
For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
 
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.
 

Get Adobe Reader Now! 

http://www.adobe.com/go/reader




Project Begin
Mile Marker 87.73


Project End
Mile Marker 98.63


Republican River


McCook


Indianola£¤6


4th
St


E 1
1th


 S
t Rd 719


Rd 720


Rd
 39


2


Rd
 38


9


D St


Rd
 38


6


Rd 702


Ro
ad


39
2


Rd
 38


7


Dr
 39


1


Drive 713


Rd 721


Rd 714


Rd
 39


4


Dr 714


Ro
ad


71
8


Dr
 39


2


Rd
 38


8


E C St


Ravenswood Rd


Rd
 39


1


E H St


Rd 718


Dr
71


8


Dr
ive


39
2


Road715


Drive395


7th
 S


t


Road719


Dr
ive


 38
7


E 8
th


 S
t


Rd 720
Rd 720 Rd 702


Rd
 38


6


Rd
 38


7


Rd 719


Rd 720


Dr
39


1


Rd
 38


9


Rd 719


Rd 721Rd 721


Rd 386


Dr
ive


39
2


Data Source:  USGS 7.5 Minute Topographic Map, Red Willow County Mosaic


NEBRASKA


\\fn
ts-


fs1
\Pr


oje
cts


\Pr
oje


cts
\01


3-0
72


3\M
cC


oo
k_


 In
dia


no
la\


GI
S\M


cC
oo


k_
Ind


ian
ola


_4
(f) 


- C
op


y.m
xd


0 3,500 7,000
Feet


McCook to Indianola
NDOR Project No. NH-6-2(120)


C.N. 70879
Red Willow County, NE


Location Map
Figure 1


Project Location


£¤6


£¤83


¬«89


Red Willow County


O
Legend


Alignment


£¤34


£¤34








£¤34


McCook


Indianola
£¤6


Project Begin
Mile Marker 87.73


Project End
Mile Marker 98.63


\\fn
ts-


fs1
\Pr


oje
cts


\Pr
oje


cts
\01


3-0
72


3\M
cC


oo
k_


 In
dia


no
la\


GI
S\M


cC
oo


k_
Ind


ian
ola


_4
(f) 


- C
op


y.m
xd


Data Source: ESRI World Imagery
0 3,100 6,200


Feet
McCook to Indianola


NDOR Project No. NH-6-2(120)
C.N. 70879


Red Willow County, NE
Site Map


Figure 2


Legend
AlignmentO








 
NDOR Section 4(f) Initial Assessment Form  1 


                                                                                          
 
 


Section 4(f) Initial Assessment Form 


May 29, 2015 


 


Project Name   Project Number 


McCook to Indianola  NH-6-2(120) 


 
Control Number   Date Completed 


70879  02/09/2016 


 
Project Location (Town, County)   Name of Preparer 


McCook and Indianola, Red Willow County 
United States Highway 6 (US-6) 


 Caleb Pharris 


 


 
 
 


The following form was developed as an initial assessment of potential Section 4(f) properties within a project 
area.  The number of each question block corresponds directly to the NDOR Section 4(f) Guidance section 
with the same number.  One Initial Assessment Form per PROJECT must be included as an attachment 
to the CE Form or incorporated into the appropriate chapter in the EA/EIS. 
 
NOTE: At the time the Section 4(f) Initial Assessment Form is filled out, the Section 106 process must be 
sufficiently complete that historic properties have been identified.  A Section 106 Finding of Effect (No Adverse 
Effect, Adverse Effect) must be completed prior to determining whether the project results in a ‘use’ of an 
historic property.  All Section 106 determinations and findings must be made and documented by NDOR 
Professionally Qualified Staff (PQS).  


 


 
 
 


1. Identification of Section 4(f) Properties 


 A. For historic properties, based on the NDOR Section 106 Tier Review Form, are there properties that 
are listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places? 


   Yes   No   N/A (Section 106 Tier I) 


  If Yes, provide the name, Finding of Effect, and any other pertinent information from the Section 106 
review for each identified property. 
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Two properties were identified within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). St. Catherine Catholic Church 
and Rectory (RW03-081) is present along United States Highway 6 (US-6) at Mile Marker (MM) 97.80 
in Indianola and is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion C. Work at this 
location would consist of resurfacing and all work would be confined to the existing right-of-way. The 
Detroit-Lincoln-Denver (DLD) Highway (RW00-159) is eligible under Criterion A. No work would be 
completed on the historic alignment. The Tier II memo, dated 8/26/2015, found that no historic 
properties would be affected. The memo was updated on 2/4/2016 to include the DLD Highway. The 
finding remains "No Historic Properties Affected". 


  


 B. Are there existing or planned parks, recreation areas, or wildlife/waterfowl refuges present within a 
¼ mile of the project area? 


   Yes   No 


  


 C. In consultation with the online resources identified in the Section 4(f) Guidance, list the resources 
used to determine if parks, recreation areas, or wildlife/waterfowl refuges are present. 


 


Nebraska Water Trails Guide, Nebraska Game and Parks Commission (NGPC) Interactive Map, 
NGPC Nebraska State Parks map, NGPC Owned or Managed Sites, US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Wildlife Refuges, US Fish and Wildlife Service Wilderness Areas, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Waterfowl 
Production Areas, and the comprehensive plans for McCook and Red Willow County.  


  


 D. Identify all potential Section 4(f) parks, recreation areas, and wildlife/waterfowl refuges (include 
property name(s), location(s) along project, etc.). 


  If No parks, recreation areas, or wildlife/waterfowl refuges are present, AND no historic properties 
need consideration from 1.A., indicate in the box below that no potential Section 4(f) properties are 
present.  DOCUMENTATION IS COMPLETE. 


 


Karrer Park - This park is located in the southeast portion of McCook to the south of US-6 near MM 
87.52. 


Republican River Valley Rest Area - This property is located on the south side of US-6 near MM 
89.52. 


Southwest Elementary - This school is located at 719 East Street, Indianola, NE. 


Indianola City Park - This park is located on the north side of US-6/D Street in Indianola near MM 
97.88.  


Indianola School District #2 Baseball Fields - This ball field is located in Indianola to the north of US-6 
near MM 87.71. 


 
 
 


2. Applicability Criteria for Section 4(f) Parks, Recreation Areas, and Wildlife/Waterfowl Refuges (not 
Historic Properties) 


 A. List all properties from 1.D. that are (1) NOT publicly owned, or (2) NOT privately owned and leased to 
a public entity, for a Section 4(f) protected purpose, and how this was determined. 


 


 NA 
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 B. List all properties from 1.D. that are NOT open to the public, and how this was determined. (This does 
NOT apply to wildlife/waterfowl refuges.) 


   


NA 


 


 C. List all properties from 1.D. that are considered multiple-use properties, and what those uses are. 


   


NA 


 


 D. List all properties from 1.D. that were NOT called-out in 2.A. or 2.B.; these properties will be carried 
forward in the Section 4(f) process. Also be sure to carry forward any multiple-use properties 
from 2.C. or historic properties from 1.A. that have temporary or permanent right-of-way 
acquisition or vibratory effects. If no properties are carried forward, note below and 
DOCUMENTATION IS COMPLETE. 


     


Karrer Park, Indianola City Park, Indianola School District #2 Baseball Fields, St. Catherine Catholic 
Church and Rectory, DLD Highway, Southwest Elementary, Republican River Valley Rest Area 


 


 
 


3. Determination of Section 4(f) Use 


 A. Is there a potential use of the Section 4(f) applicable properties from 2.D. above?  Will the properties 
be impacted by the project, including access restrictions?  (See Guidance Section 3 for definition of 
use.) 


   Yes   No Is there a potential permanent use? 


   Yes   No Is there a potential temporary use (including exceptions)? 


   Yes   No Is there a potential constructive use? 


 
  Any Yes: complete the appropriate Section 4(f) analysis for each impacted property 


  No:  state impact avoidance measures below, then DOCUMENTATION IS COMPLETE 


 


 B. List impact avoidance measures (for “No” answer only). If justification is needed to support a “No” 
answer in 3.A., describe below. 
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Karrer Park - This park is located to the west of the project alignment and there would be no use of 
park property. Access to the park would remain open throughout construction.  
 
Indianola City Park - There would be a temporary use of 0.002 acre {93 square feet (sf)} and a 
permanent use of 0.0008 acre (35.35 sf). There would be no constructive use of this property 
because this project only involves resurfacing US-6 and the construction of Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps. The permanent and temporary use of the park would 
qualify as a de minimis impact and NDOR would send out a targeted mailer. 
 
Indianola School District #2 Baseball Fields - This property is located approximately 300 feet to the 
north of the project alignment, however, the access to the baseball field is located on US-6. Access 
to the baseball field would remain open during construction. 
 
St. Catherine Catholic Church and Rectory - There would be no use of this property which is located 
on the north side of US-6 and access to the property would remain open throughout construction. 
 
The DLD Highway - This property would not be affected as no work would be completed on the 
historic alignment. 
 
Republican River Valley Rest Area - This property is part of the transportation system and not a 4(f) 
property. 
 
Southwest Elementary - This school is located one block north of the project alignment and there will 
be no use of the school property or its accesses. 
 
 


 
 


 
 
 


NDOR Reviewer Approval Signature: Date: 


             


FHWA Environmental Signature: Date: 
FHWA signature is only required in the following circumstances: 


 If the property is leased 


 If the property is considered multiple-use 


 If the Official(s) with Jurisdiction claims that the property is NOT significant 
 


             


 





				2016-02-10T11:01:16-0600

		Carmen Pellish
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Section 4(f) De Minimis Form 


May 20, 2015 
 


Project Name  Project Number 


McCook to Indianola  NH-6-2(120) 


   
Control No.  Project Location (Town, County, Street) 


70879  McCook to Indianola, Red Willow County, Nebraska  United States Highway 6 
(US-6) 


   
Project Description 


This project would resurface 10.89 miles of United States Highway 6 (US-6) located in Red Willow County, 
starting 0.98 miles east of the east junction of US-6/United States Highway 34 (US-34) and United States 
Highway 83 (US-83) at mile marker (MM) 87.73, and extending east to MM 98.63, the northeast corporate 
limits of Indianola.  Construction may begin and/or end approximately 200 feet ahead of or beyond the actual 
project limits to accommodate transitioning the pavement. 
 
Short segments of the roadway where bridges are being replaced would be built to New and Reconstruction 
minimum design standards. The extent of pavement work ahead or beyond the structure to accommodate the 
replacement would be determined by Roadway Design. 
 
The existing roadway in the rural segment of this project (MM 87.73 – 97.69 and MM 98.27 – 98.63) consists 
of two 12-foot wide asphalt lanes and 12 to 14-foot wide shoulders, of which 10 to 12 feet is paved with 
asphalt. The curbed urban section in Indianola (MM 97.69 – 98.27) consists of a 50-foot wide back to back 
curbed section with two 12-foot wide asphalt lanes.  
 
The improvements on this project, with the exception of the bridge replacements at MM 92.05 and MM 97.61, 
consist of milling and resurfacing the existing roadway and surfaced shoulders with asphalt, bridge repairs and 
replacement and removing and replacing guardrail. 
 
Improvements at the bridge replacements consist of replacing the existing structure with a new bridge or 
concrete box culvert, removing the existing guardrail, grading a safety section (MM 92.05 only), full depth 
pavement as needed where the existing structure is removed and replacement of the guardrail (MM 97.61 
only). 
  
