Appendix C

NOISE STUDY REPORT




NOISE STUDY REPORT

SOUTH AND EAST BELTWAYS STUDY

LINCOLN, NEBRASKA

PREPARED FOR

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
NEBRASKA DEPARTMENT OF ROADS
LANCASTER COUNTY
CiTY OF LINCOLN

QcTOBER 2000
(REVISED 2/01, 11/01, 5/02)

CA



1.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
6.0

7.0

8.0

9.0

NOISE STUDY REPORT
-for
South and East Beltways Study
Lincoln, Nebraska

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

MEASUREMENT OF SOUND

TRAFFIC NOISE STANDARDS

PROJECT AREA ACTIVITY CATEGORY

EXISTING 1999 NOISE LEVELS

PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS

7.1  Prediction Methodology
7.2 Traffic Parameters
7.3 Predicted Noise Levels
7.4  Predicted Noise Contour
NOISE ABATEMENT
8.1 Noise Mitigation Measures
8.1.1 Shifting the Roadway Alignment Horizontally
8.1.2 Constructing Noise Barriers
82 Noise Abatement Analysis for Impacted Receptors along the SM-4
8.3 Noise Abatement Analysis for impacted Receptors along the EC-1
84 Noise Abatement Analysis for Impacted Receptors along the EM-1
8.5 Noise Abatement Analysis for Impacted Receptors along the EF-1

CONSTRUCTION NOISE

10.0 SUMMARY

11.0 REFERENCES

Cz2

Page
c4
C4
C.5
(O]
C.6
C.7
C.7
C.7
C7
C.8

C.32

Cc.32
C.32

C.32
C.32

C.34
C.35
C 38
C.39
C.42
C.43

C.44



Noise Study Report
Project Number DPU-3300(1)

Appendix C-A

Table C.1
Table C.2
Table C.3
Table C.4
Table C.5
Table C.6
Table C.7
Table C.8
Table C.9
Table C.10

Table C.11

Table C.12
Table C.13
Table C.14
Table C.15
Table C.16
Table C.A7
Table C.18
Table C.19
Table C.20
Table C.21

Figure C.1
Figure C.2
Figure C.3
Figure C.4
Figure C.5

Figure C.6

South and East Beltways

Appendices

2030 Average Daily Traffic Volume

Tables

Commeon Noise Levels

Noise Abatement Criteria

Vehicle Mix Percentage

EC-1 Alternative: Predicted Noise Levels on 27" Street

EC-1 Alternative: Predicted Noise Levels on Van Dorn Street
EC-1 Alternative: Predicted Noise Levels on Old Cheney Road
EM-1 Alternative: Predicted Noise Levels on Old Cheney Road
EM-1 Alternative: Predicted Noise Levels on 70th Street

EF-1 Alternative: Predicted Noise Leveis on Old Cheney Road
EF-1 Alternative: Predicted Noise Levels on 70" Street
(between Yankee Hill and Saltillo Road)

EF-1 Alternative: Predicted Noise Levels on 70" Street
(between Old Cheney and N-2)

SM-4/EC-1 Alternative Predicted Beltway Noise Levels
SM-4/EM-1 Alternative Predicted Beltway Noise Levels
SM-4/EF-1 Alternative Predicted Beltway Noise Levels

EC-1 Alternative Predicted Beltway Noise Levels

EM-1 Alternative Predicted Beltway Noise Levels

EF-1 Alternative Predicted Beltway Noise Levels

Noise Abatement Feasibility Review: SM-4 Alternative

Noise Abatement Feasibility Review: SM-4 Alternative

Noise Abatement Feasibility Review: SM-4 Alternative

Noise Abatement Feasibility Review: SM-4 Alternative

Figures

Noise Receptors along 27" Street (Table C.4)

from Pine Lake Road to Yankee Hill Road

Noise Receptors along Van Dorn Street (Table C.53)

from 84" Street to 98" Street *

Noise Receptors along Old Cheney Road (Tables C.6, C.7 and C.9)

from 84" Street to 98" Street

Noise Receptors along 70" Street (Tables C.8 and C.10)
from Yankee Hill Road to Rokeby Road

Noise Receptors along 70" Street (Tables C.8 and C10)
from Rokeby Road to Saltillo Road

Noise Receptors along 70" Street (Tables C. 11)

from Qid Cheney Road to N-2

C:\My Documents\Beltway\DEIS\noise.201.wpd

11Feb01

C3

Lincoin, Nebraska

C.45

C5
C.6
C.8
C.15
C.16
C.16
c.17
c.18
C.19

C.20

C.21
C.22
C.23
C.24
C.25
c.28
C.30
C.34
C.35
C.38
C.39

CJ9
C.10
c.11
Cc.12
C.A13

C.14






Noise Study Report Scuth and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoln, Nebraska

3.0

EC-1 Alternative:

. 27" Street between Pine Lake and Yankee Hill
. Van Dorn between 84" and 98™ Streets

. Old Cheney between 84" and 98" Streets
EM-1 Alternative;

. Old Cheney between 84" and 98" Streets
. 70" Street between Yankee Hill and Saltilio Road

EF-1 Alternative:
. Old Cheney between 84" and 98" Streets

. 70" Street between Yankee Hill and Saitillo Road
70" Street between Old Cheney and N-2

MEASUREMENT OF SOUND

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has specified that noise be predicted and
evaluated in decibels weighted with the A-level frequency response: this unit of measure is
referred to as dBA. Measurements in dBA incorporate the human ear’s reduced sensitivity to
both lowfrequency and very high frequency noises, thereby correlating welt with our subjective
impression of loudness. Table C.1 displays noise levels {in dBA) common to our everyday
activities,

‘Table C.1

COMMON NOISE LEVELS

Common Distance from Noise Level

Noise Levels Receiver {(dBA)
Rock Band 5m(16 M) 110
Jet Flyover 300 m (985 fi.} 105
Gas Lawn Mower 1m (31} a5
Diesel Truck 15m (50 ft.} a5
Same Truck 34 m {110} 80
Gas Lawn Mower 30 m (100 ft.) 70
Normal Speech 1m 3} 65
Birds Chirping . - 50
Leaves Rustling - 40
Very Quiet Soft* - a0
Whisper

C.5



Noise Study Repoit South and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300(1} Lincoin, Nebraska

4.0 TRAFFIC NOISE STANDARDS

The Federal Highway Administration has developed noise abatement criteria based on the A-
weighted, equivalent level noise descriptor (Leq(h)). The Leq(h)is the equivalent steady state
sound level reported over a period of one hour which contains the same acoustic energy as the
time-varying traffic sound level during that same hour. Table C.2 contains the upper limits of
the Leq(h) desirable noise levels that are part of the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)
established by the FHWA. Any noise levels that approach or exceed these criteria would not be
desirable and woulid be referred to as a noise impact. '

Table C.2

NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA
HOURLY A-WEIGHTED SOUND LEVEL

Activity Hourly Noise Levels Descriptian of Activity Category
Category Leg(h) dBA
A 57 Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve
(Exterior) an important public need and where the preservation of those gualities is
essential if the area is to continue 1o serve its intended purpose.
B 67 Picric areas, recrestion areas, play grounds, aclive sports areas. parks,
{Exterior} residences, motels, hotels, schools, chusches, libraries, and hospitals.
c 72 Developed lands, properties or activities not included in Categories A or B
{Exterior) above.
D e Undeveioped lands.
E 52 Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries,
{intericr) hospitals. and auditoriums,

In accordance with the Nebraska Department of Roads policy, a noise impact occurs and
abatement measures will be considered for receptors if:

. The predicted future year (year 2030) noise levels approach or exceed NAC
criteria of 67 Leg{(h)dBA for Activity Category B or 72 Leq(h) dBA for Activity
Category C. Approach is defined by the NDOR as 1 dBA less than the noise
abatement criteria or;

. The predicted future year (year 2030) noise level exceeds the existing noise level
by 15 dBA or more. :

The noise impacts predicted to occur within the project area are discussed later in this report.
5.0 PROJECT AREA ACTIVITY CATEGORY
The majority of the project fies within rural areas and the land use is classified as Activity

Category “B" or “D" as described in Tabie C.2 above. Activity “C” land use is located near the
US 77 and SM-4 interchange. '
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6.0 EXISTING 1999 NOISE LEVELS

Existing noise levels for the receptors adjacent to the beltway alternatives were determined by
direct field measurements using a Quest 2800 sound levei meter. The measurements were
taken along unimproved county roadways near existing residences (generally 3010457 m {100
to 150 ft) from the centerfine of the roadway) at a height of 1.5 m (5 ft) above ground level. The
duration of the measurement time ranged from fifteen to thirty minutes. Noise leveis for
locations where the project roadway intersects an existing highway system were determined by
modeling the existing traffic volume (1998 traffic data) as discussed below.

Noise levels ranged in the mid to upper 40 Leq(h) level adjacent to unimproved county roads
and ranged in the upper 50 Leq(h) to mid 60 Leq(h), level near existing highways. Noise levels
exceeding the FHWA impact criteria currently occur at several residences located adjacent to
N-2.

7.0 PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS

74 Prediction Methodclogy

The procedures included in the FHWA Traffic Noise Model perform 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 mode! 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 fill areas, and intersection design is beyond the scope of the current level of the beltways
study. . As such, the traffic engineer’s best estimates of these parameters have been
incorporated into the model, therefore, these resuits must be considered preliminary. Further
analysis.of the noise impacts and recommended mitigation should be completed using more
detailed design information if any of the Build options are selected.

7.2 Traffic Parameters

Beltway Alternatives. The traffic volume used in this study is based upon 2030-Build projections
developed by the Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Department (refer to Appendix C-A).
Typically, roadway projects are modeled using 20 year traffic projections, however, the 2030
data was developed to correspond to the Build Out Scenario (BOS2) Land Use Plan adopted by
the City of Lincoin. This plan assumes a population of 374,630. Traffic volumes within the
diamond interchanges along the beltway were not modeled by the City and therefore were not
available for the noise model. However, noise at the interchanges would not be considered
significant due to the low volumes and reduced speeds of traffic within the interchanges in
comparison with the high volumes and high speeds through the interchange.

The “peak-hour” traffic parameters used reflect 10 percent of the 2030-Build ADT.

Existing Roadways. The 2020-No-Build traffic volumes from Interim Report No. 3 (WSA,
revised 1999) were compared to the 2030-Build projections developed by the Lincotn-Lancaster
County Planning Department.

The “peak-hour"” traffic parameters used reflect 10 percent of the 2020 No-Build and 2030- Build
"ADT.
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The following Federai Highway Administration (FHWA) criteria for automobiles, medium trucks
and heavy trucks were used in determining the vehicle mix (Table C.3) for the study roadways.

. Automobiles: all vehicles with two axies and four tires- primarily designed to carry
nine or fewer people (passenger cars, vans) or cargo (vans, light trucks)-
generally with gross vehicle weight less than 44 kilonewtons (9,900 Ib)

. Medium trucks: all cargo vehicles with three or more axles- generally with gross
vehicle weight between 44 kilonewtons (10,000 Ib) but less than 1186 kilonewtons
(26,000 ib)

. Heavy trucks: all cargo vehicles with three or more axles- generally with gross

vehicie weight more than 116 kilonewtons (26,000 Ib)

Table C.3

VEHICLE MIX PERCENTAGE

Finalist Cars and Pickup Trucks Medium Trucks Heavy Trucks
Alternative Percentage Percentage Percentage
SM-4 90.60 1.07 5.33

EC-1, EM-1, EF-1 96.96 1.29 175
us7r® 91.7 17 6.6

N-2 2 87.5 1.25 11.25
us34? : a3 2 5

802 79 . 2.1 189
Existing Roads 25 ' 4.5 0.5

' Provided by HWS Consulting Group, Inc,
2 Pravided by Nebraska Department of Roads

7.3  Predicted Noise Levels

Existing Roadway Noise Levels. The east beltway alternatives are projected to cause an
increase in traffic volume along certain existing roadways (some of which are not jocated within
the beltway study area). For these locations, the 2030-Build projected traffic Leq(h) noise level
at each receptor has been compared to the 2020 No-Build traffic Leq(h) noise level to determine
future noise impacts for receptors adjacent to the existing roadways. The analysis indicates
that noise levels will generally increase along existing roadways, however, no noise impacts are
predicted (refer to Tables C.4-C.11). The locations of the receptors are shown in Figures C-1
to C-6 which include a base photograph from Aprif 1997.

" It should also be noted that some of the 2020 predicted levels for the No-Build scenario were as
much as 6 dB lower than the lowest 1999 field measurements of ambient noise. This is most
fikely due to the fact that the model does not account for other ambient noise in the area.
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Table C.5

EC-1 ALTERNATIVE
PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS _
on Van Dorn Street between 84" Street and 98" Street

South and East Beltways
Lincoln, Nebraska

. 2030 Build Type of Impact
Receptor 2020 Noise Level 2030-Build
and Existing ; A
Activity Category | Noise Level Noise Increase pproach or Increase equal to or
Level Exceed NAC greater than 15 dBA
R* B 44 42 2 No No
R2 B 45 43 2 No No
R3 B 54 51 3 No No
R4 B 52 50 2 No No
R5 B 54 51 -3 No No
R6 B 43 42 -2 No No
Table C.6
EC-1{ ALTERNATIVE
PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS
on Old Cheney Road between 84" Street and 98" Street
2030 Build Type of Impact
Receptor 2020 Noise Level - 2030-Buiid
and Existing :
Activity Category | Noise Level Noise Increase Approach or increase equal to or
Level Exceed NAC _greater than 15 dBA
R1 B 62 65 3 No No
R2 B 52 55 3 No No
R3 B 61 64 3 No No
R4 B 56 58 2 No No |
RS B 64 63 1 No No |
R6 B 62 61 1 No No |
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Table C.7

EM-1 ALTERNATIVE
PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS
on Old Cheney Road hetween 84" Street and 98" Street

South and East Beltways

Lincoln, Nehraska

2030 Buiid Type of Impact
Receptor 2020 Noise Level 2030-Buiid
and Existing -
Activity Category | Noise Level Noise Increase Approach or Increase equal to or
Level Exceed NAC greater than 15 dBA
R1 B 62 65 3 No No
R2 B 52 55 3 No No
R3 B 61 64 3 No No
R4 B 56 59 3 No No
R5 B 64 63 1 No No
R6 B 62 62 0 No No
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Table C.9

EF-1 ALTERNATIVE
PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS
on Old Cheney Road between 84" Street and 98'" Street

South and East Beltways
Lincoln, Nebraska

2030 Build Type of lmpact
Receptor 2020 Noise Level 2030-Build
and Existing X
Activity Category | Noise Level Noise Increase Approach or increase equal to or
Level Exceed NAC greater than 15 dBA
R1 B 62 65 3 No No
R2 B 52 55 3 No No
R3 B 61 64 3 No No
R4 B 58 59 1 No No
R5 B 64 64 0 No No
R6 B 62 62 0 No No :
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Table C.13

SM-4/EM-1 ALTERNATIVE
PREDICTED BELTWAY NOISE LEVELS

South and East Beftways
Lincoin, Nebraska

Receptor 1999 2030 Build Noise Level Type of Impact
and Existing SM-4 and EM-1 2030-Build
Activity Noise
Category Level Noise increase Approach or Exceed increase equal to or
Level NAC (67 Leg(h)) | _greater than 15 dBA
R1 B 62 65 3 No No
R2 B 46 54 8 No No
R3 B 50 55 5 No No
R4 B 55 59 4 No No
R5 C 60 63 3 No No
R6& G 59 62 3 No No
R7 C 56 60 4 No No
R8 B 46 54 8 No No
Ro B 47 80 13 No No
R10 B 47 50 3 No No
Rt1 B 44 61 17 No Yes
R12 B 47 61 14 No No
R13 B 47 56 9 No No
R14 B 47 52 5 No No
R15 B 47 61 14 No No
R16 B 47 58 11 No No
R17 B 47 57 10 No No
R18 B 47 55 a No No
R19 B 44 53 9 No No
R20 (B B 44 57 13 No No
R21 B 44 57 13 No _No
R22 B 44 56 12 No No
R23 B 44 56 12 No No
R24 B 44 58 14 No No
R25 B 64 67 3 Yes No
R26  (Bam) B 61 65 4 No ‘No
R27 B 67 70 3 Yes No
R28 B 66 68 2 Yes No
R29 B 66 70 4 Yes No
R30 B 58 62 4 No No
R31  {(Wneser | B 63 67 4 Yes "No
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South and East Beltways

Lincoln, Nebraska

Receptor 1999 2030 Build Noise Level Type of Impact
and Existing SM-4 and EC-1 2030-Build
Activity Noise -
Category Level Noise Increase Approach or Exceed Increase equal to or
Level NAC (67 Leg(h)) | _greater than 15 dBA
R28 B 54 59 5 No No
R29 B 54 62 8 No No
R30 B 47 60 13 No No
R31 B 47 60 13 No No
R32 B 47 61 14 No No
R33 B 47 56 9 No No
R34 B 49 54 5 No No
R35 (Osetes | B 49 61 12 No No
R36 ﬁ;g;‘:im) B 49 67 18 Yes Yes
R37 et |B| 49 62 13 No No
R38 B 48 62 14 No No
R39 B 48 64 16 No Yes
R40 B 48 65 17 No Yes
R41 B 48 62 14 No No
R42 B 48 63 15 No Yes
R43 B 50 62 i2 No No
R44 B 63 67 4 Yes No
R45 B 44 61 17 No Yes
R46 B 44 62 18 No Yes
R47 B 44 62 18 No Yes
R48 B 44 56 12 No No
R49 B 44 57 13 No No
RS0 B 44 58 14 No No
RS51 B 44 59 15 No Yes
R52 B 44 58 14 No No
R53 B 52 59 7 No No
R54 B 52 56 4 No No
R55 B 52 67 15 Yes Yes
R56 B 52 68 16 Yes Yes
R57 B 52 61 9 No No
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South and East Beltways

Lincoln, Nebraska

Receptor 1999 2030 Build Noise Level Type of impact
and Existing SM-4 and EC-1 2030-Build
Activity Noise N
Category Level Noise increase Approach or Exceed Increase equal to or
Level NAC (67 Leg{h)) greater than 15 dBA
R58 B 52 55 3 No ‘No
R59 B 52 63 11 No No
R60 B 47 59 12 No No
RG1 B 47 56 9 No No
Rg2  {Pump B 47 56 9 No No
station}
R63 g;;;ng) B 57 57 0 No No
R64 B 58 59 1 No No
Ré65, B 60 64 4 No No
R66 B 47 56 9 No No
R&7 B 47 54 7 No No
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Table C.16

EM-1 ALTERNATIVE
PREDICTED BELTWAY NOISE LEVELS

South and East Beltways

Lincoln, Nebraska

Receptor 1999 . 2030 Build Noise Level Type of Impact
and Existing SM-4 and EM-1 2030-Build
Activity Noise .
Category Level Noise Increase Approach or Exceed Increase equal to or
lLevel NAC (67 Leg(h)) greater than 15 dBA

R1 B 44 56 12 No No
R2 B 44 53 9 No No
R3 ggzmm B 44 56 12 No No
R4 | B| 54 57 3 No No
R5 B 62 65 3 No No
RE B 67 67 0 Yes No
R7 B 66 66 0 Yes No
RS B 66 66 0 Yes No
R9 B 55 58 3 No No
R10 B 49 54 5 No No
R11 B 48 51 3 No No
R12 Bl 47 55 8 No No
R13 B 47 50 3 No No
R14 B 47 60 13 No No
R15 B 47 53 6 No No
R16 B 47 56 9 No No
R17 B 44 64 20 No Yes
R1g  (Emeyiel | B 44 58 14 No No
R19 B 44 58 14 No No
R20  (Empylot y B 44 55 11 No No
R21 B 44 55 11 No No
R22 B 44 57 13 No No
R23 gdu:“] B 44 59 15 No Yes
R24 gﬁ"ﬁe} B 44 58 14 No No
R25 gﬂ;e} B 44 60 16 No Yes
R26 (c‘iuf':se) B 44 53 14 No No
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Project Number DPU-3300(1) . Lincaln, Nebraska
Receptor 1999 2030 Buiid Ndise Level Type of impact
and Existing $M-4 and EM-1 2030-Build
Activity Noise -
Category Lavel Noise Increase Approach or Exceed increase equal to or
Level NAC (67 Leq{h}} _greater than 15 dBA
R27 B 43 59 16 No Yes
R28 B| 43 56 13 No No
R29 B| 43 54 11 No No
R30 B 43 55 12 No No
R31 Bl 43 58 15 No Yes
' R32 B 50 50 0 | No No
R33  (Meowave [ B 50 62 12 No No
Tower}
R34 B 50 58 B No No
R35 B 47 63 16 No Yes
R36 B 47 62 15 No Yes
; f R37 g‘l::“;’ B 47 57 10 No No
|
R38 B 47 59 12 No ) No
O R39 B 54 65 14 No No
! ;
. R40 B 54 58 4 No No
| R4 Ou B| 54 56 2 No No
Lo building}
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South and East Beltways
Lincoin, Nebraska

Receptor 1999 2030 Build Noise Level Type of Impact
and Existing SM-4 and EF-1 2030-Build
Activity Noise ]
Category Level Noise Increase Approach or Exceed Increase equal to or
Level NAC (67 Leg(h)} greater than 15 dBA

R32 B 47 60 13 No No
R33 B 47 58 11 No No
R34 B 47 55 8 No No
R3s fend] B 47 56 9 No No

AP B
R36/L; | B 57 57 0 No No
R37 B 58 58 1 No No
R38 B 60 64 4 No No
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. Can the barrier be located beyond the clear recovery zone or be incorporated into
existing highway barriers?
. Are other significant noise sources present?

Barriers not meeting these criteria are not feasible and further evaluation is not conducted.

Noise barriers for thirteen locations appear to be feasible based upon the current alignments,
therefore, a reasonableness test was conducted for each of these locations.

Barrier Reasonableness Criteria. Reasonableness is judged on a point system based upon the
four criteria listed below. Barriers with a point total of 9 or less are judged to be not reasonable.

1. The noise abatement must be cost effective. Cost effectiveness is defined as cost
per protected receptor.

< $18,000/receptor = 4

$28.000 to $23,000/receptor = 3
$23,000 to $28,000/receptor = 2
$28.000 to $30,000/receptor = 1

(Unit costs for construction of earthen barriers of $3.92 per cubic meter ($3.00 per cubic
yard) of scil and $190.00 per square meter ($18 per square ft} for manufactured walls was
used in the cost analysis. If the cost per receptor is above $30,000, the barrier will be
considered not reascnable),

2. The change in computed noise |levels between the design year and the existing
will equal or exceed 3 decibels (a barely perceptible change).

> 3 decibels = 4
3 decibels =3
2 decibels = 2

< 2 decibels = 1

3. The impacted receptor or platted area preceded the FHWA approval of the
environmental document for initial highway construction.

> 80 percent = 4
50-80 percent = 3
30-50 percent = 2
<30 percent = 1

4. It is considered unreasonable if the barrier provides noise abatement on a
highway with partial or no control of access.

Full access control = 4

Y mile access control = 2
1/4 mile access controf = 1

< 1/4 mile access control = 0
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8.2 Noise Abatement Analysis for Impacted Receptors along the SM-4 Alternative
Table C.18
NOISE ABATEMENT FEASIBILITY REVIEW: SM-4 ALTERNATIVE
o HorizantaliVertical Barrier Feasibility Determination
Finalist Receptor | paadway Alignment
Alternative Number Shift Feasibility?’
Campatible Hetght? QOther Noise Location is Barrier
with Topo g Sources® Feasibie?
ShM4 R-11 Yes: shift 37 m Yes No No OK No
{120 fi) north
SM-4 R-25,27,28, 1 No Yes Yes No OK Yes
29
Notes: 1 - Alignment shifled to etiminate noise impact {less than 66 Leg(h) dBA or below significant increase of 15 dBa).

2 - Can the exposed height of a barrier be built 4.9 meters (16 feet) or less?
3 . Other noise sources include other roadways that contribute to noise.

Noise barriers for one location appears to be feasible based upon the current alignment of SM-
4, therefore, a reasonableness test was conducted for this location.
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Barrier Reasonableness Test for SM-4 Receptors 25, 27, 28, 2. A manufactured wall ranging
in height of 3.0 to 3.4 m (10 to 11 ft) extending 769.6 m (2,525 ft) in length along the right-of-
way was analyzed. Based a cost/receptor in excess of $30,000, as summarized below, the wall
is not reasonable and will not be included for further study.

Reasonableness Test Scores for a Manufactured Wall for SM-4 Receptors 25, 27, 28, 29
Test Parameter Score
Cost per receptor (assumes 6 receptors benefit) $76,616 0
2030-Build noise level > than 3 dBA above existing na
Percent of housing preceding project ' na
Access control io highway na
Total Score 0

8.3 Noise Abatement Analysis for Impacted Receptors along the EC-1 Aiternative

Table C.19

NOISE ABATEMENT FEASIBILITY REVIEW: EC-1 ALTERNATIVE

i o HorizontalfVertical Barrier Feasibility Determination
i Finalist Receptor .
Alternative Number Roadway Alignment .
Shift Feasibility? Compatible Height? Other Noise Location is Barrier
with Tapo 9 Sources® Feasibie?
EC-1 R-10 No Yes No No OK No
EC-1 R-17 No Yes Yes No OK Yes
F . EC-1 R-19 No Yes Yes No OK Yes
EC-1 R-39, 40 No Yes No No OK No
P EC-% R42 Yes; shift 15 m Yes No No oK No
= {50 ft) west
EC-1 R-44 No Yes No Yes OK No
EC-1 R-45, 46, No Yes No No OK No
47,51 '
EC-1 R-55 No Yes Yes No oK Yes
EC-1 R-56 No Yes Yes No OK Yes

Notes: 1 - Alignment shifted to eliminate noise impact (fess than 66 Leg(h} dBA or below significant increase of 15 dBa).
2 - Can the exposed height of a barrier be built 4.9 meters {16 feet) or tess?
3 - Other noise sources include other roadways that contribute to noise
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Noise barriers for four locations appear to be feasible based upon the current alignment of EC-
1, therefore, a reasonableness test was conducted for each of these locations.

