction project which (a) obtains borrow material from any
location in the Platte watershed and (b) results in the exposure of surface or ground water in the
excavated pit, will result in evaporation and will deplete instream flow contributions to the Platte
River. FWS further considers any depletion of flows from the Platte River system to be
significant. -

Saline Wetlands and Other Wetlands. The FWS has stated that the beltway project couid
indirectly impact the regionally unique Saline Wetland Complex of Eastern Nebraska (SWC) and
other wetland systems in the Stevens Creek drainage because the beitway will facilitate future
urban development in Lincoln/Lancaster County. Additionally, FWS implies that the extent of
cumulative impacts from the beltway extends to other agquatic and terrestrial resources occurring
within the lower Platte River Valley because the beltway will connect to 1-80, and there are plans
to widen 1-80 through Lincoln and on to Sarpy County, including a bridge over the Platte River at
the Cass/Sarpy County fine.

9.6.2 Geographic Boundaries and Time Period

Geographic Boundaries. Several geographic boundaries are appropriate for this discussion.

South and East Beitways Study Area. The south and east beltways study area

boundary, as shown in Figure 1.1 of the DEIS, is an 80 sq mi area that has been
studied intensively as part of the NEPA review process. This same area was defined as
the Area of Potential Effect (APE) as part of the Section 106 consultation.

Comprehensive Plan Future Service Limit. The approved Lincoln/Lancaster County
Comprehensive Plan includes a future service limit which is defined as the area to be
included inside the City limits and provided with City services in the future. The most
current version of the plan is shown in Figure 3.1 of DEIS and includes the limits from
the 1994 Comprehensive Plan and subsequent amendments. The Comprehensive Plan
is currently being revised and is expected to be approved in May 2002.

Saline Wetland 'Comglex of Eastern Nebraska. This area covers portions of the Salt

Creek watershed in Lancaster and Saunders Counties as described by Gersib and
Steinauer (1991). These areas are influenced by saline geologic deposits and resulting
saline influences on the groundwater.
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Platte River Watershed. This is the land area that contributes surface water runoff to the
Platte River and its tributaries. This area applies only to the discussion of cumulative
impacts to flows in the Platte River.

Time Period. The approved Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan uses a 25-year
planning period, from present to 2025. A new Comprehensive Plan is currently under review
which has a 25-year period as well as 25-to-50 and greater than 50-year pianning periods.

9.6.3 Data Scurces

This evaluation has been conducted using readily available data, observed focal trends, and
discussions with knowledgeable persons. it has not included developing predictive modeling or
other predictive tools which are beyond the scope of this effort. The primary sources for this
evaiuation have included:

Currier, P.J., G.R. Lingle, and J.G. VanDerwalker. 1985. Migratory Bird Habitat on the Platte
and North Platte Rivers in Nebraska. The Platte River Whooping Crane Critical Habitat
Maintenance Trust, Grand Istand, Nebraska. '

Gersib, R.AA. and G.A. Steinauer. 1991. A biological inventory and general assessment of
eastern Nebraska saline wetlands in Lancaster and southern Saunders Counties.
. Transactions of the Nebraska Academy of Sciences, Vo. XVili:37-44.

Lincoln - Lancaster County Planning Department. 1994. Lincoln City-Lancaster County
Comprehensive Plan. Lincoln, Nebraska

Lincoin/Lancaster County Planning Department. September 2001. Blueprint: Lincoln and
. Lancaster County 2025 Comprehensive Plan, 3 Edition. Lincoin, Nebraska.

On-Site Photography and Preservation. August 1998. Lincoln South and East Beltways
Historic Survey Report. Lincoln, Nebraska.

Taylor, Thomas J. and Leslie D. Krueger, eds. 1997. (DRAFT) Mitigation Guidelines for
Nebraska’s Eastern Saline Wetlands. Prepared for the Eastern Saline Wetlands
Interagency Study Project. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VII, and U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District. 46 pp.

University of Nebraska-Lincoln, Department of Anthropology. July 1999, Evafuations of the

Hulda Otto House, Guenze! Farmstead and Wunibald Farmstead for Eligibility to the
National Register of Historic Places. Lincoln, Nebraska.

University of Nebraska-Lincoin. 2000. Public Policy Study for the Lower Platte River Corridor
Region. Prepared for the Lower Piatte River Corridor Alliance. Lincoln, Nebraska.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1981. The Platte River Ecology Study, Special Report.
Northern Prairie Wildiife Research Center, Jamestown, North Dakota.
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In addition, discussions were conducted with:

* Steve Henrichsen, Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Department,

* John Bender, Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality

» Cindy Veys and Len Sand, Nebraska Department of Roads, Environmental Unit

* Bill Callahan, Nebraska State Historical Society, State Historic Preservation Office
+ Tiffany Cattau, US Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District

*  Tim Schaaf and Marvin Brown, USDA Natura! Resources Conservation Service

*  Wally Jobman, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Grand isiand

* Mike Jess, University of Nebraska-Lincoln, Conservation and Survey Division

*+ Matt Joeckel, University of Nebraska-Lincoin, Conservation and Su rvey Division

9.6.4 Past, Present and Reasonably Forseeable Future Actions
9.6.4.1 Past and Present Actions

Table 9.3 provides a fist of past and present actions in Lancaster County which have had
impact on the physical, biological and human environment of the county. These actions are
considered to have relevance to a cumulative impacts discussion related to historic resources,
farmland and saline wetlands. Many of these actions are discussed in detaif in the DEIS. The
table also includes a few key actions related to the Platte River watershed and the discussion of
flows in the Platte River.
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Table 9.3

LIST OF PAST AND PRESENT ACTIONS

TIME

ACTIONS

PAST ACTIONS

1850 -
1800

Europeans settle in Lancaster Counly {and Platte River valiey).

Native grass prairies are converted to farmground, farming includes grain, hay and livestock

Grid system of township, range and sections is established and eventually, a system of county fine roads

Railroad reaches Lancaster County, beltway study area

Lincaln sefected as state capital and site of University of Nebraska: thereby encouraging city growth. Growth is
primarily east and south, iimited by Salt Creek to west and north.

Saline weflands in Lancaster County are drained for agriculture, {andfitled for municipal waste, filled for
development of the city and excavated for stormwater detention (continues into present)

1900 -
1950

Construction of farge reservoir and irrigation projects in the Platte River Valley in NE and WY (which continue into
the 1980s). Seasonal reduction in peak flows and average annual discharge due to diversion and storage.
Reduction in width of Piatte River, especially in central Nebraska, and loss of riparian habitat,

Salt Creek is channelized through Lincoln

- Construction of VA Hospital and Shriner's Club {Hillcrest Country Ciub) beyond the east edge of Lincoln (1929)

Lincoln begins piping in drinking water from wells in the Platte River Valley (1934).

Federal soil conservation programs encourage terracing, shelterbelts, windbreaks, farm ponds, etc. {beginning in
late 1930s and through present)

1950s

First Lincoln Comprehensive Plan. One of the most fong held palicies has been to develop “a compact and
generatly contiguous urban.form” around the City's canfines with the goal to “protect existing rural areas from
urban sprawl through planned development”

1960s

Construction of I-80 north of Lincoln, and through the Platie Valiey.

| Livestack production declines in Lancaster County, almost all tilfable {and is in agriculturat production

Lincoln population grows; rural farm population of County shrinks

Development expands on east edge of Lincoln, including construction of St. Elizabeth Hospital, Banker's Life
{Ameritas), Gateway Mall, Lincoln East High School, etc. and Pine Lake SID on southeast edge

US 77 relocated off 14" Street to new location west of Salt Creek {1967)

1970s

Establishment of Wilderness Park to mitigate flcoding in downtown Lincoin

Widening of N-2 through south Lincaln, including incorporation of bike and pedestrian trails, transmission lines
and drainage features. Development of commercial and industrial along N-2 to 56th, including East Ridge
Shopping Center, Old Cheney Center, Briarhurst Center, etc.