Scope details include:  
• Grading beyond the hinge point would be required for the following work: 
   Culverts 
   Guardrail 
   Correction of superelevation (Plus or minus 4 to 5 inches) 
   Earth shoulder construction 
   Bridge removal  
   Turn lanes 
   Flattening foreslopes and backslopes 
   Ditch Cleanout 
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   Removal of old substructure 
   Curb and flume construction 
   Contractor Access for bridge work 
   Relocation of field entrances or drives 
• The scope of work at culvert sites on this project includes culvert extensions, construction of drop pipes 
at backslopes and ditches, construction of new culvert pipes (permanent and temporary), construction of 
drainage structures and raising parapet walls at box culverts. 
• Culverts identified within the fixed lateral obstacle clear zone would be extended or shielded with 
guardrail.   
• Guardrail 
   Remove and replace guardrail with grading beyond the hinge point 
• The bridge over River Canyon at MM 92.05 (Structure Number S006 09205) would be removed and 
replaced with a quintuple concrete box culvert designed to accommodate a future grade raise. Construction of 
the new box culvert would be phased utilizing a two lane temporary road during construction. The existing 
guardrail would be removed and a safety section graded at the culvert location. 
• The deck on the bridge over Red Willow Creek at MM 93.69 (Structure Number S006 09369) would be 
repaired prior to resurfacing. The existing east approach slab would be milled and resurfaced. The bridge rails 
and deck overhang would be repaired and sealed. The expansion joints would be replaced and the existing 
guardrail would be removed and replaced.  
• The bridge over Coon Creek at MM 97.61 (Structure Number S006 09761) would be removed and 
replaced with a 44-foot clear roadway width bridge. New approaches with grade beam on pile would be 
constructed. The existing guardrail would be removed and replaced. A contractor access crossing would be 
required (pipes). A temporary traffic signal would be required for phased construction of the bridge. 
• Concrete pavement repairs would be made prior to resurfacing. 
• The existing asphalt would be milled prior to resurfacing. 
• Asphalt patching operations would be performed prior to resurfacing. 
• Existing surfaced driveways and intersections would be resurfaced.  
• Rock or gravel would be placed behind driveways and intersections to match the new asphalt. 
• Field entrances and drives would be relocated to accommodate construction  
• Barrier curb would be constructed between the sidewalk and parking areas where appropriate to 
restrict encroachment on pedestrian facilities. 
• Elevation adjustments to existing manholes and water valve boxes would be required due to 
construction of Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps. 
• Surfacing would be placed under the guardrail.  
• The existing earth shoulders would be brought up to match the new asphalt.  
• Pavement replacement would be required to accommodate new bridge construction. 
• Foreslopes within the segments of reconstruction would conform to minimum design standards for New 
and Reconstruction projects. 
• Project surveying and staking would be required. 
• Areas disturbed during construction would be stabilized utilizing methods of erosion control as shown in 
the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
• Rumble strips would be constructed on the resurfaced shoulders.  
• Because the pavement work is considered to result in an alteration of the pavement in crosswalks, the 
NDOR would eliminate barriers to access by building curb ramps where required.   
• Centerline rumble strips would be constructed.   
• Permanent pavement markings would be applied to all new surfacing. 
• Additional property rights would be required to build this project.  
• Access to adjacent properties would be maintained during construction but may be limited at times due 
to phasing requirements.   
• This project would be constructed under traffic with lane closures controlled with approved temporary 
traffic control.  
• The bridge replacement with a box culvert at MM 92.05 would be constructed one half at a time with a 
two-lane wide temporary roadway during construction.  
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Name of Section 4(f) Property (A separate form must be completed for each property with a de minimis impact) 


Indianola City Park 


Official(s) with Jurisdiction 


Mr. Brent May, Mayor 


City of Indianola 


210 North 4th Street 


P.O. Box F 


Indianola, NE 69034 


Total Property Size (in acres) Permanent Impact (in acres) Temporary Impact (in acres) 


2.07 0.0008 0.002 


Property Description 


The Indianola City Park is owned by the City of Indianola, a public entity, open to the public year round and 
is subject to Section 4(f) provisions. The Indianola City Park is located in the western portion of Indianola. 
Ammenities to the park include a playground, two sheltered picnic areas, a commemorative marker, and 
green space.  


Answer only the questions in the applicable block (A or B). All questions in Block C must be answered. 


A. Section 4(f) De Minimis Park, Recreation Area, and Refuge Eligibility 


If the de minimis impact does NOT involve a park, recreation area or refuge, check the N/A below and 
proceed to Block B. 


N/A 


Will the project adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes that make the property eligible for Section 
4(f) protection? 


Yes   No 


Have measures been taken to minimize harm to the property? If Yes, explain in the Avoidance, 
Minimization, and Mitigation Measures box below. 


Yes No 


Have de minimis public involvement requirements (notice, review, comments, 
etc.) been completed? If Yes, describe in the Comments box below. 


Yes No 


Date(s): 


12/10/2015 to 
01/11/2016 


Did the Official(s) with Jurisdiction concur with the determination of no 
adverse effect? 


Yes   No 


Date(s): 


03/07/2016 
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B. Section 4(f) De Minimis Historic and Archeological Resource Eligibility 
 
If the de minimis impact does NOT involve an historic or archeological resource, check the N/A below 
and proceed to Block C. 


 N/A 
 
Have measures been taken to minimize harm to the property? If Yes, explain in the Avoidance, 
Minimization, and Mitigation Measures box below. 


 Yes   No 
 


Was the effect determination either “no historic properties affected” or “no adverse effect”? * 


 Yes   No 


PQS Date  SHPO Date  THPO Date 


                    


 


* The PQS field will always be filled out. If there is a date in the SHPO or THPO field, this would indicate the 


entity is the Official with Jurisdiction and they were informed of FHWA’s intent to apply de minimis via project-
specific correspondence.  The date in the field would be the date the entity concurred on the Section 106 effect 
determination.  A notation of “N/A” in the field indicates the entity was not the Official with Jurisdiction.  
“Programmatic” in the SHPO field indicates that a determination of “no historic properties affected” or “no 
adverse effect” was made for the project per the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement and the de minimis 
notification was provided via letter agreement with the SHPO. 


 
C. Additional Information 
 
Description of Use (Temporary and/or Permanent) 


The construction of an ADA compliant curb at the northwest corner of the US-6 and 7th Street intersection 
would permanently impact approximately 0.0008 acre (approximately 36 sq. ft.) and temporarily impact 
approximately 0.002 acre (approximately 93 sq. ft.) of the park property.  


 
Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 


The park is approximately 2.07 acres, therefore, the total impacts (permanent and temporary) would be 
approximately 0.1% of the park property. The construction of the curbs would not adversely affect the 
protected activities, features or attributes of the park either temporarily or permanently. The park would remain 
open to the public during construction. 


 
Comments 


NDOR sent out a targeted mailer and allowed a 30-day comment period. Sixteen (16) comments were 
received and only one (1) comment addressed the impact to the park and was in favor of the construction of 
ADA compliant curbs. An example of the targeted mailer and the comments are located in the attached public 
involvement package.  
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Attachment B 


Letter to the Official with Jurisdiction 



















 


 


Attachment C 


Public Involvement Package 


 







To:  NDOR Environmental 


From:  Sarah Kugler, Public Involvement Manager, NDOR 


Date:  22 March 2016 


RE:  Public Involvement Summary Report, NH-6-2(120), McCook - Indianola, CN 70879 


Public Involvement Summary Report for Targeted Mailer:  NH-6-2(120), McCook - Indianola, 


CN 70879 


Based on an analysis of the project scope and a civil rights analysis, a targeted mailer in the form of a 


project information packet, legal notice, website, and a 30-day comment period were used as outreach 


tools for public involvement on this project.  The project information packet involved mailing a project 


information sheet and prepaid postage comment sheet to a distribution list of 185 citizens and 


businesses adjacent to US-6 from MM 87.73 to MM 98.63.  A total of 87 public and private agencies with 


potential interest in the project were also included in the distribution list.  Legal notices were placed in 


McCook Gazette and Indianola News, Nebraska Press Association recognized newspapers, on December 


10, 2015 and December 24, 2015.  Project information was placed on the NDOR website.   


NDOR Public Involvement received 16 comments during the specified comment period (December 10, 


2015 – January 11, 2016), outlined below. 


COMMENT RESPONSE 


Previous property owners adjacent to project no 
longer own property. Listed new property owners. 


Will update records.  


Property owners adjacent to project inquired how 
project would affect business due to parking. 


Portion of project within City limits would consist 
of milling and resurfacing between the curbs, and 
work associated with building curb ramps There 
would not be any changes to the existing parking 
configurations. 


Citizen adjacent to project states road and bridges 
are fine. Travels road frequently. Why not save the 
money? 


Pavement distresses present on this section 
highway are significant enough to warrant 
rehabilitation.  In order to preserve the highway, 
highway needs to be resurfaced. 
Due to age and condition of bridges, replacement 
is most cost effective solution. 


Citizen adjacent to project supports project.  Appreciates input. 


Citizen adjacent to project inquired about 
easements, affect to property, and speed zones.  


Plans do not include involving the property.  No 
plans to obtain additional easements at said 
location. 
Speed zones and signing in Indianola were 
reviewed in 2014.  Based on the review, no 
changes to the signing were recommended at that 
time.  


Local agency supports project.  Would like passing 
lanes and no parking within Indianola to be part of 
project. Difficult to see around parked cars. Traffic 
does not realize it is a two lane road not a 4 lane 


Project has been reviewed based on documented 
crash history, operations, and other factors.  No 
changes to add turn lanes or remove parking 
through City recommended per review.  Provided 







road.  Could improve safety for school buses that 
turn off highway to school. 


comment and copy of response letter to mayor. 


Citizen adjacent to project supports project. Appreciates input. 


Highway Commissioner states passing lanes should 
be considered on hills between McCook and 
Indianola. 


Project is scoped as an asset preservation project 
to be built to 3R Standards. Have performed an 
analysis to determine if criteria for passing lanes 
are warranted. 
Reviewed 14 locations along this segment of 
highway. Adding a climbing lane for an upgrade on 
a two-lane highway can offset the decline in traffic 
operations caused by the combined effects of the 
grade, traffic volume, and heavy vehicles.  On 
highways of lower volumes, only an occasional car 
is delayed, and climbing lanes, although desirable, 
may not be justified economically even where a 
critical grade is exceeded.  Cited 3 criteria 
reflecting economic considerations to justify 
climbing lane from AASHTO Green Book. 
Curves do not meet criteria for adding climbing 
lane.  No crash patterns or high crash rates were 
noted near these locations based on updated 
crash reviews.  


State agency has no conflicts or facilities in area 
except within City of McCook. 


Appreciates input. 


Business owner adjacent to project supports 
project.  Request small of sidewalk if removed 
where there are handprints and dates. 


Plans at location of business include removing and 
replacing sidewalk.  Project manager should be in 
touch regarding specifics. 


Meeting Log with District Engineer 
Property owner adjacent to project owns land adjacent to the River Canyon Bridge inquired about plans 
for the bridge.  District engineer stated bridge would be replaced with concrete box culvert.  Property 
owner stated culvert would not be large enough.  District engineer explained the process of deciding 
whether to build a bridge or a culvert and said that it was designed to handle a 100-year flood.  Property 
owner drives equipment and trucks under the bridge to get to his property, and asked that the design be 
changed to a bridge.  District engineer explained advantages of box culvert over a bridge and stated 
intention to keep current design because it’s in public’s best interest. Discussed proposed ROW taking 
and reviewed the plans for area of project near property owner.  Provided property owner ROW sheets 
and aerial photo sheets from plans.  Told property owner that property could be staked at the time of 
negotiations if desired and to let the Negotiator know. 
 







Issues with plan to replace bridge with box culvert. 
Would like name of hydrologist and results of 
determination.   Uses passage under bridge. Using 
highway would be dangerous. Culvert size would 
eliminate movement of equipment and make it 
difficult to move cattle for emergency medical 
treatment. Requested to have at least one passage 
approximately double wide and a bit higher but 
did not appear to be considered.   Feels bridge 
structure is sound. Questions if it would be 
cheaper to build culvert than to build or repair 
bridge due to other variables. Would like to see 
estimates of both options.  Has witnessed violent 
flooding.  Debris would unlikely be able to pass 
through culvert.  Has it been considered the time 
and expense that the state may incur to clear this 
debris away to allow flood water to continue to 
pass or remove after the flood water recedes?  
Water marks on bridge pillars indicate 8 to 10 feet 
of water.  Would state be responsible for damages 
caused since I have expressed these concerns 
timely?  Please retain concerns. Would like to 
meet onsite with senior engineer and to show 
basis for concern.  Public hearing may be 
beneficial.  Would like to further comment after 
comment period.  Provided contact information. 