Barrier Reasonableness Test for EC-1 Receptor 17. An earthen berm ranging in height of
3.4 to 4.27 m (11 to 14 ft) extending 189.3 m (621 ft) along the right-of-way was analyzed.
Based upon the reasonable test summary below, the berm should be included for further study.

Reasonableness Test Scores for an Earthen Berm for EC-1 Receptor 17
Test Parameter Score
Cost per receptor $21,000 3
2030-Build noise level > than 3 dBA above existing 17.1 dBA 4
Percent of housing preceding project _ > 80% 4
Access control to highway Full Control 4
Total Score 15

Barrier Reasonableness Test for Receptor 18. A manufactured wall ranging in height of

3.4 to 4 m (11 to 13 ft) extending 110.3 m (362 ft) in length along the right-of-way was analyzed.
Based a cost/receptor in excess of $30,000, as summarized below, the wall is not reasonable
and will not be included for further study.

I Reasonableness Test Scores for a Manufactured Wall for EC-1 Receptor 19
Test Parameter Score
Cost per receptor : $74.000 ]
2030-Build noise level > than 3 dBA above existing na
Percent of housing preceding project na
Access conirol to highway _ na
Total Score 0
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v

8.5 Noise Abatement Analysis for Impacted Receptors along the EF-1 Alternative

Table C.21

Noise Abatement Feasibility Review: EF-1 Alternative

Finalist Recentor HorizontaliVertical Barrier Feasibility Determination
. p Roadway Alignment ]
Alternative Number Shift Feasibility?' Compatible | | .\ Other Noise | Location Is Barrier
with Topo g Sources’ ‘ Feasible?
£F-1 R-2 No Yes Yes No oK Yes
EF-1 R-5,6,7, No Yes Yes No OK Yes
8.9.10
EF-1 R-12 Yes: shift 30 m Yes Yes No OK Yes
{100 ft) west
EF-1 R-13 Yes: shift 7.6-15m Yes Yes No OK Yes
{25-50 i) west :
EF.1 R-24, 25 No Yes Yes No OK Yes
EF-1 :-30 Yes: shit 61m Yes No No OK No
{200 ft} east :
EF-1 R-31 Yes: shift 76.2 m (250 { Yes No No oK No
U ft) east )

Notes: 1 - Alignment shifted o eliminate noise impact {less than 66 Leq(h) dBA or beiow significant increase of 15 dBa).
2 - Can the exposed height of a barrier be built 4.8 meters {16 feet) or less?
3 - Other noise sources include other roadways that contribute to noise

Noise barriers for five locations appear to be feasible based upon the current alignment of EF-1,
therefore, a reasonableness test was conducted for each of these locations:
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Barrier Reasonableness Test for EF-1 Receptor 2. A manufactured wall ranging in height of
3.0 to 4.3 m (10 to 14 ft) extending 187.5 m (615 ft) in length along the right-of-way was
analyzed. Based a cost/receptor in excess of $30,000, as summarized below, the wall is not
reasonable and will not be inciuded for further study.

l Reasonableness Test Scores for a Manufactured Wall for EF-1 Receptor 2
Test Parameter Score

Cost per receptor $148,840 0

2030-Build noise tevel > than 3 dBA above existing na

Percent of housing preceding project na

Access control to highway na

Total Score 0

Barrier Reasonableness Test for EF-1 Receptors 5. 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10. A manufactured wall
ranging in height of 2.1 to 2.7 m (7 to 9 ft) extending 860.8 m (2,824 ft) in length along the right-
of-way was analyzed. Based a cost/receptor in excess of $30,000, as summarized below, the
wall is not reasonable and will not be included for further study.

[ Reasonableness Test Scores for a Manufactured Wall for EF-1 Receptors 5,6,7,8,9and 10
Test Parameter Score
Cost per receptor $55,733 _ 0
2030-Build noise level > than 3 dBA above existing na
Percent of housing preceding project . na
Access control to highway na
Total Score 0
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10.0 SUMMARY

Traffic noise impacts are predicted to occur under the 2030-Build scenario for the four proposed
beltway alignments. The only naise impacts predicted under the No-Buiid scenario occur at
several residences located adjacent to N-2.

Noise mitigation measures determined to be feasible and reasonable include shifting the
horizontal roadway alignment and/or installation of noise barriers. For locations where noise
abatement is feasible and reasonable, a public information meeting will be held and benefitted
property owners will be given an opportunity to vote according to NDOR Noise Policy. Noise
abatement will be provided if 75 percent of the benefitted property owners are in favor of the
proposed noise abatement device. The preliminary evaluation indicates noise abatement
measures should be considered at 13 locations as summarized below. All proposed barriers
provide an insertion loss of a least 5 dBA below the predicted level. Roadway alignment shifts
will provide a reduction in the predicted traffic noise level increase to less than 15 dBA over
existing conditions.

SM-4 Alternative Receptor R-11. Shift horizontal roadway alignment of roadway north
approximately 36.6 m (120 ft).

EC-4 Alternative Receptor R-17. Installation of an earthen berm ranging in height
from 3.4 to 4.3 m (11 to 14 ft) and a length of 189.3 m {621 ft).

‘EC-1 Alternative Receptor R-42. Shift horizontal roadway alignment of roadway west
approximately 15 m (50 ft).

EC-1 Alternative Receptor R-55. Installation of an earthen berm at a height of 3.7 m
(12 ft) and a length of 132.3 m (434 ft).

EC-1 Alternative Receptor R-56. Installation of an earthen berm at a height of 3.7 m
(12 ft) and a length of 142.6 m (468 ft).

EM-1 Alternative Receptor R-17. Shift horizontal alignment of roadway 81 to 107 m
(300 to 350 ft) east.

EM-1 Alternative R-35, 36. Shift horizontal alignment of roadway 120 m (400 ft) east.
EF-1 Alternative R-12. Instaliation of an earthen berm at a height ranging from

2.4 to 3.0 m (8 to 10 ft) and a length of 196.9 m (646 ft). Shift horizontal alignment of the
roadway 30 m (100 ft) west.

EF-1 Alternative R-13. Instaliation of an earthen berm ranging in height from

3.4 to 4.6 m (11 to 15 ft) and a length of 147.2 m (483 ft). Shift roadway alignment

7.6 t0 9.1 m (25 to 30 ft) west.

EF-1 Alternative R-24, 25. Installation of an earthen berm ranging in height from
4.0to0 4.9 m (13 to 16 ft) and a length of 88.5 m (323 ft).

EF-1 Alternative R-30. Shift roadway alignment 61 m (200 ft) east.

EF-1 Alternative R-31. Shift roadway alignment 76.2 m (250 ft) east.
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There are 25 remaining 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; 9 on
EC-1: 5 on EM-1; and 7 on EF-1. Further evaluation of noise abatement measures should be
conducted during final roadway design. '

11.0 REFERENCES

Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement, Policy and Guidance, FHWA, June 1995
Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy, Nebraska Department of Roads, May 1998

23 Code of Federal Reguiations (CFR) Part 772, 1982.

South and East Beltways Study, Interim Report No. 3. Wilbur Smith Associates. (Revised
March) 1999. Lincoln, Nebraska.
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WETLAND DELINEATION REPORT
for
South and East Beltways Study
Lincoln, Nebraska

1.0 BACKGROUND

The Lincoln South and East Beltways Study is being conducted to evaluate potential
transportation improvements for the south and east fringes of the City of Lincoln, Nebraska.
The study, initiated in 1995, is being undertaken by the City of Lincoln, Lancaster County,
Nebraska Department of Roads and the Federal Highway Administration. Proposed
improvements may include the construction of a beltway along the south and/or east fringes of
Lincoln.

2.0 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

Construction of the beltway will require a permit for activities that impact wetlands or other
waters of the United States (waters) as reguiated by the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
Section 404 Permit program. Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, any project that
requires the placement of dredged or fill material into wetlands or waters must obtain a permit
from the Corps prior to initiation of construction. As part of this permit, the project would be
reviewed by the Nebraska Department of Environmental Quatlity for Section 401 Water Quality
certification.

The construction of the Beltway will require Individual Section 404 permits due to the length and
extensive nature of the project. These permits will cover each segment of the project as it is
constructed, including impacts to waters at bridge and culvert locations (even if wetlands are not
present).

Due to these requirements, all potential wetlands and waters within the 90 m (300 ft)
rights-of-way along the total 83.7 km (52 mi) of the four finalist alternatives, the inside areas of
the interchanges, and approximately 0.4 km (0.25 mi) surrounding the interchanges were
included in this delineation.

The purpose of the wetland delineation was to determine the nature and extent of any wetlands
or waters. The delineation included (A) field surveys of the alternatives (B) photographing
existing conditions, (C) marking wetland ltocations on aeriat photography, and (D)
documentation of existing conditions. Data collected documents the presence/absence of
hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology for use in establishing Corps
jurisdictional requirements. Based on the ground truthing and aerial photo interpretation,
wetland boundaries were delineated on Farm Service Agency (FSA) aerial photographs and
transferred to City 1997 digital aerial photography.
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Table D.1

HYDRIC SOILS IN THE BELTWAY STUDY AREA

HYDRIC SOIL PORTION CONSIDERED LOCATION
NAME HYDRIC

Colo silty ciay loam Soails with a seasonal high water table as Lower areas
inclusions

Colo-Nodaway sit foam Colo part NA

Kennebec silt loam Colo socils as inclusions Lower areas

Nodaway silt loam Colo soiis as inclusions Lower areas and old stream

channels

Nodaway silt loam, channelled | Colo soils and soils that pond as Lower areas and old stream
inclusions channels

Zook silt loam Soits with a seasonatl high water table as Lower areas
inclusions

Zauk siity clay foam Soeii with a seasonal high water table as Lower areas
inclusions

It should be noted that not every portion of these soil units are considered hydric. It should also
be noted that soils not classified as hydric or as not containing hydric inclusions, may contain
hydric inclusions. The wetlands identified during the field survey were generally located on
areas mapped as having hydric soils.

Wetlands. Based on the NWI and the field surveys, there are numerous wetlands, streams and
ponds along the four finalist alternatives. Wetlands generally occur along Salt Creek and its
tributaries, Stevens Creek and its tributaries, and tributaries to the Little Nemaha River, as well
as in isolated depressions (natural and excavated) throughout the study area. Some of these
tributaries are devoid of wetiand vegetation, and only meet the criteria to be classified as
waters. Some of the impounded tributaries are deep enough and do not support rooted
vegetation and are therefore classified as ponds, or deepwater habitats. Based on field
observations, wetlands along the alternatives were classified into several types based on
vegetation type, water regime and location in the landscape (Table D.2).
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Some of these wetlands have been created through excavation or have been excavated to
improve drainage. These wetlands are jurisdictional under the Corps regulatory program as
described in the 1995 “Ditch” Regulatory Guidance Letter. This guidance states that excavated
wetlands that carry a pre-existing waterway or that are constructed on a hydric soil and continue
to be influenced by groundwater are jurisdictional. Some occurrences of this type of wetland
are along the Burlington Northern Santa Fe and Union Pacific railroad tracks near Salt Creek
along SM-4, along the Mo-Pac Trail near Walton along EC-1, and in the vicinity of the proposed
{-80 interchange.

Emergent Drainage Wetlands. Emergent drainage wetlands occur within the tributaries to Sait
Creek, Stevens Creek, and Little Nemaha River. These wetlands are classified as PEMA
(palustrine emergent temporarily fiooded wetlands), PEMC (palustrine emergent seasonally
flooded wettands) and PEMF (palustrine emergent semi-permanently flooded wetlands).
Dominant species include narrowleaf cattail, broadleaf cattail, reed canarygrass, prairie
cordgrass, curly dock, smartweed, sedges, rushes, green buirush and spikerush.

Some of these wetlands have also been created by excavation or modified to improve drainage.
Once again, if the wetland carries a previously existing waterway, or was constructed on hydric
soils, and is presently ditched or excavated, it remains jurisdictional under the Corps regulatory
program,

Impounded Drainage Wetlands. Impounded drainage wetlands occur along many of the
tributaries to Salt Creek, Stevens Creek and Little Nemaha River. They were generally created
as farm ponds or shallow impoundments. Some of the impoundments have been breached and
now only maintain shallow water depths. These are classified as PEMCh (palustrine emergent
seasonaily flooded impounded wetlands) and PEM2Fh (palustrine emergent non-persistent
permanently flooded impounded wetlands). Others continue to retain water at greater depth
and are devoid of rooted emergent vegetation. These deepwater habitats are not generally
jurisdictional under the Corps 404 regulatory program and are classified as PUBFh (palustrine
unconsolidated bottom semi-permanently flooded impounded wetlands). The emergent
impounded wetlands are generally dominated by narrowleaf cattail, broadleaf cattail, arrowhead,
reed canarygrass, prairie cordgrass, sedges and rushes. Some of the deepwater wetlands
have a vegetated shelf several feet wide surrounding them with similar plant species, while
others are devoid of any vegetated margin.

Isolated Wetlands Isolated wetlands occur in isolated depressions and excavations along the
four alternatives. These wetlands are classified as PEMA and PEMC. Dominant species in
these wetlands include prairie cordgrass, switchgrass, curly dock, marsh pepper smartweed,
Pennsylvania smartweed, Lady’s Thumb, reed canarygrass, narrowleaf cattail, broadleaf cattail,
green bulrush, and arrowhead.

Saline Wetlands. The interagency study team (Gilbert and Stutheit, 1994) mapped only a small
number of Category 1V freshwater wetlands occurring on non-saline soils in the vicinity of the i-
80 interchange. No saline wetlands, or freshwater wetlands occurring on saline soils, were
mapped along the four alternatives. The closest saline wetlands occur about 1.6 km (1.0 mi)
west of the proposed [-80 interchange near the intersection of North 98" Street and Cornhusker

Highway.
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8.0 PROPOSED MITIGATION

Mitigation has been proposed to replace the wetlands at a minimum ratio of 1:1 replacement-to-
loss. Wetland mitigation sites may be located along the proposed project route at feasible sites,
or may be located in the City of Lincoln's Wetland Mitigation Bank, currently under development.
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Table D.5

WETLAND LOCATIONS AND IMPACTS ALONG THE FOUR FINALIST ALTERNATIVES

Location Site Waters Wetland Wetland Comments Beltway Alternative
{Section- No. of the Classification

T%"‘;’;Z';i)p' nited sM-4 | EC-1 | EM-1 | EF-1
2-8-6 S-1 Yes Yes PFCA (NWI) Forested Drainage Yes No No No
1-8-6 8-2 Yes No R4SBC Stream Yes No No No
S-3 Yes Yes PEMCh Impounded Drainage Yes No No No

S-4 Yes No R2UBG Salt Creek Yes No No No

6-8-7 S-4A Yes Yes PFOAX (NWI) Railroad Ditches Yes No No No
S-5 Yes Yes PSSAx (NW1} Scrub-Shrub Drainage Yes No No No

S-5A Yes Yes PEMCx, Railroad Ditches Yes No No No

PEOAX (NW1)

8-6 Yes No R4SBA Stream Yes No No No

5-8-7 57 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage Yes No No No
4-8-7 S-8 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage Yes No No No
sS-9 Yes Yes PEMA Isotated Emergent Yes No No No

S-10 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage Yes No No No

S-11 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage Yes No No No

S8-12 Yes Yes PEMC Emergent Drainage Yes No No No

3-8-7 8-13 Yes No R4SBA Stream Yes No No No
2-8-7 S-14 Yes No/Yes - PUBFh/PEMF Impounded Drainage w/ Yes No Ne No

Emergent Margin
S-15 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage Yes Ne Ne No
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Table D.5

WETLAND LOCATIONS AND IMPACTS ALONG THE FOUR FINALIST ALTERNATIVES

Location Site Waters Wetland Wetland Comments Beltway Alternative
(Section- No. of the Classification
T%‘::Zgi)p- gg::g SM-4 EC-1 EM-1 EF-1
5-18 Yes No R43BJ Stream Yes No No No
S-17 Yes No R4sBJ Stream Yes No No No
S-18 Yes No R48BJ Stream Yes No No No
S5-19 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage Yes No No No
1-8-7 5-20 Yes Yes PFQA Forested Drainage Yes No No No
36-9-7 S-21 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage No Yes No No
S-22 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage Yes Yes Neo No
5-23 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage Yes No No No
31-11-8 EC-1 Yes No R48BC Stream No Yes No Ne
12-10-7 EC-2 Yes Yes PFOA/PEMA Forested and No Yes No No
Emergent Drainage
13-10-7 EC-3 Yes Yes PEMC Emergent Drainage Ne Yes No No
EC-4 Yes No R4SBF Stevens Creek Ne Yes No No
EC-5 Yes Yes PFOA/PEMA Forested and No Yes No No
Emergent Drainage
24-10-7 EC-6 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage No Yes No No
EC-7 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No Yes No No
EC-7A Yes No R438C Stream No Yes No No
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Tabie D.5

WETLAND LOCATIONS AND IMPACTS ALONG THE FOUR FINALIST ALTERNATIVES

Location Site Waters Wetland Wetland Comments Beltway Alternative
(Section- No. of the Classification
Township- United
Range) States SM-4 EC-1 EM-1 EF-1
25-10-7 EC-8 Yes Yes PFOA/PEMA Forested and No Yes No No
Emergent Drainage
EC-9 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No Yes No No
36-10-7 EC-10 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No Yes Ne No
EC-11 Yes No PUBFh impounded Drainage No Yes No No
{no emergent margin)
EC-12 Yes No R4SBC Stream No Yes No No
EC-13 Yes Yes PFOA/PEMA Forested and No Yes No No
Emergent Drainage
1-9-7 EC-14 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage No Yes Ng No
12-8-7 EC-15 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No Yes No No
EC-16 Yes No R4SBA Stream No Yes No No
EC-16A Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage No Yes No No
EC-17 Yes Yes PEMC Isolated Emergent No Yes No No
EC-18 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No Yes No No
13-9-7 EC-18A Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No Yes No No
EC-19 Yes Yes PFOA/PEMA Forested and No Yes No No
Emergent Drainage
EC-20 Yes Yes PEQA/PEMA Forested and No Yes No No
Emergent Drainage
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Table D.5

WETLAND LOCATIONS AND IMPACTS ALONG THE FOUR FINALIST ALTERNATIVES

Location Site Waters Wetland Wetiand Comments Beltway Alternative
(Section- No. of the Classification
T%";ﬁs';i)p' gnited SM-4 | EC-1 | EMA4 | EF-
24-9-7 EC-21 Yes No R4SBA Stream No Yes No No
EC-22 Yes. Yes PEMC Emergent Drainage No Yes No No
EC-23 Yes Yes PEMA/PEMC Emergent Drainage No Yes No No
25-9-7 EC-24 Yes Yes PEMC Emergent Drainage No Yes Nec No
EC-25 Yes Yes PFOA (NW1) Forested Drainage No Yes No No
£EC-26 Yes Yes PEMC Emergent Drainage No Yes No No
EC-27 Yes Yes PEMC Emergent Drainage Yes Yes No No
36-9-7 EC-28 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage Yes Yes No No
EC-29 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage Yes Yes Neo Neo
EC-30 Yes Yes PEMC Emergent Drainage Yes Yes No No
EC-31 Yes Yes PSSA/PEMA Scrub-Shrub and Yes Yes No No
Emergent Drainage
5-10-8 EM-1 Yes Yes PEMAX Emergent Drainage No No Yes No
EM-2 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No No Yes ~No
8-10-8 EM-3 Yes Yes PFCA Forested Drainage No No Yes No
17-10-8 EM-4 Yes Ne R4SBC Stream No No Yes No
20-10-8 EM-5 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage Ne Ne Yes No
29-10-8 EM-6 Yes No R4SBF Stevens Creek No No Yes No
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Table D.5

WETLAND LOCATIONS AND IMPACTS ALONG THE FOUR FINALIST ALTERNATIVES

Location Site Waters Wetland Wetland Comments Beltway Alternative
(Section- No. of the Classification
T%";ﬂsg‘;i)p“ United sM-4 | EC-1 | EM-1 | EF-1
EM-7 Yes Yes PEMA NRCS Designated No No Yes No
Farmed Wetland

EM-7A Yes Yes PEMA Isolated Emergent No No Yes No

32-10-8 EM-8 Yes ’ Yes PEMA Isclated Emergent No No Yes No
EM-9 Yes Yes PEMA Isolated Emergent No No Yes No

5-9-8 EM-10 Yes No R43BC Stream No No Yes No
8-9-8 EM-11 Yes Yes PEMA Isolated Emergent No No Yes No

(Terraced)

EM-12 Yes No R4SBA Stream No No Yes No

17-9-8 EM-13 Yes Yes PEMC/PEMA Emergent Drainage No No Yes No
EM-14 Yes Yes PEMC Emergent Drainage No No Yes No

EM-15 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage No No Yes No

20-9-8 EM-18 Yes No R4SBC Stream No No Yes No
EM-17 Yes Yes PEMA Ermergent Drainage No No Yes No

EM-18 Yes No R4SBC Stream No No Yes No

EM-19 Yes No R4SBC Stream No No Yes No

29-9-8 Em-20 Yes Yes PEMA/PFOA Forested and No No Yes No

Emergent Drainage
EM-21 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No No Yes No
EM-22 Yes ~ Yes PEMC Emergent Drainage No No Yes No
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Table D.5

WETLAND LOCATIONS AND IMPACTS ALONG THE FOUR FINALIST ALTERNATIVES

Location Site Waters Wetland Wetland Comments Beltway Alternative
(Section- No. of the Classification
T%\!;gsggi)p- g;::zg SM-4 EC-1 EM-1 EF-1
29-8-8 EM-23 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No No Yes No
EM-24 Yes No R4SBA Stream No No Yes No
EM-25 Yes Yes PEM2F impounded Emergent No No Yes No
32-11-8 EF-1 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage No No No Yes
33-11-8 EF-2 Yes Yes PFOA/PEMA Forested and No No No Yes
Emergent Drainage
4-10-8 EF-3 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage Nec No No Yes
9-10-8 EF-3A Yes Yes PFOA (NWI) Forested Drainage No No No Yes
EF-4 Yes No R4SBA Stream No No No Yes
16-10-8 EF-5 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage No No No Yes
EF-6 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage No No No Yes
21-10-8 EF-7 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No No No Yes
28-10-8 EF-8 Yes No R45BC Stream Nec No No Yes
33-10-8 EF-9 Yes Yes PFOA/PEMA Forested and No No Ne Yes
£mergent Drainage
EF-10 Yes No R4SBC Stream No No No Yes
4-9-8 EF-11 Yas No R4SBC Stream No No No Yes
EF-12 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No No No Yes
EF-13 Yes Nec R43SBC Stream Nec No No Yes
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Table D.5

WETLAND LOCATIONS AND IMPACTS ALONG THE FOUR FINALIST ALTERNATIVES

Location Site Waters Wetland Wetland Comments Beltway Alternative
(Section- No. of the Classification
T‘:q";gsgi)P‘ onited SM-4 | EC1 | EM-1 | EF-1
EF-14 Yes No R4SBC Stream No No Ne Yes
EF-15 Yes No R4SBA Stream No No No Yes
9-9-8 EF-16 Yes Yes PEMA Emergent Drainage No No No Yes
EF-17 Yes Yes PEMC Emergent Drainage No No No Yes
EF-18 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No No No Yes
EF-18 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No No No Yes
21-9-8 EF-20 Yes Yes PEMC Emergent Drainage No No No Yes
28-9-8 EF-21 Yes 7 PEMA? Emergent Drainage? No No No Yes
EF-22 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage No No No Yes
EF-23 Yes Yes PEMC Emergent Drainage Ne No No Yes
EF-24 Yes Yes PFOA Forested Drainage Ne No No Yes
EF-25 Yes No PUBFh impounded Drainage No No No Yes
{no emergent margin)
20-11-8 INT-1 Yes Yes PSSAx Scrub-Shrub Drainage No Yes Yes Yes
29-11-8 INT-2 Yes Yes PEMAX Emergent Drainage
INT-3 Yes Yes PEMA Several impounded No Yes Yes Yes
emergent wetland
surrounding INT-4
INT-4 Yes No PUBFh impounded Drainage Ne Yes Yes Yes
INT-5 Yes No R4SBA Stream No No Yes Ne
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APPENDIX D-A
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Photo 3:

Photo 4:

Example of a Forested Drainage Wetland. Shown is site S-23, dominated by peach-
leaf willows and reed canarygrass.

Example of a Scrub-Shrub Drainage Wetland. Shown is EC-31 (on left of photo).
Dominant vegetation includes elderberry and willow, cottonwood and green ash
saplings.
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Photo 5: Example of an Emergent Drainage Wetland. Shown is site S-11, a PEMA wetland
dominated by cattails and reed canarygrass.