1980s

Construction of West Bypass: US 77 widened from Warlick to N-33 {1980); construction of US 77 from Warlick to
O Street (1985-87); construction of K & L Street Extension {Capitol Parkway} and intersection with US 77 (1989)

Pattern of farge industrial facifities to iocate just outside the City (in beltway study area) along State Highways or
arteriail roads (Williams Pipeline, Conoco Pipeline, Lincoln Oil Products, Norris Public Power District, Parker Flujd
Connectors, Novartis, Linweld, Nationat Crane and ADM). Southeast Community College constructed east of City
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9.6.4.2 Reasonably Forseeable Actions

" Reasonably forseeable actions must be far enough in the planning process that their
implementation is likely. For this analysis, a reasonably forseeable action is one that is funded
or advanced through the majority of the planning process, whether or not it has obtained locali,
state or federal approval.

Urban Development. While reasonably forseeable actions are difficult to predict,
Lincoln/Lancaster County has had a strong history of planning for the future, beginning in the
1950s with the first comprehensive planning document. Qver the years, the City has
demonstrated that growth can follow planning initiatives. One of the most long held policies has
been to develop “a compact and generally contiguous urban form” around the City's confines
with the goal to “protect existing rural areas from urban spraw! through planned development”.
Generally, the City has controlled growth by controlling the location of new ultilities, as well as
through zoning ordinances. In order to establish a rational policy of City expansion, and to
ensure the availability and adequacy of the resources in which to construct infrastructure, the
City has identified a future urban service area that has taken into account limitations poised by
natural features, current city limits and prior plan designations. This service area is defined by
a map in the Comprehensive Plan along with future tand uses in the City and County. The
current pfan was approved in 1994 and includes subsequent amendments (see Figures 3.1
and 3.2).

From 1970 to 2000, the City population grew 50 percent with a corresponding increase in
metropolitan area of 50 percent, demonstrating the ahility to controf and maintain compact,
contiguous growth. Current plans for the City and County assume a projected County
population of 363,159 by 2025, representing a 45 percent increase over the 1999 population
(Lincoln/Lancaster Planning Department). Past and future population increases are due to the
availability of jobs, excellent schools and universities, and a high quality of life. This level of
growth is expected with or without a beltway, and is directly related to the City of Lincoln being
the center of state government, a center of commerce, industry and cultural activities, and the
focation of the main campus of the state university system.

The Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan is currently being revised and is scheduted
to be approved by the City Council and County Board in May 2002. The current working
document includes a number of recommendations which would affect future development in the
beltway study area, and are considered reasonably foreseeable actions for the future. The
current proposal (1) encourages increased urban residential density (up to 5 dwelling units per
acre) to increase efficiency of growth, (2) encourages mixed-use development (urban village
concept), (3) discourages development in the 100-year floodplain, (4} prohibits further acreage
development within the path of future urban growth, (5) places greater emphasis on
preservation of historic resources, saline wetlands, native prairies, and riparian corridors, and
(6) provides 78 km 2 (30 sq mi) of additional area, inciuding 60 km 2 (23 sq mi) of developable
area within the 25-year planning period. The proposed provision for 78 km 2 (30 sq mi) of
growth area represents a 39 percent increase in area compared to the anticipated 45 percent
increase in population.
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Qver the next 25 years, no additional development is proposed to occur in about two-thirds of
the south beltway study area and most portions of the east beltway study area. The proposed
revision to the Comprehensive Plan shows some new development in the area of the SM-4 and
EM-1 alignments within the next 25 years. The proposal is for 50 to 100 years or more for the
City to fill most of the beltway study area.  Specific to the Stevens Creek watershed, the
Stevens Creek Basin Initiative proposed urbanization of northwest bank of the basin to occur
within the next 25 years, with the rest of the west bank within 25 to 50 years and the east bank
beyond 50 years.

While City/County policies are aimed at planned growth and avoiding urban sprawl, the vision of
the Comprehensive Plan very clearly shows that population growth and physical expansion into
the beltways study area is eventually expected as the city grows outward. The beltway study
area could become part of the urban limit in the long-term.

Future Roadway Projects. The NEPA evaluation for the beltway project includes the
assumption that all section fine roads would be paved out to the beltway interchanges. Costs
for paving these connecting links as 2-lane sections are included in the beltway cost estimates.
Paving of these section line roads is not a new proposal as the County has always included a
provision to pave section line roads to two lanes once traffic volumes reach 500 vehicles per
day, and expand to four lanes once traffic volumes reach 6,000 vehicles per day.

The NEPA evaluation for the beltway project also inciudes the assumption that all projects in the
City/County 1 and 25 Year Program of improvements for Future Roadway Network would be
constructed—-many of which involve improvements 1o section fine roads as discussed above.
These projects include:

1. 84th Street - Widen to 4 through lanes with left turns fanes, US-6 to N-2

2. Adams Street - Widen to add left-turn lanes, 70th Street to 98th Street

3. Pioneers Boulevard - Widen to 4 through lanes with left-turn {anes, 70th Street to
84th Street

4. QOld Cheney Road - Widen to 4 through lanes with left-turn lanes, N-2 to 98th Sireet

5. Pine Lake Road - Widen to 4 through lanes with left-turn lanes, 14" Street to 98th
Street

6. 14th Street - Widen to 4 through lanes with left-turn lanes, Old Cheney Road to Pine
Lake Road

7. 27th Street - Widen to 4 through lanes with left-turn {anes, Pioneers Boulevard to
Yankee Hill Road

8. 40th Street - Widen to 4 through lanes w/ left-turn lanes, N-2 to 0.8 km (0.5 mi) south
of Pine Lake Road

9. 56th Street - Widen to 4 through lanes with left-turn lanes, Old Cheney Road to Plne
Lake Road

10. 70th Street - Widen to 4 through lanes with left-turn lanes, Pioneers Boulevard to
Pine Lake Road

These projects are already programed in the FY 2003-2008 Transportation Improvement
Program which will bring 4-lane sections to within 2 mi of the east beltway, and 0.5 to 3.0 mi of
the south beltway within the next six years even if the beltway is not built. Extension of these
arterials to connect with the beltway interchanges will be included as part of the beltway project.
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access to Lincoln on paved roads. In general, rural residences constructed in the beltway study
area are custom built homes for higher income households.

There are few commercial uses in the beltway study area. These are generally iocated along
State Highways or are internal to the unincorporated towns. Commercial uses are typically
convenience-type services, but are beginning to include farge warehouse retail sales
businesses such as those at US 77 and Saltillo Road. Other commercial businesses in the
study area include several nursery, greenhouse and tree farm operations; kennels and a pet
cemetery; and grain elevators at Cheney and Waiton. A large mixed use/commercial center is
currently under development along N-2, between 84" and 98" Streets.

industrial uses in the study area are few and are generally located along State Highways or
arterial roads due to the need for accessibility for work force and materials and the availability of
central utilities. Industrial sites are located at US 77 and Saltilo Road, on O Street (US 34), and
along US 6. There is one active quarry and sand pit in the project area located along South 54"
Street south of Saltillo Road that produces crushed rock, agricultural fime and retaining wall
stone. Three private airstrips are also located in the study area.

Several urban recreational elements occur in the beltway study area including two city parks.
Wilderness Park, which extends 12 km (7.5 mi) from Lincoln to Saltillo Road along Salt Creek, is
owned by the County and operated by the City. The park provides hiking, bicycle and
equestrian-trails. Jensen Park, located west of Cheney, is soon to be developed by the City of
Lincoln with ballfieid facilities. There are three private golf courses within the study area. Four
other private courses abut the study area. All of the golf courses have surrounding housing
developments. The |zaak Walton League has a facility south of Highway 2 on South 134"
Street, and the Boy Scouts of America have recently purchased a property near A Street and
Stevens Creek.