Meeting Log with District Engineer 
Engineer and bridge team met with property 
owners at bridge site.  Property owners outlined 
concerns.  Team explained thought process in 
deciding what to do at this location (do nothing, 
rehab existing bridge, build CBC or bridge on this 
vertical alignment, build a new structure on a new 
vertical alignment).  Team explained they want to 
be good stewards of the public’s money and that is 
why the CBC using the existing vertical alignment 
was chosen.  CBC will likely last 75-100 years and 
can be extended in the future to upgrade to the 
more desirable alignment if crash data or other 
reasons warrant.  Money spent rehabbing the 
existing bridge would only buy time and the 
structure would have to be torn down to upgrade 
the alignment.  A new bridge built on this 
alignment would be money wasted if 
modifications to alignment were needed in future. 
Property owners asked about increasing the size of 
one cell of the CBC.  Team had these figures at 
hand (60% increase in cost) and said they couldn’t 
justify that additional cost just to serve one 
landowner.  Property owners feel having to drive 
on the highway vs. crossing under the bridge was a 
safety  hazard.  Team asked if adding second field 
entrance across from current one on north side 
would alleviate concerns.  Owners indicated an 
interest but did not feel it eliminated their 
concerns.  Could be offered at negotiations. Also 
offered to provide a permit to use the new 
structure as a cattle pass upon completion of the 
project.   
Bridge team explained how we choose the size and 
structure type based on a hydraulic analysis.  
Property owners assert that debris would clog the 
CBC and cause flooding.  This channel has very few 
trees visible up-stream.   
Team said they would be happy to meet again if 
there were concerns during the project and left 
contact information.  







Property owner adjacent to project is concerned 
with replacing bridge with box culvert. Doesn’t 
find five box culverts a good idea for access 
reasons and taxpayers. 
Property owner’s farming operations utilize the 
current bridge as a means to move equipment and 
commodities and avoid highway. Feel safer going 
through canyon.  Don’t believe culverts would be 
big enough for equipment or livestock. Would 
restrict the usage of the pasture land on the south 
side of the highway as there is no water source on 
that portion of the property. 
Concerned with volume of water that comes down 
canyon and debris and residue could wash down 
and plug culverts. There are trees that could move 
downstream when water flows. Farm ground used 
to produce hay and could clog culvert. Livestock 
could be washed downstream.  Mentioned no-till 
and minimum-till farming practices being utilized. 
Doesn’t believe anyone understand that the 
potential for flooding.  Mentioned previous floods.  
If bridge wasn’t there ,debris would be lodged 
against or inside of the proposed culverts and 
eventually dammed up and stopped the water. 
Would damage pasture and destroy it and the 
irrigation and stock wells. 
Concerned with cost of replacing versus 
rehabilitating bridge. 


Meeting Log with District Engineer 
Engineer and bridge team met with property 
owners at bridge site.  Property owners outlined 
concerns.  Team explained thought process in 
deciding what to do at this location (do nothing, 
rehab existing bridge, build CBC or bridge on this 
vertical alignment, build a new structure on a new 
vertical alignment).  Team explained they want to 
be good stewards of the public’s money and that is 
why the CBC using the existing vertical alignment 
was chosen.  CBC will likely last 75-100 years and 
can be extended in the future to upgrade to the 
more desirable alignment if crash data or other 
reasons warrant.  Money spent rehabbing the 
existing bridge would only buy time and the 
structure would have to be torn down to upgrade 
the alignment.  A new bridge built on this 
alignment would be money wasted if 
modifications to alignment were needed in future. 
Property owners asked about increasing the size of 
one cell of the CBC.  Team had these figures at 
hand (60% increase in cost) and said they couldn’t 
justify that additional cost just to serve one 
landowner.  Property owners feel having to drive 
on the highway vs. crossing under the bridge was a 
safety  hazard.  Team asked if adding second field 
entrance across from current one on north side 
would alleviate concerns.  Owners indicated an 
interest but did not feel it eliminated their 
concerns.  Could be offered at negotiations. Also 
offered to provide a permit to use the new 
structure as a cattle pass upon completion of the 
project.   
Bridge team explained how we choose the size and 
structure type based on a hydraulic analysis.  
Property owners assert that debris would clog the 
CBC and cause flooding.  This channel has very few 
trees visible up-stream.   
Team said they would be happy to meet again if 
there were concerns during the project and left 
contact information. 


Phone log with District Engineer 
Citizen adjacent to project inquired on 
consideration of truck climbing lanes.  Citizen 
sometimes follows trucks but is reluctant to pass 
large vehicles. 


Reviewed multiple locations in project area for 
climbing lanes.  Reviews specific criteria including 
traffic flow rates as well as the reported crash 
records to justify building climbing lanes.  
Locations did not meet criteria.  







State agency stated the permits that would be 
required.  Listed contact information. 


Will coordinate with agency. 


Meeting log with District Construction Engineer 
Citizen stated concerns about passing zones.  
Understands limitations of regulations but 
requests consideration of adding turning/passing 
lanes or adjusting grade to improve passing sight 
distance. Voiced concern that there was not a 
place to pass.  District construction engineer 
stated that comments would be taken into 
consideration but the current project as 
programmed doesn’t show warrants for those 
modifications. Told citizen comment would be 
passed on for review.  Citizen just wanted to make 
aware. 


Project is scoped as an asset preservation project 
to be built to 3R Standards. Have performed an 
analysis to determine if criteria for passing lanes 
are warranted. 
Reviewed 14 locations along this segment of 
highway. Adding a climbing lane for an upgrade on 
a two-lane highway can offset the decline in traffic 
operations caused by the combined effects of the 
grade, traffic volume, and heavy vehicles.  On 
highways of lower volumes, only an occasional car 
is delayed, and climbing lanes, although desirable, 
may not be justified economically even where a 
critical grade is exceeded.  Cited 3 criteria 
reflecting economic considerations to justify 
climbing lane from AASHTO Green Book. 
Curves do not meet criteria for adding climbing 
lane.  No crash patterns or high crash rates were 
noted near these locations based on updated 
crash reviews. 


 







December 8, 2015 
 
 
 
Name 
Address 
Address 
 
NDOR Project: 
NH-6-2(120) McCook – Indianola; C.N. 70879 
 
Dear Citizen: 
 
Enclosed is information concerning the proposed transportation improvement project on U.S. Highway 6 
(US-6). 


The Nebraska Department of Roads (NDOR) is planning the resurfacing of a portion of US-6, which would 
include the removal and replacement of two bridge structures.  The proposed construction could begin as 
early as fall of 2016 with completion by the fall of 2017.  The proposed project would be constructed under 
traffic with lane closures controlled with approved temporary traffic control.  Temporary roads and shoulder 
widening would be used to accommodate traffic during the proposed reconstruction of the two bridge 
structures. 


This project would require the acquisition of additional property rights for construction throughout the 
project area, including new right-of-way, temporary easements, and control of access.  Access to adjacent 
properties would be maintained during construction but may be limited at times due to phasing 
requirements.  Impacts to Indianola City Park are anticipated due to the proposed acquisition of new right-
of-way and temporary easements from the park.  The proposed right-of-way would be used for the 
construction of ADA compliant curb ramps and would not interfere with the amenities of the park.  Impacts 
to wetlands are also anticipated.    


NDOR is currently seeking public input on the proposed project.  A comment sheet with pre-paid postage is 
included.  The comment period will run through January 11, 2016.  A project information sheet and map are 
included with this letter.  Additional information regarding the project may be found on the NDOR website at 
www.roads.nebraska.gov/projects/future-projects/ by clicking on the “McCook - Indianola” link, or by 
contacting the NDOR District 7 office at (308) 345-8490. 


NDOR understands that roadway construction may cause temporary inconvenience and hardships, but we 
are dedicated to improving Nebraska’s highway system. With your help we can achieve this goal. 


Sincerely, 


 
Sarah R. Kugler 
Public Involvement Manager 
Nebraska Department of Roads 
(402) 479-4871 
sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov 
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PROJECT INFORMATION SHEET 
As of December 2015 


 
 


NH-6-2(120); C.N. 70879 


MCCOOK - INDIANOLA 


LOCATION:  The proposed project would involve approximately 10.89 miles of U.S. Highway 6  


(US-6) located in Red Willow County. The project would start 0.98 mile east of the east junction of US-6/U.S. 


Highway 34 and U.S. Highway 83, at mile marker (MM) 87.73, and would extend east to MM 98.63 at the northeast 


corporate limits of Indianola.  Construction would begin and/or end approximately 200 feet ahead of or beyond the 


actual project limits to accommodate transitioning the pavement. 


PURPOSE AND NEED:  The purpose of the proposed project is to preserve the US-6 transportation asset, improve 


the reliability of the transportation system, and perpetuate the mobility of the traveling public. The need for the 


project is based on the condition of the existing roadway and bridge structures. 


SCOPE OF WORK:  Proposed improvements on this project would include milling and resurfacing the existing 


roadway and surfaced shoulders with asphalt.  The bridge structure located over Coon Creek at MM 97.61 would be 


removed and replaced.  The bridge structure located over River Canyon at MM 92.05 would be removed and 


replaced with a concrete box culvert.  Additional work would include removing and replacing guardrail. 


TRAFFIC VOLUMES:  


US-6 MM 87.73 – MM 98.63 


Year 2017 2027 2037 


Vehicles Per Day (ADT) 3875 4105 4340 


% Heavy Trucks 12% 12% 12% 


 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE:  Construction is tentatively scheduled to begin fall of 2016 with completion by the 


fall of 2017. 


ACCOMMODATION OF TRAFFIC:  The proposed project would be constructed under traffic with lane closures 


controlled with approved temporary traffic control.  Temporary roads and shoulder widening would be used to 


accommodate traffic during the proposed reconstruction of the two bridge structures. 


RIGHT-OF-WAY:  The proposed project would require the acquisition of additional property rights for construction 


throughout the project area, including new right-of-way, temporary easements, and control of access.  Access to 


adjacent properties would be maintained during construction but may be limited at times due to phasing 


requirements.  


POTENTIAL IMPACTS:  Impacts to Indianola City Park are anticipated due to the proposed acquisition of new 


right-of-way and temporary easements from the park.  The proposed right-of-way would be used for the construction 


of ADA compliant curb ramps and would not interfere with the amenities of the park.    Impacts to wetlands are also 


anticipated.    


ESTIMATED COST:  The cost of the proposed project is approximately $10.8 million and would derive from federal 


and state funding sources. 


 







Send comments to:
NDOR Public Involvement
Sarah Kugler
P.O. Box 94759; 1500 Hwy. 2
Lincoln, NE  68509-4759
402-479-4871
sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov


For more Information:
NDOR District 7 Engineer
Kurt Vosburg
619 Auditorium Dr.
McCook, NE  69001-3569
308-345-8490
kurt.vosburg@nebraska.gov


www.roads.nebraska.gov


Visit www.roads.nebraska.gov
and click on the Subscribe
button to sign up for email
notifications on topics of interest.
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Vosburg, Kurt; Ataullah, Syed
Cc: Baird, Jacqueline; Wilson, Drew; Collins, Duane; Erickson, Grace
Subject: RE: Citizen Comment - Kent Meyer, CN 70879, Project No. 6-2(120), McCook - Indianola
Date: Friday, January 08, 2016 4:37:47 PM


Kurt and Syed,
 
I spoke with Mr. Meyer this afternoon.  He expressed the same concerns to me that Kurt outlined
 below.  He will be emailing me his comments this evening, I told him we would review it once
 received.  If you have any questions please, let me know.  Thank you.
 
Sarah
 


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Friday, January 8, 2016 3:42 PM
To: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Cc: Baird, Jacqueline <Jacqueline.Baird@nebraska.gov>; Wilson, Drew
 <Drew.Wilson@nebraska.gov>; Collins, Duane <Duane.Collins@nebraska.gov>
Subject: Citizen Comment - Kent Meyer, CN 70879, Project No. 6-2(120), McCook - Indianola
 
Sarah-
 
Per our phone conversation and for your records:
 
Kent Meyer (308-340-6802) came into my office this after to discuss this project.  He is the owner of
 Tract No. 2.  This land is adjacent to the River Canyon Bridge at Sta. 728+71 and he inquired what
 our plans were for the bridge.  I said that it would be replaced with a quintuple 12’ x 12’ concrete
 box culvert.  He said that would not be large enough to handle the water.  I explained the process of
 deciding whether to build a bridge or a culvert and said that it was designed to handle a 100-year
 flood.  He said that he drives equipment and trucks under the bridge to get to his property on the
 other side.  He asked that the design be changed to a bridge.  I explained again the advantages of a
 box culvert over a bridge and said that I intended to keep our current design because it was in the
 public’s best interest even if it wasn’t in his.
 