Photo 6: Example of an Emergent Drainage Wetland. Shown is site 5-22, a PEMA wetland
dominated by reed canarygrass.
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Photo 7:

Photo 8:

Example of an Impounded Drainage Wetland. Shown is site S-14, a PUBFh wetland
with an emergent margin of common arrowhead.

it 5'§ :.H'

Example of an impounded Drainage Wetland. Shown is site EF-25, a PUBFh
wetland with little-to-no emergent margin.
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Photo 9: Example of an isolated Wetland. Shown is site EM-17, a PEMC isolated wetland
dominated by cattails, Torrey's rush, soft rush, foxtail barley, American bugleweed,
and green bulrush.

dominated by smartweed and foxtail barley.
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APPENDIX D-B

Routine Wetland Determination
Data Forms

SAMPLE DATA FORM iS PROVIDED.
FULL APPENDIX PROVIDED SEPARATELY TO US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS.
DATA AVAILABLE ON REQUEST.
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
{1987 COE Wetlands Deilneation Manual)

Profeci/Site: Lincol 1,80

ApplicantOwner Bernnelse

Investigator; Grafy Mialke, Scotf Dicke

0o Normal Clreumstances exist on this

Beltw; Date: 7-§-99
County: Laneastar
Stats; NE
No Community 10 PEME

ts the sita significantly disturbed (Atyplcal) Yeos Transect 1D: Sec 4-8-7
Is the area a potenlial Problom Area? Yes @ Plot 10 3-12
(I neaded, exptain on reverss)
VEGETATION
Dominant Planl Species Siratum Indicator Dominant Plant Spacias Stratum indicator
1._Phalaris arundinacea H FACW 9.
2, Sally amyodaloidas T EACW 10,
2. Scimus atrovirens H OBt 11,
4. Eleocharis spp H fac-pbi 12,
5, Scirpus validus H Q8L 13,
8. _Spartina pectinata H FACW 14,
¥, Tvpha anqustifolia H Q5L 15,
8 18,
Percent of Dominant Species thal are OBL, FACW, or FAG {oxcluding FAC-) 7 100%

Aemarks: 7ol 7= 100%

HYDROLOGY

[ x _ Recorded Data (Describe In Remarks):
Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge
X Aetial Phatographs
Qthor

Mo Recorded Data Availabla

Waelland Hydrology Indicalors:
Primary indicators:
Inundatod

Saturated in Upper 12 Inches

Ik

Waler Marks

Drift Lines

Flefd Observations;

Sediment Daposits

|

Drainage Patlerns in Wetlands

Cepih of Surface Water: {In, Secondary Indicalors (2 or more Raquirad):
X Oxidized Reot Channels in upper 12*
Dopth of Frae Waler In Pit: {n. e ¥ 21OF-Stainad Leaves
e Local Sof! Survey Data
Cepth of Saturated Soik: 3 {In. X FaC-Noutral Tes!
Other (Explain in Remarks)
Ramarks: FSA agrial photo and 1997 Cily of Lincoin agrial phote both shows "we! signature”

FAQ Neutrai Test (assume that Elagcharis is FAC in (his casa} 6 ol 6 are welter than FAC (passas test)

SAMPLE DATA FORM

SOILS
Map Unit Name
(Sarles and Phasa): o)) Drainage moderataly well
Fiold Observations

Taxoromy (Subgroup): Confirm Mapped Yos Ne

_Profile Descripticn:

Depih Mairlx Color Mottla Colors Meitle Abundance/ Toxtura,

(Inchos} Horizon {Munsoll Motat) {Munssll Molat) Sh/Conlrast Structura, alc.

Q-18~ A N25/

Hydric: Soll
Histosol e GONCrELONS
Histic Eplpadon — High Organic Content in Surlace Layer in
Sulfidic Odor o Organic Straaking in Sandy Soils
Aquic Maisture Ragima — Listed on Local Hydrlc Soils List

., Reducing Conditions mtiomn LISt8D 0N Nationat Hydrle Soils List
X Glayad or Low-Chroma — Other (Explaln in Remarks)
Remarks:
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vagaetation Prasent? Mo

Waliand Hydrology Prasent? Mo Is this sampling point a wetland? @ No

Hydrle Soils Prosant? No

Remarks:

N.2R

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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SECTION 106 CONSULTATION



SECTION 106 CONSULTATION
for
South and East Beltways Study
Lincoln, Nebraska

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Memorandum of Agreement between FHWA, ACHP and SHPO (5/02)

SHPO Concurrence on Additional Acreage for Stevens Creek Stock Farm (1/30/02)

SHPO Concurrence on revised Defining Boundaries of NRHP-Eligible Properties and

Preliminary Draft Environmental Statement (2/1/02)

SHPO Concurrence and Comments on Defining Boundaries of NRHP-Eligible Properties,

Assessment of Adverse Effects to NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites, and
Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 4(f) Statement (11/27/00)

SHPO Concurrence on No Adverse Effect with Conditions for NRHP-Eligible Site
LCO0O0: E-118 {Road Sign at 112" and Adams) (10/5/00)

SHPO Concurrence on Final Archeological Report (6/2/00)
SHPO Concurrence on List of NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites (10/7/99)

SHPO Concurrence on Hulda Otto House, John Guenzel Farmstead and
Henry Wunibald Farmstead (9/8/99)

SHPO Request for Information on Hulda Otto House (2/17/99)

SHPO Concurrence on NRHP Eligible Archeological Sites and
Request for Further Testing (12/7/98)

Letter from City of Lincoln to SHPO regarding Section 106 Consuitation (9/17/98)
SHPO Letter regarding Revised Survey Report for Standing Structures (7/31/98)

SHPO Concurrence and Comments on Revised Survey Report for Standing
Structures (6/11/98)

SHPO Concurrence on Archeological Survey Report for SM-4 (6/3/98)
SHPO Letter regarding Draft Survey Report for Standing Structures (2.19/98)
SHPO Letter regarding Draft Interim Report No. 3 (7/22/97)

SHPO Letter regarding Section 106 Consuitation Protocot (6/10/97)

SHPO Letter regarding Required information for Section 106 Consultation (4/23/96)
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E-12
E-13
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E-18
E-20
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E-22
E-23
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E-27
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these parties unilaterally may terminate the agreement in accordance with Stipulation IX, below.

IX. TERMINATION. Ifan MOA is not amended following the consultation set out in
Stipulation VIIL., it may be terminated unilaterally by FHWA, ACHP or the SHPO. In the case
of termination, FHWA either will initiate consultation to execute an MOA with the signatories
under 36 CFR §800.6(c)(1) or request the comments of the ACHP under 36 CFR §800.7(a) and
proceed accordingly. Within 30 days following termination FHWA will notify the signatories as
to which of these two compliance courses it will pursue.

Execution of this Memorandum of Agreement by FHWA, SHPO, and ACHP, and implementation
of its terms evidence that FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic
properties and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.

SIGNATORIES:

Federal Highway Administration, Nebraska Division
n

e . _ﬁ%:m_Date__ Z/Z@ZQZ\

Nebraska State Historic Preservation Officer

Date Htajbz

Advisory Council on Historie Preservation

Date (5[/ /(/,/; /O“Q//

PR L I N V-

CONCURRING PARTIES:

Nebraska Department of Roads

A

__Date W" 22/ 2 002"

Page 4 of 5
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City of Lincoln

L2 2002

Date

Nationak Tust for Historic Preservation- '

Date 5"‘ :7’?’//‘0?6}(;'&

T
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JAN 2172000 &8 e Aol

100 Centennial Mall North, Room 220

Lincoln, NE 68508-3851
)
US.Department
of Tronsportation

Federal Highway
Adminisiration

January 10, 2002

in Reply Refer To:

HRW-NE

NEBRASKA DIVISION FHWA

Mr. Robert Puschendorf
State Historic Preservation Office

Nebraska State Historical Society _ JAN 1 4 a0 w

Box 82554
Lincoln, Nebraska 68501-2554

NSHS/STATE
L HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFice

Nebraska. FHWA@FHWA.DOT.GOV

Dear Mr. Puscliendorf: q 50@‘ 05 Z - |

Request for Concurrence Additional Acreage for Stevens Creek Stock Farm
South and East Beltways, Lincoln, Nebraska

FHWA would like to request the concurrence of the SHPO regarding the eligibility and
assessment of adverse effect on two properties in the study area for the Lincoln South and East
Beltways.

In a letter dated 7 November 2001 from AZ Environmental, your office was provided a package
of updated information regarding the additional 320 acres that the owners of Stevens Creek
Stock Farm (SCSF) believed should be included in the historic boundaries of the site that is on or
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). FHWA reviewed this information
and determined that two of the properties were in close enough proximity to the preferred east
beltway alternative (EM-1) to warrant further evaluation. Based on the information provided by
the consultant, FHWA has determined that the following two properties are eligible for the
NRHP.

1. WI1/2NE1/4 5-9-8 This is the 80-ac N-§ parce] west of and contiguous to the original
240 ac site.

2. NEl/4 SE1/4 5-9-8 & NW1/4 SW1/4 4-9-8 This is the 80-ac E-W parcel south of and
contiguous to the original 240 ac site.

While the properties are strictly “associated agricultural acreage™ and contain no historic
structures, either Charles Retzlaff or his son George acquired them within the period of
significance for the SCSF. The Retzlaff family has assisted by providing additional information
about the SCSF acreage. Your concurrence on eligibility would enlarge the historic boundary of
the SCSF, adding an additional 160-ac to the current 240-ac site that is either on or eligible for
the NRHP.

FHWA has also determined that the east middle route would have no adverse effect on the
SCSF, including the additional 160-ac, for the following reasons:

The East Middle route requires no right-of-way from properties on or eligible for the NRHP.

E.7
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. A large visual intrusion, an LES electric transmission hine, is located between the East

Middle route and the properties on or eligible for the NRHP.

. The NRHP-¢ligible property closest to the east middle route contains a significant visual

intrusion: a modern log-cabin structure. This property was subdivided in 1996, and a 6-
acre lot containing the log cabin was sold outside the Retzlaff family.

. The period of significance for the SCSF includes the amassing of lands and the

corresponding success of a large-scale cattle operation (and other stock). Charles
Retzlaff acquired close to 1,000-ac of prairie grasslands, which were used for cattle range
and pasture. The properties in question are in agricultural row crops (as are most of the
other properties on the 320-ac list) and include modern agricultural features of grassed
waterways and a small dam (see aerial photographs in the DEIS on page G.3 and Exhibit
EM1-3).

. The Assessment of Adverse Affects (see PFEIS, Appendix F) includes the information

that the EM-1 route has no visual, atinospheric or audible impacts because the standing
structures are well buffered visually and physically by their orientation to the east, trees,
and Stevens Creek.

If you have any questions or require additional information, please feel free to call me.

CC.

Sincerely yours,

Edward W. Kosola
Realty/Environmental Officer

Jim Linderholm
Roger Figard
Amy Zlotsky

CONCUR =

# STATE E;ZZC PREéERVA’I’lON OFFICER

DATE:
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NEBRASKA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY

1500 R STREET, P.O.BOX 82554, LINCOLN, NE 65501-2554
2 (402)471-3270 Fax:{402)471-:3100 1-800-833-6747 www.nebraskahistory.org

November 27, 2000

Mr. Edward Kosocla

Federal Highway Administration-Nebraska Division
Federal Buitding, Room 220

100 Centennial Mali North

H [N E o ~Ye ) =FaYe]
tincoln, NL 856506

RE: Lincoin South and East Beltways- Draft Defining Boundaries of NRHP-Eligible Properties
Located Within the South and East Beltway Study Area (October 17, 2000)

Draft Assessment of Adverse Effects to NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites, Lincoln South and East
Beltways Study, Lincaln, Nebraska (October, 2000)

Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 4(f) Staternent-South and East Belfways,
Lincoln, NE {November13, 2000)

Dear Mr. Kosola:

We have reviewed the referenced draft reporis which follow up on comments received by
consulting parties in response to the Preliminary Assessment of Adverse Effects dated
December, 1999. We have recently provided Olsson Environmental Sciences with editorial
comments on the Defining Boundaries report. These comments are not substantive in terms of
the report's findings however, hopefully, they will clarify some of the more arcane National
Register evaluation issues.

We understand the Defining Boundaries report to be an addendum to the various cuitural
resources survey reports that have been provided to us and to which we have concurred upon
over the past three years. We believe an accounting of the reports produced io identify nisioric
properties for the Beltways project includes:

s Lincoln South and East Beltways Historic Survey Report (Elliott and Dirr, 1998)

e Evaluation of the Hulda Otto House for Eligibility to the National Register Of Historic Places
(Stupka-Burda, 1999. This report includes, in addition to the Otto House, evaluations of the
Guenzel Farmstead and the Wunibald Farmstead)

« Archeological Inventory and Evaluation of Lincoln’s South and East Beftway: investigation
Along the Southem Route SM-4, Lancaster County, Nebraska (Parks and Stupka-Burda,

January, 1998)

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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s Archeological Inventory and Evaluation of Lincoln’s South and East Beltway: Investigation
and Testing Along the Eastern Routes EF-1, EM-1, EC-1. Lancaster County, Nebraska
{Parks and Stupka-Burda, November 1998)

« Archeological Inventory and Testing of Lincoln’s South and East Beltway Altematives SM-4,
EC-1, EM-1and EF-1 Lancaster County Nebraska, (Parks and Stupka-Burda, 2000).

After taking into account all the documentation provided and after careful review of the draft
Defining Boundaries report, we concur with the findings therein. In addition, we have been
provided copies of memos from UN-L (Stupka-Burda) to Oilsson Environmental Sciences
(Zlotsky) dated 9/19/00, 10/13/00 and 10/17/00. These memos clarify and reevaluate previous
assessments made by Parks/Stupka-Burda and Elliot/Dirr on archeological properties and
standing structurss. The clarifications and reevaiuations were made in accordance with
comments and inquiries from consuiting parties, and we concur with both memao’s findings.

After taking into account the findings of the additional documentation provided in the Defining
Boundaries report and the UN-L memos, we concur with the findings of the October, 2000 draft
Assessment of Adverse Effects.

Our concurrence with these findings is given with the understanding that our edits on the draft
Defining Boundanes report will be taken into account when the final draft is produced.

Finally, we appreciate the opportunity tc review and comment upon the Preliminary Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (PDEIS). We understand this document to be a work in
progress, and is for internai review only.

in Appendix E we notice that copies of our letters dated June 10 1997 and July 22 1997 to the
City of Lincoln have been omitted. In order to refiect an accurate synopsis of Section 106
consultation, we believe those letters should be made part of the public record. Similarly, in
Appendix F we note that the October 13, 2000 UN-L memo to Olsson Environment Sciences
referenced above has been omitted, and should be included in this appendix.

We concur with the findings of the main body of the PDEIS (current Section 3.23) and, with the
exception of comments above as appropriate, we concur with the findings of the appendices as
they relate to Section 108 consultation.

Thank you once again for the opportunity to comment on these documents. If you have any
questions, please call Bill Callahan at 471-4788.

Sincerely,

L. Robert Puschendorf

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Nebraska State Historic Preservation Office

Cc: Roger Figard
Cindy Veys
Ed Zimmer
Amy Zlotsky
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100 Centennial Mail North, Room 220

3 Lincoln, NE 68508-3851

(V Nebraska FHWA@FHWA.DOT.GOV
U5 Department

of fansparialion November 14, 2000

federol Highwoy
Administration

in Reply Refer To:

NEBRASKA DIVISION FHWA HRW-NE
Mr. Robert Puschendorf : N
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer N >)>/_\

Nebraska State Historical Society h C;
P. 0. Box 82554 \__.
Lincoln, NE 68501 '

Dear Mr. Puschendorf:

Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - South and East Beltway,
Lincoln - Projeet DPU-3300(1)

Attached is a copy of the Preliminary DEIS for the subject project. We are attaching a copy of
the letter we sent to various other state and Federal agencies requesting their concurrence in the
aiternatives carried forward.

We would like your early review of the Preliminary DEIS so that we can proceed toward
completion and circulation of a DEIS. If you have any questions please contact me at 437-5973.
We appreciatc the time and effort you and your staff have the invested in this project to date.

Sincerely yours,

S n

Edward W. Kosola _
Environmental/Realty Officer

Enclosures

cc: Len Sand, Nebraska Department of Roads
Amy Zlotsky, Olsson Associates

.........
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l ‘b! NEBRASKA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
g 1500 R STREET, P.0.BOX 82554, LINCOLN, NE 68501-2554

- (402) 4713270 Fax: (402)471-3100 1-800-833-6747 www.nebraskahistory.org

June 2, 2000

Mr. Ed Kosola

Federal Highway Administration-Nebraska Division
Federal Building, Room 220, 100 Centennial Mall North
Lincoln, NE 68508

RE: Review of Final Archeolagical report, South and East Beltways (Parks, Stupka-Burda-Jan. 2000)
Dear Mr. Kosota:

We have reviewed the referenced document, which included additional testing of sites and
geomorphological testing requested by our office. We apologize as, although the SHPO archeoiogist
responded verbally and in memo form in February, we have yet to respond 10 the report’s findings in
writing. We trust our |ate response will cause a minimum of inconvenience,

We concur with the findings of the repori, as follows:

We agree that archeological sites 25L.C115, 25LC143, 25LC144, 25L.C157, 25LC158 and 25LC160 are
not eligible for fisting on the National Register of Historic Places. We agree that 25LC147 is eligible for
listing on the National Register under criterion D. We note that 25L.C159 was not further investigated, as it
falls outside the project APE. All other sites within the report have previously been reviewed and
commented upon by our office.

The report’s upland sample indicates that there is low probability of significant sites being found in this
topegraphic situation. Therefore, further survey is not recommended for upland areas of the final project
route. However, the report points out that there remain some areas, due to fandowner permission
probiems, that were not surveyed. We recommend that any areas of the final selected route that cross
stream courses which have not been surveyed be surveyed for archeological resources. This should
include the repart’s recommended subsurface testing in Trench areas 3 and 6, if the project includes
these areas in the final route selection. We also concur with the report’s recommendation that alt future
borrow areas be surveyed as appropriate. Finally, we once again reiterate the need for the development
and implementation of a monitoring and contingency plan for on-site monitoring during construction.

if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to cali me at 471-4788,

Sincgrely, Py ] p

L“Robert Puschendorf
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

Cc: Amy Zlatsky

Cindy Veys
Roger Figard
Ed Zimmer

AN EQUIAL OPPORTURTTY/AFFIMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

E.14



DOR28018
Text Box


)
(d RECEIVED

US. Department
of Transportation QCT 081909

Federal Highway 'JLSSON ASSOC‘AT!{%'

Administration

NEBRASKA DIVISION

Mr. Bob Puchendorf

State Historic Preservation Office
Nebraska State Historical Society
P.O. Box 82554

Lincoin, NE 68501-2554

Dear Mr. Puchendorf:

Concurrence on Historic Properties

Nebraska Division Office

Federal Building, Room 220

100 Centenpial Mali Narth

Lincoln, NE 68508-3851

Nebraska. FHWA@FHWA.DOT.GOV

October 7, 1999

In Reply Refer To:
HRW-NE

South and East Beltwav Study, Lincoln, Nebraska

In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the Federal Highway Administration
has identified 34 sites in the Lincoln South and East Beltways Study area which are either on or eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places (see attached Table 1). This list of sites is based on the
recommendations of the Historic Survey Report, Archeological Evaluation, and supplemental investigations
requested by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for this project. These include 30 historic and four
(4) archeological sites. Your office has already concurred with the recommendations of eligibility found in
these reports (letters dated 3 June 1998, 11 June 1998, 7 December 1998, and 7 September 1999).

Based on our determination, these 34 sites will be evaluated for adverse effects as part of the Section 106

consultation for the Lincoln South and East Beltways Study.

Sincerely yours,
. -/

Edward W. Kosola
Realty Officer

Attachment

cc:
Amy Zlotsky, OES

Jim Linderholm, HWS
Roger Figard, City of Lincoln
Len Sand, NDOR

Cindy Veys, NDOR E 15
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'}‘.‘E NEBRASKA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY JLSSON ASSOnIATR"
.

1500 R STREET, P.0.BOX 82554, LINCOLN, NE 68501-2554
) (402)471-3270 Fax:(402)471-3100 1-800-833-6747 www.nebraskahistory.org

September 7, 1999

Edward Kosola-Realty Officer
Federal Highways Administration
100 Centennial Mafl North, Rm. 220
Lincoln NE 68508-3854

RE: South and East Lincoin beltways, additional evatuation for NRHP eligibility:
Hulda Otto House: John Guenzel Farmstead; Wunibald Farmstead

Dear Mr. Kosola:

We have reviewed additional documentation provided by the City for the referenced properiies, and have visually
inspected all three. We cancur with the findings of the City’s repori. in our opinion, the Hulda Otto house is not
significantly associated with any person, event or patiern of events that may make it ellgibie for listing on the National
Register. Additionally, in our opinion, the Otto house does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a gonstruction
type, period or method of construction nor daes it retain sufficient physicatl historic integrity to allow consideration of
Register eligibility for design or construction.

The Guenze! Farmstead, in our opinion, is not a good candidate for listing on the Register for reasons identical to the
Oftto house. Severat of the outbuildings on the Guenzel Farmstead appear to have good physical historic integrity
(although the main house does not), but do not embody sufficiently distinctive design or consiruction characteristics to
aliow for their consideration individuaily.

In our opinion, the Wunibald Farmstead is efigible for fisting on the National Register. The main house and outbuildings
embody the distinctive characteristics of an early 20™ century famstead with good historic integrity. The farmstead
also reflects the evolution of farming practices from the construction of the earliest building (the house, c. 1901) to the
latest, a mid-century quonset-style machine shed. In our opinion, all of the extant structures on the fanmstead
contribuie to the historic characier of the complex. Additionally, the setting of the Wunibald Farmstead is a significant
feature of the historic property. The farmstead's isofation, its location in mid-section and its commanding viewshed of
the surrounding countryside not only contributed to its inadvertent exclusion from the original Bettway study, but also
demonstrates a conscious effort of the Wunibald family to locate the farmstead to allow for such visual and physical

b e <
characternistics.

if you concur with our findings, the Wunibald Farmstead should be inciuded in consultation about project effects to
historic properties. Additionally, we believe ail consulting parties should be made aware of the addition of the Wunibald
Farmstead to the list of eligibie properties located within the boundaries of the Beltway study area.

If you have any questions, piease do not hesitate to calf me at 471-4789 or Bili Cailahan at 471-4788,

Sincepety, ﬁ , . A

v I 4 - - -
L. Rober{i,’uschendorf
Deputy State Historc
Preservation Officer

Cc: Amy Ziotsky
Ed Zimmer
Cindy Veys
Roger Figard E17
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. NEBRASKA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY

1500 R STREET, P.O.BOX 82554, LINCOLN, NE 68501-2554
(402} 471-3270 Fax: (402} 471-3100 Museum Fax; (402} 471-3314 NSHS@inetnebr.om

February 17, 1999

Mr. Ed Kosola

Federal Highway Administration-Nebraska Division
Federal Building, Room 220, 100 Centennial Mail North
Lincoin, NE 68508

RE: Lincoln Beltway-National Trust for Historic Preservation request for determination of eligibility-Hulda
Otto House

Dear Mr. Kosola;

We have received a copy of a letter to you from the National Trust regarding the referenced property In
order to assist the FHWA in determining the eligibility of the Hulda Otto House, we suggest the City of

Lincoln provide the following information:

1) Current, ciear photographs of the property, including perspectives from all four facades,
representative detail shots and photos of any associated outbuildings. If possible,
representative interior photos should be included. The photographs should be labeled and
keyed to a site plan, and a floor pian if interior photos are taken. The photos may be in either
color or black and white.

2) A map locating the properly on an East Beltway map that will place the Otto house in
geographic context with the EF-1 corridor and previously identified historic properties.

3) A history of the house including its construction date, buiider if known and whether George
Retzlaff did, indeed give the property to Hulda Otto. This history should take into account the
Stevens Creek Stock Fann National Register nomination, and place the Otto house in
context with properties included in that nomination.

4) The City should ask the Trust where it received its information about the Otto House and
pursue that avenue of inquiry. The City should find out as much as possible about Hulda Otto
herself, as well as the circumstances by which the house was built for her. This investigation
should take into account the Trust's statement concerning: *...the role of women in the
establishment of the Stevens Creek Stock Farm and the development of the first permanent
agricuftural community in the Lancaster County area.”

FHWA, of course, will make the determination of eligibility for the Otto house. However, since our office is
requtred to be consulted in determinations of this nature, we respectfully submit the above requirements
in order that we may make informed comments to FHWA. if you have any questions, please do not

hesitate to call me at 471- 4788.

Yours Truly, 7 4/

—~Bill Calldhan
Public Programs and Resource
Planning Program Associate

Cc: NTHP-Rob Nieweg
Roger Figard
Amy Zlotsky

E.18
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS . MIKE JOHANNS, MAYOR
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES NEBRASKA 5 CAPITAL CITY -

September 17, 1998 - HECE‘VED
| | EP21199%
Mr. L. Robert Puschendorf . _ o OLSSON ASSOC [ATES

Associate Director/Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Nebraska State Historical Society
1500 ‘R’ Street

Lincoln, NE 68501-2554

RE:  South and East Beltway Study

Dear Mr. Puschendorf

Thank you for your July 31 1998 letter regardmg the final draft of the East and South Beltway H]stoncu '

B e e P E S Ty

Building Survey report. We appreciate your concerns and w111 certamly respect your wishes regardmg

characterizations of formal comments about the report pno_r '1t$_ release. . W agree ‘that a perlod of pubhc
review is needed before any action is taken as a result of the report

Your letter also mentioned the next step in the 106 process which is to complete a programmat]c agreement. "
At our August 13, 1998, meeting with the FHWA and representat]ves from your “office, it was agreed that _ '
instead of using a programmatic agreement, we will continue consultat]oo"i.iiith‘foﬁryofﬁce on a case by case
basis. The fact that the beltway corridors and potential meacts have been falrly well deﬁned would mdlcate
that each site can be exammed mdrvxdually Please let me know if this is ﬁo?coglﬁa? with 'fd' ]
understandmg of the most approprlate approach.“ : '

Thank you agam for yom'_contmued suppo__‘

Smcerely,

Roger’A. Figard =

Project Manager
C: Beltway Management Committee
Ed Kosala
Ed Zimmer
Beltway Consultants E.21

ENGINEERING SERVICES - 1001 NORTH 6TH ST. « LINCOLN, NE 68508-2315 - 402-441-7711 + FAX 402-441-6576
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l ‘ NEBRASKA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY

1500 R STREET, P.O.BOX 82554, LINCOLN, NE 68501-2554
<402)471 3270 Fax: (402)471 3100 Museum Fax: { 402)47t 3314 NSHS@:nemebrcom

June 3, 1998 RECEIVED

Ms. Amé Zlotsky ' JUN 0 8 1998
Olsson Environmental Sciences
1111 Lincoln Mall OLSSON ASSQCIATES

Lincoln, NE 68508

RE: Review of “Archeological Inventory and Evaluation of Lincoin’s South and East Beltway:
Investigation along the South route SM-4, Lancaster County, NE-by Stan Parks and Stacy Stupka-Burda®

Dear Ms. Ziotsky:

Thank you for providing us the referenced report. We concur with the findings of the report: sites
25LC93, 25L.C94, 25LC95, 25LC96 and 25L.C97 are not eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places. Site SOAP97-2 will require further testing to determine whether il is a good candidate for
the Register. Additionalily, we concur with the report’s recommendation for geomorphological studies of
the stream valleys for the potential of buried culturai resources.