One other noteworthy trend has been the movement of several large insurance companies and
other employment centers from downtown to farge campus settings on the east fringe of the
City. Many large churches have also relocated to larger settings along 70" and 84" Streets,
and two of the City’s hospitals are on 70" Street. While none of these have yet been located
within the east beltway study area, they are within 0.5 mi of the study area. There is also a
pattern of large industrial facilities to locate beyond the city limits, but near Interstate access.

Zoning. Zoning in the study area is determined by four entities. The majority of the area is -
governed by Lancaster County, with some areas falling within the 4.8 km (3-mi) extratérritorial
jurisdiction of the City of Lincoln, and the 1.6 km (1 mi) extraterritorial jurisdictions of the City of
Waverly and Village of Bennet. In general, the majority of beltway study area is zoned for
Agriculturat (AG) or Agricultural Residential (AGR) uses. The exceptions are commercial and
industrial districts located along State Highways at US 77 and Saltillo Road, US 34 (O Street)
and 134" Street, and US 6. In these areas, Highway Commercial (H3), Industrial (i-1), industrial
Park (I-2), County Industrial (1) uses have been deemed appropriate.

These approved zoning districts, and the policies that created them, have resuited in the
proliferation of rural non-farm residential development in the beltway study area. Within the
County juridictional area, there are two residential zoning classifications. The AG classification
allows for a minimum buildable lot size of 8.1 ha (20 ac); creation of such lots requires only a
survey and documented conveyance {deed}. In comparison, the AGR classification aliows for a
minimum buildabie lot size of 1.2 ha (3 ac); creation of these lots requires subdivision approval
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(final plat) by the County (or City if within the 4.8 km (3 mi) limit). In general, approval of tne
subdivisions has taken into account factors such as the iocation along a paved road, availability
of water, appropriate soils for septic systems, and close proximity to villages.

Past Limitations on Deveiopment. In general, the rural non-farm areas rely on individuai wells
or rural county water, and septic systems. The City of Lincoln’s service area, which is based on
a gravity flow system, has not been extended farther south than Rokeby Road, or farther east
over the ridge line into the Stevens Creek watershed (approximately between 84" and 98™
Streets). The lack of centralized utilities in the area has been the major contributing factor in
maintaining the rural character of the area.

Although existing policies allow for continued agricultural residential growth, other types of land
uses are not permitted without amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. In addition, many other
types of land uses are limited without the availability of City infrastructure and services.

Condition of the Historic Resources. The reconnaissance (and supplemental) surveys for
historic standing structures identified 146 sites over 50 years old within the 80 sq mi beltway
study area (On Site, 1998, UNL, 1999). Of these, three are listed on the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) and 29 others are considered eligibie for listing. The 32 sites include 12
farmyards, eight individual barns, four residences, one school, five cast concrete road signs and
two grain elevators. In addition, an intensive-level survey was conducted for the Stevens Creek
Bottoms as this area was known to be the location of the earliest settiement in the County. The
purpose of the intensive level survey was to develop a cultural context (narrative history) with
which to evaluate any cuitural iandscapes or the potential for any historicat districts. Thirteen
sites were surveyed within the defined area—generally within 0.8 km (0.5 mi) of either side of
Stevens Creek. These sites included 10 farms, 1 automobile.garage, and 2 relocated school
buildings. Although the survey revealed broad patterns of nineteenth century immigrant
settlement and the consequent early development of agriculture in Lancaster County, only one
site (Norma and Bob Lemke Residence) was considered eligible for the NRHP (other than the
already listed Stevens Creek Stock Farm). The archeological survey (UNL, 1998) identified 48
sites along the finalist beltway alignments. Of these, cne archeological site is aiready on the
NRHP, and two additional archeological sites and a Euroamerican wagon road site are
considered eligible.

The historic survey report for the beltway documents the deterioration of historic structures near
Lincoln that has occurred as a result of a growing community. The survey shows that “historic
resources nearer to central Lancaster County have already been affected by growth pushing
eastward from the City of Lincoln". The concentration of historic resources “increases with
distance from the City". This is “attributable to the growth throughout the twentieth-century of
Lincoln as a center of business, commerce, and government, and the increasing impact of the
city on its surroundings”.

The report points out that the broad patterns of agricultural development have been eroded over
the last century: “No cultural landscapes were identified, and no historic districts were
considered appropriate. The low-incidence of Register-eligible properties in the Stevens Creek
Bottoms can be attributed to the steady adaptation of the farm to the changing demands of
agriculture. As a result, the physical manifestation of early settiement has ercded over time, and
few resources in the area retain the historic integrity necessary for the determination of
eligibility”.
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The research provides a particularly important view of the structures that make up the
agricultural landscape. The authors note that agricultural structures “such as barns, granaries,
and silos” are “erected as revenue producing elements of a family farm”. They were

“often replaced as their contribution to farm profitability declined with the introduction of newer
innovations in farming and improvements in building construction”. Further, the researchers
point out that “preservation and maintenance is thus directly contingent upon the continued
economic viability of the farm. Should viability of the farm be threatened and the land sold or
leased (contributing to farm consolidation), necessary maintenance will likely cease”.

In summary, there are several factors that have led to deterioration of many historic structures in
the study areas, including:

Century-long changes in agricuitural operations

Economic impacts on agriculture resulting in abandonment of farmsteads
Increasing consolidation of farm units

Urban pressure from a growing Lincoln community

Policies that allow for rural non-farm development

DOEWN -

As a result of the cultural resources surveys, it was concluded that the rural landscape and
associated built environment found in the project area has low physical integrity as an historic
rural landscape. This opinion is due to the intrusion of existing large scale urban developments of
various kinds in the beltway study area, and the deterioration of historic properties. The most
obvious types of urban development are the acreage subdivisions. Other urban elements include
extensive-electric distribution lines, radio and communication towers, rural water towers,
petroleum storage tanks, goif courses, municipal parks, club parks/facilities, and hiker/biker trails.

Acreage subdivisions and other urban uses (golf courses, parks, commercial) account for
approximately 10 percent of the 80 sq mi study area. According to records of the Lancaster
County Register of Deeds, Year 2000 land sales in the Stevens Creek watershed were as high as
$21,000 to $65,000 per hectare ($8,500 to $26,000 per acre), indicating proposed uses other than
agricultural production. In comparison, average prices of comparable agricultural land in more
distant parts of the County ranged from $3,700 to $6,200 per hectare ($1,500 to $2,500 per acre).
Although existing policies allow for agricultural residential growth (see Section 3.2), other types of
land uses are not permitted without amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. In addition, many
other types of land uses are limited without the availability of City infrastructure and services.

9.6.5.2 Assessment of Future Degradation

As assessment was made to determine potential secondary and cumulative impacts that might
be caused by the beltway project, including reasonably foreseeable effects that might occur
later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative.

Potential for Urban Sprawl, Concerns have been raised that the east beltway will indirectly
impact land uses by encouraging urban sprawl along the beltway route, where urban sprawl is
considered to be any non-farm development not contiguous to the Lincoln City limits, or any low
density development (such as suburban acreages). The implication has been that a far location
will create non-contiguous growth, and a close location will continue compact growth, The EC-1
alternative is within 0.8 to 3.2 km (0.5 to 2.0 mi) of the city limits; EM-1 is within 2.4 to 4.8 km
(1.5 to 3 mi); and EF-1 is within 2.4 to 6.4 km (1.5 to 4 mi). The SM-4 alternative is as far
distant as EF-1--between 2.4 to 5.6 km (1.5 to 3.5 mi) of the city limits.
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As discussed previously, the south and east beltways study area is primarily agricultural in
character, but includes areas of residential acreage development. The pattern of scattered non-
farm development in the beltway study area has been established.