We discussed the proposed ROW taking and reviewed the plans for this area of the project.  I
 provided him ROW sheets and aerial photo sheets from the plans.  I told him that if he desired to
 have the property staked at the time of negotiations to let the Negotiator know and we would
 gladly do so.
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: Fwd: McCook-Indianola road project
Date: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 7:58:54 AM


Sarah Kugler
Public Involvement Coordinator
Nebraska Department of Roads
402-479-4871; 402-416-7667 
Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Kent <meyers.farm@hotmail.com>
Date: January 12, 2016 at 2:28:29 AM CST
To: "sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov" <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Subject: McCook-Indianola road project 


   Nebraska Department of Roads   Attn. Sarah Kugler  and  Mr. Kyle Schneweis,
 director     To whom it may concern:    I am Kent Meyers my address is 39093
 Drive 717 McCook, Nebraska.  I own the property on both sides of highway 6-34
 where the bridge over river canyon is located @ MM 92.05 Red Willow county,
 Nebraska. This land has been in my family since the turn of the century. I leased
 this property beginning in 1960 and then purchased in 1971, so I am very familiar
 with the history and potential violence of this canyon in times of heavy rainfall. I
 therefore have very serious concerns with the proposed plan to eliminate this
 bridge and replace with box culverts. I met with Mr. Kurt Vosburg, district 7
 engineer last week regarding this proposal. I was very disappointed that he
 appeared to have no desire to reconsider the decision to eliminate this bridge.
 The letter I received from the state regarding this proposal stated it was only a
 PRELIMINARY PLAN- SUBJECT TO CHANGE. This did not appear to be the case
 from my experience at the meeting.  Again, I have personally witnessed the
 violence of this canyon following heavy rains many times in my lifetime. (I just
 had my 70th birthday). Mr. Vosburg appeared to be feel more familiar with this
 than myself, which I question, since he said he had been here since 1993. He did
 recall one incident he witnessed when the flood water was bluff to bluff prior to
 going under the bridge. He said a study had been done by a hydrologist. I would
 like to have the name of this individual and the results and basis of his
 determination.   We have used the passage under this bridge all these years to
 move farm equipment and commodities at times rather than risking  our safety
 by moving on the hiway as the visibility is limited due to the hills. The proposed
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 culverts will totally eliminate this movement of equipment due to the proposed
 size of these structures. It will also make it very difficult to move cattle through
 these long dark structures for emergency medical treatment at one of our
 farmsteads on the other side should the need arise unless they travel through
 these on a regular basis which may not be the case. There never have been a
 problem to go under this bridge.  I asked Mr. Vosburg if it would be possible to
 have at least one passage approximately double wide and a bit higher but that
 did not appear to be even considered.   I feel this bridge structure is very very 
 sound and by replacing only the  concrete deck completely or where needed
 would extend the life many years. This is an old well constructed bridge and has
 not been a high maintenance bridge. It has many years of useful life left. The last
 record of any major repair or upgrading he had was in 1975.   Mr. Vosburg  said it
 would be cheaper to replace with culverts than to repair/rebuild the bridge. This I
 question due to all the grading expense, temporary detours and also the expense
 of purchasing many yards of concrete, additional right of way as well as the cost
 to relocate power lines and property fences.  I would cordially ask to see
 estimates of both options to see the basis of this theory.  As stated before I have
 witnesses the violent flooding and the logs and debris dropped in my
 field downstream that was able to pass under and through that bridge that would
 have been highly unlikely to pass through the proposed culverts. Has it been
 considered the time and expense that the state may incur to clear this debris
 away to allow flood water to continue to pass or remove after the flood water
 recedes??  This was never a problem with the bridge.  I have personally seen the
 water marks on the bridge pillars to show the water was 8 to 10 feet deep going
 under the present bridge at times.  If these culverts become a reality and plug
 with debris and logs causing the water to back up it will damage and possibly
 destroy many acres of grazing we depend on as well as damaging our
 irrigation and stock wells located on the property upstream that have not been in
 danger before. Will the state be responsible for all damages caused since I have
 expressed these concerns timely?  I ask this letter be retained in the permanent
 files as evidence of my concerns. It seems to me the state should attempt to be
 more understanding and  be a better neighbor to we landowners.   I am now 
 requesting a SENIOR engineer from the state as well as the hydrologist
 mentioned contact me and schedule a meeting  with me on site asap to show
 them my basis for concern and also the debris deposited just more recently on
 my property below the bridge.  Also to see the trees upstream that drop limbs
 frequently that will effect the said culverts. I intended to forward pictures but
 feel seeing first hand is important.  Maybe a public hearing would be beneficial. 
 Please review my concerns, reconsider and not simply rubber stamp the
 preliminary plans without further consideration.   My son, Jason, also sent
 comments with similar concerns to be considered.       Respectfully   Kent Meyers 







 39093 Drive717  McCook, Nebr.   Phone 308 340 6802    The following are some
 who also echo my thoughts and concerns.  Debra Meyers    Jeremy Meyers   
  Bambi Meyers   Derek Meyers  Natalie Meyers   I would also like the
 opportunity to further comment after this date.  Thank you for your time.  If you
 have any questions feel free to contact me.     







From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: FW: Write the Governor - Jeni Bohlmeyer, Tr. 2 - Meyers, Project No. 6-2(120), CN 70879, McCook - Indianola
Date: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 3:56:52 PM


From: Owen, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, March 9, 2016 3:44 PM
To: Kessler, Tony <Tony.Kessler@nebraska.gov>; Baird, Jacqueline
 <Jacqueline.Baird@nebraska.gov>; Ataullah, Syed <Syed.Ataullah@nebraska.gov>
Cc: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Subject: FW: Write the Governor - Jeni Bohlmeyer, Tr. 2 - Meyers, Project No. 6-2(120), CN 70879,
 McCook - Indianola


Please file this with the project. 


Mike Owen
Planning & Project Development Engineer
402 479-4795


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 3:01 PM
To: Jamshidi, Moe
Cc: Traynowicz, Mark; Wilson, Drew; Weinert, Greg; Owen, Mike; Cunningham, Andy
Subject: FW: Write the Governor - Jeni Bohlmeyer, Tr. 2 - Meyers, Project No. 6-2(120), CN 70879,
 McCook - Indianola


Mark Traynowicz, Kirk Harvey, Drew Wilson, and I met with Kent Meyers and his son Jason at the
 bridge site this morning.  I asked them to outline their concerns for us once again.  They were
 basically the same concerns shared in their Public Comment Sheet, and e-mails to Sen. Hughes &
 Governor Ricketts.  I explained our thought process in deciding what to do at this location (do
 nothing, rehab existing bridge, build CBC or bridge on this vertical alignment, build a new structure
 on a new vertical alignment).  I explained that we too wanted to be good stewards of the public’s
 money and that is why we chose the CBC using the existing vertical alignment.  This CBC will likely
 last 75-100  years and can be extended in the future to upgrade to the more desirable alignment if
 crash data or other reasons warrant.  Money spend rehabbing the existing bridge would only buy us
 time and the structure would have to be torn down to upgrade the alignment.  Likewise a new
 bridge built on this alignment would be money wasted if we needed to modify the alignment in the
 future.


The Meyers’ asked again about increasing the size of one cell of the CBC.  Mark had these figures at
 hand (60% increase in cost) and I said we couldn’t justify that additional cost just to serve one
 landowner.  In their correspondence, and again today, they mentioned they felt having to drive on
 the highway vs. crossing under the bridge was a safety  hazard.  I asked if adding a second field
 entrance right across from the one they have on the north side would alleviate their concerns, as
 they would only be on the highway for a matter of seconds.  They indicated an interest in this but
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 did not feel it eliminated their concerns.  This is something we can offer at negotiations.  I also
 offered once again to provide a permit to use the new structure as a cattle pass upon completion of
 the project. 


Kirk did a great job explaining how we choose the size and structure type based on a hydraulic
 analysis.  The Meyers’ continue to assert that debris will clog the CBC and cause flooding.  This
 channel has very few trees visible up-stream. 


We met for 1 ½ hours, the meeting was very cordial, and the Meyer’s were nothing but courteous.
  That being said, I won’t be surprised if these issues come up again.  They thanked us for coming out
 to meet them.  I said we would be happy to meet again if there were concerns during the project
 and Drew left a business card with each of them.  ROW negotiations are expected to begin in a
 couple of weeks. 
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: FW: Tract 2 - Meyers, NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact
Date: Thursday, March 17, 2016 1:04:51 PM


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2016 1:04 PM
To: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Subject: FW: Tract 2 - Meyers, NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


In case you need this…


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 11:10 AM
To: Foreman, Dan <Dan.Foreman@nebraska.gov>
Cc: Wilson, Drew <Drew.Wilson@nebraska.gov>; Doyle, Kelly <Kelly.Doyle@nebraska.gov>
Subject: RE: Tract 2 - Meyers, NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Thank you Dan!


From: Foreman, Dan 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 10:54 AM
To: Vosburg, Kurt <Kurt.Vosburg@nebraska.gov>
Subject: FW: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Kurt,  We could not find anything in our ROW files regarding granting any permissions to use the
 area below the bridge. 


Dan Foreman P.E.
Right Of Way Design Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
Right of Way Division
1600 Highway 2
P.O. Box 94759
Lincoln Nebraska, 68509-4759
402-479-3726
Fax (402) 479-3991


Confidentiality Notice:  This e-mail, including all information contained in any accompanying documents, links, and attachments, is for the
 sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information.  Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure,
 distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon this communication is prohibited unless specifically provided under the
 Nebraska Public Records Act.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of this message.


From: Behlen, Kelly 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 11:05 AM
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To: Foreman, Dan
Subject: RE: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Dan,


Jill Smith and I looked for permit information regarding permission to cross under the highway using
 the existing bridge and did not find a permit. I’ve reviewed our title work, as well as deeds and
 correspondence from the last two road projects, and have found no mention of permission for a
 crossing. The original highway project was built in 1933. I reviewed our contract and the as-built
 plans from the 1933 project (owner- Luetta Meyers) and there is no mention of permission to use
 this bridge as a crossing. The most recent highway project, F-46(10), was completed in 1965. I
 reviewed our correspondence from the 1965 project (land owner at that time, Luetta Meyers) and
 there was no mention of permission to cross under the highway either.


Kelly 


From: Foreman, Dan 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 8:26 AM
To: Behlen, Kelly
Subject: FW: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Dan Foreman P.E.
Right Of Way Design Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
Right of Way Division
1600 Highway 2
P.O. Box 94759
Lincoln Nebraska, 68509-4759
402-479-3726
Fax (402) 479-3991


Confidentiality Notice:  This e-mail, including all information contained in any accompanying documents, links, and attachments, is for the
 sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information.  Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure,
 distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon this communication is prohibited unless specifically provided under the
 Nebraska Public Records Act.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of this message.


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 8:15 PM
To: Foreman, Dan
Cc: Wilson, Drew
Subject: FW: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Dan-


The complainant below is the son of the owner of Tract No. 2 on this project.  Could you review title
 work and let me know if any permission was granted to cross under the highway using the existing
 bridge or if there is any permit granting them such a right?







Thanks Dan.
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: Fwd: NDOR: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879
Date: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 7:58:47 AM


Sarah Kugler
Public Involvement Coordinator
Nebraska Department of Roads
402-479-4871; 402-416-7667 
Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Jason Meyers <rr-er@hotmail.com>
Date: January 11, 2016 at 10:31:45 PM CST
To: "sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov" <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Cc: DAD <meyers.farm@hotmail.com>, Staci Meyers
 <stacimeyers94@ymail.com>
Subject: NDOR: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879


To whom it may concern:


My name is Jason Meyers and my address is 39021 Drive 716, McCook, NE
 69001. I along with my wife, Staci (Vrbas) Meyers, own property adjacent to
 Nebraska state highway 6 & 34. I would like to use this opportunity to express
 some concerns with the proposed highway improvement project for this highway,
 beginning possibly in the fall of 2016 and being completed by the fall of 2017.