Our concurrence and comment on this report apply only to the subjects of the reporl. All outstanding
archeological and geomorphological investigations are still subject to our review. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 471-4769 or Terry Steinacher at 308-665-2918.

YoursTruly, —

¢L, Robén Puscherfdort
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

Cc:Terry Steinacher

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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’ ~ NEBRASKA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY

1500 R STREET, PO.BOX 82554, LINCOLN, NE 68501-2554
{402) 471-3270 Fax: (402) 471-3100 Museumn Fax: {402} 471.3314 NSHS5®inetnebr.com

February 18, 1998

Mr. Roger Figard. City Engineer
Lincoln Public Works and Ulilities Dept.
555 South 10" Street

Lincoin, NE 68508

RE: Review of draft historic buildings survey final report-East and South Beltways

Dear Mr. Figard:

" Thank you for giving us the opportunity 1o review the referenced draft. Our comments on federally assisted
prijects are required by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and irmplementing regulations of 36
CFR Part 800. Section 106 is a consuitation process by which federal agencies are required {o seek ways to avoid
or reduce adverse effects their undertakings may have on historic properties; and to afford the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation an opportunity to comment on the undertaking. The first requirement of the Section 106
nrocess is to identify historic properties in the area of project effect. Part 800 requires this step to be compieted in
consuitation with our office. This drafi report was developed in response to our request for the identification of\
historic properies within the Beltway project area.

many ways, the repon exceeds OMQ_@C?EUDH& anche,appcecxate the efforts_of the C Clty of L;nco!n and its
“Eonsuitants in developing the document. There are. however, some significant issues 1o be addressed prior to our
concurrence with the findings of the report. These issues are as foliows:

Report definition

The repor should include a fairly detaited description of its purpose. This “introduction” should telt who wrote the
report, who paid for it, why it was written, and what the anticipated federal assisiance will be. It is crucial that a
fairly detailed definition and explanation of the Section 106 process be inciuded. The introduction shouid
emphasize that 106 applies {0 properties eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, as well as
those that are listed; and should expiain how the Register criteria are used in the 106 process, A definition af
Register evaluation criteria and aspecis of physical integrity is necessary. These definitions may be quoted
directly from National Register Bulietin 15. Additionally, it may be prudent to discuss criteria considerations as
defined in Builetin 15, For example, according to {the report, no churches are considered efigible, however a grave
site\cemetery may be eligible for the Regisier.

Reconnaissance survev methodoloay

There needs to be a clearer definition of the reconnaissance survey methodology. This is very important to both
the consuiting party’s and the public’s understanding of the 106 process. The methodotogy definition should
include a clear delinealion of the survey area {which already exists in the report), how it was physically
investigated. a discussion of the Secretary's Standards for survey and evalualion, and the lype and scope of
preliminary research completed. The methodology shouid clearly expiain (in lay terms) why so many properties
were not surveyed. why so many were and why. of those properties surveyed., relatively few are considered
eligible for the Register.

This section should define the procedures used to compare farmsieads, residences and barns when determining
which were considered eligible, and which were not. There needs to be a more detailed contextual explanation of
why one farmsiead. barn or residence is a “befler” example than another. This section shouid also explain how

neaieci and deterioration of a property as well as inappropriate additions or intrusions are evatuated and whiat
AN £QUAL OFPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EAPLOYER
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effect these factors have on whether or not a property is considered eligible for the Register. This comparative
discussion shoufd be rather detailed, but may use generic examples. it is not necessary to explain, building by
building, how these evaluations are made. {f the explanation of the methodology is sufficiently clear, & reader may
be referred back to this section when comparative issues arise,

When discussing survey methodotogy, include the exiensive public input and participation that was part of the
process. Besides being a key toot of the survey methodology, Part 800 requires that a federal agency and the
Siate Historic Preservation Office seek and consider the views of the public when taking steps to identify historic
properiies, evaluate effects on historic properties, and when developing alternatives to adverse effects
(800.1{2}{iv}). The City’s effort to provide the public an opporiunity to assist in the identification of historic
_properties helped satisfy both the letter and intent of Section 108. Additionally, this effort 10 include the public in
the process from the beginning helps creaie a working foundation and an atmosphere of trust through which later
public participation may be more easily achieved. Always the most difficult aspect of Section 106 to accomplish
satisfactorily, we commend the City on its commitment {o date {o include the public in the Section 106 process.

Intensive survey methodology

In addition to defining the methodology of the reconnaissance survey of the repor, it is necessary to further define
the methodology of the intensive survey of the Steven’s Creek Bottoms area. Besides reiterating much of the
above, it is necessary to define the reasons for intensively surveying the area, and to expiain the methods used to
identify and evaluate possible historic properties there. We are somewhat concerned since there is no mention
whatever of cultural landscapes in the report, and we specifically asked for an evatuation of the area as a cuiturai
landscape or rural historic district. Additionaily, the evaluation of the properties within the intensive survey area
appears to miss the point of evaluating the area as a cuitural landscape or rural histonc disinct.

Although individual buildings and farmsteads within the intensive survey area may contribute to the significance of
a cultural Jandscape or rural historic districi, they do not necessarity define it. Further, in the context of a landscape
or rural district, individual buildings need not be individuaily eligible for the Register. Though potentially
contributing elements, buildings would not be the only components in a cultural landscape or rural district...they
may not even be the most important. Cultivation patterns, windbreaks, road and trail pattems, tree plantings. -
farmstead orientation and visible waterway alterations should ail be considered when evaluating the area as a
cuitural landscape or rurat historic district.

In order to evaiuaie the intensive survey area in this context, it is imperative to: a) establish the historic context of
early settlement in the area (which is already weli done); b) using the historic context, establish a period of
significance and physical boundary; c) establish whether these historic settlement patterns are significant in
National Register terms; d) identify potential cuitural elements that rernain from the period of significance; e} if
these elements remain, evaiuate them using Register evaluation criteria, and then; ) evaluate the physical
integrity of those elements using the Register aspects of integnty, keeping in mind that the elements need not be
individually eligible. In order to accomplish d-f above, it is necessary, at minimum, to review GLO maps, plat
maps, USGS maps and aerial photography. Of course, written archival and documentary material shouid atso be
reviewed, but it appears many of those resources have been studied. If the evaluation for the intensive survey
area has taken piace as described above, that needs to be documented. If not, then it must be done in order to
satisfactorily complete the document.

Assessment of effects and the next step

Finally, it is premature to assess the Beltway project effects on individual historic properties, possible mitigation
strategies and especially route selection. Completion of the Beltway pianning process: environmentai review,
details of funding opportunities, route selection, engineering studies and eventual construction are sufficiently
distant in time to make this level of evatuation, at this point in the 106 process, unnecessary and inadvisably
inflexible. We may assume, of course, that a project of this magnitude may have adverse effects on historic
properties. The next step in the 106 process should be to develop a programmatic memorandum of agreement
(PMCA) that will allow project planning to continue while taking into account all historic properties.

A PMOA will define procedures that will allow the consuiting parties as well as the public to take into account
historic properties as the ptanning process continues. It is during the consuitation process defined by the PMOA
that we wiil identify and discuss altematives to adverse effects on individual historic properies. We remind the City
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Assessment of Adverse Effects to NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoln, Nebraska

potential easement-holding organizations in the local area, and serving as a resource for
technical assistance in developing easement documents.

oy Archeclogical Site 25LC129. Based an discussions during the site visit on 17 October 2001,

further engineering refinements were evaluated (see Section 9.3). From the reanalysis, it

o appears possible to completely avoid impacts to the archeological site by incorporating a
retaining wall on the west side of the beltway right-of-way. No additional mitigation is proposed.

Additional Cultural Resource Management Activities. Other activities will include:

j + Completion of an archeological survey of bottomlands where access has been
o 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-
N of way will need to be relocated. The marker commemorates the Nebraska City to
5 Fort Kearny Road, “The Great Central Route to the Gold Fields” which crossed near
this location. There are no remnants of the trait known within or near the SM-4 right-
of-way.

10.0 STATUS OF SECTION 106

% in November 2000, the SHPO reviewed the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(PDEIS), and concurred with the findings of the PDEIS and the findings of the appendices
(specifically the Assessment of Adverse Effects and the Determination of Boundaries report) as
they related to Section 106 consultation (see Appendix E, letters dated 1 February 2001 and 27
November 2000}

» Following the close of the comment period on the DEIS, comments on historic issues were
compiled. These issues were investigated further and the current status is documented in this
Appendix and in Chapter 9 of the FEIS. Based on the additional investigations, the list of sites
& which were determined to be adversely affected was updated to reflect the fact that

! archeological site 25L.C129 could be avoided on EM-1 (Table F.2). The list of adverse affects
(Table F.3) was also updated for publication of the FEIS based on the additional evaluations.

a Consultation with the SHPO has been ongoing to resolve the final issues. The SHPO concurred
with FHWA determinations on the additionat Stevens Creek Stock Farm parcels by signature
dated 30 January 2002 {Appendix E). The SHPO concurred with the mitigation plan by
signature to the MOA (Appendix E).

C:\My Oocuments\Beltway\FEIS\VAppF . 502.wpd
07May02
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ASSESSMENT OF ADVERSE EFFECTS
TO NRHP AND NRHP-ELIGIBLE SITES
for
South and East Beltways Study
Lincoin, Nebraska

1.0 BACKGROUND

This report has been prepared in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act which requires Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their
undertakings on historic properties. Based on the recommendations of the Historic Survey
Report, Archeological Evaluation, and supplemental investigations requested by the SHPO for
this project, there were 34 sites in the Lincoln South and East Beitways Study area which were
either on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). These
included 30 historic and 4 archeological sites.

The SHPO concurred with the recommendations of eligibility for historic and archeological sites;
all other sites were determined not eligible.

Since that time, two additional cast concrete road signs were identified within the study area in
June 2000 {Appendix G) and have been included in this assessment.

2.0 METHODOLOGY
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. For the historic sites, the team included:

Bili Callahan Nebraska State Historical Society, SHPO

Ed Kosola Federal Highway Administration, NEPA Coordinator

Cindy Veys Nebraska Department of Roads, Environmental Supervisor

Len Sand Nebraska Department of Roads, Environmental Analyst Supervisor
Ed Zimmer City-County Planning Department, Historic Planner

Roger Figard City Engineer

Virendra Singh City Public Works Department, Long-Range Planning Superwsor
Kelly Sieckmeyer City Public Works Department, Engineer

Jim Linderholm HWS, Principal-in-Charge

Mike Gorman HWS, Project Manager, Transportation Engineer

Lisa Richardson HWS, Transportation Engineer

Amy Zlotsky OES, Environmental Scientist

For the archeological sites, the team included:

F.4



Assessment of Adverse Effects to NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) - : Lincoln, Nebraska

Terry Steinacher Nebraska State Historical Society, SHPO

Stan Parks University of Nebraska, Research Archeologist
Stacy Stupka-Burda  University of Nebraska, Research Archeologist
Mike Gorman HWS, Project Manager, Transportation Engineer
Lisa Richardson HWS, Transportation Engineer

Amy Zlotsky OES, Environmental Scientist

Methodology for the assessment followed 36 CFR Part 800.5, as described in the revised
guidance dated 18 May 1999. The preliminary assessment of effects included three levels of
screening.

3.0 RESULTS OF LEVEL 1 SCREENING

The original 34 sites and the two new sites (road signs) were reviewed to determine which
beitway corridors could potentially affect them (Table F.1). 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, LC00: $-31, LC00: $-47 and 25LC1.

4.0 RESULTS OF LEVEL 2 SCREENING

The remaining 32 sites {29 historic and 3 archeological) were compared with the most recently
refined corridor concepts. Materials available 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. Of the seven
example types of effects, five were considered possible with the beltway project. In addition,
other types of effects were considered, but none were identified as appropriate to this project.
The types of effects evaluated were:

1. Physical destruction of or damage to all of part of the property [800.5 (a) (2) (i)].

An example would be where the EC-1 route crosses wagon ruts from an EuroAmerican
trail (site 25L.C147),

2. Removal of a property from its historic location [800.5 (a) (2) (iii)].
An example would be the possible need to reposition the Road Sign at 112" and Adams

(site LCOO: E-118) by an estimated 6.1 m (20 f{) when Adams Street is paved and
upgraded to current standards.

F.5






Assessment of Adverse Effects to NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites
Profect Number DPU-3300(1)

South and East Beltways
Lincoln, Nebraska

Table F.1
(continued)
SITE SITE NAME CORRIDOR
NUMBER
N SC-1 5C4 | SF- I SM-4 l EC-1 | EM-1 | EF-1
LCOO0: E-67 Shirley Retzlaff Barns and Siio X
“Retziaff Farm”
LCQ0: E-102 | Donna Keane Gambrel Roof Barn, X
“Kettiehut Farm”
LC00: E-132 | Lynn Lenhoff Gambrel Roof X
Concrete Block Barn
RESIDENCES
LCO0: 5-23 Forest Nicely Residence, X
“Jensen Homeplace”
LCGO: E-B1 Chuck Hobza Residence, X X
“Jacoby Homestead™
LCoo: E-99 Norma and Bob Lemke Residence, X X
“Karl Lemke Farm®
LCOO: E-141 | William Fagen Residence, X
"Fagen’s Acres”
SCHOOL
LCOO: S-41 “Cheney Schoot” X X
GRAIN ELEVATORS
LCOO:; $-40 Circle 4 Feed and Grain Elevator, Cheney X X
LCOO0: E-106 | Farmers Coop Grain Elevator, Walton X X
ROAD SiGNS
LCO0: S-42 Road Sign at 1* and 91%, Cheney X X
LCO0: S-135 | Road Sign on at Sallillo and 56 X
LCOO: S-145 | Road Sign at Saitillo and approx 112th X
LCOO: E-118 | Road Sign at 112" and Adams X X
LCOO; E-146 | Road Sign at Yankee Hill and approx 116th X
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES
25LC1 Schrader Site—-Small Late Prehistoric Village, X
Smokey Hill Phase
25LC125 Lithic Scatter X
25L.C129 Lithic and Ceramic Scatter X
25LC147 Euroamerican Trail, X
ca. 1860-1880

' List includes two additional road signs identified in June 2000,
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Assessment of Adverse Effects to NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beltways
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Table F.2

SUMMARY OF NRHP SITES
ADVERSELY AFFECTED BY THE BELTWAY ALTERNATIVES

SM-4 EC-1 EM-1 EF-1
LC00: S-143 25L.C147 LC00: E-B2 LCO0: E-53
Henry Wunibald Euroamerican Trail Steve Johnson Penterman Farmyard
Farmyard Farmyard
25LC129! LCOO0: E-87
Lithic and Ceramic Teresa Retzlafi
Scatter Farmyard
LCOO0: E-88
Stevens Creek Stock
Farm

' In December 2002 refinements to the EM-1 alignment allowed this archeological site to be
avoided.
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Tahle F.3
LIST OF ADVERSE EFFECTS
TO SITES ON OR ELIGIBLE FOR THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES
Lincoln South and East Beltways Study

SITE INFCRMATION ADVERSE EFFECTS (36 CFR Part 800,5, 18 May 1999)
SITE NUMBER SIGNIFICANCE (i} Physical {Lii} Removal {iv) Change of chazactar of {¥) Intraduction of {vl) Negloet of a Notes
destruction of ofa property's use or physical visual, atmospheric ar property which
SITE NAME COMPONENTS or damage to property features within the property's audible elements that causes its
al or part of from Its historic setting that contribute to historic diminish the integrity deterlaratian
DATE OF CONSTRUCTION the proparty location significance of the property’s
significant foatures
FARMYARDS
LCOo: 5-15 Significant, under Criterlon A, a3 a complex of NO NG NG NO, already visual NO SM-4 is 0.8 km (0.5 ml) away,
bulldings associated with agricultural Intruslon of busy paved separated from famyard by Saltille
Del O'Brlen Farmyard development. road & powerline. Road, and screened lo a large
Topegraphy also dagrae by topography. Alernative
1910s-1920 2-story house with Craftsman featuros holfow tite screens proposed will not dimlnish characteristics that
chicken house, gambrel roof barn, polyganal alignment since road Is make this property eiigible for NRHP.
granary, windmil. on other slde of ridge.
LCOO: 5.143 Significant, under Criterlon A, as a complex of NO NC YES, change In access & change In YES, visual, but no NO SM-4 is 91 m {300 ft) from
buildings associated with agricultural ptevious isofation. neise impact. associated agricultural acreage and
Henry Wunlbald Farmyard development, and under Criterlon C, for the 300 m {1,000 ) away from closest
house, bam and shed (former kitchen). structure. Despite good faith effort,
4900-1960s site was missed in initlal survey. Site
1 Ystory farmhouse with 1917 addition, mortise is on ridge surrounded by vegetation,
and tenon gable roof barn, holiaw day tlle coop, For mitlgation, consider berms, could
shed (former kitchan), matal quonset-style shed. put interchange at Sattilo Rd, but
moving beltway to narth won't do
much to mitigate.
LCOO; E-52 Significant, under Criterion A, as a complex of NO NG NO YES, adverse visual NO EM-1 Is 300 m (1,000 #t) from
buildings assoclated with agricultural effect—looking down associated agricuitural acreage &
Steve Johnson Farmyard development, and under Criterion C, as typleal onto EM-1, but no noise 701 m (2,300 A} from farmyard and
exampla of Fatk Victorian architecture in house impact. will have adversa visual affect on
1890s-1900 and outbuildings. farmyard,
Folk Victorian house, garage (summer kitchon) EF-1 s 1 280 m (4,200 ft} away, in
largo gable rocf barn, two-pen granary, chicken cut, on other side of creek,
coop and cuthouse, Alternative wii not diminish
characteristics that make this
praperty efigiblo for NRHP.
LCCO; E-53 Significant, under Criterlon A, as a complex of NO NO NO YES, visual intrusion, NG EF-1is 180 m (600 ft) away from
buildings assaciated with agriculturat but no noise impact. closest bullding in fill section. For
Pentorman Farmyard, development. mitigation, could move road to east
“Penterman Farm” and take residence on south side of
Small bungalow house with matching garage, road, consider depressing road.
1920s gambrel roof bam with intact horseyard, two
smali shads,
LCO0: E-56 Significant, undar Criterien C, as Crattsman style NO NO NO NO NO EF+1is 578 m {1,800 ft} away and
house typifies period of construction.Gutbuiidings shte faces 148" St. Allernative will
Michaet Smith Farmyard contribute to size and formality of site, not diminish charactefistics that make
this property cligible for NRHP,
1812-14 2.5-story Craftsman house, garage, large gable
end bam, chicken coop, machine shed,
LCOG; E-51 Significant, under Criterion A, as a complox of NO NG NO NO NO EF-1fs 1 200 m {4,000 ft} away
buitdings associated with agricultural soparated by 148" St and site is well
Elaine and Owen Herter Farmyard dovelopment, and under Criterion C as an hidden by troes. Alternative will not
excellent example of a tum-of-the-century diminlsh characieristics that make
Pre 1900 farmstead In study area, this property eligibie for NRHP,
Large Folk Victorian farmhouse, gable roof barn,
concrete block garage, granary, coop, windmill,
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(Continued)
SITE INFORMATION ADVERSE EFFECTS (36 CFR Part 800.5, 18 May 1999)
SITE NUMBER SIGRIFICANCE {f) Physical {iil) Remaval {iv} Change of charactor of {v) Intreduction of {vi) Negiect of a Notos
destruction of ofa property's use or physical visual, atmospheric or property which
SITE NAME COMPONENTS or damage to property features within the property’s audible elements that causes its
all or part of from Its historic satting that contribute to historic diminish the integrity deterioratlon
DATE OF CONSTRUCTION the property location significance of the property’s
significant features
LCOO: E-62 Signiflcant, under Criterlon A, as a complex of NO NO NO NO NO EF-1 Is 792 m (2,600 f1) away in cut
tbildings associated with agricuftural section, and site s wel hidden by
Joel and Kathy Sartore Farm, development, and under Criterion C, as it typifies trees. Alternatlve will not diminish
“Herter's-Hagaman Farmn” Folk Victorian building style. characteristics that make this
property eligible for NRHP,
1895 Victorlan house, large gambret roof bam, holiow
tlle smokehousa, gambrel roof granary, pig
house, sheds, root cellar with arched roaf.
LCO0: E-69 Significant, under Criterion A, as a complex of NO NO NO NO NO EF-1 is 335 m {1,100 f} away from
commercial dairy buildings, and under Criterion C Interchange, but site is already on
Arthur Monahan Famyard, for architectural styles and evolution of site. busy US 34. Additlon of beltway will
"Haeger Dairy” not introduce elefnents out of
Turn-ofcentury house, bungalow house, large character with property’s current
1910s-20s dairy bam with concrete biock sito, Tudor canfiguration.
Iinfluenced hollow tile miltk house, two smalf hog
sheds.
LCO0: E-72 Significant, under Criterion C, as representative NO, already on NO NO, already on busy US 34, NO, aiready on busy NO EM-1 s 488 m (1,600 ft) away and
type of small scale vernacular farmstead with busy US 24 US 34, EM-1in cut EF-1I5 945 m {3,100 ft) away. Site [s
Ly'e and Maverne Mayer Farmmnyard Innavative bulldings. with likely west of powerline, down already affected by visual and
impacts from hill, on other side of audible intrusions caused by US 34.
1900s-1910 Falk Victarian house, gable roof bam, granary, planned ridga. EF-1is very far Addltion of beltway will not introduce
chicken coop. widenling prior away. elemants out of charactar with
e beltway, property's current configuration.
LCO0: E-B7 Significant, under Criterlon C, as excellent NO NO NO YES, visual due to NO EF-1!s 150 m (500 ft) from farmyard.
example of vermacutar building types. close praximity, For mitlgation, could consider moving
Theresa Retzlaff Farmyard, elevated road/bridge & road farther east {would affect
“Farest Brook Farm® Stone Tudor style cottage, gable roof bam, removal of trees, but no additional archeclogical sitas) or to
granary, hog house, small polygonal shed. noise impact. west (would affect Stock Farm).
1890s-1920
LCO0: E-B8 On NRHP, Significant to the early sefilement of NO NO For EM-1: ND For EM-1: NO, NO EM-1 t5 488 m (1,600 f1) from edge of

Stevens Creok Stock Farm,
Mardale Farm

1867-1970s

the county and the development of agriculture in
Nebraska. Several structures, individually and
collectlvely, represent a distinctive entlty
significant in Nebraska architecture.

Compact grouping of 18 bulldings in excellent
condition representing extended courtyard
amangement. 3 houses, 4 bams, numerous
shads and pole buildings, includes 65 ha {160
ac) plus additional 32 ha (B0 ac¢) of farmground 1o
the east determined eligible. More recently, 32
ha {80 ac} of farrngreund o the west and 32 ha
(80 ac) of farmground to the south determined
eligible.

bulidings and west
bauncary of NRHP
farmground weall
bulfered visually &
physically by orientation
10 east, trees, creek,
etc.

For EF-1: ¥ES, introduction of large
transpartation facllity is cut of
character with setting. Beltway
would ba adjacent to farmground
eligible for NRHP,

For £F-1: YES, Can
see 1831 house & top
of cupolas & silos from
centerline near Van
Peorn. Ne noise
Impacts.

property therefore no physical
intrusion, farmground not harmed by
visual Impact.