New policies are proposed to be included in the revised Lincoin/Lancaster County
Comprehensive Plan (Lincoln/Lancaster County Planning Department, September 2001) which
includes a renewed emphasis on preservation of historic resources. Some of the mechanisms
to protect resources and avoid urban sprawi include the goals:

. to prohibit new acreage development within the area of future urban growth,
which includes the beltway study area (albeit within the 25-to-50 and 50-to-100+
year planning periods).

. to discourage further development within the 100-year floodplain which will help
preserve the Stevens Creek bottoms and tributaries

. to encourage increased residential density (up to 5 dwelling units per acre)

Further evidence of a commitment to preservation, was Change of Zone #3209 {4/17/00) which
removed over 100 ac of industrial, general commercial and local business zoning from the
interchange at US 77 and Van Dorn Street to retain the use of the land as open space. This
action was proposed by the Planning Department, and approved unanimously by the City
Council and Mayor.

While city/county policies are aimed at planned growth and avoiding urban sprawi, the vision of
the Comprehensive Plan very clearly shows that land development could extend into the
beltway study area as the population of the City grows.

Potential for Highway Commercial/industrial Development. While some limited highway
commercial or mixed use development might be expected at the 11 proposed interchanges
(along the 20 mi roadway), the likelihood of any development at the interchanges will depend on
many considerations, including the proximity of existing services, the likely market for the
proposed services, the availability of rural or weill water, and suitability of the soils for
wastewater treatment. The most fikely focations for highway commercial development would be
at the higher traffic volume interchanges with existing highway designations. Commercial and
industrial development is already present at US 77 and US 6 (Cornhusker Highway) in the
vicinity of the proposed interchanges. At the US 34 (O Street) interchange location with EM-1,
farge tracts of land are currently in industrial land use or uses which might be considered
temporary (nursery, golf course) and could be converted to other urban uses in the future. The
N-2 intersection with SM-4/EM-1 is extremely. complicated and does not allow immediate access
to adjacent land for typical highway commercial uses.

Development between the interchanges will also be limited by control of access along the entire
beitway. Any access would need to be from parallel section line roads, few of which are
currently paved through the study area. Exceptions are Saltillo Road on the south and 98" and
148" Streets on the east. In regards to the preferred aiternative, Saitilio Road is within 0.5 mi of
SM-4; however, it is already used as a truck route and has about 1.0 mi of existing highway
commercial and industrial use at the US 77 intersection, as well as at least 1.0 mi of suburban
residential acreages in the vicinity of 56™ Street. Relative to EM-1, the closest paved parailel
road is 1.5 mi to the east at 148" Street; however, there already are highway commercial and
industrial uses at the US 6 intersection, and 2.5 mi of suburban residential acreages along it.
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Lincoln-Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan, to donation or purchase of public or private
conservation easements, to purchase and public ownership of resources. However, the need
for protection measures to be implemented as part of the beltway project has not yet been
demonstrated. in fact, preservation through planning measures is one of the considerations
assessed in the Stevens Creek Basin Planning Initiative.

9.6.5.3 Assessment of Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

Due to existing and proposed policies which determine the pattern of deveiopment, urban
growth in the beltway study areas is expected to occur with or without a beltway project--so long
as the City of Lincoin continues to experience the current rate of population growth.

With or without a beltway, deterioration of some historic properties could continue while others -
may be preserved and maintained. Following the proposed Comprehensive Plan, the rural
fandscape of the entire beltway study area could be converted to an urban form over the fong-
term-except perhaps in areas where landowners refuse to sell their farm ground. Urbanization
could have an adverse effect on the integrity of the setting for the 12 historic farmstead
properties for which the surrounding rural fandscape contributes, to one degree or ancther, to
the historic context. The integrity of the setting for the barns and residences has already been
compromised (the boundaries of these historic properties were originally defined as only the
barn or residence because the historic farmyard sefting was gone). The school, grain elevators
and road signs are unlikely to be affected. Of course, significance of the properties will not be
affected.

Since no cultural landscapes were identified and no historic districts were considered
appropriate, the setting of the 12 farmsteads has to a certain extent already been compromised.
In particular, concerns have been raised by Retzlaff family members regarding impacts on the
historic setting of the Stevens Creek Stock Farm. While an estimated 80 percent of the beltway
study area is rural and agriculturai, the rural landscape has changed significantly compared to
what existed during the period of significance for the Stevens Creek Stock Farm (1850 to 1924).
The period of significance for this property includes the amassing of fands and the
corresponding success-of a large scale cattle operation (and other stock). During this period,
Charles Retzlaff acquired close to 1,000 ac of prairie grasslands which were used primarily for
cattle range and pasture. In contrast, the present day landscape of the beltway study area
(including that within the Stevens Creek Stock Farm boundaries) is primarilty agricultural row
crops. The beltway study area also includes various modern agricultural features such as
terraces, grassed waterways, farm ponds and pivot irrigation—as well as urban elements
described under Existing Conditions.

Any resulting environmental damage, such as impacts to the landscape surrounding historic
properties or loss of prime farmland, would be caused primarily by proposed development as
guided by the Lincoln\Lancaster County Comprehensive Planning process, and not by the
beltway project. The beltway project does include mitigation measures for direct environmental
damages to resources, but it does not compensate or mitigate for the damages caused by
future housing and commercial developments. Environmental degradation caused by these
developments will be addressed through local, state and federal permits and clearances, as
appropriate. FHWA has no legal tools to direct the local planning process.
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9.6.6. Analysis of Farmland

PAL and certain landowners in the beltway study area have raised concerns about secondary
and cumulative impacts to farmland relative to the assumptions used in compieting the NRCS
Farmiand Conversion Impact Rating (USDA Form AD-1006) (see Appendix A, page A-33). The
form was used to assess impacts to prime farmiand, including indirect impacts. While PAL has
requested information on the assumptions used for eight parameters, only one of these
parameters—Acres to be Converted Indirectly-relates to indirect impacts. (A discussion of the
other parameters of concern to PAL is included in Section 9.7).

9.6.6.1 Condition of the Environment

The condition of the environment is described fully in Section 9.6.5.1 above, and summarized
here.

Current land uses in the beltway study area are primarily agricultural. The dominant crops are
milo, corn, soybeans, wheat and hay crops. Historically, local farmers raised dairy and beef
cattle, hogs, sheep and chickens; however, stock production has decreased significantly in the
county. Like the rest of Lancaster County, the farm population in the beltway study area has
decreased considerably as the urban popuiation of the City of Lincoln has increased.
Decreasing economic feasibility of farming, federal programs to encourage and subsidize
removing land out of production, and high sale prices for developable land have resulted in the
transition from agriculturai to suburban land uses in the beltway study area.

Although most of the tillable land is in active production, review of the constraints map (see
Figure.2.1) shows that there has been substantial development of non-farm uses in the beltway
study area. Some of this development has occurred in clusters; however, the overall pattern is
scattered.throughout the area. The majority of the development has been for residential land
use. ..

Based on the estimate of direct impacts within the beltway rights-of-way, farmiand comprises
between 81 to 83 percent of the rights-of ways (see Table 3.2), whereas non-farm uses
comprise 17 to 19 to percent of the rights-of-way. Urban uses in the overall study area are
higher (around 10 percent) than within the rights-of-way because of the intentional routing of the
beltways to cross farmiand to avoid impacts to residences.

9.6.6.2 Assessment of Future Degradation

PAL states that the assumption of no indirect impacts is erroneous because farmlands would be
indirectly converted due to increased accessability to the new highway. They aiso imply that
additional acres could be indirectly converted due to partial acquisitions resulting in uneconomic
remainders, and due to restriction of access.