My concern is the proposed removal of the bridge over River Canyon at MM
 92.05 and replacing it with concrete box culvert(s). The project information sheet
 received in the mail and the same information advertised on the
 websitewww.roads.nebraska.gov/projects/future-projects/ only lists "a" box
 culvert. However, in a conversation my Dad, Kent Meyers, had with NDOR
 District 7 Engineer, Kurt Vosburg, it seems there will be 5 of these concrete box
 culverts in the project. I don't feel this is the best option from both a personal
 standpoint regarding access and usage as well as a financial standpoint for the
 taxpayers of the state of Nebraska.


First off, myself and my families farming operation(s) utilize the current bridge as
 a means to move equipment and commodities from north to south and avoid
 traversing the highway. River Canyon, is just that, a canyon that sits in the
 bottom of two fairly large, long hills. When moving equipment and attempting to
 turn into the canyon at the bottom of these hills, traffic can overtake you very
 quickly from either direction. By utilizing the current structure and travelling
 under, we feel it safer than travelling on the highway. I don't believe these
 culverts will be large enough or kept clean enough from debris to utilize as a way
 to get from one side of the highway to the other.



mailto:/O=XMAIL/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=SARAH.KUGLER

mailto:grace.erickson@nebraska.gov

mailto:rr-er@hotmail.com

mailto:sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov

mailto:sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov

mailto:meyers.farm@hotmail.com

mailto:stacimeyers94@ymail.com

http://www.roads.nebraska.gov/projects/future-projects/





Secondly, the current bridge structure allows us to walk livestock under to pasture
 on both sides or to either farmstead as needed. I do not feel the proposed box
 culvert(s) as proposed will facilitate this. Whereas the current bridge is an open
 structure, the box culverts will be long and dark and I doubt livestock will travel
 through freely. This will restrict the usage of the pasture land on the south side of
 the highway as there is no water source on that portion of the property.


Another concern is the volume of water that can and has come down this canyon.
 This canyon feeds from many miles to the north and it all culminates at this
 bridge. There are thousands acres of range land and farm ground north of this
 bridge with all the associated possibilities of debris and residue that can wash
 down and plug these proposed culverts. There are many trees, both still living
 and already down and dead with branches and limbs that will move downstream
 when the water flows. The farmground that we have in this basin is primarily
 used to produce feed for livestock (hay). Should a heavy rain occur when the
 crop is mature or in the windrow, all of that crop material will move with the
 water and potentially plug these culverts as proposed. Should the crop be baled,
 the round bales could float down and do the same. Should the water come
 unexpectedly and livestock be in the pasture(s) above and in this basin, they too
 could be washed downstream. Depending on the time of year and amount of the
 rain, the fields above this actual canyon could feed debris into this due to the no-
till and minimum-till farming practices being utilized by many currently.


I have utilized the grazing land on both sides of the highway, owned by my
 parents, Kent and Debra Meyers, for over 20 years. In that time, I have rebuilt
 and replaced fences many, many times due to water and debris that has come
 down in a 'flood'. I'm not sure anyone believes the water and debris would be an
 issue or create a problem but I don't believe they're fully aware of the potential
 that is there. I understand the engineers and hydrologists involved in planning
 and proposing this project cannot prepare or plan for everything but this 'culvert'
 proposal is not in anyone's best interest. As recently as late July, 2001, we
 received a heavy rain that created a flood of water that, in my opinion, these
 culverts would not have handled. In 3-4 hours of rain, the canyon north of the
 bridge was bank to bank water (approximately 300-400 yards wide) and 10-15
 feet deep. It backed up a little coming through the bridge and after coming
 through to the south was over a mile wide and up to the ballast on the BNSF
 railroad tracks. In this water was a huge amount of debris including trees,
 branches and crop residue that washed out my pasture fences every place it went
 through. Debris was littered throughout the pasture and crop land as the waters
 receded and there is still some stuck under this bridge that can provide an
 example of the potential. If this open bridge wasn't there, this material would
 have lodged against or inside of the proposed culverts and eventually dammed up
 and stopped the water. I don't know if it would ever stop it enough to wash out
 the highway as it is now but it would drown the pasture land above this location
 and damage if not destroy it and the irrigation and stock well(s) that are there.


My biggest and only non-personal concern is the cost associated in proceeding
 with this project as proposed as opposed to rebuilding/rehabilitating the bridge
 that is in place. I have not heard or read anything saying this bridge is not







 structurally sound. I cannot remember the last time this bridge was rebuilt,
 demonstrating its durability. The only problems I see with it at the current time is
 the concrete on the surface of the deck is breaking up towards the west end and it
 is a little rough. I am hard to convince that replacing the deck on the existing
 bridge, if that would even be required, would cost more or be less feasible than
 the huge undertaking of removing the bridge and constructing the proposed
 culvert(s). It is my understanding that the state will be required to obtain
 additional right-of-way to accommodate this project.


In summary, I would like to be provided or provided access to and have someone
 review the following information for comparison purposes:


1. Actual itemized estimated cost(s) of removing the existing bridge, disposal of
 materials, grading, acquisition of right-of-way property, materials, labor and
 installation of box culvert(s) grading, dirt work, paving and ALL other associated
 costs to proceed as currently proposed.


2. Actual cost(s) to replace the deck on the existing bridge structure that is
 currently in place. Or reasons why the current structure cannot or should not be
 maintained.


3. Willingness and commitment from the State of Nebraska to provide relief from
 damages and/or losses incurred by proceeding as proposed and causing the range
 land to flood, irrigation or stock wells to be flooded, losses to livestock from
 changing or impeding the natural flow of water, or any and all other losses
 incurred from this project proceeding as proposed and advised against.


4. The right to provide more testimony or comments as they become relevant and
 obvious before this project is considered.


Please enter my comments in the permanent record on this project and consider
 my concerns. If anyone has any questions or I can provide any additional
 clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me using one of the options listed
 below. 


JASON MEYERS
39021 Drive 716
McCook, NE 69001
308-340-5468
rr-er@hotmail.com
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: FW: Write the Governor - Jeni Bohlmeyer, Tr. 2 - Meyers, Project No. 6-2(120), CN 70879, McCook - Indianola
Date: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 3:56:52 PM


From: Owen, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, March 9, 2016 3:44 PM
To: Kessler, Tony <Tony.Kessler@nebraska.gov>; Baird, Jacqueline
 <Jacqueline.Baird@nebraska.gov>; Ataullah, Syed <Syed.Ataullah@nebraska.gov>
Cc: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Subject: FW: Write the Governor - Jeni Bohlmeyer, Tr. 2 - Meyers, Project No. 6-2(120), CN 70879,
 McCook - Indianola


Please file this with the project. 


Mike Owen
Planning & Project Development Engineer
402 479-4795


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 3:01 PM
To: Jamshidi, Moe
Cc: Traynowicz, Mark; Wilson, Drew; Weinert, Greg; Owen, Mike; Cunningham, Andy
Subject: FW: Write the Governor - Jeni Bohlmeyer, Tr. 2 - Meyers, Project No. 6-2(120), CN 70879,
 McCook - Indianola


Mark Traynowicz, Kirk Harvey, Drew Wilson, and I met with Kent Meyers and his son Jason at the
 bridge site this morning.  I asked them to outline their concerns for us once again.  They were
 basically the same concerns shared in their Public Comment Sheet, and e-mails to Sen. Hughes &
 Governor Ricketts.  I explained our thought process in deciding what to do at this location (do
 nothing, rehab existing bridge, build CBC or bridge on this vertical alignment, build a new structure
 on a new vertical alignment).  I explained that we too wanted to be good stewards of the public’s
 money and that is why we chose the CBC using the existing vertical alignment.  This CBC will likely
 last 75-100  years and can be extended in the future to upgrade to the more desirable alignment if
 crash data or other reasons warrant.  Money spend rehabbing the existing bridge would only buy us
 time and the structure would have to be torn down to upgrade the alignment.  Likewise a new
 bridge built on this alignment would be money wasted if we needed to modify the alignment in the
 future.


The Meyers’ asked again about increasing the size of one cell of the CBC.  Mark had these figures at
 hand (60% increase in cost) and I said we couldn’t justify that additional cost just to serve one
 landowner.  In their correspondence, and again today, they mentioned they felt having to drive on
 the highway vs. crossing under the bridge was a safety  hazard.  I asked if adding a second field
 entrance right across from the one they have on the north side would alleviate their concerns, as
 they would only be on the highway for a matter of seconds.  They indicated an interest in this but
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 did not feel it eliminated their concerns.  This is something we can offer at negotiations.  I also
 offered once again to provide a permit to use the new structure as a cattle pass upon completion of
 the project. 


Kirk did a great job explaining how we choose the size and structure type based on a hydraulic
 analysis.  The Meyers’ continue to assert that debris will clog the CBC and cause flooding.  This
 channel has very few trees visible up-stream. 


We met for 1 ½ hours, the meeting was very cordial, and the Meyer’s were nothing but courteous.
  That being said, I won’t be surprised if these issues come up again.  They thanked us for coming out
 to meet them.  I said we would be happy to meet again if there were concerns during the project
 and Drew left a business card with each of them.  ROW negotiations are expected to begin in a
 couple of weeks. 
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: FW: Tract 2 - Meyers, NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact
Date: Thursday, March 17, 2016 1:04:51 PM


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2016 1:04 PM
To: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Subject: FW: Tract 2 - Meyers, NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


In case you need this…


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 11:10 AM
To: Foreman, Dan <Dan.Foreman@nebraska.gov>
Cc: Wilson, Drew <Drew.Wilson@nebraska.gov>; Doyle, Kelly <Kelly.Doyle@nebraska.gov>
Subject: RE: Tract 2 - Meyers, NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Thank you Dan!


From: Foreman, Dan 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 10:54 AM
To: Vosburg, Kurt <Kurt.Vosburg@nebraska.gov>
Subject: FW: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Kurt,  We could not find anything in our ROW files regarding granting any permissions to use the
 area below the bridge. 


Dan Foreman P.E.
Right Of Way Design Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
Right of Way Division
1600 Highway 2
P.O. Box 94759
Lincoln Nebraska, 68509-4759
402-479-3726
Fax (402) 479-3991


Confidentiality Notice:  This e-mail, including all information contained in any accompanying documents, links, and attachments, is for the
 sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information.  Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure,
 distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon this communication is prohibited unless specifically provided under the
 Nebraska Public Records Act.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of this message.


From: Behlen, Kelly 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 11:05 AM
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To: Foreman, Dan
Subject: RE: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Dan,


Jill Smith and I looked for permit information regarding permission to cross under the highway using
 the existing bridge and did not find a permit. I’ve reviewed our title work, as well as deeds and
 correspondence from the last two road projects, and have found no mention of permission for a
 crossing. The original highway project was built in 1933. I reviewed our contract and the as-built
 plans from the 1933 project (owner- Luetta Meyers) and there is no mention of permission to use
 this bridge as a crossing. The most recent highway project, F-46(10), was completed in 1965. I
 reviewed our correspondence from the 1965 project (land owner at that time, Luetta Meyers) and
 there was no mention of permission to cross under the highway either.


Kelly 


From: Foreman, Dan 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 8:26 AM
To: Behlen, Kelly
Subject: FW: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Dan Foreman P.E.
Right Of Way Design Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
Right of Way Division
1600 Highway 2
P.O. Box 94759
Lincoln Nebraska, 68509-4759
402-479-3726
Fax (402) 479-3991


Confidentiality Notice:  This e-mail, including all information contained in any accompanying documents, links, and attachments, is for the
 sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information.  Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure,
 distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon this communication is prohibited unless specifically provided under the
 Nebraska Public Records Act.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of this message.


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 8:15 PM
To: Foreman, Dan
Cc: Wilson, Drew
Subject: FW: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Dan-


The complainant below is the son of the owner of Tract No. 2 on this project.  Could you review title
 work and let me know if any permission was granted to cross under the highway using the existing
 bridge or if there is any permit granting them such a right?







Thanks Dan.
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Vosburg, Kurt
Cc: Baird, Jacqueline; Kessler, Tony; Wilson, Drew; Erickson, Grace
Subject: RE: Public Input, Project No. NH-6-2(120), CN 70879, McCook - Indianola
Date: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 1:49:28 PM


Thanks Kurt, I’ll have Grace add this to the report.
 