EF-1is at edge of farmground, 610 m
(2,000 ft) from the 1891 & closest
bam, 792 m (2,600 ft} from ranch
house. Potential for development is
consldered greater since site Is
logatod west of (wfin) beltway.
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{Continued)
SITE INFORMATION ADVERSE EFFECTS {36 CFR Part B00.5, 18 May 1999)
SITE NUMBER SIGNIFICAMCE (i} Physical {i{i) Removat {iv} Change of character of (¥) Introductian of {vi) Negleet of a Notes
destruction of of a preperty's use or physieal viauai, atmospheric or property which
SITE NAME COMPONENTS or damagae to property foatures within the property's audible elements that causes its
all or part of from I3 historic setting that contribute to historic diminish the integrity detericration
DATE OF CONSTRUCTION the property locatlon significance of the property's
signlficant features
LCOO0: E-134 Significant, under Criterion A, as a complex of NQ NO NQ, although few trees around NO, audible ar visuai, NO EC-1is 671 m {2,200 R) away,
buildings assaciated with agricultural house, road would be in valley separated by 112™ St. EM-1is
Laura Reed Farmyard, development in the area, below & na line of slght on north or 1370 m {4,500 #} away and
"Reed Homestead” wesl, and no interchanges at this separatad by ridge and croek.
Small 1-story house, twin gambrel roof bams, lacation, Aternative wiit not diminish
1900s-10 hollow tle sllo, granary, hog house, small shed characteristics that make this
{summer kitchen). praperty eligible for NRHP.
DARNS
LC00: 5-6 Significant, under Criterion C, as excellent NO NO NO NO NO Along SC-4 comidor which was
example uthizing architectural details in barn eliminated fram consideration.
David McEwen Gable Roof Barn canstruction.
1910s Large gablo roof barn with cupolas and formal
comice returns,
LCa0; 5-31 Significant, under Criterion C, as Hlustrating a NO NO NO NO NQ Along SC-1 corridor which was
method of construction fer Jaminatad truss eliminated from consideration.
Steve Speldel Gathie Arch Roof system for large Gothic arched roof.
Laminated Truss Bam
Large Gothic arched roof barn,
1932/1936
LCO0: S47 Significant, under Criterlon C, as excellent NO NO NO NO NQ On SC-1 corridar which was
example of innovative agricultural construction. eliminated from consideration.
Marmgene Zachek
Gable Reof Connacted Barn Large connected barn complax with gable roof
barn connectad to machine shed by fow birthing
1910s-20s shed.
LCoQ; §-127 On NRHP, Significant, under Criterion C, in the NO NO NC NQ NO SM4 is 1150 m {3,800 ft) away.,
aroa of architecture as a well-preserved example Alternative will not diminish
Ehler's Round Bam of a true round bam, characteristics that make this
property eiigible for NRHP,
1922-1924 Hollow tilo and frame bam with stepped conlcal
roof.
LC00: E.57 Significant, under Criterion C, as excellent NO NO NO NO NC EF-1 15 over 0.8 km (0.5 mi} away
example of innovative construction far joinery and would be separated from barn by
Elton Haase Gable Roof Mortise system, already busy 148" Street.
and Peg Bam, “Haase Farm" Alternative will not diminish
Mortise and peg gable roof bam with limestane characteristics that make this
1915 foundation, property eligible for NRHP.
LCOJ: E-67 Significant, under Criterion C, as excellent NO NO NO NO NO EF-1is 549 m (1,800 ft) away.
example of banked bam canstruction with raised Alternative will not diminish
Shirley Retzlaf Bams and Silo, stone foundatian. characteristics that make this
"Retzlaf Farm® property eligible for NRHP.
Larga gable roof banked barn, smaller gambre!
1890s-1900 roof bam, and haflow tle silo,
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SITE INFORMATION

ADVERSE EFFECTS {36 CFR Part 800.5, 18 May 1998)

SITE NUMBER SIGNIFICANCE {) Physical {ili} Removal {iv} Changa of character of (v} Introduction of {vl) Negloct of a Notes
destruction of of a proporty's use or physicai visual, atmospheric ar property which
SITE NAME COMPONENTS or damage to property features within the property's audible elements that causes it
ali or part of from its historic setting that contribute to historic diminish the Integrity deterioration
DATE OF CONSTRUCTION the property {ocatlon significance of the property’s
s significant features.
LCOO0: E-102 Slgnificant, under Criterlon C, as excelient NO NO NO NO NO EM-1 is 610 m {2,000 ft) away in cut
exampie of this type of dalry bam construction, section, with visual barrier of canifers,
Donna Keane Gambrei Roof Barn, & exlstlng Intrustons of acreage
“Kettlehut Farm” Largar gambrel roof barn with attached gambrel homes, Alternative will not diminish
roof milking shed, charactoristics that make this
19186 property eligible for NRHP.
LCOC: E-132 Slgnificant, under Criterion C, typifying new typo NO NG NO NO, couid only see very NO EC-1 is 810 m {2,000 ft} away, and
of construction with modern materials, and under top of roof from about 5 m (15 ft) difference In grade.
Lynn Lenhoff Gambra! Reof Criterian A, as an example of evalving farm cenlerline. Alternative will not diminish
Concrete Block Barn technology. characteristics that make this
property eligible far NRHP.
1930s Large gambrel roof cancrete biock barn.
RESIDENCES
LCa0: $-23 Significant, under Criterion C, representing a type NO NO NO NO NO Site Is about 1.2 %m {0.75 mi) from
of small neo Tudor style house in study area, SM-4 along diagonal no longer under
Forest Nicely Resldence, consideration, and aiready adjacent
“Jensen Homeplace™ Small neoc Tudor house with gable roof. to busy Saitilo Road. Alternative will
not diminlsh characteristics that make
1936 this progerty eligible for NRHP.
LCoO; E-81 Significant, under Criterion C, typifying new type NO NO NO NO NO EM-1 is 732 m {2,400 f) away with
of construction and building materials localty significant grado difference, nc
Chuck Hobza Residenca, manufactured. Intorchange at Havelock & site
“Jacoby Homestead" surraunded by treos. Aitemative will
Large 4-square box hause construcled of not diminish ¢haracteristics that make
15105 concrete block with omamentai moiding. this property eligible for NRHP,
LCo0: E-99 Significant, under Crlerion C, as good example NO NO NO NO, beltway wauld be NO EM-1 is 610 m {2,000 ft) away in cut
of Colonlat Revival style. on west side of scction with no intorchange at Oid
Norma and Bob Lemke Residence, powerlino, no line of Cheney. Alternative wili not diminish
“Karl Lemke Farm® Celontal Revival brick house with simple sight duo to trees and characteristics that make this
rectangular plan ridges. praperty eligible for NRHP.
1830s
LCoD: E~144 Significant, under Criterion C, a5 interesting NGO NO NO, separated from road by at lopast NO NO EC-14s 1 480 m (4,500 fl) away,
exampla of Italianate design. 2 shelterbelts, house completely ridge between site and road, access
Wiliam Fagen Residence, surrounded by mature trees, is from 98" St not Fletcher.
“Fagen's Acres” Simple box plan house with Folk Italianate Alternative will not diminish
features. characteristics that make this
1890s property efigible for NRHP,
SCHOOL
LCOO: 541 Significant, under Criterioh A, for rurat NO NO NO NO NG Neither EC-1 nor EM-1 will adversely
educational development, and under Criterion C, affect historic properlies ocated
“Cheney School” a8 representative type of Arts and Crafts building. within the Vilage of Cheney,
1910s-20s 2-story clapboard sided schoo! with pyramidal

roof.




Table F.3
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SITE INFORMATION

ADVERSE EFFECTS (36 CFR Part 800.5, 18 May 1999)

SITE NUMBER SIGNIFICANCE {1y Physlcal {iti) Removal {iv) Change of character of {¥) Introduction of (vi} Neglect of a Notes
destruction of ofa property’s use or physical visual, atmospheric or property which
SITE NAME COMPONENTS or damage te property features within the property's audible elements that causes its
all or part of from its historlc sectting that contribute to historic diminish the integrity deterioration
DATE OF CONSTRUCTICN the propeorty tocation significance of the property's
significant features
GRAIN ELEVATORS
LC0O: S-40 Significant, under Critetion C, under umbrella of NC NO NC NO NO Meither EC-1 nor EM-1 will adversely
multiple property nomination to cover local affect histaric properties located
Circle 4 Feed and Grain Elevator, elovators In history of the county's agricuttural within the Village of Cheney.
Cheney devotopmaent.
1910s-20s Grain elevator with steeply pitched tin covered
gable roof,
LCOoD: E-106 Significant, under Criterlon T, under umbralla of NO NO NC NO NC EC-1is 1.2 km {0.75 ml) away. Slte
multiple property nomination far locat elevators in is histarically associated with
Farmers Coop history of the county's agricuitural development. transpaortation comidor, and
Grain Elevator, Walton altemative wlill not diminish
Grain elevator with tin covered gable roofs. characterlstics that make this
1910s property ellglble for NRHP.
ROAD SIGNS
LCOO: S42 Significant, under Criterlon C, under umbrella of NO NO NO NO NO Signls over 0.8 km {0.5 mi) from
multiple preperty nomination for early Lancaster SM-4/EC-1, wihin street grid of
Road Sign at 1* & 91", Cheney County concrete road slgns as contrlbution to Cheney & already bufferad from
broad transportation patterns. beltway by exsting buildings & trees.
1920s Transparlation faclity not in-
Cast concrote directional sign. compatible w/ sign's historic function.
LCOO: S-135 Significant, under Criterion C, under umbrella of NO NO NO NQ NO Road sign is about 0.8 km {0,5 mi)
multiple preperty nomination for early Lancaster from SM-4, is already on busy Saltillo
Road Sign at Sakillo & 56" County ¢oncrete road slgne as contribution to Road. Transportation facility is not
broad transportation patterns. incompatibie with sign's histaric
19205 function,
Cast cancrete directional sign.
LCOO0: 5-145 Signtficant, under Criterlon C, under umbrella of NO NO NO NO NQ Road sign might have been impacted
mutticle property nomination for early Lancaster by SF-1, but Is about 0.8 km {0.5 ml}
Road Sign at Saltilic & County concrete road signs as cantribution ta east of SM-4. Slgn is already on busy
apprax 112th broad transportation pattarns. Saltilo Road which is already paved.
No boltway Inter-change is proposed
1920s Cast concrete directional sign., on Saitilke Rd. Transportation facility
is not incom-patible with sign's
historlc function.
LCCO: E-118 Significant, under Criterion C, under umbrefla of NQ, provided NO, however may NO NO NO EM-1 & EF-1 would have intor-
multipte property nomination for early Lancaster construction need to reposition changes at Adams with Adams 5t
Road Sign at 112" 8 Adams County concrete road signs as contribution to near slgn s about 20 ft from Impraved, But, sign is 18 m (60 f#)
broad transportation pattemns, monitored. road. from CL of Adams which Is planned
15205 for paving & upgrade to curent
Cast concrete diroctional sign. standards w/ or w/o beltway, Trans-
portation facility not incompatible with
sign's historic function.
LCOC: E-146 Significant, undor Criterion C, under umbrella of NO NO NC NC NO Road sign is about 0.8 km (0.5 mf}
multiple property nomination for early Lancaster west of EM-1. No beltway inter-
Road Sign at Yankoe Hif 8 approx Caunty concrete road signs as contribution to ' change Is proposed on Yankee Hill
166th broad transportation patterns. Rd. Sign was moved previously.
Transportation fadllity Is not incom-
1920s Cast concrete directional sign. patible with sign's historic function.
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SITE INFORMATION ADVERSE EFFECTS {36 CFR Part B00.5, 18 May 1999)
SITE NUMBER SHENIFICANCE {1} Physlcal {Hi} Removal (iv} Change of character of {v) Introduction of {wi) Neglect of a Notes
destruction of ofa property's use or physical visual, atmaspheric or proporty which
SITE NAME COMPONENTS or damage to property featuras within the property's audible elements that causes its
alt or part of from its histore zeotting that contribute to historic dimlnish the intogrity deterioration
DATE OF CONSTRUCTION theo property location significance of the property’s
significant features
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES
25L.Ct On NRHP, Significant, under Criterion D, for lts NO NO NO NO NO Along SF-1 corridar which was
abllity to yleld Information important in prehistory. aliminated from consideration.
Schrader Site
Small Late Prehistoric Village, Smokey Hill
Phase
25LC125 Significant, under Criterion D, for its abllity to NO NO NO NO NO Cutsection for EM-11s 611084 m
ylaid information Important in prehistory, (200-275 ft) from edge of delineated
slte,
Lithic Scatter
251.C129 Significant, under Criterion D, for ils abikity to NO NO NO NC NO NG, EM-1 alignment refined In Dec
yield information Impoertant in prehistory, 2001 to aveid this site,
Lithic and Ceramic Scatter
25LC147 Significant, under Ctiterion A for refevanca to YES, EC-1 NO YES, EC-* crosses discontinuous NO NO As required by SHPO, further
aarly transportation and settlemant, and Criterion wauld cross archeolegical district, archeological Investigation is
D for its ability to yield information Important in assumed traff necessary If this alternative is
history, Site is pant of discaentinuous lacation no selected, Trail is presumed to exist

archeological district alse Including (1) wagen
ruts east of Stevens Creek considered to be
Road 324 from 1868 map, and (2) Shirley Rocad
Ranch.

Wagen ruts from Eurcamerican trail, ca, 1860-
1880,

matter how a
shift is made &
shift could
impact
cematery or
Indian butlal if
mave tea far up
hill, However,
NS Wagon ruts
are visible in
area of EC-1
ROW.

in area of EC-1, although ng frail ruts
ara visible.
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Assessment of Adverse Effects to NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beltways
Praject Number DPU-3300(1) Lincain, Nebraska

6.0 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 for
Accountable Route Selection.

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

7.0  ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATIONS

As recommended in the consulting party/public comments, several additional investigations
were conducted.

7.1 Determination of Boundaries

Boundaries were determined for all historic properties eligible for the NRHP. Boundaries were
delineated in a report prepared by the University of Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL) and reviewed by
the SHPO (Appendix G). In particular, the determination included an evaluation of agricultural
acreage (crop and pasture land) as a potentiat contributing component of eligible farmsteads.

7.2 Evaluation of Stevens Creek Stock Farm 320 Hectares (800 Acres)

The boundary for the Stevens Creek Stock Farm was assumed to be the 65 ha (160 ac) listed
on the NRHP plus the additional 32 ha (80 ac) of cropland immediately east of the NRHP site
(for a total of 97 ha (240 ac)). It does not include the remaining 227 ha (560 ac) which Charles
Retzlaff reportedly had acquired by 1888, and which the SHPO considered eligible for listing in
a letter dated 18 September 1995. Additional investigation of these parcels (32 ha (80 ac) in
Section 3, Stockton Township and 194 ha (480 ac) in Section 34, Stevens Creek Township)
revealed that they are at least 1.6 km (1.0 mi) away and not contiguous with the original
homesteader’s property and buildings (located in Sections 4 and 5, Stockton Township),
Consultation with the SHPO indicated that it was not appropriate to have a discontinuous site.

7.3 Evaluation of Sartore (Herter) Farmyard 40 Hectares (100 Acres)

Since initiation of the historic boundaries evaluation, the Sartore property was listed on the
NRHP. The NRHP site is defined as a 8.1 ha (20 ac) parcel and corresponds to the
independently delineated boundary in the UNL report (Appendix G). However, the NRHP
nomination form contains language which allows for increasing the size of the NRHP site,
pending completion of the evaluation of an additional 40 ha (100 ac). Based on review of the
UNL report, the SHPO indicated that the remaining 40 ha (100 ac) of the Sartore property would
not be considered eligible for listing due to (a) agricultural terracing which has altered the
natural contours of landscape, and (b) a portion of the fand is overgrown with numerous exotic
trees such as Chinese elm and no longer contributes to the knowledge or understanding of the
Herter Farmstead.
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7.4 Noise Evaluation

A noise evaluation (Appendix C) was conducted for all sensitive receptors in the beltway study
area, including three residences on or eligible for the NRHP {(Henry Wunibald, Penterman and
Teresa Retzlaff) . None of the other historic residences are focated within the 300 m (1000 ft)
range of accuracy for the noise model, and therefore were not modeled. Noise impacts
generally occur within 76 m (250 ft) of the edge of pavement.

None of the three historic residences were predicted to have noise impacts based on guidelines
and criteria established by FHWA (June 1995) which define noise impacts as predicted future
noise levels of 66 dbA or greater, or an increase in noise of over 15 decibels.

7.5 Evaluation of Urban Sprawl

As recomimended in the consulting party/public comments, an assessment was made regarding
the potential for the beltway project to cause urban sprawl. A discussion of this topic is included
in Sections 3.2 and 3.31 of the DEIS. Based on this discussion, it was determined that it is the
Lincoln-Lancaster County planning process and policies that will dictate whether urbanization
will occur in the beltway corridors. The presence of a beltway does not necessarily equate to
urban spraw! when growth follows a locally approved plan. Toward that end, the City has
already begun work on the Stevens Creek Basin Planning !Initiative with the goal of preparing a
long range conceptual plan for inclusion in the Comprehensive Plan update process. Itis
expected that any urbanization of the basin and other fringe areas will occur according to
approved Subarea Pians.

7.6 Reevaluation/Evaluation of Other Sites

Several of the consuiting party/public comments listed additional sites for consideration on the
NRHP. Al of the sites within the beltways study area were reinvestigated by UNL.

Of the properties mentioned with standing structures, four had already been evaiuated,
determined not eligible by experienced professionals in the field, and had received concurrence
by the SHPO as not eligible. These were the Maahs Barns (LC00: E-68), Williss Farm (LC00:
E-80); Want Schoolhouse (LC00: E-101), and Hulda Otto House (LCO0OQ: E-144). it should be
noted that the investigators for the original historic survey (On Site, 1998) did visit the entire
Willis Farm; however, only the barn was described in the report because the historic integrity of
the other structures was compromised. Despite previous evaluation, UNL reinvestigated these
properties, and determined that the original findings were stili appropriate (Appendix F-A,
memo from UNL dated 17 October 2000). To be eligible for the NRHP, properties must
possess both significance and integrity.

Maahs Barns. [n addition to the conclusions in the On Site report (no architectural
significance, loss of historic association, setting and fabric, neglect), UNL noted that the
setting had been highly impacted by the intrusion of five large steel grain bins and a
modern house.
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Williss Farm. In addition to the conclusions in the On-Site report, UNL noted that the
house lacks historic integrity considering the many modern alterations including the west
addition; replacement windows; replacement siding; addition of shutters: replacement
entrance over the east door is not in keeping with the architectural style or feel of the
house; and it appears that the original chimney has been removed.

Want Schoolhouse, In addition to conclusions in the On Site evaluation (plug holes from
blown in insulation, house likety moved to this focation), UNL noted that the building sits
on a new poured concrete foundation; one door has been replaced with an insulated
steel door; and full-light French patio doors have been added on the south facade.

None of these features are in keeping with the architectural style of the school.
Intrusions of a modern house within 12 m (40 ft) and a trailer park within 15 m (50 ft)
affect the integrity of the setting as well.

Otto House. Reconsideration of the Otto house had been previously requested and
addressed due to suggestions by owners of the Stevens Creek Stock Farm that there
was potential significance relative to an individual. Neither significance nor integrity
could be established, and the SHPO concurred with the recommendation of not eligible.
Despite previous documentation, the property was revisited by UNL investigators who
concluded that the original evaluation was saolid.

Many other older properties were visited during the historic survey, but were not considered to
have retained a sufficient degree of historic integrity to warrant inclusion in the original historic
survey report. The Otley farmstead and Speidel barn, were two such properties. Nevertheless,
the properties were revisited by UNL investigators who again concluded that they did not meet
the minimum standards to be included in a survey.

Otley Farmstead. The integrity of the Otley farmstead and surrounding farmyard is no
longer intact. Specifically, the original porch supports have been replaced with wrought
iron supports; the house has been clad in wide lap siding: two additions have been
constructed including a new entrance to the structure; the windows have been repiaced
with no original molding remaining; and the chimney has been removed. The assertion
of the uniqueness of indoor plumbing is not considered germane to NRHP eligiblity. Of
the other buildings in the farmyard, the only intact historic structures were the two
granaries; however, these were not considered to be outstanding examples in the study
area.

Speidell Barn. The integrity of the Speidell barn is no longer intact. In particular, the
board and batten siding and decorative scalloping has been replaced with corrugated
metal on two sides; and the agricuitural setting has been altered to a park-like setting
with many exotic trees planted around the building.

Three properties were mentioned as having archeological sites. These were the Otiey,
Wagoner and Skoda properties.

Otley Sites. The Ottey archeological site was investigated by UNL; found to be located
outside of the study area (approximately 300 m (1,000 ft) from the edge of the project
right-of-way); and was recommended not eligible for the NRHP. A site form has been
completed for the site and submitted to the SHPO for their records (Site Number
25LC162).
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1.7

While in the field, Mr. Rod Otley mentioned another Euroamerican archeological site on
Edwin Otley’s property. The site, located in an upland setting, encompasses
approximately 0.1 ha (0.25 ac), and consists of red brick, redware (crockery) and
flatglass within an agricultural field). In addition, there appeared to have been a couple
of dumping episodes along an intermittent drainage, including tin cans, a barrel stay,
more red brick, automotive body pieces from a circa 1920 car body, and unidentifiable
metal pieces. UNL recommended that the site was not eligible for the NRHP. A site
form has been completed for the site and submitted to the SHPO for their records (Site
Number 25L.C163).

Wagner Site. The Wagner property was reported to contain a buried “old Indian well” in
an island of trees. According to the UNL investigators who spoke with the owner, the
reported location is not within the project right-of-way and, since the site was buried prior
to acquisition, there are many islands of trees in the area, and there is no way to
determine its exact location (Appendix F-A, memo from UNL dated 17 October 2000).

Skoda Site. It has been reported by Mr. Rod Otley that another person living in the
SW1/4 Section 21, T10N, R8E Stevens Creek Township told him that “something” had
been found during excavation for the Skoda house in the late 1990's, and that “Indians
came out and held a ceremony” after which construction was completed. UNL
investigators were unable to verify any of this information through the SHPO, local
Native American community, or other local authorities. Permission for access to the
Skoda property was denied to the study team on more than one occasion. See
Appendix F-A, memo from UNL dated 19 September 2000.

Reeavaluation of a Historic District

One of the properties requested for evaiuation, the German/Trinity Lutheran Church (located
near 162 Street and Old Cheney Road), is not in the defined study area and therefore was not
surveyed. The church is 2.4 km (1.5 mi) east of the farthest east beltway afignment, and is
considered outside the scope of the beltways project.

A request was made for reevaluation of a historic district centered on the German/Trinity
Lutheran Church. Such an evaluation was not conducted because:

(a) The reconnaissance survey for the beltways study already identified all resources
for a distance of 1.6 km (1.0 mi) beyond the farthest east alignment. The church
is yet another 0.8 km (0.5 mi) farther east.

(b} The intensive survey for the beltways study already documented the local trends
that resulted in the lack of resources to support a rurat historic district centered
around the Stevens Creek bottoms (which was the area of earliest settlement in
Lancaster County due to the available natural resources). These trends include
century long changes in agricultural operations; a poor agricuitural economy
resulting in abandonment of farmsteads; increasing consolidation of farm units;
and urban pressure from the growing Lincoln community. These trends have
resulted in urban and agricultural intrusions in the overall physical context,
including suburban acreages, rural and municipal water distribution systems,
radio and communication towers; transmission lines and electrical substations; a
private airstrip, golf courses, recreationat trails, and commercial and industrial
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enterprises. Cerlainly, the contributions of early settlers were important;
however, similar patterns occurred in counties throughout Nebraska. In contrast
to eastern Nebraska, there are millions of acres in the western part of the state
where modern impacts are much less intrusive than they are in the beltway study
area.

(€) Whether or not resources exist to support a rural historic district for the German
Evangelical Lutheran community extending beyond the beltway study area, those
resources have already been documented to be extremely sparse in the area
impacted by the beltway alternatives.

(d) A religious property cannot be eligible for the NRHP simply because it was the
place of religious services for a community or was the oldest structure used by a
religious group in ajocal area. In fact, the historic significance of a religious
property must be based on “architectural or artistic values, or for important
historic or cultural forces that the property represents (NR Bulletin 15). In
addition, the original 1883 church burned and was replaced in 1917 with the
current structure and although over 50 years old, the integrity of the 1917
structure has been significantly compromised due to modern overlay siding and
additions placed on the front and rear of the structure.

7.8 Resolution of Other Issues

Some of the consulting party/public comments listed additional features missing from the
beltway constraints map such as prairies, wetlands, transmission lines, etc. This map has been
updated in the DEIS (see Figures 2.1 and 2.25).

Other consulting party/public comments are addressed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS. These
comments related to noise (Section 3.13), lighting (Section 3.14), wildlife (Sections 3.17 and
3.22), visual aethetics (Section 3.25), indirect effects (Section 3.31) and cumuliative effects
(Section 3.32).

7.9 Reevaluation of Effects for Publication of the DEIS

Based on the consulting party/public comments and additional investigations, the list of eligible
sites remained unchanged from that determined by FHWA in a letter dated 7 October 1999, and
for which concurrence was obtained by the SHPO in letters dated 3 June 1998, 11 June 1998, 7
December 1998, 7 September 1999 and 2 June 2000. The only exception was the addition of
the two more recently identified road signs which are considered eligible for the NRHP.,

Based on the additional investigations, sites on or eligible for the NRHP were reevaluated and
Table F.3 was updated for publication of the DEIS. However, the list of sites which were
determined to be adversely affected remained unchanged from the December 1999 preliminary
assessment.
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8.1 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:

Bill 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,

Len Sand Nebraska Department of Roads, Environmental Analyst Supervisor
Ed Zimmer City-County Planning Department, Historic Planner
Scott Cockrill City Engineering, Senior Engineering Specialist

Jim Linderhoim HWS, Principal-in-Charge

Brian Ray HWS, Transportation Engineer

Amy Zlotsky AZ Environmental, Environmental Scientist

Stan Parks University of Nebraska, Research Archeologist

8.2 Secondary and Cumulative Impacts.

A discussion of secondary and cumulative impacts to historic properties has been added to the
FEIS (see Section 9.6).

8.3 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.

8.4 Evaluation of the Additional Acres for the Stevens Creek Stock Farm

A consulting party had previousty requested that an additional 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 Retziaff
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 additionat 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. Ali 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 Haif 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 Retziaff during
the period of significance (between 1858 and early 1920s, based on personal communication
between Amy Zlotsky and David Murphy, Nebraska SHPO) and (2) at least the southern portion
of the property retains enough integrity to contribute to the rural landscape 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 voitage 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 9 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 concurred with the FHWA determinations by signature dated 30 January 2002
(Appendix E).

8.5  Additional Historic Property.

The Wenzl Farm was revisited during the field trip, and the SHPQ 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 I-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.

8.6 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 alternative—
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 parce! 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 parcel 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 propetrty, 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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9.0 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 professionai
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 consulting parties, including the ACHP and NTHP. A public meeting on historic
mitigation was conducted for the property owners and consulting parties on 12 February 2002,

Approximately 24 people attended the meeting, including representatives of the ACHP, NTHP,
SHPO 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:

() 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 stipulations on receiving federal subsidies.

{9) 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.

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

(H 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 Boutevard to Van Dorn Street.

{0 Certain consuliting parties felt that properties along all the routes shouid be
studied for possible boundary changes.

{k) The NTHP believes that the beitway will have the potential for cumulative and
indirect effects on historic properties, and suitable mitigation strategies should be
developed.

(H 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. Presentiy, the north and west sides of the
property are fined 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 shelterbeits 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 shall ensure that
the area is landscaped in accordance with the approved plan. The plan shall 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 include up to three rows: a shrub, cedar trees, and
possibly a deciduous tree, such as cottonwood. 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 Henry Wunibald Farmyard or adjacent property owners to the west.

Steve Johnson Farmyard. The primary emphasis of the mitigation proposal is to screen the
view of the beltway from the house and yard. South of Yankee Hill Road, the beltway would be
hidden by a hill across the road and to the east of the site. North of Yankee Hill Road, the
beltway 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 tree 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 similar
large shrub hedge.

Prior to implementation of the undertaking, NDOR, in consultation with the SHPQ, shall 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 shalt consist at
minimum of a screen, {arge 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 lilacs 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 shali obtain an easement or agreement with
the property owners of the Steve Johnson Farmyard or adjacent property owners to the west.

Easements. In order to address the potential cumulative effects on historic properties in the
Area of Potential Effect for the Lincoln South and East Beltways Project, the National Trust for
Historic Preservation and other consulting 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
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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 archeological site by incorporating a
retaining wall on the west side of the beltway right-of-way. No additional mitigation is proposed.

Additionat Cuttural Resource Management Activities. Other activities will include:

« Completion of an archeological survey of bottomlands 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, and the marker is not considered an historic site.

10.0 STATUS OF SECTION 106

In November 2000, the SHPO reviewed the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(PDEIS), and concurred with the findings of the PDEIS and the findings of the appendices
(specifically the Assessment of Adverse Effects and the Determination of Boundaries report) as
they related to Section 106 consuitation (see Appendix E, letters dated 1 February 2001 and 27
November 2000).