One comment letter from a fandowner on EF-1 proposes indirect impacts amounting to 58 ha
(144 ac) on SM-4 and 78 ha (192 ac) on EF-1 that would be lost to development at the
interchanges (6 ac at each of 14 interchanges); and 27 ha (66 ac) on SM-4 and 64 ha (158 ac)
on EF-1 that will be left without access—-amounting to 227 ha (560 ac). The landowner also
mentions 36 ha (80 ac) on EF-1 that would lose pivot irrigation.
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It is emphasized that it is the Comprehensive Plan that determines the location of future
deveiopment and not the location of a beltway. City/County policies are intentionally aimed at
planned growth and avoiding urban sprawl, and the proposed vision of the Comprehensive Plan
very clearly shows that the beltway study area could ultimately become part of the urban limit as
the city grows in the future (see Section 9.6.4.2 above). Therefore it is the planned growth of
the City of Lincoln, rather than the beltway, that would resuit in the majority of farmland
conversion. As such the assumption was made that no acres would be converted indirectly.

At the time of the DEIS, there was no data available to determine the indirect impacts due to
uneconomic remainders. However, general practices in right-of-way acquisition for rural
properties include provision of access to the extent possible, and sale of uneconomic remainders
to neighboring landowners who do have access. These practices minimize the loss of
production agriculture. While the project may impact two pivots amounting to 36 ha (90 ac); use
of the land for agriculture is not lost. Lastly, iandowners will be compensated for any loss of
property caused by loss of access, or uneconomic remainders.

9.6.6.3 Assessment of Secondary and Cumuiative Impacts.

Due to existing and proposed policies which determine the pattern of development, urban growth
in the beltway study areas is expected to occur with or without a beltway project--so long as the
City of Lincoln continues to experience population growth. Following the proposed
Comprehensive Plan, the rural landscape of the beltway area would be converted to an urban
form in the long-term-except perhaps in areas where landowners refuse to self their farm
ground.

While prime farmiand is a valuable resource, it has not sustained significant degradation that
warrants no further adverse impacts to occur—particularly in Nebraska. Review of the USDA
database (www.nhq.nrcs.usda.gov/land/tables), shows that Nebraska ranked 30" in the states
for number of acres of prime farmland converted per year between 1992 and 1997. The number
of acres of prime farmiand converted (1 942 ha (4,800 ac per year)), amounted to less than 1
percent of the loss for the nation during this period. Further, the amount of all iand developed in
Nebraska during this period amounted to less than 0.5 percent of all the land developed in the

- nation during this time period.

According to the NRCS, the acres of prime farmland that would be lost directly with construction
of any of the end-to-end beitway alternatives amounts to less than 0.5 percent of the 102 345 ha
(252,900 ac) of prime farmland soils in Lancaster County. The conversion of prime farmland
soils for the beltway project is considered a greater public need than the preservation of 466 ha
(1,152 ac) of prime farmland soils along the SM-4/EM-1 route. :
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9.6.7. Analysis of Flows in the Platte River

The FWS has determined that the beltway project may adversely affect four federally listed
species which utilize habitat areas along the Platte River (letter dated 3 May 2001). These
species are the pallid sturgeon which is known from the lower reach of the Platte River, the
interior least tern and piping plover which nest on sand and gravel bars in the Platte River, and
the western prairie fringed orchid which occurs in subirrigated wet meadows along the Platte
River-as well as wet and wet-mesic tallgrass prairies in various locations in Nebraska. Although
the beltway is iocated 48 km (30 mi) from the Platte River, the FWS alieges that any construction
project which (a) obtains borrow material from any location in the Platte watershed and (b)
results in the exposure of surface or ground water in the excavated pit, will result in evaporation
and will depiete instream flow contributions to the Platte River. The FWS letter further states
that they consider any depletion of flows from the Platte River system to be significant.

According to FWS, their agency currently defines two types of depletions in the lower Platte
River. Major depletions are defined as projects which result in greater than 3 ha-m (25 ac-ft) of
water ioss between February and July-which FWS considers the critical period for the pallid
sturgeon. Mitigation requirements for major depletions involve acquisition of water rights and
transfer of those water rights to FWS. Minor depletions are defined as up to 3 ha-m (25 ac-ft) of
water loss, and requires a mitigation fee of $300 per ha-m ($37 per ac-ft) of water loss. These
fees go to the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Fund, and are used to purchase water
rights, create new habitat or maintain existing habitat (personal communication between Amy
Zlotsky and Wally Jobman).

9.6.7.1 Condition of the Environment

It has been well documented that construction of large reservoir and irrigation projects in the
Platte River vailey in Nebraska, Wyoming and Colorado have reduced seasonal peak flows and
average annual discharge due to diversion and storage. This has resutted in the reduction in the
width of Platte River, especially in central Nebraska, and loss of riparian habitat. In particular,
open sandy river channels have become vegetated with trees and shrubs, and adjacent
grasslands have been lost to agricultural production. These ecological changes have benefitted
certain fish and wildlife species at the expense of others. Specifically, these changes have had
impacts on the populations of migratory birds which travel through the Central Flyway, which
covers only a narrow stretch of the Piatte River in central Nebraska.

Since the late 1990's much effort has been expended on securing increased flows for habitat
maintenance in the central Platte River, as well as habitat restoration and preservation to protect
threatened and endangered species. The central Platte is considered habitat for the whooping
crane, piping plover, interior least tern and paliid sturgeon-including critical habitat for the
whooping crane from Lexington to Shelton. As a result, new water uses along the Platte River
above Columbus are severely limited in order to protect these species. In addition, NGPC has
acquired water rights for instream flows for habitat all the way to the mouth of the Platte River
with the resuit of no remaining water rights in the lower Platte River {personal communication
between Amy Zlotsky and Mike Jess, University of Nebraska, Conservation and Survey
Division). The lower Piatte is considered habitat for the piping plover, interior least tern, pallid
sturgeon and western prairie fringed orchid. Critical habitat has been proposed for the piping
plover from downstream of Cozad to the Missouri River.
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Although the impacts of reservoir and irrigation projects in the upper Platte River watershed
dwarf the impacts of other water users, several large water-dependent projects have been
approved or are nearing approval in the lower Piatte River. These include the City of Lincoln
wellfield at Ashland, and the Omaha Municipal Utilities Districts Platte West welifield near
Venice. While not trying to dismiss the impact of such municipal water projects, these projects
have received the approval of FWS (albeit with mitigation requirements, including those
described above). There have also been several Natural Resource District reservoir projects
and sand and gravel operations approved in the lower Platte. While the FWS depletion concern
has not stopped permits, is has created a mechanism for acquiring funds to restore and preserve
habitat.

9.6.7.2 Assessment of Degradation

The south and east beitway is not expected to impact depletion of flows on the Platte River
because:

1. The south and east beitway is a relatively long project requiring considerable
grading of the existing soil. While all construction projects strive to balance cut
and fill requirements on-site, this is generally very achievable for a roadway
project as fong as the South and East Beltways (approximately 20 mi long).
Balancing cut and fill within the project right-of-way is far-more economical than
bringing in fili material, or disposing of material to an off-site location,

2. If any additional borrow material might be required, it would preferabiy be taken
from upland sources due to better compactability and ease of handling.

3. if, for some unknown reason, some borrow material would be required from-
sources within the Platte River drainage basin, the amount would be so smalf that
it would resuit in less than 3 ha-m (25 ac-ft) of lake evaporation between February
and July, even if it came from a newly exposed source. If mined deeper or from
an existing pit, the amount could be further reduced. Such a small impact would
be considered a minor depletion, and mitigation would be calculated at the time of
construction using the formula in use at that time.