Sarah
 


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 1:47 PM
To: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Cc: Baird, Jacqueline <Jacqueline.Baird@nebraska.gov>; Kessler, Tony
 <Tony.Kessler@nebraska.gov>; Wilson, Drew <Drew.Wilson@nebraska.gov>
Subject: Public Input, Project No. NH-6-2(120), CN 70879, McCook - Indianola
 
I received a call from Pauletta Gerver of McCook (she declined to provide contact information).  She
 asked if we had considered truck climbing lanes like we have on the segment of US-34 between
 Culbertson and Trenton.  She said she sometimes finds herself following trucks and is reluctant to
 pass large vehicles.
 
 
Kurt Vosburg, P.E.
District 7 Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
619 Auditorium Drive
McCook, NE 69001
308-345-8490
kurt.vosburg@nebraska.gov
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: FW: McCook-Indianola US-6 Road Resurfacing
Date: Wednesday, December 30, 2015 4:44:15 PM


 
 


From: Scott, Tricia 
Sent: Wednesday, December 30, 2015 4:44 PM
To: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Subject: McCook-Indianola US-6 Road Resurfacing
 
30 December, 2015


 


 


NDOR


ATTN: Ms. Sarah Kugler


 


RE: McCook-Indianola US-6 Road Resurfacing


 


Dear Ms. Kugler:


 


The Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality (NDEQ) has reviewed the above referenced project. 


 As with any project, permits may be required prior to beginning construction or operation.   At a


 minimum, you should be aware of the possible requirements or permits:


 


Contact                        Phone


Fugitive Dust Regulations                                                          Ken Almquist                (402) 471-3387


Construction Storm Water – General Permit                                Reuel Anderson             (402) 471-8330


Wastewater                                                                               Charles Duerschner       (402) 471-4206


Water Quality Section 404 Permitting                                          Jason Garber                (402) 471-2875


Waste Disposal                                                                         Erik Waiss                    (402) 471-8308


 


Nebraska Title 129, Chapter 32 fugitive dust regulations apply to all construction and excavation


 activities.


 


A 404 Permit will be needed from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. With widening, there may be


 wetland impacts to mitigate. Depending on type of permit (nationwide or individual) an individual 401 cert


 from NDEQ may be needed.


 


Any solid or hazardous wastes generated or discovered during project operations must be properly


 handled, contained, disposed, and (if necessary) characterized, and follow all applicable regulations in


 Nebraska Title 128 and Title 132.


 


If you have questions about the permitting process, or any other questions, feel free to contact me at


 (402) 471-6974, or the individual listed above.  For more information, please visit our website at


 deq.ne.gov.


 


Sincerely,


 
 
Tricia Scott
Field Services and Assistance
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NE Department of Environmental Quality
1200 “N” Street, The Atrium, Suite 400
P.O. Box 98922, Lincoln, NE 68509-8922
Phone: 402.471.6974 | E-mail:  tricia.scott@nebraska.gov
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From: Wilson, Drew
To: Kugler, Sarah
Cc: Erickson, Grace; Baird, Jacqueline; Vosburg, Kurt
Subject: NH-6-2(120) McCook – Indianola; C.N. 70879: Public Comment
Date: Monday, December 28, 2015 3:06:28 PM


Sarah
 
Owen Elmer (Former State Senator)  stopped in the office on 12/23/2015 and had some concerns
 about the passing zones from McCook to Indianola. He said that he understood the limitations of
 the Federal Regulations, but wanted us to look into adding turning/passing lanes or adjusting grade
 to improve passing sight distance. He voiced a concern that there was not a place to pass from
 McCook to Indianola.  I told him that we would take his comment into consideration, but to my
 knowledge the current project as programmed did not show warrants for those modifications. I told
 him that I would make sure to pass his comment on for review. He did not leave his contact
 information as he said that he just wanted us to be aware of the issue.  I pulled the following
 contact information from google.
 
Owen W Elmer
602 7th St, Indianola, NE 69034
(308) 364-2308
 
Thank you
 


Drew Wilson P.E.
District 7 Construction Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
619 Auditorium Drive
McCook, NE 69001
308-345-8490 Office
308-340-2584 Cell
Drew.wilson@nebraska.gov
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Photo Log 


McCook to Indianola, CN 70879 Page 1 of 2 March 2016 
Section 4(f) Letter   Photo Log 


 


Project Name: 
McCook to Indianola 


 


Photo: 1 


Photo Direction:  
Northwest 
 
Description: 
This photo shows 
Indianola City Park at the 
corner of U.S. Highway 6 
(US-6) and 7th Street. 
This is the area where 
the new ADA compliant 
curb will be constructed. 
In the background the 
two sheltered picnic 
areas and a maintenance 
building can be seen.  
(Indianola, Nebraska, 
40.23437° and 
 -100.4216°, Google 
Earth, June 2012.) 


 


Project Name: 
 


 


Photo: 2 


Photo Direction:  
North 
 
Description: 
This photo shows 
Indianola City Park from 
US-6 in between 7th 
Street and Park Avenue. 
One of the sheltered 
picnic areas can be seen 
in the photo. (Indianola, 
Nebraska, 40.234389° 
and  -100.422138°, 
Google Earth, June 
2012.) 
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Section 4(f) Letter   Photo Log 


Project Name: 
 


 


Photo: 3 


Photo Direction:  
Southwest 
 
Description: 
This photo shows the 
northern portion of the 
Indianola City Park from 
the intersection of 7th 
Street and E Street. The 
playground area is 
located in this area. 
(Indianola, Nebraska, 
40.235362° and 
 -100.421425°, Google 
Earth, June 2012.) 


 


Project Name: 
 


 


Photo: 4 


Photo Direction:  
North 
 
Description: 
This photo shows the 
Indianola City Park from 
US-6. One of the 
sheltered picnic area and 
a maintenance building 
as well as some of the 
green space is shown in 
the photo. (Indianola, 
Nebraska, 40.234371° 
and  -100.421804°, 
Google Earth, June 
2012.) 
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2200 N. 33rd St. • P.O. Box 30370 • Lincoln, NE  68503-0370 • Phone: 402-471-0641  


 
TIME OUTDOORS IS TIME WELL SPENT 


OutdoorNebraska.org 


 
 
December 8, 2015 
 
 
Caleb Pharris  
Olsson Associates  
601 P Street, Suite 200 
Lincoln, NE 68508 
 
RE:  NGPC Land and Water Conservation Fund 6(f) Review - McCook to Indianola 
 
Dear Mr. Caleb Pharris: 
 
I have reviewed the proposed project area for the City Park within Indianola, NE you outlined in 
your email attachment .  According to our records this park is not encumbered under the LWCF 
Section 6(f)(3).  Please consider this letter as your permission to continue with the project as 
outlined in the project plan. 
 
Please contact me if you need any additional information or you have any further questions 
regarding this review.  Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Schuyler Sampson 
Recreation Planner Technician 
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McCook to Indianola 
6-2 (120) 


S006 09761 
Coon Creek 


FEMA 
CROSS 


SECTION 


CROSS 
SECTION 
NUMBER 


EXISTING 
FLOODWAY 


WIDTH 


EXISTING 
FLOODWAY 


ELEVATIONS 


PROPOSED 
FLOODWAY 


WIDTH 


PROPOSED 
FLOODWAY 


ELEVATIONS 


FLOODWAY 
WIDTH 


CHANGE 


 
ELEVATION 


CHANGE 
A 0.0 173.82 2378.93 173.82 2378.93 0 0.0 


B 0.05(D.S. RR Bridge) 139.77 2379.24 139.77 2379.24 0 0.0 


 0.055(RR Bridge)  N/A  N/A  N/A 


 0.06(U.S. RR Bridge) 83.37 2379.18 83.37 2379.18 0 0.0 


C 0.11 63.88 2379.40 63.88 2379.40 0 0.0 


 0.25 250.00 2381.61 250.00 2381.61 0 0.0 


D 0.38 (D.S. Hwy 6 Bridge) 250.00 2383.39 250.00 2383.36 0 -0.03 


 0.39 (Hwy 6 Bridge)  N/A  N/A  N/A 


 0.40 (U.S. Hwy 6 Bridge) 238.97 2383.48 238.97 2383.43 0 -0.05 


E 0.50 125.00 2383.66 125.00 2383.53 0 -0.13 


 0.64 100.00 2385.67 100.00 2385.67 0 0.0 


F 1.02 101.17 2391.96 101.17 2391.96 0 0.0 


G 1.24 27.16 2394.29 27.16 2394.29 0 0.0 


H 1.57 105.00 2398.40 105.00 2398.40 0 0.0 
 
NOTE: FEMA study incorrect. The road grade, low steel and bridge overbank n values were revised to reflect current 


conditions.  
Q100=3421 cfs (per FEMA report) 


  S006 09761: Existing 201’-4” bridge is being replaced with a 210’ girder bridge at the same road grade and location.  







 


    


 


Date:   August 10, 2015 


To: Tony Ringenberg, Nick Burnham, Tony Kessler, Jacqueline Baird 


From: Tom Leikam 


Thru: Kevin Donahoo 


Subj: McCook to Indianola,6-2(120), CN 70879 
 Floodplain Certification 
 
 
McCook to Indianola is a 3R Mill and Overlay project along U.S. Highway 6 starting 0.98 miles 
east of the east junction of US-6/US-34 and US-83 at the east side of McCook, reference post 
(R.P.) 87+73, and extending east to R.P. 98+63, the northeast corporate limits of Indianola, in 
Red Willow County, Nebraska.  The first 2.31 miles of the project, beginning at the east side of 
McCook at R.P. 87+73, up to R.P. 90+04 will mill off three (3) inches of pavement and then 
apply a four (4) inch overlay.  The project work in this first segment will result in a one (1) inch 
net rise of the highway grade.  There is one crossing of a Zone A floodplain in this segment of 
the project.     
 
Between R.P. 90+04 and R.P. 97+70, the existing roadway pavement will be milled four (4) 
inches and then a four (4) inch overlay will be applied.  Between R.P. 97+70 and R.P. 98+63 the 
existing roadway pavement will be milled three (3) inches and then a three (3) inch overlay will 
be applied. The work on the project between R.P. 90+04 and 98+63 will result in no net rise of 
the highway grade with the exception of new pavement that will be constructed adjacent to the 
bridge structures at R.P. 92+05 and R.P. 97+61 which are to be replaced.  Hydraulic analysis 
for the bridge replacements will be completed by NDOR Bridge Hydraulics Division.   
 


Embankment work for the roadway work will be limited to bringing the ground adjacent 
to the shoulders up to the new pavement edge and minor grading at the embankment 
slopes to flatten slopes to meet current requirements.  Minor grading shall also be 
completed to accommodate replacement of guardrail.  Erosion control curb and flumes 
will be constructed as required to accommodate the resurfacing work.  Several culverts 
will be extended as part of the project and new culvert and drop pipes will be 
constructed to convey storm water and control erosion.  The existing structures at R.P 
92+05 and R.P. 97+61 will be replaced and grading will be completed at the roadway 
approaches to the new structures to meet current standards.  The existing structure at 
R.P. 93+69 will be repaired and overlaid as part of the project. 
 
The McCook to Indianola project has perpendicular encroachments within Zone A Floodplains 
at the following locations: 
 
Unnamed Drainage, Section 27 T3N R29W (Station 572+99); 
Canyon River, Section 18 T3N R28W (S006 09205); 
Unnamed Drainage, Section 18 T3N R28W (Station 735+36); 
Unnamed Drainage, located between Section 11 T3N R28W and Section 14 T3N R28W 
(Station 982+41); 
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The McCook to Indianola project has a perpendicular crossing of a mapped floodplain and 
floodway at the following location: 
 
Coon Creek, located between Section 12 T3N R28W and Section 13 T3N R28W (S006 09761); 
 
Unnamed Drainage, Red Willow County, Section 27 T3N R29W (Station 572+99) 
The project crosses the Zone A Floodplain for the Unnamed Drainage in Section 27 T3N R29W 
at a single 14 foot span by 14 foot rise concrete box culvert. This box culvert will be used in 
place and the grade at the highway will be raised one (1) inch. The base flood (100 year 
storm/flood event) of 4,400 cubic feet per second (cfs) is conveyed by the 14 foot by 14 foot 
concrete box culvert at an elevation of 2475.55 and does not overtop the highway.  The one 
inch change in grade at the highway will not cause the elevation to increase.  This falls within 
the Zone A Floodplain regulation’s allowance of up to an one-foot (1 ft) cumulative increase in 
the 100-year Base Flood Elevations for changes in a floodplain. 
 