Following the close of the comment period on the DEIS, comments on historic issues were
compiled. These issues were investigated further and the current status is documented in this
Appendix and in Chapter 9 of the FEIS. Based on the additional investigations, the list of sites
which were determined to be adversely affected was updated to reflect the fact that
archeological site 25LC129 could be avoided on EM-1 (Table F.2). The list of adverse affects
(Table F.3) was also updated for publication of the FEIS based on the additional evaluations.

Consultation with the SHPO has been ongoing to resolve the final issues. The SHPO concurred
with FHWA determinations on the additional Stevens Creek Stock Farm parcels by signature
dated 30 January 2002 (Appendix E). The SHPO concurred with the mitigation ptan by
signature to the MOA (Appendix E).
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University of Department of Anthropology
126 Bessey Hall

Nebraska P.O. Box 880368
. Lincoiln, NE 68588-0368
Lincoln (402) 472-2411
FAX: (402) 472-9642

Memo

To:  Amy Zlotsky

From: Stacy Stupka-Burda 566
CC: Stan Parks

Date: 10/13/00

Re:  Addendum: Archeological Inventory and Testing of Lincoln's South and East Beltway:
Altematives SM-1, EC-1, EM-1, and EF-1 Lancaster County, Nebraska Volumes |
and Il

This memo is prepared as an Addendum to the report entitied, Archeological Inventory and
Testing of Lincoln's South and East Beltway: Altematives SM-1, EC-1, EM-1 and EF-1
Lancaster County, Nebraska Volumes | and 1I, prepared by Stan Parks and Stacy Stupka-
Burda of the UNL Department of Anthropology (January 2000).

As a result of public comments received regarding the Preliminary Assessment of Adverse
Effects, researchers from the UNL Department of Anthropology investigated three iocations
which were reported by property owners to be archeological sites not previously recorded
during the archeological inventory of the South and East Beltway alteratives conducted in
1996 and 1998 (Parks and Stupka-Burda 2000). Through these additional investigations, two
previously unrecorded archeological sites were documented. A fourth locale, reported as a
potential archeological site is addressed in a separate memo dated 09/19/2000.

25L.C162 (EBAP2000-01)

This site is located in the EEENEEEG—GG— Y

Township. Descriptively, this site is located approximately SEEEEEEENGG—G—G———Y
%- Site 25LC162 is a fthic scatter

located in an upland setting and is estimated to encompass SR . Lithic material types
noted included Nehawka chert, white chalcedony, red quartzite and brown chert. A total of
12 flakes were noted on the ground surface, and ali of these appeared to be secondary
decortication or teriiary flakes. No formal or expedient tools were noted. The property owner
indicated that artifacts had been collected from this site, but these ariifacts could not be
located for examination by UNL researchars. The property owner indicated that they had not
collected any projectiie points. The site area is under agricuttural cultivation, and ground
surface visibility in mid-August 2000 was 75-80%. The site is located approximately 300
meters east of the eastern most survey boundary for the Il altemative inventoried by UNL
in 1998 and occurs outside the project right-of-way.
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Given the paucity of artifacts observed on the ground surface, the absence of diagnostic or
patterned tools, and the upland setting associated with this site, 25L.C162 is recommended
not eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). No additional investigation
recommended. '

251.C163 (EBAP2000-02)

The site, 25L.C163 is located in the NN
SUEERNNER Township, Descriptively, this site is approximately SUNEIGTNSSRANIINEY

e 25L.C163 is a non-Native
American site, commonly referred to as a Euroamerican or historic site. The site area is
estimated to cover SN and extends from an area currently under agricultural cuttivation
to an area dominated by scrubby tree growth. Ground surface visibility ranged from 95% in
the agricullural field to 15% within the trees. Arifacts noted on the ground surface included
red brick, flaiglass and stoneware. Within the trees, UNL researchers observed more red
brick, tin cans, a bamel stay, automotive body pieces from a ca. 1920 car body, and
unidentifiable ferrous metal pieces. The artifacts located in the trees appear to be of
secondary deposition, and are either the result of clearing the agricultural field, housshold
refuse disposal, or most probably, some combination thereof, This site is focated in an
uptand setting within the original survey corridor of the MM altemative. This area was not
inventoried by UNL researchers in 1998 because NeSHPOQ approved survey design of the
archeological inventory of the South and East Beltway alternatives dictated that only 10% of
the upland areas were to be surveyed (Parks and Stupka-Burda 2000). This sampling was
obtained in upland settings scattered throughout each survey corvidos. Inventory of the parcel
where site 25L.C163 is located was arbitrarily not selected to compiete the 10% sample of
altemnative SR, '

The type of information afforded by site 25L.C163 is available in archival sources. Beyond
tocational information already recorded, the archeological research potential of this site is
severely limited. Therefore, this site is recommended not eligible to the NRHP. No additionat
investigation is recommended.

Additional archeological inventory

UNL elso inventoried an area located in the MRS
Township. This location was described as a potential archeological site by the property
owner, This area is an upland setling approximately «EEGNEGGG—GNGEEGEGNGGEE

The most recent agriculturaf crop at this locale was
wheat. Ground surface visibility was approximately 35%, No artifacts were noted on the
ground surface, and no archeological site was recorded.

enclosures:
NSHS site form — 25LC162 7 . .
NSHS site form — 2500163 ot m EIS

Topographic map #lusireting areas surveyed as discussed above ) o, . ., nfident “j""*j
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University of Department of Anthropology
126 Bessey Hall

Nebraska P.O. Box 880368
. Lincoln, NE 68588-0368
Lincoln | (402) 472-2411

FAX: (402) 472-9642

Memo

To: Amy Ziotsky

From: Stacy Stupka-Burda
CC: Stan Parks

Date: 10/17/00

Re: South and East Beltway: Reevaluation of historic properties in response
to public comment

This memo was prepared in response to public comments received regarding the
Preliminary Assessment of Adverse Effects. Researchers from the UNL Department of
Anthropology investigated seven locations reported by property owners to be historic
properties potentially eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or
archeological sites. [n some cases, public comment suggested that these {ocations
were not previously evaluated during investigations conducted by On Site Photography
and Preservation (1998) or were not recorded by the archeological inventory of the
South and East Beltway alternatives conducted in 1996 and 1998 (Parks and Stupka-
Burda 2000). In addition, concemned property owners requested that two [ocations be
reevaluated regarding their potential NRHP eligibility.

UNL Researchers revisited each locale in question and found that the original
evaluations and recommendations provided by On Site (1998) were valid. In the case
of two properties not included in the On Site report (1998), the Otley Farmistead and the
Speidell Barn, UNL determined that these properties did not retain sufficient integrity
and did not meet minimum evaluation considerations outlined in the Nebraska Historic

Buildings Survey {(NeHBS) Manual (July 9, 1997), and were not included in the original
inventory conducted by On Site (1998).

University of Nebraska-Lincoln University of Nebraska Medical Center University of Nebraska at Omaha University of Nebraska at Keamey
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The NRHP eligibifity of the Hulda Otto House was examined and detailed in Evaluation of
the Hulda Otto House for Eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (Stupka-
Burda 1999).

One locale, reported as a potential archeological site, is addressed in a separate memo
dated 09/19/2000. Two archeological sites recorded as a result of additional investigation
are detailed in a memo dated 10/13/00.

Maahs Barns
Recommendation: Not Eligible.

Numerous modern intrusions are present on this property. There are 5 steel grain
bins present, three of which are very large and dwarf the barns. A modern house
has been placed on site. There is no integrity of setting, feeling or association

remaining at this site.
Otley Farmstead
Recommendation; Not eligible.

The integnty of this structure and the surrounding farmyard is no longer intact. The
house lacks integrity, and does not meet minimum evaluation considerations outlined in
the Nebraska Historic Buildings Survey (NeHBS) Manual (July 9, 1987). The original
porch supports on the house have been rehiaced with wrought iron supports, and

the house has been clad in wide lap siding. At least two additions, one to the north
and one to the east, and a new entrance have been added. All of the windows that
UNL could see from the public right-of-way have been replaced, and no original
molding exists around the windows. The chimney has been removed. The presence
of indoor plumbing is not germane to the question of NRHP eligibility. The setting of
the yard is intact, but the house retains little integrity.

In the farmyard itself, there is an older corrugated metal building (ca. 1950-60) plus
two new metal quonsets. There are two small granaries (which look to be the only
intact historic buildings on site, but still are not the best representations of such
structures in the study area).

® Page 2
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Defining Boundaries of NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoln, Nebraska

During the reconnaissance survey conducted by On Site, the South and East Beltways Study Area
was surveyed section by section in an effort to include each man-made structure or object in the
survey (Elliott and Dirr 1998). The comparative nature of this study dictated that On Site initially
consider hundreds of man-made structures and objects. Through a process based on the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Identification and Evaluations and on evaluation
considerations outlined in the Nebraska Historic Buildings Survey (NeHBS) Manual {July 8, 1997),
professional judgment and experience; Elliott and Dirr (1998) identified 141 sites that met minimum
historic property survey criteria.

Of the 141 historic properties so identified, two properties, the Stevens Creek Stock Farm (Figure
G.1) and Ehlers Round Barn (Figure G.2) were already listed in the NRHP (Eliiott and Dirr 1998).
Further, in consultation with the NeSHPO, the City of Lincoln Preservation Planner, and in
accordance with appropriate National Register bulletins, physical integrity evaluation and
comparative analysis, Elliott and Dirr (1998) recommended an additional 25 sites eligible to the
NRHP (see Figure 3.3 in main body of DEIS). The NeSHPO concurred with these
recommendations. Since the completion of the investigations completed by On Site, one of the
historic properties considered eligible for listing, the Herter Farmstead (also known as the Herter-
Hagamen Farm) has been fisted on the NRHP (form on file, NSHS). Also, two additional 32ha (80
ac) parceis (to the west and south) have been determined eligible as part of the Stevens Creek
Stock Farm.

Within the intensive-level survey of the Stevens Creek Bottoms area, Efliott and Dirr (1998)
developed a context within which to examine the area as a cultural landscape/rural historic district
and to evaluate its eligibility for the NRHP. Although a broad pattern of nineteenth century
immigrant settiement was identified within this context, Elliott and Dirr (1998) considered only one
additional site within the bottoms area, the Karl Lemke Farm, eligible for the NRHP (in addition the
NRHP listed Stevens Creek Stock Farm). Primarily due to physical integrity issues and !ater/new
construction within the boundaries of the study area, Elliott and Dirr (1998) were unable to identify
any cultural landscapes or historic districts. Elliott and Dirr (1998) postutated that the low incidence
of NRHP-eligible properties located within the Stevens Creek Bottoms was due to the ever
changing and evolving demands of agriculture. These forces continually erode the historic integrity
of landscapes and structures associated with early settiement in Lancaster County. Again, the
NeSHPO concurred with these recommendations.

In 1999, UNL evaluated three historic properties: one inadvertently omitted by On Site (Site LCOO:
S-143, Wunibald Farmyard); one previously considered outside the study area (Site LC00 S-142,
Guenze! Farmyard); and one previously considered to lack sufficient integrity to be considered for
listing on the NRHP {Site LC00: E-144, Hulda Otto House). These investigations were conducted
under the guidelines established by the On Site researchers (1998). As a result of this additional
work, one historic property (Wunibald Farmyard) was recommended eligible to the NRHP. The
NeSHPO concurred with this recommendation (letter dated June 1999).

Defining Historic Boundaries

Although not routine for Section 106 purposes, well-defined historic property boundaries can assist
in determining the effects of Federal undertakings. Additionally, as stated previously, the
boundaries of the historic properties discussed in this report were defined at the request of FHWA
subsequent to public comment, as was the evaluation of associated agricultural acreage to NRHP
or NRHP eligible properties.
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DEFINING BOUNDARIES OF
NRHP and NRHP-ELIGIBLE PROPERTIES
Located Within the
South and East Beltway Study Area

November 2000
(Revised 2/01, 11/01, 5/02)

In December 1999, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requested comments from
consulting parties on the preliminary Assessment of Adverse Effects to NRHP and NRHP-eligible
sites for the Lincoln South and East Beltways study. The preliminary assessment of adverse effects
was prepared and a request for comments was made as par of FHWA's process fo comply with
36 CFR Part 800, the regulations that govern Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966.

This report has been completed in partial response to consulting party comments, and addresses
two of the more challenging issues raised by public comment. The first issue is to identify specific
boundaries for properties within the South and East Beltways Area of Potential Effect (APE) that
are considered eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The second
issue addresses whether large agricultural acreages should be considered contributing elements
to smaller properties eligible for or fisted in the NRHP.

Under agreement with Olsson Environmental Sciences (OES), the University of Nebraska-Lincoln,
Department of Anthropology (UNL) conducted evaluations to define the historic boundaries of 30
NRHP-eligible properties located within the South and East Beltways Study. The inclusion of
associated agricuftural acreage was also assessed as appropriate. These evaluations were
conducted at the request of FHWA subsequent to public comment. During the evaluation, UNL
identified two additional NRHP-eligible directional signs within the study area (LC00:5-145 and
LCO00: E-146).

The boundaries of three NRHP eligible archeological sites, 25LC125, 25LC129, 25LC147, were
defined by Parks and Stupka-Burda (2000). The boundaries of a fourth archeological site, 25LC1,
were determined by the Nebraska State Historical Society (on file, NSHS).

The boundaries of two additional NRHP properties, the Stevens Creek Stock Farm-Mardale Farms
(LCOO: E-88; NeHBS #LC00-22) and Ehlers Round Barn (LC: S-127; NeHBS #LC00-035) were
defined on their respective National Register of Historic Places Registration Forms (on file, NSHS)
and, for the Stock Farm, in additional correspondence from the Nebraska State Historic
Preservation Office (NeSHPO).

Previous Investigations

In 1997, On Site Photography and Preservation (On Site) conducted a reconnaissance-level -
historical survey within the 210 km? (80 mi?) South and East Beltways Study Area and an intensive-
level survey of the Stevens Creek Bottoms (Elliott and Dirr 1998). Elliott and Dirr (1998) surveyed
potential historic resources, evaluated each of these historic resources using NRHP Criteria, and
made recommendations for NRHP eligibility based upon those evaluations.
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Defining Boundaries of NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoin, Nebraska

Boundaries are selected based on the historic property’s significance, integrity and physicai sefting
(NR Bulietins #21 and #30). According to NR Bulietin #21, these boundaries “should define the
limits of the eligible resource...and usually include the immediate surroundings and encompass the
appropriate setting” (p. 2). Resources or areas that do not contribute directly to a property's
significance are excluded (NR Bulletin #21). When defining historic boundaries, researchers should
consider:

1. integrity: The majority of the property must retain integrity of location, design,
setting, feeling and association to be eligible. The essentiai qualities that
contribute to an eligible property's significance must be preserved. Activities that
often compromise integrity include new construction or aiterations to the
resource or its setting. Natural processes that alter or destroy portions of the
resource or its setting, such as fire, flooding, erosion, or disintegration of the
historic fabric, may compromise integrity.

2. Setting and Landscape Features: Consider the setting and historically
important landscape features. Natural features of the landscape may be
included when they are located within the district or were used for purposes
related to the historical significance of the property. -

3. Use: Consider the historic use of the property when selecting the boundary.
The eligible resource may include open spaces, natural fand forms, designed
fandscapes, or natural resources that were integral to the property's historic use.
Modern use may be different, and some modern uses alter the setting or affect
built resources.

4, Research Potential: For properties eligible under Criterion D, define boundaries
that include all resources with integrity that have the potential to yield important
information about the past.

(NR Bulletin #21)

Boundaries can be aligned with the distribution of resources {(both above ground and subsurface);
can follow legal boundaries; can correspond with boundaries as illustrated on historic maps; and
can be based on natural features or cultural features. Cartographic features and arbitrary limits
may be used when necessary (NR Bulletin #21). Any combination of these may be utiiized as
necessary. ‘

South and East Beltway Historic Boundaries

Based on the information described above, information obtained from the NeSHPO, and that from
additional research, several observations regarding the definition of the boundaries of historic
properties located within the South and East Beltway Study area can be stated. These observations
were used as guidelines when considering boundary definitions for this report.

Associated Agricultural Acreage

The amount of acreage that can even be considered for inclusion within the boundary of a historic
property is dependent upon the NRHP significance of the property. For example, properties
significant to the NRHP under Criterion A may have associated agricuitural acreage included within
their historic boundaries. This property must retain “the essential physical features that made up
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Defining Boundaries of NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoin, Nebraska

The lack of trees in the area that now includes Nebraska was a daunting prospect to the earliest
non-Native American explorers and settlers. In fact, it was a widely held belief that the area west
of the Missouri River was a desert, and was uninhabitable by anyone but nomads. While explorers
like Major Stephan K. Long noted tracts of fertile land, Long stated that the scarcity of wood and
water was almost uniformly prevalent, and would deter settlement (Dick 1975). Early non-Native
American pioneers wisely settled along streams where water and timber was available, though this
timber supply was quickly exhausted.

In Nebraska, there has been a long history of both State and Federal programs which supported
and encouraged tree planting, ranging from the tax exemptions and land grants during the 1860’s
—-1870’s, the Clarke-McNary Act of 1924, and the Shelterbelt Program from 1935 to 1942. While
the period of significance of all historic properties considered in this report, 1890-1936, is
potentially represented, these tree planting activities would have varying degrees of identifiable
characteristics today.

Investigators were able to discern intentionally planted trees on many of the historic properties.
Windbreaks consisting of evergreen trees were noted most frequently, but fruit trees and
ornamental trees were also observed in several farmyards. No areas that could be interpreted as
early woodlots or tree claims were noted associated with these historic properties. Thelack of tree
claims is consistent with the observation made by Dick (1975) that by the passage of the Timber
Culture Act in 1873, there was very little vacant land in the eastern portion of the State. No large
scale shelterbelts, such as those planted with the assistance of the forest service were noted.

A distinction was made between windbreaks and treelines while preparing this report. Awindbreak
consists of evenly spaced multiple rows of trees intentionally planted to provide shelter from the
elements and to assist in soil conservation. In contrast, a treeline is defined in this report as a
group of volunteer trees allowed to grow along fencelines and other nonproductive areas. Treelines
often consist of quick growing, scrubby tree species.

The distinction between windbreaks and treelines is important because treelines, as described
above, would not have been present during the period of significance for the historic properties
evaluated during the course of this investigation. Therefore, the presence of a treeline is intrusive
and impacts the integrity of setting and feeling.

Results

Physical alterations to the landscape, such as subdivisions, agricultural terracing, stream
straightening and dam construction, scrubby tree growth and treelines, when taken individually,
may seem minor. However, when taken as a whole, the cumulative effect on the landscape is
significant. Modern activities have impacted or destroyed the integrity of setting and feeling in
agricultural lands contiguous to nearly all of the NRHP properties and NRHP eligible properties
located in the study area.

Of the 11 farmyards determined eligible to the NRHP, four were considered to possess contiguous
agricultural acreage that could be associated with the period of significance of the NRHP eligible
property, the Del O'Brien Farmyard (LCO00:E-15), the Steve Johnson Farmyard {LC00:E-52), the
Arthur Monahan Farmyard (LCOQ:E-69) and the Henry Wunibald Farmyard (LCO0:E-143). The
remaining historic farmyard properties were assigned boundaries that generally coincide with the
extent of the farmyard, bounded by obvious visual boundaries whose definitions were guided by
NR Bulletin #21. Table G.1 is the list of properties for which boundaries were defined.
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Defining Boundaries of NRHP and NRHP-Efigible Sites South and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoln, Nebraska

The NRHP eligible barns, residences, grain elevators and directional signs were assigned
boundaries that conformed to the guidelines outlined by NPS (NR Bulletin #21 ) and that are visually
reasonable. Careful attention was given to the seven aspects of integrity (location, design, sefting,
materials, workmanship, feeling and association) relative to each property and the definition of their
historic boundary.

Descriptions and justifications of the historic boundary definitions are provided on the following
pages. The architectural descriptions included with each discussion rely heavily on the Elliott and
Dirr {1998) report. References and a glossary of terms are inciuded following the discussion of
individual properties.






Defining Boundaries of NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoin, Nebraska

The third parcel (NE %, Section 3, T8N, R7E) was acquired in 1884 and consists of 65 hectares
(160 acres) immediately south of Saltilio Road. Much of this parcel has been agriculturally terraced,
thereby reducing the integrity of this parcel to the farmyard. in addition, the presence of a high-
voltage power transmission line crossing the southeastern corner of this property and the widening
of Saltillo Road has further diminished the integrity of this property relative to the original farmstead.

James O'Brien owned a fourth parce! of land located south of Saltillo Road and east of 82nd street
by 1903. This property is separated from the original homestead by two roads, each of which has
been widened, thus diminishing the integrity of this parcel.
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Defining Boundaries of NRHFP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beliways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoin, Nebraska

Site LCO0:E-56 — Michael Smith Residence
8205 S 148"
Bennet, Nebraska

The house in this farmyard was determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C because it
typifies the Craftsman style of construction. When initially evaluated in 1997, On Site described 5
structures, including the Craftsman style house, a barn and three outbuiidings as resources that
contributed to the NRHP eligibility this property. On Site noted however, that the “remaining
contributing NRHP eligible resources on this site are unused outbuildings that while neglected, still
retain a high degree of historic integrity” (Elliott and Dirr 1998). The period of significance for this
property is 1912-14.

During the course of the investigation to define the boundary of this historic property, UNL observed
that the contributing resources described by On Site {1998) have further deteriorated. In particular,
a large portion of the gable end barn has collapsed. [n consultation with the NeSHPQ, UNL re-
evaluated this property and recommends that only the Craftsman style house remains eligible,
under Criterion C, to the NRHP. The barn is no longer eligibie to the NRHP as the integrity of
design, workmanship, materials, feeling and association has been severely impacted by the
collapse of most of the structure. The three remaining minor outbuildings are in fair to poor
condition, and while they contribute to the overall feeling, association and setting the of the
property, they are not themselves individually eligible to the NRHP.

Verbal Boundary Description. The location of this property is as follows according to the USGS
quadrangle map, Bennet, Nebraska (1966): NE Y4, SE ¥, SE %, of Section 21, T9N, R8E Stockton
Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. Specifically, the historic boundaries of this property can
be described as the treeline on the north; the west edge of the 148" Street right-of-way on the east;
the southern edge of the trees lining the driveway on the south; the western edge of a north-south
driveway continuing as an imagining line to the northern boundary {Figure G.6). All other buildings
located on this property, inciuding a modern, corrugated steel shed located west of the barn are
non-contributing.

Boundary Justification. The boundaries described above include an area surrounding the eligible
resource, including a formal yard and a tree lined driveway. The 65 hectares {160 acres) (SE %
21-9-8) of land initially associated with this farmyard are not considered eligible for inclusion within
the historic boundaries of this property. The general character and feeling of the period of
significance for this property {(1912-14) is no longer reflected in the outbuildings and or in the 65
hectares (160 acres) initially associated with this farmhouse. The historic integrity of this property
is diminished by the deterioration of the large barn and the overgrowth vegetation on this property.
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Defining Boundaries of NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoin, Nebraska

Site LC00:E-61 — Elaine and Owen Herter Farmyard
5300 S 148" St
Cheney, Nebraska

This isolated farmyard, set back from nearby 148" Street by almost 0.4 km (% mi), is eligible to the
NRHP under Criterion A, for its contribution to agricultural development in the area. The farmyard
is described as one of the best intact turn-of-the-century farmsteads within the study area, and
includes 6 NRHP resources.

Verbal Boundary Description. According to the USGS quadrangle map, Walton, Nebraska (1964),
the Iocation of this property is: NE %, NW %, SW Y%, of Section 10, TON, R8E Stockton Township,
Lancaster County, Nebraska. The specific boundaries of this property are described as the
treelines surrounding the farmyard on all sides (Figure G.7).

Boundary Justification. This farmyard is situated away from 148" Street, and the trees surrounding
the farmyard offer both an obvious visual and physical boundary. The Herter Family purchased the
farm ground associated with this farmyard in 1878. While there is a long historical association
between the farmyard and the surrounding farm ground, the farm ground has been terraced.
Terracing changes the natural contour of the land:; thereby significantly altering the historic integrity
of the landscape, making these terraced acres ineligible for inclusion within the historical
boundaries of the farmyard. :
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Defining Boundaries of NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300(1} Lincoln, Nebraska

Site LC00:E-62 - Joel and Kathy Sartore Farmyard (“Herter-Hagaman Farm”)
4949 S 148" St
Cheney, Nebraska

The site of a former dairy operation, this late 1890’s site is listed on the NRHP and was determined
eligible under Criterion A for it's contribution to agricultural development in the area, and under
Criterion C as the buildings typify the Folk Victorian architectural style. The period of significance
for the farm is 1885-1930, which encompasses the farm origins through construction of all its
outbuildings, and the completion of the house.

Verbal Boundary Description. The location of this propenrty is as foliows according to the USGS
quadrangle map, Walton, Nebraska (1964): SE %, SE %4, NE %4, of Section 9, TON, R8E Stockton
Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The specific boundaries of this property can be described
as the west edge of the treeline on the west (coinciding with the western property boundary); the
north treeline on the north (coinciding with the northern property boundary); the west edge of the
148" Street right-of-way on the east; and the fenceline on the south (coinciding with the southern
property boundary) (Figure G.8).

Boundary Justification. The boundary described above includes the entire farmyard. Much of the
surrounding land with an historical association to the farmyard has been agriculturally terraced,
which alters the natural contours of the landscape. A portion of land north of the farmyard boundary
to Pioneers Bivd on the east side of a small drainage is not currently under cultivation. However,
this parcel of land is overgrown with numerous trees such as Chinese Elm. This overgrowth would
not have been present during the period of significance for this property and is a visual intrusion
not in keeping with the historical integrity of the remainder of this property.