9.6.7.3 Assessment of Secondary and Cumulative Impacts
Use of borrow material from a source that may expose groundwater for construction of the south |
and east beltway project is projected to result in evaporation of less than 3 ha-m (25 ac-ft) of
water between February and July. FWS considers this a minor depletion which can be mitigated

by payment to the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation fund for use in habitat mitigation.

The south and east beltway project will have no other secondary or cumuiative effects on
federally listed species.
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9.6.8. Analysis of Saline Wetlands and Other Wetlands

The FWS has stated that the beltway project could indirectly impact the regionally unique Saline
Wetland Complex of Eastern Nebraska (SWC) and other wetland systems in the Stevens Creek
drainage because the beltway will facilitate future urban development in Lincoln/Lancaster
County. Additionally, FWS implies that the extent of cumulative impacts from the beltway
extends to other aquatic and terrestrial resources occurring within the lower Platte River Valley
because the beltway will connect to 1-80, and ptans are underway to widen I-80 through Lincoln
and on to Sarpy County, including a bridge over the Platte River at the Cass/Sarpy County line.

9.6.8.1 Condition of the Environment

Although saline wetlands occur throughout the west and midwest on soils high in chlorides,
sulfates or carbonates, relatively few exist within Nebraska. The eastern Nebraska saline
wetlands only occur near Lincoln on the historic terraces of Salt Creek and its tributaries. The
characteristic saitflats in these wetlands support two species which received State Endangered
status from the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission in 2000--saltwort (Saficornia rubra) and
the endemic Salt Creek tiger beetle (Cicindela nevadica lincolniana). Although thought to once
cover more than 6 500 ha (16,000 ac) in and around Lincoln, the saline wetlands are now
estimated at approximately 490 ha (1,200 ac) (Gersib and Steinauer, 1991).

Historically, losses were related to the physical development of the City of Lincoln which
originally was settled because of the abundant salt deposits. Over time, the wetlands have been
drained for agriculture, filled for development of the city, and excavated for stormwater detention
and landfills. In 1917, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers began channelization of Salt Creek
through the city to reduce flooding. The channelization projects ultimately caused significant
downcutting of the Salt Creek channel—-which in turn resulted in drawdown of the local
groundwater table beneath the saline wetlands. In addition, the highly dispersive clay soils have
created severe headcutting into the wetlands causing fiow-through conditions and direct

~ drainage of what was previously a closed basin system. The rarity of the eastern Nebraska
saline wetlands was first recognized in the late 1980's and early 1990's following work conducted
by Gersib and Steinauer {1991) and the publication of Last of the Least in Nebraskaland (Farrar
and Gersib, 1991).

9.6.8.2 Assessment of Degradation

There are many policies and regulations in place to limit irﬁpacts to wetlands, and specifically
saline wetlands. Dredge and fill activities in all wetlands and waters of the United States have
been regulated since 1977 through the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit
program. While the jurisdiction of the 404 permit program has been reduced recently to exclude
isolated wetlands, the authority remains in place for any federally funded project-such as the
south and east beltways. FHWA has stated that the beitway project will include mitigation for alt
wetland impacts, at a minimum of a 1:1 replacement-to-loss ratio, whether the wetlands are
considered jurisdictional under the 404 permit program or not.

Saline wetlands also remain jurisdictional under the 404 permit program because they occur on
the first terraces of Salt Creek and its tributaries—thereby having a direct connection (or at least
historic adjacency) to the waters of the United States. According to the Omaha District Corps of
Engineers, they have not yet lost jurisdiction over any saline wetlands permit actions (personat
communication between Amy Ziotsky and Tiffany Cattau, USACE).

9.65



Final Environmental Impact Statement South and East Beftways
Project No. DPU-3300(1) Lincoln, Nebraska

-In addition, the Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality (NDEQ) has authority under
Title 117 of the Nebraska Administrative Code, Nebraska Surface Water Quality Standards to
regulate impacts to waters of the State, including wetlands (as defined in the 1987 Corps of
Engineers Welland Delineation Manual). Under the anti-degradation clause, no one may
adversely affect the existing uses of wetlands. in general, mitigation of wetiand impacts has
been required in Nebraska since the mid 1980s at a minimum 1.5:1 replacement-to-loss ratio as
required by the Section 401 Water Quality Certification program administered by the NDEQ.

By agreement between the agencies, this ratio has been a minimum of a 1:1 ratio for NDOR
projects. For saline wetlands, NDEQ follows the saline wetland guidelines described below.
While NDEQ has no permit program in place, project proponents are advised to coordinate with
NDEQ to obtain a letter of opinion that a project will not cause degradation.

In the mid 1990's several policies were implemented to limit further impact on saline wetiands.
In 1994, the Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan included a community goal to
encourage preservation of saline wetlands. In 1997, Eastern Saline Wetlands Interagency
Study Team established draft guidelines for mitigation of saline wettand impacts based on a
weighted area score methodology which generally requires greater replacement-to-loss ratios
than what was previously required, and creates incentives for restoring higher quality habitats
(which support rare species) and restoring in advance of need through the use of wetland
banks. In 2000, saline wetlands were removed from the Nationwide permit program, thus
requiring a more extensive review process for obtaining an individual Permit. That same year,
saltwort and the Salt Creek tiger beetle, two saline wetland species, received State Endangered
status. The new Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan, currently in preparation,
includes renewed emphasis on preservation of saline wetlands (as well as other wetlands,
riparian corridors, and floodpiains). The City of Lincoln is currently constructing a 76 ha (189-ac)
saline and freshwater wetland mitigation compiex in advance of future mitigation needs.

In 1990, the first saline wetland restoration was completed at Arbor Lake as ritigation for a
roadway project. The success of this restoration resulted in the implementation of many other
saline wetland restorations in Lancaster and adjacent Saunders Counties--for both mitigation
and non-mitigation purposes.

Table 9.4 is a list of saline wetland impacts and restoration activities since 1989-about the time
when the rarity of the resource was first recognized. The table shows that over the past 12
years there has been a net increase of approximately 144 ha (356 ac) of saline wetlands
amounting to nearly a 6:1 replacement-to-loss ratio. The net increase is due to (1) the
implementation of policies and regulations designed to limit further impacts to saline wetlands,
(2) the saline wetland mitigation guidelines generally result in higher replacement-to-loss ratios,
(3) the establishment of saline wetland mitigation banks in advance of impacts, and (4) the
construction of several large saline wetland restorations for environmental enhancements (non-
mitigation).

Further, an estimated 850 ha (2,100 ac) of the Saline Wetland Complex has been preserved
through acquisition and management by various public agencies and private conservation
groups, including the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission, Lower Platte South Natural
Resources District, City of Lincoln, The Nature Conservancy and others (see Table 9.4).
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Table 9.4 (continued)

WETLAND RESTORATION PROJECTS

NOT FOR MITIGATION

PROJECT PROPONENT YEAR IMPACTED WETLAND RESTORATION PRESERVED
PROJECT NAME/L.OCATION WETLANDS SWC ACRES
Vicky and Kim Wheeler 1993 0 5 ac including salt rharsh, saitflats -
Private Wetland Restoration, North 14* & Mill Road
George Hendricks (now Sue Kuch) early 0 approx. 5 ac -
Private Wetland Restoration 1990s
North 27" Street and Arbor Road
George Hendricks (now Sue Kuch) mid 0 approx. 8 ac -
Private Wetland Restoration 1990s
North 27" Street and Arbor Road
LPSNRD 19967 0 130 ac site including restoration of 1 130
Lincoln Saline Wetlands Nature Center ac saltflat, 4 ac FW wetlands, large
Capitol Beach Lake prairie area, & preservation of existing

saline and FW wetlands
Nebraska Game and Parks Commission & LPSNRD | 1989 - 0 120 ac restored saline wetlands w/ 265 | 1,272
Jack Sinn WMA/Rock Creek Saline Wetland 2001 ac wetlands & 1007 ac upland in
Restorations preservation, 165 ac funded but not

yet restored (then 430 ac wetlands,

and 842 ac upland).
Pfizer 1998 0.49 ac Cat | 25 ac Cat | site, including restoration of | 25
Saline Wetland Restoration Trail salt marsh, saltflats, saltgrass meadow
Cornhusker & North 1st and saline prairie
The Nature Conservancy ' 20027 |0 Have heard from TNC that wetlands 607
Noble Tract Restoration, Little Salt Creek & Mill Rd restoration is planned on this approx.