Unnamed Drainage, Red Willow County, Section 18 T3N R28W (Station 735+36) 
The project crosses the Zone A Floodplain for the Unnamed Drainage in Section 18 T3N R28W 
at a single 14 foot span by 12 foot rise concrete box culvert. This box culvert will be extended at 
the upstream and downstream end of the culvert. The base flood (100 year storm/flood event) of 
3,700 cubic feet per second (cfs) is conveyed by the 14 foot by 12 foot concrete box culvert at 
an elevation of 2458.49.  Beginning at an elevation of 2456.75, approximately 270 cfs of the 
total flow will be conveyed in the ditch along the north side of US-6, flowing west to the new 
quintuple box culvert at Station 728+84.  The extension of the box will cause the elevation to 
increase approximately two (2) inches to an elevation of 2458.63.  This falls within the Zone A 
Floodplain regulation’s allowance of up to an one-foot (1 ft) cumulative increase in the 100-year 
Base Flood Elevations for changes in a floodplain. 
 
Unnamed Drainage, Red Willow County, Sections 11/14 T3N R28W (Station 982+41) 
The project does not affect the conveyance of the flow through the culvert or change the 
elevation of the highway at the Unnamed Drainage located in Section(s) 11/14 T3N R28W, and 
therefore will not cause the base flood elevation to change.  This falls within the Zone A 
Floodplain regulation’s allowance of up to an one-foot (1 ft) cumulative increase in the 100-year 
Base Flood Elevations for changes in a floodplain. 
 
Floodplain certification for the new bridge structure at Canyon River, Section 18 T3N R28W 
(S006 09205) and at Coon Creek, Section 12 T3N R28W and Section 13 T3N R28W (S006 
09761), will be provided by the NDOR Bridge Hydraulics Division.   
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Permit Information 
Is the work Substantial Improvement? 
 Unnamed Drainage in Section 27    No 


Canyon River (S006 09205)     Yes 
Unnamed Drainage in Section 18    No 
Unnamed Drainage in Sections 11/14   No 
Coon Creek (S006 09761)     Yes 


  
Is the work in an Identified Floodplain? 
 Unnamed Drainage in Section 27    Yes 


Canyon River (S006 09205)     Yes 
Unnamed Drainage in Section 18    Yes 
Unnamed Drainage in Sections 11/14   Yes 


 Coon Creek (S006 09761) Yes  
 
Elevation of the Base Flood (100-Year flood/storm event)? 
 Unnamed Drainage in Section 27 2475.55  NAVD 88 
 Canyon River (S006 09205) Bridge Hydraulics 
 Unnamed Drainage in Section 18    2458.63  NAVD 88 
 Unnamed Drainage in Sections 11/14   No Change 
 Coon Creek (S006 09761)     Bridge Hydraulics 
 
Elevation/Floodproofing Requirement (if applicable)? 
 Unnamed Drainage in Section 27    NA 


Canyon River (S006 09205)     NA 
Unnamed Drainage in Section 18    NA 
Unnamed Drainage in Sections 11/14   NA 


 Coon Creek (S006 09761) NA  
 
Is the work in a designated Floodway? 
 Unnamed Drainage in Section 27    No 


Canyon River (S006 09205)     No 
Unnamed Drainage in Section 18    No 
Unnamed Drainage in Sections 11/14   No 


 Coon Creek (S006 09761) Yes  
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Wetlands PQS Memorandum 


 
 
DATE  9/15/2015 
 
TO  Carmen Pellish, NDOR EDU 
 
FROM  Roger Yerdon, NDOR EPU 
 


SUBJECT Wetlands PQS Memo 
Project No: NH-6-2(120)  
Control No: 70879  
Project Name: McCook - Indianola  


 
☒A wetland delineation was completed 4 – 5 August, 2014 
Or 
☐A desktop review was completed on Click here to enter a date. 
 
Are there wetlands, stream channels, or other waters within the study area?  
☒ Yes  ☐ No 
 
Will the action result in wetland impacts in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and/or 
Nebraska State Title 117? 
☒ Yes  ☐ No  ☐ Not Applicable 
 
If the project is processed with a Nationwide Permit, is a Pre-construction Notification required? 
☒ Yes  ☐ No  ☐ Not Applicable 
 
Describe resources, potential impacts and anticipated permit type: Permanent wetland impacts are 0.035 
acres PEMA/C.  Temporay wetland impacts are 0.0021 acres PEMA/C.  Permanent channel impacts are 
0.0312 acres (193.61 ft).  This project will be permitted with a Nationwide Permit 14 – Linear 
Transportation Projects. 
   
Describe any coordination conducted to date with officials/agencies: N/A 
 
Wetlands/Waters of the U.S. Mitigation 
☐ On-Site/Permittee Responsible  ☐ USACE Approved Mitigation Bank Site      ☒ Not Applicable
  
The Contractor shall not stage, store, waste or stockpile materials and equipment in undisturbed 
locations, or in known/potential wetlands and/or known/potential streams that exhibit a clear “bed and 
Bank” channel. Potential wetland areas consist of any area that is known to pond water, swampy areas or 
areas supporting known wetland vegetation or areas where there is a distinct difference in vegetation (at 
lower elevations) from the surrounding upland areas.  
 
☒ All wetlands/waters within the project area that are not permitted for impacts will be marked on the 
2W aerial sheets for the contractor as avoidance areas. 
 







Project Description 
This project will resurface 10.89 miles of US-6 located in Red Willow County, starting 0.98 miles east 
of the east junction of US-6/US-34 and US-83 at mile marker (MM) 87+73, and extending east to MM 
98+63, the northeast corporate limits of Indianola.  Construction may begin and/or end approximately 
200 feet ahead of or beyond the actual project limits to accommodate transitioning the pavement. 
Short segments of the roadway where bridges are being replaced will be built to New and Reconstruction 
minimum design standards. The extent of pavement work ahead or beyond the structure to accommodate 
the replacement will be determined by Roadway Design. 
 
The existing roadway in the rural segment of this project (MM 87+73 – 97+69 and MM 98+27 – 98+63) 
consists of two 12 foot wide asphalt lanes and 12 to 14 foot wide shoulders, of which 10 to 12 feet is 
paved with asphalt. The curbed urban section in Indianola (MM 97+69 – 98+27) consists of a 50 foot 
wide back to back curbed section with two 12 foot wide asphalt lanes.  
 
The improvements on this project, with the exception of the bridge replacements at MM 92+05 and MM 
97+61, consist of milling and resurfacing the existing roadway and surfaced shoulders with asphalt, 
bridge repairs and replacement and removing and replacing guardrail. 
 
Improvement at the bridge replacements consist of replacing the existing structure with a new bridge or 
concrete box culvert, removing the existing guardrail, grading a safety section (MM 92+05 only), full 
depth pavement as needed where the existing structure is removed and replacement of the guardrail 
(MM 97+61 only). 
  
Scope details include:  


• Grading beyond the hinge point will be required for the following work: 
o Culverts 
o Guardrail 
o Correction of superelevation 
o Earth shoulder construction 
o Bridge removal  
o Turn lanes 
o Flattening foreslopes and backslopes 
o Ditch Cleanout 
o Removal of old substructure 
o Curb and flume construction 
o Contractor Access for bridge work 
o Relocation of field entrances or drives 


• The scope of work at culvert sites on this project includes culvert extensions, construction of 
drop pipes at backslopes and ditches, construction of new culvert pipes (permanent and 
temporary), construction of drainage structures and raising parapet walls at box culverts. 


• Culverts identified within the fixed lateral obstacle clear zone will be extended or shielded with 
guardrail.   


• Guardrail 
o Remove and replace guardrail with grading beyond the hinge point 


• The bridge over River Canyon at MM 92+05 (Structure Number S006 09205) will be removed 
and replaced with a quintuple concrete box culvert designed to accommodate a future grade raise. 
Construction of the new box culvert will be phased utilizing a two lane temporary road during 
construction. The existing guardrail will be removed and a safety section graded at the culvert 
location. 


 
 







• The deck on the bridge over Red Willow Creek at MM 93+69 (Structure Number S006 09369) 
will be repaired prior to resurfacing. The existing east approach slab will be milled and 
resurfaced. The bridge rails and deck overhang will be repaired and sealed. The expansion joints 
will be replaced and the existing guardrail will be removed and replaced.  


• The bridge over Coon Creek at MM 97+61 (Structure Number S006 09761) will be removed and 
replaced with a 44 foot clear roadway width bridge. New approaches with grade beam on pile 
will be constructed. The existing guardrail will be removed and replaced. A contractor access 
crossing will be required (pipes). A temporary traffic signal will be required for phased 
construction of the bridge. 


• Concrete pavement repairs will be made prior to resurfacing. 
• The existing asphalt will be milled prior to resurfacing. 
• Asphalt patching operations will be performed prior to resurfacing. 
• Existing surfaced driveways and intersections will be resurfaced.  
• Rock or gravel will be placed behind driveways and intersections to match the new asphalt. 
• Field entrances and drives will be relocated to accommodate construction  
• Barrier curb will be constructed between the sidewalk and parking areas where appropriate to 


restrict encroachment on pedestrian facilities. 
• Elevation adjustments to existing manholes and water valve boxes will be required due to 


construction of ADA compliant curb ramps. 
• Surfacing will be placed under the guardrail.  
• The existing earth shoulders will be brought up to match the new asphalt.  
• Pavement replacement will be required to accommodate new bridge construction. 
• Foreslopes within the segments of reconstruction will conform to minimum design standards for 


New and Reconstruction projects. 
• Project surveying and staking will be required. 
• Areas disturbed during construction will be stabilized utilizing methods of erosion control as 


shown in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
• Rumble strips will be constructed on the resurfaced shoulders.  
• Because the pavement work is considered to result in an alteration of the pavement in crosswalks, 


the NDOR will eliminate barriers to access by building curb ramps where required.   
• Centerline rumble strips will be constructed.   
• Permanent pavement markings will be applied to all new surfacing. 
• Additional property rights will be required to build this project.  
• Access to adjacent properties will be maintained during construction but may be limited at times 


due to phasing requirements.   
• This project will be constructed under traffic with lane closures controlled with approved 


temporary traffic control.  
• The bridge replacement with a box culvert at MM 92+05 will be constructed one half at a time 


with a two lane wide temporary roadway during construction.  
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DATE 8/26/2015 
 
TO Carmen Pellish, NEPA Project Manager 
   
Cc Roger Yerdon, EPU Project Manager 
 
FROM Melissa Marinovich, T&E Species Biologist 
 
SUBJECT McCook – Indianola; NH-6-2(120); CN 70879 
 Threatened & Endangered Species Concurrence 
 
 
The biological assessment final approval on: 8/26/2015 
 
Threatened and Endangered Species Effect Determination: 
 


 The Project(s) will have “No Effect” to all state or federally listed species or their designated critical 
habitat (Level 1). 


 
 A “May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect” determination is made for the following species/critical 


habitat with the conservation conditions listed below: Northern Long-Eared Bat.  
 
  This BA required FHWA Review and Approval. 
 
 FHWA Concurrence Date: Click here to enter a date. 
 


  This BA required further consultation with the resource agencies (Level 2). 
 
USFWS Concurrence Date: Click here to enter a date. 


 
 NGPC Concurrence Date: Click here to enter a date. 
 
  Unique conservation conditions were developed and are included below (Level 3). 
 


 A “May Affect, Likely to Adversely Affect” determination is made for the following species/critical habitat 
with the conservation conditions listed below:       (Level 3).  


 
 
Additional Coordination with Other Tribal or Federal Agencies: Click here to enter text. 
 
Description of Coordination:       
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Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act: 


This project was reviewed for potential impacts to bald and golden eagles.  It has been determined that 
suitable habitat does exist within 0.5 miles of the Environmental Study Area.  NDOR will utilize the Bald Eagle 
Survey Protocol to determine when a survey for nests and/or roosts should be conducted.  If nest(s) are 
present within 0.5 miles of the project area, NDOR will notify the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission and 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and construction will not commence prior to their approval. 
 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act: 
 
NDOR has developed an Avian Protection Plan (APP) to reduce conflicts between construction of NDOR 
projects and the laws governing migratory birds.  This procedure is designed to protect and conserve avian 
populations and reduce avian conflicts through changes in project scheduling (i.e. tree clearing outside of 
primary nesting period), increased migratory bird surveys, and changes in project construction timelines.  
NDOR will utilize its APP to reduce conflicts with migratory birds on this project. 
 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act: 
 
A wetland delineation was completed; however, impacts are not yet available.  Based on current project 
design, this project will require a NPDES permit and Section 404 permit from the Corps of Engineers. 
 