Since initiation of the historic boundaries evaluation, this property was Iistéd on the NRHP. The
NRHP site is defined as a 8.1 ha (20 acre) parcel and corresponds to the independently delineated
boundary in this report.
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Defining Boundaries of NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Bellways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoin, Nebraska

Site LC00:E-69 — Arthur Monahan Farmyard (“Haeger Dairy”)
14300 O St
Lincoin, Nebraska

This large historic site known as the Haeger Dairy, supplied milk to nearby Lincoln residents during
the early part of the 20" century. This site was determined eligible under Criterion A as a
commercial dairy and its contribution to the development of agriculture in the area, and under
Criterion C for the integrity of the architectural styles, which document the evolution of the site. All
buildings located on site, a total of nine, contribute to this eligibility. The period of significance for
this property is ca. 1900 - 1920.

The 65 hectares (160 acres) originally associated with this historic property was purchased by
Anthony Reed in 1893. in 1929, the Reed family sold this property to Jimmie Haeger. LF. Kurszer
purchased the property in 1945. Arthur Monahan purchased the west 80 acres and the associated
NRHP eligible buildings in 1956 and converted the dairy to a cattle operation.

Verbal Boundary Description. The location of this property is as follows according to the USGS
quadrangle map, Walton, Nebraska (1964): SE %, SW %, SE %, of Section 21, T10N, R8E Stevens
Creek Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. Specifically, these boundaries can be described
as the north-south fenceline that runs along the % section line on the east, an east-west fenceline
jocated approximatety 305 m (1000 ft) north of the'O' Street right-of-way on the north, a north-south
fenceline located immediately west of the shelterbelt on the west, and the ‘O’ Street right-of-way
on the south (Figure G.9).

Boundary Justification. The boundaries described above include the entire the farmyard, livestock
pens associated with the barn and a portion of pasture located to north of the farmstead. The
remainder of the 65 hectares (160 acres) originally purchased by Reed is excluded from these
boundaries due to the construction of a modern residential subdivision on the site, man-made
ponds and small flood control dams. in addition, a commercial subdivision located in the SW %
Section 21 is visible from the Monahan property. These modern impacts intrude upon the integrity
of setting, feeling and association when considering the remainder of the 65 hectares (160 acres)
originally associated with this historic property. The general character and feeling of the period of
significance for this property (1900 - 20) is no longer reflected in the 65 hectares (160 acres) initially
associated with this historic property.
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Defining Boundaries of NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Bellways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoln, Nebraska

Site LC00:E-72 - Lyle and Maverne Mayer Farmyard

The Mayer Farmyard was determined eligible to the NRHP under Criterion C as a representative
type of small-scale vernacular farmstead. The buildings located on site are described as innovative
and retain a high degree of integrity. The period of construction for this property is ca. 1900 —10.

Verbal Boundary Description. According to the USGS quadrangie map, Walton, Nebraska (1964),
the house and some of the outbuildings of this farmyard are situated in different ¥4 ¥4 ’s. The
house, the garage and a shed are in the SE %, SE %, SW % SE % of Section 20, T10N, R8E
Stevens Creek Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The barn and a chicken coop are in the SW
Y4, SW Y%, SE % SE %, of Section 20, T10N, R8E Stevens Creek Township, Lancaster County,
Nebraska. The specific boundaries can be described as the windbreak on the north; the fenceline
on the east; the north edge of the ‘O’ Street right-of-way on the south; and the windbreak on the
west (Figure G.10).

Boundary Justification. The boundary described above includes the entire farmyard. The
windbreaks and fenceline provide an obvious visual boundary for this property.
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Defining Boundaries of NRHP and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoin, Nebraska

Site LC00:E-134 - Laura Reed Farmyard (“Reed Homestead”)
112" & Havelock
Lincoln, Nebraska

This historic farmyard was determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A for its contribution
to agricultural development in the area. The house and the outbuildings retain a high degree of
integrity and their period of significance is their construction date, ca. 1900 -10.

Verbal Boundary Description. According to the USGS quadrangle map, Walton, Nebraska (1964),
the location of this property is: SW %, SW %, SW % of Section 6 (correction section), T10N, R8BE
Stevens Creek Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The specific boundaries of this site can be
described as an imaginary east-west line 30 m (100 ft) north of the north driveway; an imaginary
north-south line 30 m {100 ft) east of the eastern-most outbuilding; the north edge of the Havelock
Avenue right-of-way on the south; and the east edge of the 112" Street right-of-way on the west
(Figure G.12).

Boundary Justification. The boundaries as described above encompass the entire farmyard. The
land associated with this farmyard has been impacted by modern activity, including agricultural
terracing, and the removal of the Chicago Rock Island and Pacific Railway line, which significantly
diminishes the historic integrity of the associated acreage.
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Defining Boundaries of NRHF and NRHP-Eligible Sites South and East Beltways
Project Number DPU-3300{1) Lincoln, Nebraska

Site LC00:5-47 — Margene Zachek Gable Roof Connected Barn
70" & Yankee Hill Rd
Lincoln, Nebraska

This large connected barn complex is eligible to the NRHP under Criterion C as an excellent
example of innovative agricultural construction. A gable roof barn connected to a machine shed
represents vernacular efforts and techniques employed to improve the farm. The construction date,
ca. 1910-20's, is the period of significance for this historic property. Although other structures are
present on site, this connected barn is the only structure eligible to the NRHP.

Verbal Boundary Description. The location of this property is as follows according to the USGS
quadrangle map, Bennet, Nebraska (1966): SE %, NW 4, NW %, SW Y4 of Section 22, T9N, R7E
Grant Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The specific boundary of this property can be
described as the northern edge of the driveway on the north; the treeline on the east; an imaginary
line 6 m (20 ft) south of the barns; intersecting with the west edge of the driveway on the west; and
back to the point of beginning. The concrete block silo is a non-contributing structure.

Boundary Justification. Due to modern alterations, these connected barns are the only structures
on this site eligible to the NRHP. The boundary described above includes an associated corrai and
driveways used to access the historic buildings that contribute to the feeling and association of the

architecturally significant property.

Site LC00:E-57 — Elton Haase Gable Roof Mortise and Peg Barn (“Haase Farm”)

8000 S 148" St
Cheney, Nebraska

This barn was recommended eligible under Criterion C as an excellent example of mortise and peg
construction located within the South and East Beltway study area. The construction date of 1915
is the period of significance for this structure.

Verbal Boundary Description. According to the USGS quadrangie map, Bennet, Nebraska (1966)
The location of this property is as follows: SW Y, NW %4, SW %, of Section 22, T9N, R8E Stockton
Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The boundary of this historic property can be described
as animaginary line beginning at a point 3 m (10 ft) north of the barn; intersecting with an imaginary
line 3 m (10 ft) east of the barn; intersecting with an imaginary line 11 m (35 ft) south of the barn;
intersecting with an imaginary line 20 (65 ft) west of the barn back to the point of beginning.

Boundary Justification, The boundary described above includes the historic barn, and an
associated livestock corral on the west and south sides of the barn  that contribute to the feeling,

setting and association of the architecturally significant property.
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Site LC00:E-67 — Shirley Retzlaff Barns & Silo (“Retzlaff Farm”')
1905 S 148" St
Walton, Nebraska

Historic structures on the Retzlaff Farm include a large gable roof barn, a smaller gambrel roof
barn, and a hollow tile silo. The gabie roof barn was built upon a cut stone foundation, contains
distinctive ornamental shingles and is siightly banked on one side. The barns and silo were
recommended eligible to the NRHP under Criterion C, for methods and type of construction. The
period of significance for this historic property is the date of construction, ca. 1890’s — 1900's.

Verbal Boundary Description. According to the USGS quadrangle map, Walton, Nebraska (1964),
the location of this property is: NW %, SE Y4, SE Y4, NE %4 of Section 33, T10N, R8E Stockton
Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. Separate boundaries have been assigned to each the
barns. The boundary of the gable roof barn can be described as an imaginary line beginning at a
point 6 m (20 ft) west of the barn; intersecting with an imaginary line 3 m (10 ft) north of the bam;
intersecting with the eastern edge of the driveway on the east side of the barn; intersecting with an
imaginary line 6 m (20 ft) south of the gable roof barn; back to the point of beginning.

The boundary of the gambrel roof barn is an imaginary line 3 m (10 ft) from the envelope of the
building on the north, west, and south sides; the imaginary fine is extended to 8 m (25 ft} on the
east side of the barn to include the hollow tile silo.

Boundary Justification. The boundary of the gable roof barn described above includes a livestock
corral associated with barn and a driveway on the east side of barn. This eastern boundary insures
inclusion of the east facing entrance, which contributes to the feeling and association of the
architecturally significant property. The boundary of the gambrel roof barn encompasses only the
building and a nearby silo due to many modern intrusions on this farm and surrounding acreage.
These intrusions include a modern ranch style house, a flood control dam and a sewage lagoon,
which diminish the historic integrity of this property.

Site LC00:E-102 — Donna Keane Gambrel Roof Barn (“Kettlehut Farm Homestead")
12160 Van Dorn St
Walton, Nebraska

This large gambrel roof barn is banked on the west fagade, and is nicely detailed. This barn retains
a high degree of integrity and was determined eligible under Criterion C for its architectural

significance.

Verbal Boundary Description. The location of the barn is as follows according to the USGS
quadrangle map, Walton, Nebraska (1964): SW Y4, SW V4, SW %4, SW Vi of Section 32, T10N, R8E
Stevens Creek Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The historic boundary can be described
as an imaginary east-west line 6 m (20 ft) north of the barn; an imaginary north-south line 6 m (20
ft) east of the barn; the north edge of the Van Dorn Street right-of-way on the south; and the east
edge of the driveway on the west side of the barn.

Boundary Justification. The boundary described above uses obvious visual edges, as well as
imaginary lines to include an area surrounding the barn. This area includes mature trees that
contribute to the integrity and feeling of the barn.
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Site LC00:E-132 — Lynn Lenhoff Gambrel Roof Barn
2000 N 98" St
Waiton, Nebraska

This large gambrel roof concrete block barn was determined eligible to the NRHP under Criterion
C as typifying a new type of construction through use of modern materiais, and under Criterion A
as an example of evolving technology in the adaptation of such materials.

Verbal Boundary Description. The location of the barn is as follows according to the UsGS
quadrangle map, Walton, Nebraska (1964}): SE %, SW 4, NW Y4, SW % of Section 13, T10N, R7E
L ancaster Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The specific boundary of this historic property
can be described as an imaginary east-west line located 3 m (10 ft) north of the barn; the wooden
fence of a livestock corral 12 m (40 ft) east of the barn; an imaginary east-westline 3m (10 ft) south
of the barn; an imaginary north-south line 3 m (10 ft) west of the barn.

Boundary Justification. The boundary described above includes a livestock corral associated with
the barn that contributes to the historic setting of the barn. The remainder of the property has been
impacted by modern intrusions which diminish the historic integrity of this property.
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NRHP Eligible Residences

Site LC00:5-23 Forest Nisley Residence {Jensen Homeplace)
11601 S 120" St
Bennet, NE

This small-scale neo-Tudor house was built in 1936 and exempilifies its type within the study area
and is therefore eligible to the NRHP under Criterion C. The residence is bounded on the south
by a graveled drive, which also serves to separate the residence from the “working” farmyard. The
remainder of the farmyard is not considered NRHP eligibie due to numerous alterations and new
intrusions.

Verbal Boundary Description. The location of this historic residence is as follows according to the
USGS quadrangle map, Bennet, Nebraska {1966): NE %, NE %, NE % of Section 6, T8N, R8E
Nemaha Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The boundary of this property begins at an
imaginary point located five ft south of the southern-most stone column at the driveway entrance
continuing north-northwest on an imaginary line to the southern edge of a circular drive; from the
top of the circular driveway to a point that intersects a windbreak to the west; continuing to the
windbreak located at the northern edge of the property; and finally to the windbreak along the
eastern edge of the property to the point of beginning. Al structures included in this boundary,
except the historic residence, are considered non-contributing elements.

Boundary Justification. The graveled circular driveway provides a highly visible cultural boundary
for the property, as do the mature trees located on the north, west and east sides of the residence.
The integrity of the large yard surrounding the home is intact and contributes to the historic location,
feeling, and association of the architecturally significant property. Modern intrusions and
alterations, including recent construction of a garage near the residence preclude inclusion of the
remainder of the farmyard.
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Site LC00:E-81 — Chuck Hobza (“Jacoby Homestead”)
13200 Havelock Ave
Lincoln, NE 68527

This large foursquare house, constructed of concrete block, was recommended eligible for the
NRHP under Criterion C. This historic residence typifies a type of construction new to the area at
the time of its construction with the use of concrete block with materials locally manufactured.

Verbal Boundary Description. The location of this property is as follows according to the USGS
quadrangle map, Walton, Nebraska (1964): SE Y4, SE %, SE Y, SE v of Section 5, T10N, R8E
Stevens Creek Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. Specifically, the boundary of this historic
residence is described as an imaginary east-west line 8 m (25 ft) north of the structure; the
windbreak on the east; the north edge of the Havelock Avenue right-of-way on the south; and an
imaginary line 15 m (50 ft) west of the structure.

Boundary Justification. The windbreak and the north edge of Havelock Ave provide obvious visual
boundaries. The boundaries on the north and west were selected to include those portions of the
yard that contribute to the overall feeling and association of the property. In addition, these
boundaries include a half circle drive located south of the structure. This drive contributes to the
focation, feeling and association of this architecturally significant property.

Site LC00:E-99 — Norma and Bob Lemke Residence (“Karl Lemke Farm”) |

13000 Old Cheney Rd
Walton, Nebraska

This brick house, constructed during the 1930's, was recomménded éligible.'to the NRHP under
Criterion C as an example of Colonial Revival architectural style.

Verbal Boundary Description. According to the USGS quadrangle map, Walton, Nebraska (1 964),
the location of this property is: NE %, SW %, NE %, SW % of Section 9, T9N, RBE Stockton
Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The boundary of this property can be described as the
south edge of a driveway north of the residence; the west edge of a driveway on the east side of
the residence; an imaginary east-west line located 15 m (50 it} south of the residence; and a
treeline west of the residence.

Boundary Justification. The driveways and the treeline provide an obvious visual boundary. The
boundary described above includes alarge frontyard, decorative rock walls, and numerous mature
trees which contribute to the location, feeling and association of this architecturally significant

property. :
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Site LC00:E-141 — William Fagan Residence (“Fagan’s Acres”)
0.32 km (0.2 mile) north of 98" and Fletcher Ave
Lincoln, NE

This house, featuring a folk ltalianate architectural style was determined eligible to the NRHP under
Criterion C for its architectural significance and was constructed in the 1890’s.

Verbal Boundary Description. The location of this residence is as follows according to the USGS
quadrangle map, Walton, Nebraska (1964): NW ¥4, NW 4, SW %, SW Y, of Section 36, T11N, R7E
Waverly Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. Specifically the boundary of this historic property
can be described as the existing fenced yard.

Boundary Justification. The fence surrounding the house offers an obvious visual and cuitural
boundary for this property. The boundary described above includes a large front yard, which
contributes to the location, feeling and association of this architecturally significant property.
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NRHP Eligible Grain Elevators

Site LC00:S-40 — Circle 4 Feed and Grain Elevator
4™ & Shower St
Cheney, Nebraska

This early 20" century grain elevator is considered eligible to the NRHP under Criterion A for its
contribution to broad agriculturai development. Grain elevators located throughout Lancaster
County represent important facilities in an earlier era of smaller-scale, locally based agricultural
comimerce.

Verbal Boundary Description. The location of this grain elevator is as follows according to the
USGS quadrangle map, Bennet, Nebraska (1966): SE 14, NW Y4, NE % of Section 26, TON, R7E
Grant Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The specific boundary of this historic property is
described as the southem edge of the raiiroad right-of-way on the south; to an imaginary line 12
m (40 ft) west of the building; north to the right-of-way of Breagan Road, east to an imaginary line
12 m {40 ft) from building; south to point of beginning at railroad right-of-way.

Boundary Justification. The boundary of the nominated property includes only an areaimmediately
surrounding the historic building, as the integrity of setting and association of the property
surrounding this grain elevator are no longer intact.

Site LC00:E-106 — Farmer's Coop Elevator — Waiton
Waiton Nebraska

This grain elevator and coop located adjacent to the abandoned Missouri and Pacific Railway Line
was determined eligible to the NRHP under Criterion A for its contribution to broad agriculturai
development. Grain elevators located throughout Lancaster County represent important facilities
in an earlier era of smaller-scale, locally based agricultural commerce.

Verbal Boundary Description. The location of this elevator is as follows according to the USGS
quadrangle map, Waiton, Nebraska (1964): SE v4, NW %, NE %, NW %, of Section 31 (correction
section), T1ON, R8E Stevens Creek Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. Specifically, the
boundary of this historic property can be described as the north edge of the original railroad siding,
an imaginary line approximately 7.5 m (25 ft) east of the elevator on the east, the northern edge of
the driveway to the south, an imaginary line approximately 12 m (40 ft) west of the elevator.

Boundary Justification. Present sefting does not contribute to the significance of this historic

property. The railway line originally serving this grain elevator has been abandoned and the rails
have been removed. The abandoned railway line now serves as a popular hiker { biker trail.
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NRHP Eligible School

Site LC00:S-41 — Cheney School
2™ & Smith St
Cheney, Nebraska

This historic school, constructed ca. 1910 — 1920 was determined eligible to the NRHP under
Criterion A for rural educational development and under Criterion C as representative of the Arts
and Crafts architectural style as evidenced around the main entrance to the building.

Verbal Boundary Description. The topographic location of this property is as follows according to
the USGS quadrangle map, Bennet, Nebraska {(1966): NW Y4, NE %4, NW Y4, NE % of Section 26,
TO9N, R7E Grant Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The specific boundary of this historic
school is described as an imaginary iine enveloping the footprint of the building.

Boundary Justification. This boundary description includes only an area immediately surrounding
the building due to a wide range of modern alterations and additions that have impacted the
integrity of setting and of feeling. These modern alterations include the addition of a handicapped
entrance and sidewalk on the west side of the building, placement of 2 non-historic buildings, and
a modern, paved piayground.
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Site LC00:E-135 — Directional Sign
56™ & Saltilio
Lincoln, Nebraska

This cast concrete directional sign was determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A for its
contribution to the broad transportation patterns evident in Lancaster County. With a directional
arrow, this sign informs travelers “Lincoin 11 miles”. These concrete signs, placed throughout
Lancaster County, offer us a snapshot of early vehicular travel in the county, and convey a sense
of feeling regarding a time when travel was being revoiutionized by the automobite.

Verbal Boundary Description. According to the USGS quadrangle map, Roca, Nebraska 1964, the
location of this site is as follows: SW %, SW %4, SW %, SW ¥ of Section 33, T9N, R7E Grant
Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The specific boundary of this property is an imaginary
circle with a 1.5 m (5 ft) radius around the base of the sign.

Boundary Justification. Other than that immediately surrounding the directional sign, it is not
necessary to include any additional property in the boundary designation.

Site LC00:E-145 — Directional Sign
Saltilio Road, 0.80 km (0.5 mile) west of 126" St
Lincoln, Nebraska

This cast concrete directional sign was determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A for its
contribution to the broad transportation patterns evident in Lancaster County. With a directional
- arrow, this 2 —sided sign informs travelers “Lincoln 14 miles”. These concrete signs, placed
throughout Lancaster County, offer us a snapshot of early vehicular travel in the county, and convey
a sense of feeling regarding a time when travel was being revolutionized by the automobile.

Verbal Boundary Description. According to the USGS quadrangle map, Bennet, Nebraska 1964,
the location of this site is as follows: SE %, SE ¥4, SW ¥4, SW V4 of Section 31 (correction section},
T9N, R8E Stockton Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The specific boundary of this property
is an imaginary circle with a 1.5 m (5 ft} radius around the base of the sign.

Boundary Justification, Other than that immediately surrounding the directional sign, it is not
necessary to include any additional property in the boundary designation.
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Site LC00:E-146 — Directional Sign
2.25 km (1.4 miles) east of Cheney on Yankee Hill Road
Lincoln, Nebraska

This cast concrete directional sign is recommended eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A for
its contribution to the broad transportation patterns evident in Lancaster County. Witha
directional arrow, this 2 —sided sign informs travelers “Cheney 1 mile”. This sign is notinits
original location, but rather was moved to this location in 1999. These concrete signs, placed
throughout Lancaster County, offer us a snapshot of early vehicular travel in the county, and
convey a sense of feeling regarding a time when travel was being revolutionized by the
automobile.

Verbal Boundary Description. According to the USGS quadrangle map, Bennet, Nebraska
1964, the location of this site is as follows: NW %, NW Y4, NE V4, NW % of Section 30
(correction section), TON, R8E Stockton Township, Lancaster County, Nebraska. The specific
boundary of this property is an imaginary circle with a 1.5 m (5 ft) radius around the base of the

sign.

Boundary Justification. Other than that immediately surrounding the directional sign, it is not
necessary to include any additional property in the boundary designation.

G.47









Defining Boundaries of NRHP and NRHP-Efigible Sites South and East Belftways
Project Number DPU-3300(1) Lincoln, Nebraska

Shelterbelt. A long narrow windbreak of trees planted to protect adjoining fields, The
shelterbelts planted by the Forest Service consist generally of ten rows of trees preferably not
less than one-half mile in length. The tree rows are usually ten feet apart which requires a strip
land approximately seven rods wide.

Significance. Importance of a historic property as defined by the NRHP criteria in one or more
areas of significance.

Site. The location of a prehistoric or historic event.

Vernacular. A functional, simplistic building or structure without stylistic details. Vernacular
form buildings were usually designed by the builder, not by an architect.

Windbreak. A body of trees planted to provide protection from the prevailing wind. Usually

these trees are evenly spaced, but are less massive than the shelterbelts planted with the
assistance of the Forest Service.
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FINAL SECTION 4(f) STATEMENT
for
South and East Beltways Study
Lincoln, Nebraska

1.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND

The City of Lincoln, Lancaster County and the Nebraska Department of Roads, in cooperation
with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), are proposing to construct a beitway around
the south and east sides of the City of Lincoln, Nebraska. The south and east beltways would
complete a circumferential transportation system by linking with U.S. Highway 77 (US 77) on the
west and Interstate 80 (1-80) on the north. 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.

The beitway system is viewed as an essential component of the regional transportation network
that would move through traffic around the congested urban area, as well as reduce delay and
improve traffic flow on the existing urban street system. The south and east beltways could be
constructed together, completing the loop around the City, or separately as stand alone projects
with independent utility.

1.1 Final Environmental Impact Statement

This Final Section 4(f} Statement is being circulated as part of the Final Environmental Impact

- Statement (FEIS) for the South and East Beltways Study as required by the National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The Draft Section 4(f) Statement was previously circulated
as part of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Comments received on the DEIS
and Draft 4(f) Statement have been addressed and incorporated into the FEIS and this Final 4(f)
Statement. A summary of these comments is provided in Chapter 9.

Other chapters of the FEIS provide more detailed information on the beltways study, including
purpose and need (Chapter 1}, and evaluation of a universe of beltway alternatives as well as
non-beltway and no build alternatives. The process used to screen all of the alternatives is fully
described in Chapter 2, including selection of the four finalist beltway alignments approved by
FHWA as the alternatives to be carried forward. Evaluation of the four finalist alternatives (SM-
4, EC-1, EM-1 and EF-1} and the no build alternative is detailed in Chapter 3. The no build
alternative is considered in the FEIS analyses as a baseline alternative and in the Section 4(f)
Statement as an avoidance alternative. Selection of the preferred alternative, the EM-4/EM-1
alignment, is described in Chapter 4.,

1.2  Applicability of Section 4(f)

Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation (DOT) Act of 1966 provides that the
Secretary of the DOT shall not approve any program or project that requires land from a public
park, recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge of national, state or local significance, or
land of a historic (including archeological } site of national, state or local significance as
determined by the officials having jurisdiction thereof, unless there is no feasible and prudent
alternative to the use of such land and such program or project includes all possible ptanning to
minimize harm resulting from the use.
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The word “use” in this case means property that is acquired for construction of a permanent
transportation facility or, if not acquired, that proximity impacts are so severe that the activities,
features or attributes that make that site significant are substantially impaired. Substantial
impairment would only occur when the utility of the resource in terms of prior significance is
substantially diminished or destroyed. More specifically, not all impacts invoke protection under
4(f), but rather those that affect the present value of the property to the public and the public
uses of that property. Any inconvenience to property owners, from whatever source, is not
relevant to Section 4(f). In general, temporary occupancy of land for construction easements
are not a use under Section 4(f) so long as it is of temporary duration, involves only minor work,
has no permanent adverse physical impacts, and includes full restoration of the land to
preconstruction conditions. The Section 4(f) criteria of substantial impairment is considered a
higher standard than the Section 106 criteria of adverse affect.

For archeological sites, Section 4{f) applies only to sites on or eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP) that warrant preservation in place. Section 4(f) does not apply if the
FHWA and SHPO determine that the archeological resources are important chiefly because of
what can be learned by data recovery and have minimal value for preservation in place.

Additionally, when proposed mitigation measures are used in a constructive use determination,
only the net impact need be considered in the analysis.

1.3 Beltway Alternatives

The FEIS evaluation of project alternatives is based on the results of six years of data
coltection, analysis, and public and agency scrutiny. The study considered a wide range of
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 and
rigorous evaluation. The overall 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 alternatives, and included one
south beltway aiternative (SM-4) and three east beitway aiternatives (EC-1, EM-1 and EF-1).
Based on detailed evaluations of benefits and impacts, and consideration of public comments
on the DEIS, the SM-4/EM-1 alignments were identified as the preferred alternative.

The avoidance of impacts to, or use of, resources protected under Section 4(f) was a
consideration in the beltway alternative evaluation process. The four finalist alternatives
represented previous efforts to minimize Section 4(f) uses. In particular, all south beitway
alternatives were previously eliminated which impacted Wilderness Park and its trails. On both
the south and the east beltways, site-specific shifts in alignments were made to avoid impacts to
historic properties.

Feasibiity. All of the build alternatives served the project purpose, provided a solution to the
traffic needs, and were considered feasible. Although the SM-4 alternative was the only
remaining recommended south alternative, EC-1, EM-1 and EF-1 represented different
alternatives for an east beltway, each with different benefits and trade-offs.