60 ac tract
Subtotal-Saline Restoration Projects approx 0.49 ac approx 171 ac restored to-date

impacted

TOTAL- approx 72.91 ac | approx 429.32 restored 2,113 ac
All Saline Mitigation and Restoration Projects impacted (5.9:1 replacement-to-loss)
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In addition, many of the restoration projects have been designed to maximize the restoration of
the higher quality plant associations, especially the saltflat habitats which support the rare
species. One impetus is the agencies’ use of the weighted score methodology which gives
greater mitigation “credit” to those areas. For restorations which have not involved mitigation,
there has been an intrinsic interest in trying to restore the full complement of saline habitats,
especially the rare ones. Some of the success stories, which illustrate the state of the
restoration effort in the SWC, have included a net increase in 11 ha (27 ac) of saltflat {(saltwort
and seablite) communities as part of the BNSF wetland bank restorations on Little Salt and Rock
Creeks, and the reintroduction of saltwort (by seeding) at the Pfizer site on Oak Creek. The fact
that the BNSF saline wetiand bank was fully certified in five years following construction shows
that restoration of these areas has been proven possible.

While it is likely that there could be some future saline wetland permits in Lancaster County,
particularly for linear projects such as roads and utilities, these impacts are generally expected to
be minor and related to expansion of existing facilities. In-addition;the City is constructing a
saline and freshwater wetland mitigation bank in advance of future impacts.

9.6.8.3 Assessment of Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

The beltway project should not facilitate urban growth in the areas of the Saline Wetlands
Complex and thereby indirectly result in the loss of saline wetlands because:

1. There are City and County policies and programs which dictate the direction of
urban growth and specifically discourage development in saline wetlands (as well
as in the Stevens Creek floodplain and floodplains in generalt).

2. There are Federal and State regulations which reguiate saline wetland impacts
through permit programs, and require net gains in saline wetlands. Thereis .
already a demonstrated trend of a net gain in saline wetiand acres due to many
successful restorations.

3. FWS is reviewing the possibility of proposing emergency listing of the Salt Creek
- tiger beetle as a federally endangered species. This activity will iikely require
certain restrictions on development projects in the vicinity of saline wetlands. A
task force has been asked to review the situation and make recommendations to
the Mayor regarding appropriate action for the community.

4, Despite the lack of a beltway, Lincoin grew 50 percent in population and 50
percent in area between 1970 and 2000. The City is expected to grow by
approximately 47 percent by 2025 with or without a beitway. Population
increases are due to the availability of jobs, excellent schools and universities,
and a high quality of life~not a remote beltway facility.

5. The proposed beltway location is fairly remote from the urban portion of the City,
and there are essentially no saline wetlands between the beltway and the existing
City limits. The only exception is an area of saline wetlands located within the
100-year floodplain between {-80 and Cornhusker Highway (about 2.4 km (1.5 mi)
from the 1-80 interchange at the north end of the beltway). The majority of the
saline wetiands are 6.4 km (4 mi) or more away, west of the Stevens Creek basin.
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6. While some limited highway commercial or mixed use development might be
expected early on at the 11 proposed new interchanges (along the 32 km (20 mi)
roadway), the Comprehensive Plan shows no development in the area of the SM-
4 and EM-1 alignments within the next 25 years. Between 25 and 50 years, it is
expected that growth of the City could reach some portions of the beltway study
area. But it could take 50 to 100 years or more for the City to fill most of the
beltway study area.

| For these reasons, the beltway is not considered to have any direct, secondary or cumulative
adverse impacts on saline wetlands or other wetlands.

it
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9.7. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON NRCS FORM AD-1006

The Preservation Association of Lincoln raised concerns about the assumptions used in
completing the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Farmiand Conversion Impact
Rating (USDA Form AD-1006) (see Appendix A, page A-33). This form was used to assess
impacts to farmland. The following discussion explains (a) requests by the Preservation
Association of Lincoln, (b) the assumptions used in completing the AD-1006 as included in the
DEIS, and (c) alternative calculations, if appropriate.

Acres to be Converted Indirectly

(a) PAL states that the assumption of no indirect impacts is erroneous because farmlands
would be indirectly converted due to increased accessability to the new highway. They
also imply that additional acres could be indirectly converted due to partial acquisitions
resulting in uneconomic remainders, and due to restriction of access.

One comment letter from a landowner on EF-1 proposes indirect impacts amounting to
58 ha (144 ac) on SM-4 and 78 ha (192 ac) on EF-1 that would be lost to development
at the interchanges (6 ac at each of 14 interchanges); and 27 ha (66 ac) on SM-4 and
64 ha (158 ac) on EF-1 that will be left without access-amounting to 227 ha (560 ac).
The landowner also mentions 36 ha (S0 ac) on EF-1 that would lose pivot irrigation.

(b) It is emphasized that it is the Comprehensive Plan that determines the location of future
development and not the location of a beltway. City/County policies are intentially aimed
at planned growth and avoiding urban sprawl. The proposed vision of the
Comprehensive Plan very clearly shows that the beltway study area could uitimately
become part of the urban fimit as the city grows (see Section 9.6.4.2). Therefore it is
the planned growth of the City of Lincoln that would result in the majority of farmiand
conversion, and not the beltway. As such the assumption was made that no acres
would be converted indirectiy.

At the time of the DEIS, there was no data available to determine the indirect impacts
due to uneconomic remainders. However, general practices in right-of-way acquisition
for rural properties include provision of access to the extent possible, and sale of
uneconomic remainders to neighboring landowners who do have access. These
practices minimize the loss of production agriculture. While the project may impact two
pivots amounting to 36 ha (90 ac); use of the land for agriculture is not lost.

Itis also interesting to note that if the assumption was made that the beltway would
indirectly convert additional acres of farmland (Part 1li, B.), the additional acres would
have no effect on the vaiue of Part V unless the composition of the soii types, as a
group, was more productive than that already included in Part IV, A. In fact, adding
acres could possibly reduce the value of 71 assigned to the SM-4/EF-1 alternative. This
is because the Part V value is determined as a weighted average of rankings of soil
types based on the productivity of the soils—which for the beltway study area appears to
be around 70.

(c) No changes in calculations.
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Criterion 1: Area (within 1-mi which is ) in Non Urban Use.

(a)

(b)

(c)

PAL requests documentation to support a score of 14 for all three routes. They imply
that 90 percent of the fand within 1 mi of the project is in non-urban use, and therefore
the score should be 15 points as stated in the guidelines.

For the DEIS, this value was estimated by taking the sum of the non-urban fand uses
(cropiand, pasture/hayland, other farm, woodland, wetland and ponds/streams) within
the beltway rights-of-way (see Table 3.1), and dividing by the total right-of-way. The
percent non-urban was approximately 87 percent for all three end-to-end routes; which
equates approximately to a score of 14. If anything, this method overestimates the
amount of non-urban fand within one mile of the beltway because the beltways were
routed to avoid urban elements such as residences and businesses.

No change in calculations.

Criterion 2: Perimeter in Non-Urban Use.