The no build alternative did not serve the project purpose and need, and was not considered
feasible,
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Prudence. Of the finalist alternatives, only SM-4 and EM-1 were determined to be prudent.
SM-4 was considered prudent because it offered transportation functions and minimized
impacts on natural resources. While the route does |mpact some homes and businesses, these
impacts have been minimized to the extent possnb!e

Of the east aiternatives, EC-1 was not considered prudent because of the unacceptable impact
on existing urban and rural neighborhoods, including noise and visual impacts. The EF-1
alternative was not considered feasible because of the impact to historic sites along the route
including the NRHP-listed Stevens Creek Stock Farm.

EM-1 was considered prudent because it aided in completing a circumferential roadway and
providing a new truck route without the less efficient “backtracking” at the north end of EC-1 and
EF-1. In comparison to EC-1, EM-1 minimized impacts to rural and urban neighborhoods, and
had the least number of relocations of any of the east alternatives. While EM-1 and EF-1 were
similar jn environmental impact, EM-1 minimized impacts to historic properties. At the same
time, EM-1 had less impact to prairies than EF-1, relatively low impact to wetlands compared to
EC-1, and required 150 ac less right-of-way than the other alternatives. While the EM-1 crossing
of Stevens Creek was the longest of the three east aiternatives, it could be built to minimize
impacts to the floodplain. In consideration of these resources, the EM-1 route protected and
preserved the environment to the greatest extént, and was considered the most compatible with
the goals, objectives and values of Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan.

The EM-1 route also had the greatest potential as a multi-use corridor for trails, open space,
utilities and other transportation alternatives, had greater travel savings than EF-1, and was less
expensive to build than EC-1. While EM-1 was more expensive than EF-1, EM-1 may provide
future cost savings as a multi-use corridor, and it uses less land than the other two routes.

Other than the proposed future roadway network improvements, the no build alternative did not
address the problem of increasing traffic on the south and east fringes of the City of Lincoln, nor
did it specifically address reduction of traffic on major urban arterial streets, or high truck use
and through traffic on certain rural roadways on the fringe of the metropolitan area. Therefore,
the no build alternative was not considered prudent.

14 Section 4(f) Resources Likely to be Impacted by Beltway Alternatives

Public Parks, Recreation Areas, or Wildlife or Waterfowl Refuges. The only public parks,
recreation areas, or wildlife or waterfowl refuges within the rights-of-way of the beltway

alternatives are two publicly-owned recreational frails. The MoPac East Trail would be crossed
by all three east alternatives, and the David Murdock Trail would be crossed by EC-1. There
are no other such recreational resources within approximately 0.8 km (0.5 mi) of any of the
beltway alternatives.

it should be noted that the City of Lincoln is considering two new park areas within the beltway
study area which could result in the beltway crossing future pubilic recreation land; however, the
parks are only in the conceptuat stages of planning and no formal plans have been developed.
The first location is the Salt Valley Greenway Corridor which would extend from Wilderness
Park south to Hickman, and which would be crossed by SM-4. The second is a new park
location in the vicinity of Stevens Creek and the MoPac East Trail which would be crossed by
EM-1. If the future park lands are concurrently planned with the proposed roadway project, they
would not be considered 4(f) properties in the future. Right-of-way for the beltway will be
acquired prior to or separate from any acquisition for future parks.
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Historic Sites. As part of Section 106 consultation for the beltway study, exhaustive surveys

- were completed for identifying and evaluating historic standing structures and archeological
resources within the beltway study area (see FEIS, Section 3.23). Based on the findings, 32
historic standing structures and four archeological sites were determined to be on or eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). These 36 sites were then assessed for
adverse effects from the beltway alternatives (Appendix F). Five historic standing structures
and two archeological sites were considered to be adversely affected by beltway routes. In
letters dated 27 November 2000 and 1 February 2001 {Appendix E), the SHPO concurred with
the findings of the Assessment of Adverse Effects, as well as the Determination of Boundaries
report (Appendix G). ‘ ‘

In addition, there is one historical directional sign (LC00:E-118) which may require protection
during construction and nearby repositioning, if it is not moved prior to the beltway project for
County road widening. Although the SHPO has indicated that the beltway project will have no
adverse effect on the sign (with the condition of protection during construction and repositioning
nearby), the site is evaluated herein as a 4(f) resource because the historic boundary for the
sign has been defined as a 1.5 m (5 ft) diameter circle of land around the sign {(Appendix I).
Use of the land beneath the sign requires consideration of this property as a 4(f) resource.

The potential Section 4(f) resources for all of the finalist beltway aiternatives are listed in Table
H.1. Locations of the trails are shown in Figure 2.25 of the FEIS. Location of the historic sites
are shown in Figure 3.3 of the FEIS. Six of these resources occur along the preferred
alternative—-SM-4/EM-1.

2.0 DESGRIPTION AND USE EVALUATION OF SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES

This section contains a brief description of the six Section 4(f) resources which are located
along the preferred alternative SM-4/EM-1, as well as an evaluation of the potential use of those
resources for determining Section 4(f) applicability. More detailed descriptions of the historic
sites can be found in the references cited in Section 3.23.1. For historic resources that could
be evaluated for constructive use, a section is included describing the activities, features or
attributes which make that resource of value to the public.

2.1 MoPac East Trail

Description. The MoPac Trail, which follows the old Missouri Pacific Railroad line, originates
within urban portions of the City of Lincoln, extends east through suburban developments, and
continues east into agricultural areas. The trail is owned by the City of Lincoin to 150 m (500 ft)
east of 84" Street. From this point east, the MoPac East Trail is owned by the Lower Platte -
South Natural Resources District (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 (see Figure 2.25).

The MoPac East Trail was developed along abandoned railroad rights-of-way, and is not in the
rail conservancy program. The trail has a 30 m (100 ft) right-of-way. Roadway intersections
have been variously treated with both at-grade and grade separated crossings. Visually, the
trail occurs in open settings. The MoPac East Trail has two trailheads in the study area at 98"
Street and in Walton. The trail has a rock treadway, with a screened limestone surface, on the
old rail bed for pedestrian and bicycle traffic. A second trail, for equestrian use, is located on
one side of the rail bed or the other. This trail has been cleared of brush, and has an earth
surface.
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Use of the trail is limited to daylight hours. Through the east beltway study area, both
hiker/biker and equestrian usage is considered very heavy according to LPSNRD.

Use Evaluation. All of the east beltway alternatives cross the MoPac East Trail requiring use of
the trail right-of-way. Use of the land requires evaluation of the property as a 4(f) resource.

2.2  Henry Wunibald Farmyard (LC0O: S-143)

Description. The NRHP-eligible Henry Wunibald Farmyard consists of a 1 ¥z story farmhouse,
mortise and tenon gable roof barn, hollow clay tile coop, shed (former kitchen) and metal
quonset-style shed. The period of significance is 1900-1960s. This property is considered
significant under Criterion A as a complex of buildings associated with agricultural development,
and under Criterion C for the house, barn and shed (former kitchen).

Current and Primary Activities, Features or Attributes. The historic standing structures occur on
an approximately 7.3 ha (18 ac) private residential acreage, with the associated pasture

belonging to three different adjacent landowners. Because this site is privately owned, the
primary value to the public is the preservation of the physical features of the site-those being
the historic standing structures and associated agricultural acreage within the site boundary.

Use Evaluation. The SM-4 alternative will be 300 m (1,000 ft) from the farmhouse and 91 m
(300 ft) from the associated agricuiturai acreage which defines the property boundary. Based
on the Assessment of Adverse Effects (Appendix F), the SM-4 alternative will have an adverse
visual effect on the farmyard, but no noise impact based on guidelines and criteria established
by FHWA (June 1995). A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the project has been
developed and includes mitigation measures to screen the beltway from the farmyard (see
Section 9.5.9 and Appendix E).

Although the SM-4 route adversely affects the property, it would not make the property ineligible
for the NRHP. The associated agricultural acreage is not harmed by visual impact and there is
no noise impact under Section 4(f). The visual intrusion to the farmyard does not diminish the
characteristics that make this property eligibie for the NRHP. At approximately 300 m (1,000 ft)
distance, the beltway will look similar to a section line road on the horizon. Therefore, the
property is not considered substantially impaired which is the threshold for constructive use
under Section 4(f). '

2.3 Steve Johnson Farmyard (LCQO0: E-52)

Description. The NRHP-eligible Steve Johnson Farmyard consists of a Folk Victorian house,
garage (summer kitchen), large gable roof barn, two-pen granary, chicken coop and outhouse.
The period of significance is 1890s-1900. This property is considered significant under Criterion
A as a complex of buildings associated with agricultural development, and under Criterion C as
a typical example of Folk Victorian architecture in the house and outbuildings.

Current and Primary Activities, Features or Attributes. The historic standing structures are
located on an approximately 2 ha (5 ac) private residential acreage, with the remaining
associated cropland belonging to an adjacent landowner. The farmyard faces and is very close
to Yankee Hill Road—a major county road providing access for rural areas. Because this site is
privately owned, the primary value to the public is the preservation of the physical features of
the site-those being the historic standing structures and associated agriculturat acreage within
the site boundary.
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purposes. As such, the site does not warrant preservation in place and would not meet the
criteria to be evaluated as a 4(f) resource. Since this time, refinements made to the EM-1
alternative (including use of a retaining wall) have resulted in avoidance of the archeological site
(see Section 9.5.9). R '

3.0 IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE ON SECTION 4(f)
RESOURCES AND MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM

Based on the above use evaluation and the criteria of Section 4(f), two of the resources would
be adversely impacted by the preferred SM-4/EM-1 beltway alternative. These are listed in
Table H.2.

Table H.2

SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES
IMPAGTED BY THE PREFERRED SM-4/EM-1 BELTWAY ALTERNATIVE

RESQURCE LOCATION ;. USE MITIGATION

MoPac East Trail EM-1 ROW required. Construction of grade separated crossing,
according to requirements of the Lower Platte
Natural Resources District,

Road Sign at 112" & Adams EM-1 ROW required and Protection during construction and relocation of
LCOO: E-118 relocation of sign. sign, according to requirements of the State
Historic Preservation Office.

31 MoPac East Trail

Impacts. The right-of-way requirement for each of the EM-1 crossings of the MoPac East Trail
is 0.3 ha (0.8 ac). The impacted location is shown in FEIS Exhibit EM1-3. Such a crossing
would require construction of a grade separation as part of the beltway project to provide for trait
continuity.

Construction of the beltway will introduce a new roadway element into this segment of the trail,
and may adversely impact the visual and audible experience of the trail users for a short
distance. However, these impacts on the trail are considered negligibie considering the trail is
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 trail (over 14 km (9 mi)).

Coordination. The consulting team has coordinated with the owner of the trail to discuss project
impacts and measures to minimize harm. A letter from LPSNRD is included in Appendix H-A
of this Section 4(f) Statement documenting their concerns and recommendations for appropriate
mitigation measures. '

Measures to Minimize Harm. For the MoPac East Trail, design of the beliway/trail intersections
will include (1) a grade separation to safely accommodate the trail, (2} separate access through
confined areas for the hiker/biker and equestrian trails (or a physical divider), and (3) an
underpass for the equestrian trail crossing since horses are hesitant to use overpasses. Design
of the trails will follow AASHTO and ADA trail guidelines, and will be coordinated with LPSNRD.
Specific details on the crossings will not be determined unti! finat design.
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Net Impacts. Since replacement trail crossings will be provided, there wili be no adverse impact
on existing pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian accommodations.

. I
3.2 Road Sign at 112" and Adams (LC00: E-118)

Impacts. The road sign may require protection during construction and nearby repositioning, if it
is not moved prior to the beltway project for County road widening. Repositioning the sign is a’
minor impact, required for operation and safety of an existing roadway.

Coordination, The SHPO has concurred that the beltway project will have no adverse effect on
the sign, with the condition of protection during construction and repositioning nearby (see letter
dated 26 September 2000, Appendix H-A of this Section 4(f) Statement).

Measures to Minimize Harm. Conditions for protection and repositioning of the sign have been
defined by the SHPO. The road sign will be protected from damage during construction of the
beltway, and upgrade and paving of Adams Street. The sign will be repositioned about 6.1 m
{20 ft) from the upgraded road and as near its current location as is practicable (assuming the
County roads have not been upgraded prior to beltway construction).

Net Impacts. With the condition of protection during construction and repositioning nearby,
there will be no adverse impact on the road sign.

4.0 IMPACTS OF AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVES
4.1 MoPac East Trail

Because of the length of the MoPac East Trail and its orientation perpendicular to the east
beltway study area, any east beitway alternative (remaining or previously eliminated) will require
crossing the trail. The only avoidance alternative is the no build alternative.

No Build Alternative. Although the no build aiternative will have no impacts on the MoPac East
Trail that can be identified at this time, there will be impacts to the trail as County roads are hard
surfaced to accommodate a growing suburban population (as part of the proposed future
roadway network improvements). An example would be the recent paving of 148" Street
across the MoPac East Trail. Additional information on impacts of the no build alternative is
detailed in Chapter 3 of the FEIS.

4.2 Road Sig.n at 112" and Adams (LC00: E-118)

The EC-1 alternative avoids impacts to the road sign, as does the no build alternative. Impacts
of these alternatives are detailed in Chapter 3 of the FEIS, and a summary comparison of the
impacts of the east alternatives is provided in Chapter 4.

EC-1. The EC-1 alternative meets the project purpose and need, and avoids impacts to the
road sign, but still impacts two other Section 4(f) resources--the MoPac East Trail and David
Murdock Trail.

No Build Alternative, The no build alternative will have no impact on the road sign. However,
the no build alternative will not meet the project purpose and need.
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4.3 .Comparison of the Alternatives

A summary comparison of the aIternatfves ié provided in Table H.3, based on the above Section
4{(f) considerations.

Tabhie H.3
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS TO SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES
BY BELTWAY ALTERNATIVE
ALTERNATIVE FEASIBLE AND PRUDENT USES _
SECTION 4(f) LAND
SM-4 Feasible: Yes Naone
Prudent: Yes
EC-1 Feasible: Yes MoPac East Trail
Prudent: No David Murdock Trail
EM-1 Feasible: Yes MoPac East Trail
Prudent: Yes Road Sign
EF-1 Feasible: Yes MoPac East Trail
Prudent: No Road Sign
No Build Nof MoPac East Trail (likely}
David Murdock Trail {likely)
Road Sign (fikely)

‘Does not meet project purpose and need.

Based on a comparison of impacts to Section 4(f) resources, all of the east alternatives have
relatively low net impacts after mitigation. While all of the east alternatives are considered
feasible, only the SM-4 and EM-1 alternatives are considered prudent,

5.0 SUMMARY

Based on the Section 4(f) evaluation, it is determined that there are no feasible or prudent
alternatives to the use of the land from the MoPac East Trail or Road Sign at 112" and Adams.
The proposed action, to construct the SM-4/EM-1 beltway aiternative, includes all possible
planning to minimize harm to the recreational uses of the trail and the historic attributes of the
road sign.

C:My Documents\Beltway\FEIS\AppH.502.wpd
07May02

H.14



Appendix H-A

Coordination Letters

H.156



0CT 12 2959

; I " Nsbraska Division Office
Us. DeDGnmenT S . : Federal Building, Room 220
of Transportation. = "~ WD g '{ 200 - * 100 Centennial Malt North

Linco!ln, NE 68508-3851

Fedefa]'HiéhWQy | Time Nebraska. FHWA@FHWA DOT GOV
Administration e

R September 26, 2000
NEBRASKA DIVISION

in Reply Refer To:

Mr. Robert Puschendorf HRW-NE
State Historic Preservation Office
Nebraska State Historical Saciety
P.O. Box 82554

Lincoln, Nebraska 68501-2554 .
onq -077 -

Dear Mr. Puschendorf;

Concurrence on No Adverse Effect with conditions
for NRHP-Eligible Site: LC00: E-118 (Road Sign at 112" and Adams)
DPU-3300{1) South and East Beltways Study, Lincoln, Nebraska

In compliance with Section 108 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the Federal Highway
Administration identified 34 sites in the Lincoin South and East Beltways Study area which are either
listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and the SHPO has concurred upon
their eligibility. A cancrete directional road sign located at 112" and Adams {LCO00: E- 118) was one
property the SHPO and FHWA agreed was ellglbie

During the assessment of adverse effects for the beltway project, it was determined that LCOO0: E-118
would not be adversely affected by the Beltway project if the following conditions are met;

If either alternative EM-1 or EF-1 is selected as the preferred aiternative, LC00:E118 will be protected
from damage during construction of the Beltway and repaving and upgrade of Adams Street.

Additionally, in consultation with the SHPO, LC00:E-118 will be repositioned about 20 feet from the
upgraded road and as near its current location as is practicable (assuming the County roads have not
been upgraded prior to beltway construction). These conditions will be incorporated into the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and Draft 4(f) Statement for the project.

Because the historic boundaries of the road signs have been recommended as a 5-faot radius around the
sign, the beltway alternatives will require incorporation of land from a historic property and must therefore
be addressed in the Draft 4(f) Statement.

We are requesting your concurrence that implementing the conditions described will resuit in "no adverse
effects" to the historic property LC00:E-118.

Sincerely vours.

Edward W. Kosola
~ Realty/Environmental Officer

b/f\f;y Zlotsky, OES - CO/,NCI}R

Jim Linderholm, HWS
Roger Figard, City of Lincoln
Len Sand, NDOR
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RECORD OF DECISION

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

A, DECISION

The City of Lincoln, Lancaster County and the Nebraska Department of Roads (NDOH), in

cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), have studied a wide-range of

alternatives, evaluated them and selected a preferred alternative for 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 Lincoin 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 proposed action is construction of a 4-lane roadway designed to freeway standards, similar
to Interstate 80 (I-80). A freeway deSIgn would have complete access control (no at- grade
crossings) and would typically require a 250 to 300-foot (ft) wide right-of-way. Beltway
interchanges would be spaced approximately 2 miles (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

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. The selected

alignment, SM-4, intersects with US 77 approximately 0.5 mi south of Sattillo Road, and

extﬂends east to N-2 at approximately 120" Strest. Access points are proposed at 27‘“ 68" and
84" Streets. :

The east beltway would connect N-2 at the southeast edge of Lincoln with I-80 in the northeast.
The selected alignment, EM-1, extends north from N-2 in the vicinity of 120", and generally
follows 127™ Street to connect with 1-80 at the Waverly interchange. Access points are
_proposed at Pine Lake Road, Pioneers Boulevard, US 34 (O Street), Adams Street, Fletcher
Avenue and US 6 (Cornhusker H;ghway)

The beltways could be constructed together, completing the loop a'rour-ld the City, or separately
as stand alone projects with independent utility (Le., they would be usable and a reasonable
expense even if only one is built without the other).

B.  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 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
evaiuation 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

i
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carried forward to more detailed levels of analysis. The planning process included four levels of
-analysis, each representing a more comprehensive evaluation. The overall 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 analysis. These were identified as the four
finalist alternatives, 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
fonNard throughout the entire evaluat[on process.

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 beltway provides
relief to traffic coming into or through Lincoln from the northeast (Omaha) and the southeast
(Nebraska City). This traffic will use the east beltway regardless of which alternative 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
mterchange at I-80, and requires two separate interchanges for N-2 and the south beltway.
EM-1 requires a smg!e but more complicated interchange at N-2 and the south beitway. 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 routss
have impacts to Section 4(f) resources.

Overall differences between the east aiternatives 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, whichis
2.5 mi more distant from the city than EC-1, has slightly more impact to rurdl uses such as - .
farmiand, prairie, historic structures, and actuai 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.

Selection of the Preferred Alternative. Following reseipt and consideration of comments on
the DEIS, 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 0.5 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 tralls,
open space, utilities and other transportation aiternatives,
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"2, Environmental Impact. ‘SM-4 minimizes impact on natural resources in that it -
i - 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 N

~ to-minimize the floodplain impact on Salt Creek. While the route does impact
~ some homes and busmesses these impacts have been mlnlmrzed to the extent :
_possible.. -

EM-1 was considered the best east aiterhaﬁve 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. in
comparison to EC-1, the EM-1 route minimizes impacts to rural and urban
neighborhoods, mclud;ng noise and visual impacts to residences. It also has the

. least number of residential and business relocations of any of the east
alternatives due to right-of-way requirements. 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 prarrres (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 could 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 goals, objectives and values of Lrnco!n/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 transportation
alternatives. It could be integrated well with a possible trail 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 it is within 0.5
mi of Stevens Creek for over a 6-mi stretch. EM-1 also parallels an existing LES
transmission line with a 150-ft easement which would allow some overlap of a
joint utility and road corridor for over 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 mullti- -use corridor, and it uses less land than the other
two routes : '

“The selection of the preferred alternative was unanimously appreved on 15 June 2001 by the
Beltway Management Committee representing the four project sponsors~the City of Lrncoln
Lancaster County, NDOR and FHWA.
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'E. - MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM
) 'rrhpé??.ts‘rfrom the proposed action ha\;é _bee'n"'evaluatéc:jfarjd' mihifleize'd t_é the é)’cﬁtént'b-o'ss‘i‘blé}.‘
_Mitigation has been proposed for-the remaining impacts-and will consist of those measures in
‘the Environmental Commitments Listing (Table2). . -~ . B

" Al practical measures to minimize harm have been incorporated into the project. =
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Table 2
ENVIHONMENTAL COMMITMENTS LISTING

- AREA OF PAGE/ CQMMITMENATINIITIGATI'ON
CONCERN PAHAGRAPH - : - A
: "IN FEIS
Access.” 9.8, 9.9, 9{17; Opticns for brovlé‘lon of access wi!l. be discussed with landowners d-uring '
' 9.18, 9.21, final design. .
9.22 .

Acquisitions and

3.17/6 tﬁrough

" Right-of-way acquisition wn!l be handled in accordance with the Federal -

Relocations 3.20/3 Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properly Acquisition Act of 1970,
B as amended. Relocalion assistance for all eligible residential and business
relocatees will be provided without discrimination, through the Nebraska -
Relocation Assistance Act as requ;red by federal and stale faws (Neb. Rev.
A Stat. Section 76-1214 ef seq.). -
Air Quality 3.31/3-4 If objectionable dust levels occur during conslruclion, dust will be controlled
- by timely appiications of waler and lemporary seedang to lhe areas of
construction.
Alr Space 3.10M1 Air space considerations will be reviewed during final design with FAA.
Considerations. '
: Construction methods erI be reviewed with FAA k1Y days pﬂor io
9.28 construction,. .
Construction’ 3.76/7 through | Provision of Access. For minor Intersections, motorists will be rerouted to -
3.77/3 noarby parallel streels. Delay will be minimized and adequate signage

Impacts

and limiting construction activities to certain hours of the day.

provided. For major intersections, construction phasing plans wili be
prepared to address traffic handling operations. Private Iandowners will be
provided access to their propeny at all times.

Dust Sugressio If objectionahle’ dust levels oceur, dust will be controlled -
by timely applications of water and lemporary seeding to xhe construction
areas. .

Erosion and Sedimentation Conlrol. Mitigation measures for construction:
related erosion and sedimentation control will include dikes, dams,
sediment basins, flber mats, temporary and pennanenl seeding, straw
mulch, plastic liners, slope dra!ns, and other devices which would intarcapl
and trap Iransponed sediments dunng construction.

Noise Controls Conslruction noise Iavals are typ:catly a function of the
scale of the project, the phase of construction, the condition of the
equipment and ils cperating-cycles, and the number of construction-
equipment units operating simultaneously. Measures that may be
employed to reduce objectionable construction.noise Include deslgnating
haul routes away from sensitive receplors, controlling noise at the source,
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- 1 and NDOR Standard Specifications for Highway Construction, Iif tree

DPU-3300(1) Lincolr, Nebraska, *
. AREA OF .- - PAGE/ - : COMMITMENTMET!GAT!ON
CONCERN - PARAGRAPH . ' ' .
- . INFEIS -
_Pen’nité - 377 e " | The following permits and approvals will be obtained for the project: - ¢
. R 1. Section 404 Permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers o :
2, Section 401 Water Quality Certilication from the Nebraska Depariment
of ° Environmental Quality - =~ o S
"q_ Nalional Pollution Elimination Discharge Permit from the Nebraska
Department of Environmental Quality - - ‘ S
4. Floodplain Development Permit from Lancaster Gounty - -
Railroads 3.23/3 All beltway/raillroad crossings will include grade separations 'ove‘r any aEiqu
E raiiroad lines. . : . ‘ _ T
Threatened and -| 3.57/8 Since construction is not expected for several years; surveys forthe . il
Endangered . : threatened prairie finged orchid will be updated, as appropriate. Although i
Species prairies-are not regulated, impacts to these areas will be avolded or. - R'E
_ minimized to the extent possible. e o
Transporation 312/8 - - | The prbléét will include fencing of the freeway right-of-wé}/ and lighting at
Safety AP interchanges. ’ o - .
Utilities. 3.2314' _ ' Utiiity relocations will be determined durihg final design. A_ny _appfova!s for’
' o relocations will be obtained from the affected utility at that time,. '
Visual : 3.74/M1-2. . As part of final design, ponsideration';.-;rill ba given to visual impacts bn R
|| Aesthetlics Ce _ residential properties. Measures to screen the road from the residence will |
: 'be evaluated including landscaping, berming and fencing which canbe "
accomplished within the road right-of-way or on additionat road right-of-way
acquired for this purpose. There is also an opporiunity to apply a 'Green’
concept to the beltway corridor—similar o Lincoln's ‘Boulevard’ concept,’
| Accommodating landscaping and open space would have a clear benefit 1o
‘| adjacent properties, but is likely to require the acquisition of additional right-
of-way or easements and will need 1o be weighed against the additional
loss of private property. o . , : '
Water Body 1341, Mitigation measures will be-implemented for construction-related erosion
| Modification and.- | 8.3 ‘ 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})
penmit 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, :

Any need for wildlife crossings will be-evaluated with appropriate.resource |
agencies during final design. oo T

To the extent practicable clearing and grubbing" activities will Alse scheduled -
to avoid nesting birds. In accordance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act .

removal will occur from April 1 to July 15 (the primary nesting season of
migratory birds), an initial survey for nesting birds within the project area
shall be conducted. Any presence of eggs or young will be reported
immediately to the Fish and Wiidlife Service. Based on consultation as a
result of this contact, appropriate mitigation wil be implemented.
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