(a)

(b)

(c)

PAL reguests documentation to support the scores of 8, 9 and 8.5 for the close, mid and
far routes, respectively.

For the DEIS, this value was estimated by taking the percent of non-urban land uses

within the beitway rights-of-way (see (b) above), and multiplying this times 10, the

- maximum number of points for this criteria. This results in an actual value of 8.7 for

each of the routes; therefore, each of the routes should have had the same assigned
score of either 8.5 or 9. This appears to be an error.

Change score to 8.5 for all three routes.

Criterion 3: Percent of Site Being Farmed (within the last 5 to 10 years) .

(a)

(b)

()

PAL requests documentation to support the scores of 16, 16.5 and 16.5 for the close,
mid and far routes, respectively.

For the DEIS, this value was estimated by taking the total farmiand (see Table 3.2) as a
percentage of the total right-of way for each of the three end-to-end routes (81, 83 and
82 percent), and multiplied times 20—the maximum number of points for this criterion.
With rounding to the nearest 0.5, this resulted in the assigned values of 16, 16.5 and
16.5, for the close, mid and far, respectively.

No changes in calcuiations.

Criterion 4: Protection Provided by State and lLocal Government.

(a)

PAL states that all of the routes should be scored 20--the maximum number of points for
this category because agricultural uses are protected by the Comprehensive Plan.
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(b)

()

For the DEIS, it was assumed that only minor protection measures in the beltway study
area were in place through USDA agricultural programs, conservation easements,
fioodplain ordinances, etc.

We agree that a better assumption is that the Lincoln/Lancaster Comprehensive Pian and
local zoning affords the maximum protection. However, we would reduce the number of
points to reflect the fact that the percent farmland is 81, 83 and 82 percent for the close,
mid and far routes, respectively, due the presence of other uses in the area including
agriculturat residential (AGR) and highway commercial and industrial (H3, i-3, I-2, and 1).
Change assigned values to 16, 16.5 and 16.5, respectively.

Criterion 7: Size of Present Farm Unit Compared to Average.

(a)
(b)

(c)

PAL requests data supporting the scores of 5 for each route.

For the DEIS, the assumption was made that roughiy 20 percent of the land uses in the
rights-of-way were other than cropland or pasture/hayland. Using a weighted average,
the highest possible score for this criterion would be 8 (out of a maximum of 10 points) if
all the farm units were at least as large as the county average of 289 ac (Census of
Agriculture, 1997). An assumption was made that farm units were smaller on average
was due to the observed trends of farms being divided and sold for acreage subdivisions
and farmstead split-offs. It was subjectively assumed that overall the average size of
farms was 15 percent smaller than average, and the criterion was assigned 5 points (one
point reduction for each 5 percent below average).

No change in caiculations.

Criterion 10; On-Farm Investmenits.

(a)
(b)

(c)

PAL requests data supporting the scores of 12 for each of the three corridors.

The guidance says to use judgement in assigning points, and that 10-18 points should be
assigned if the site is part of an average farming operation for the area. An assumption
was already made that farm units were smaller on average was due to the observed
trends of farms being divided and sold for acreage subdivisions and farmstead split-offs.
For the DEIS, the routes were subjectively assigned 12 points each because there were
no extraordinary farming investments noted in the area. While field terraces and
drainage features are common, irrigation systems are unusual in the study area. Many of
the barns and storage buildings are neither substantial nor weli-maintained as
documented in the historic survey report. There are no orchards or vineyards.

No change in calculations.

Criterion 12: Compatibility with Existing Agricultural Use.

(a)

PAL requests rationale or data supporting the score of 4 for each of the three corridors.
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(b) For the DEIS, a score of 4 was subjectively assigned in recognition that there is likely to
be some farmiand conversion at some of the beltway interchanges prior to growth of the
city into this area (which is not expected for 50 to 100+ years). In the near term, most of
the land adjacent to the beitway will not be adversely affected to the point of eliminating
agricultural uses. For comparison, US 77 and I-80 through Lancaster County are
compatible with existing agricultural uses, and they have not contributed to wholesale
conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural uses (see Section 9.6.5.2 above).
While some loss of agricultural lands to development has occurred, it has been related
to planned development outlined in the Comprehensive Plan-such as that along the
North 27th Street corridor, and at major interchanges (Cornhusker Highway on i-80,
West O Street on US 77).

(c) Change scores to 3, 4 and 5 for close, mid and far to reflect eventual timing of growth.

Recalculation of AD-1006. The suggested changes described above would result in scores of
151.5, 156.5 and 157.5 for SM-4/EC-1, SM-4/EM-1 and SM-4/EF-1, respectively. The revised
scores would not change the findings in the DEIS which states that “because all scores are less
than 160, no further consideration is required and the project is considered to have a minor
effect on prime and unique farmiand soils”.

Additionally, the purpose of compieting the AD-1006 is to distinguish between alternatives as to
which locations might be more or less suitable for preservation-relative to prime farmiand
resources, The results of the evaluation show that there is very little difference between the
three alternatives.

If the score were to exceed 160, then it is recommended that other alternatives be deveioped. I}
is unlikely that other alternatives within the 80 sq mi study area would have significantly -
different scores for either Part V or Part IV because of (1) the uniformity of soils types in the

‘landscape (Sharpsburg-Pawnee-Burchard Association on the east and Wymore-Pawnee on the

south), (2) similar types of farming operations, and (3) similar patterns of non-farm land uses.
As such, other alternatives within the study area would have similar ratings.

C:\My Documents\Bettway\F EIS\CHS.502.wpd
23May02
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11. GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

AASHTO
ADA

AG

AGR

bbi

BNSF
BOS
BOS I
BTU
CERCLIS

dBA
EIS
FEMA
FHWA
FWS
GIS
HOV
HUD
1-80
LES
LOS
LPSNRD
LUST
LWCF
N-2
NAAQS
NAC
NDEQ
NDOR
NEPA
NeSHPO
NFA
NFIP
NGPC
NNHP
NPL
NRCS
NRHP
OPPD
PM,,
PPP
RCRIS
ROW
RTSD

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
Americans with Disabilities Act

agricultural zoning

agriculturai-residential zoning

billion barrels of oil

Burlington Northern - Sante Fe Railway Company
Build Out Land Use Plan {Scenario I)

Build Qut Land Use Plan (Scenario I}

British Thermal Unit

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabilities Index
System

noise level in decibels weighted with A-frequency response
Environmental impact Statement

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Federal Highway Administration

Fish and Wildlife Service

geographic information system

high occupancy vehicle

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
U.S. Interstate 80

Lincoln Electric System

fevel of service

Lower Platte South Natural Resources District
leaking underground storage tank

Land and Water Conservation Fund

Nebraska Highway 2

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

noise abatement criteria

Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality
Nebraska Department of Roads

National Environmental Policy Act

Nebraska State Historic Preservation Office

no further action

National Flood Insurance Program

Nebraska Game and Parks Commission

Nebraska National Heritage Program

National Priorities List

Natural Resources Conservation Service

National Register of Historic Places

Omaha Public Power District

particutate matter

public participation program

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System
right of way

Rail Transportation Safety District
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SFM
SHPO
TODM
TSD
TSM
up
us7zv
usS 6
uUs 34
USACE
USDA
USEPA
UsT
ViC
VHT
VMT
WHPA
WHPP

Nebraska State Fire Marshall

State Historic Preservation Office
transportation demand management
treat, store, or dispose
transportation system management
Union Pacific Railroad

U.S. Highway 77

U.S. Highway 6, Cornhusker Highway
U.S. Highway 34, O Street

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

underground storage tank
volume to capacity ratios
vehicle hours traveled
vehicle miles traveled
Wellhead Protection Area
Wellhead Protection Program
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