Conservation Conditions: Responsible Party for conservation condition shown in parentheses. 


Listed below are the required Conservation Conditions that apply to this project. These measures are not 
subject to change without the prior written approval of the Federal Highway Administration. Copy and paste 
the conditions listed below verbatim in the NEPA document, the Green Sheet, and in the contract 
documents: 
 
A-1 Changes in Project Scope. If there is a change in the project scope, the project limits, or 


environmental commitments, the NDOR Environmental Section must be contacted to evaluate potential 
impacts prior to implementation. Environmental commitments are not subject to change without prior 
written approval from the Federal Highway Administration. (District Construction, Contractor) 


   
A-2 Conservation Conditions. Conservation conditions are to be fully implemented within the project 


boundaries as shown on the plans. (District Construction, Contractor) 
 
A-3 Early Construction Starts. Request for early construction starts must be coordinated by the Project 


Construction Engineer with NDOR Environmental for approval of early start to ensure avoidance of 
listed species sensitive lifecycle timeframes. Work in these timeframes will require approval from the 
Federal Highway Administration and could require consultation with the USFWS and NGPC. (District 
Construction, Contractor) 


 
A-4 E&T Species. If federal or state listed species are observed during construction, contact NDOR 


Environmental. Contact NDOR Environmental for a reference of federal and state listed species. 
(NDOR Environmental, District Construction, Contractor) 


 
A-5 Refueling. Refueling will be conducted outside of those sensitive areas identified on the plans, in the 


contract, and/or marked in the field. (Contractor) 
 
A-6 Restricted Activities.  The following project activities shall, to the extent possible, be restricted to 


between the beginning and ending points (stationing, reference posts, mile markers, and/or section-
township-range references) of the project, within the right-of-way designated on the project plans: 
borrow sites, burn sites, construction debris waste disposal areas, concrete and asphalt plants, haul 
roads, stockpiling areas, staging areas, and material storage sites. 
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            For activities outside the project limits, the contractor should refer to the Nebraska Game and Park 


Commission website to determine which species ranges occur within the off-site area.  The contractor 
should plan accordingly for any species surveys that may be required to approve the use of a borrow 
site, or other off-site activities.  The contractor should review Chapter 11 of the Matrix (on NDOR’s 
website), where species survey protocol can be found, to estimate the level of effort and timing 
requirements for surveys. 


             
Any project related activities that occur outside of the project limits must be environmentally 
cleared/permitted with the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission as well as any other appropriate 
agencies by the contractor and those clearances/permits submitted to the District Construction Project 
Manager prior to the start of the above listed project activities.  The contractor shall submit information 
such as an aerial photo showing the proposed activity site, a soil survey map with the location of the 
site, a plan-sheet or drawing showing the location and dimensions of the activity site, a minimum of 4 
different ground photos showing the existing conditions at the proposed activity site, depth to ground 
water and depth of pit, and the “Platte River depletion status” of the site. The District Construction 
Project Manager will notify NDOR Environmental which will coordinate with FHWA for acceptance if 
needed.  The contractor must receive notice of acceptance from NDOR, prior to starting the above 
listed project activities.   These project activities cannot adversely affect state and/or federally listed 
species or designated critical habitat. (NDOR Environmental, District Construction, Contractor). 


 
A-7 Waste/Debris. Construction waste/debris will be disposed of in areas or a manner which will not 


adversely affect state and/or federally listed species and/or designated critical habitat. (Contractor) 
 
A-8 Post Construction Erosion Control.  Erosion control activities that may take place by NDOR 


Maintenance or Contractors after construction is complete, but prior to project close-out, shall adhere to 
any standard conservation conditions for species designated for the project area during construction. 
(NDOR Maintenance, District Construction, Contractor) 


 
S-3 Revegetation. All permanent seeding and plantings (excluding managed landscaped areas) shall use 


species and composition native to the project vicinity as shown in the Plan for the Roadside 
Environment.   However, within the first 16 feet of the road shoulder, and within high erosion prone 
locations, tall fescue or perennial ryegrass may be used at minimal rates to provide quick groundcover 
to prevent erosion, unless state or federally listed threatened or endangered plants were identified in 
the project area during surveys.   If listed plants were identified during survey, any seed mix 
requirements identified during resource agency consultations shall be used for the project.  (NDOR 
Environmental) 


 
S-4 Sensitive Areas.  Environmentally Sensitive Areas will be marked on the plans, in the field, or in the 


contract by NDOR Environmental for avoidance. (NDOR Environmental, District Construction) 
 
S-5 Species Surveys.  If species surveys are required for this project, results will be sent by NDOR to the 


USFWS, NGPC, and if applicable COE.  FHWA will be copied on submittals. (NDOR Environmental, 
District Construction) 


 
Northern Long-Eared Bat: 
 
NLEB-1 Tree clearing, bridge deck joint replacements over the bridge deck, and bridge/>5-ft box-culvert 


removal activities will be scheduled to occur between October 1st – March 31st to avoid impacts 
to the northern long-eared bat roosting period. (NDOR Environmental, Construction, Contractor) 


OR 
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NLEB-2 If tree clearing, bridge deck joint replacement over the bridge deck, or removal of bridge or >5-ft 
box-culvert structures occurs during the northern long-eared bat roosting period (April 1st – 
September 30th), NDOR personnel will perform surveys prior to the start of these activities at the 
following locations: Structures S006 09205, S006 09369, S006 09761, any areas of tree 
clearing not accomplished prior to April 1st (location of suitable habitat).  If the species is 
absent, work may proceed.  If the species is found, NDOR Environmental Section will consult 
with the USFWS, NGPC, and FHWA prior to the start of construction. (NDOR Environmental, 
Construction, Contractor) 


 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
 


 Suitable bald eagle nesting and/or roosting habitat exists within 0.5 miles of the Environmental Study 
Area.  If construction will begin between February 1 and April 15, a nest survey must be completed at 
least 1 but not more than 14 days prior to construction.  If construction will begin between April 15 and 
October 1, a nest survey completed in March is sufficient, as nests will likely already be constructed if 
nesting will occur that year.  However, a nest survey may be completed anytime during this timeframe, 
as long as it is completed prior to construction.  If bald eagles are nesting in the area, consultation with 
NGPC and USFWS will be required. 








                                                           
          Planning & Project Development 


DATE:   June 14, 2016  
 
TO:  Carmen Modrcin, NEPA Specialist 
  
FROM:   Stacy Stupka, Section 106 Specialist 


RE:  70879_NH-6-2(120)_McCook – Indianola_Supplemental Section 106 evaluation 


The project referenced above was processed as a Tier II project on 08/26/15 using a project 
description date of 12/13/14.  Project description changes made on 07/24/15 were not reviewed. This 
supplemental evaluation considers the changes of 07/24/15 as well as proposed striping of turn lanes 
and construction of adjacent earth shoulders.   
 
I have reviewed the project description changes made on 07/14/16 as well as the proposed striping of 
turn lanes and construction of adjacent earth shoulders. These project activities are within the area of 
potential effect (APE) considered for this project. The proposed striping of turn lanes and construction 
of adjacent earth shoulders would occur within the existing ROW and therefore, are also within the 
APE considered. The project effects recommendation of no historic properties affected made on 
08/26/15 remains appropriate.  
 
This project remains a Tier II project.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  





		RE:  70879_NH-6-2(120)_McCook – Indianola_Supplemental Section 106 evaluation






NDOR PQS Project Review Memo
Section 106 - Tier II Project


Review Date 


Project Location 


Control Number   Project Number   


Project Name 


 Date of Project Description Reviewed


Archeological Resources


No YesTHPO/Tribal Consultation? CLG Consultation?


CLG:


Date Correspondence Sent:


CLG response date:


THPO/Tribes(s):


Date Correspondence Sent: 


THPO/Tribal response date: 


THPO/Tribal comment: CLG comment:


No Yes


Tier II Project


Other Consulting Parties Identified:


APE considered is consistent with 36 CFR 800.16(d): Yes


Above Ground Resources


Are NRHP listed or eligible properties present within the APE? Are NRHP listed or eligible properties present within the APE?


No Yes YesNo


Please list:Please list:


Is Temporary Easement Required from ANY Historic Property Listed Above? YesNo


Is Permanent Easement Required from ANY Historic Property Listed Above? YesNo


Is Right of Way Required from ANY Historic Property Listed Above? YesNo


If Yes, describe:


Project Results in no historic properties affected YesNo







Construction Committments: YesNo


If Yes, detail here:


YesProject would result in "no historic properties affected: No


Tier II Project Evaluation Complete


NDOR PQS Review Date 



dor12098

Text Box

The APE for archeological properties and standing structures was chosen to adequately identify any historic properties that may be potentially altered by this undertaking. In order to accommodate any potential minor changes in the above project description that might occur during continued project development, the APE for direct physical effects to archeological resources and standing structures includes the areas of construction activities described above including bridges and culverts and generally extending beyond the present right-of-way up to 50 feet to allow for minor ROW or easement acquisitions.  The vertical APE for the depth of ground disturbance is anticipated to be at or near the surface of the current grade reaching depths of up to 15 feet at the stream crossing. To accommodate any potential minor changes in the above generalized project description that might occur during continued project development, the APE for direct construction effects to archeological sites includes an area generally 50 feet beyond present right-of-way adjacent to stream crossings (culverts and bridges). The APE for considering direct physical impacts and indirect visual or atmospheric (auditory and vibratory) effects to structural and architectural historic resources includes construction areas, as well as an area extending 25 feet beyond the current right-of-way in urban areas and 100ft beyond the current right-of-way for the rural portion of the project.




dor12098

Text Box

02/04/16 - Signature date differs from PQS date because of an error in the form discovered through USACE review. Project effect recommendation remains no historic properties affected.
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		Project Name: McCook - Indianola

		Project Location: Red Willow County

		Project Description Date: 12/13/14

				2016-02-04T08:18:22-0600

		Stacy Stupka-Burda





		Review Date: 08/26/15

		THPO(s): 

		Check Box6: Off

		Date Correspondence sent to THPO(s):: 

		Date Correspondence sent to CLG:: 

		THPO reponse date: 

		CLG reponse date: 

		CLG comment: 

		THPO comment: 

		Text10: 

		Text11: 

		Date: 08/26/15

		CLG: [                         ]

		Check Box7: Yes

		Check Box8: Yes

		Check Box9: Yes

		Check Box10: Off

		Check Box11: Yes

		Check Box12: Off

		Check Box13: Yes

		Check Box14: Yes

		Check Box15: Off

		Check Box16: Off

		Check Box17: Yes

		Text18: 

		Text19: St Catherine Catholic Church and Rectory (RW03-081), eligible under Criterion C. No historic properties affected as we are repaving the existing highway at front of property. This would be a replacement in kind.
DLD Highway (RW00-159) eligible under Criterion A. No historic properties affected as no work will be completed on the historic alignment 


		Check Box18: Yes

		Check Box19: Off

		Check Box20: Yes

		Check Box21: Off

		Check Box22: Yes

		Check Box23: Off

		Check Box24: Yes

		Check Box25: Off

		Check Box26: Off
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Date: November 4, 2015  
 
To: Carmen Pellish, Highway Environmental/NEPA Specialist, Planning and Project 


Development 
     
From: Will Packard, Highway Environmental Specialist, Planning and Project 


Development 
 
Subject: Hazardous Materials Review Memo for the NDOR Project McCook to 


Indianola (C.N. 70879). 
 
Overview 
 
A hazardous materials review (HMR) was completed by Olsson Associates for the McCook to 
Indianola project and approved by NDOR on November 4, 2015.  A HMR was required for this 
project because the scope of work exceeds the project exemptions. The purpose of the HMR is 
to identify environmental concerns associated with hazardous materials and petroleum products 
which could potentially be encountered during the construction project.  This memo summarizes 
the conclusions and applicable mitigation measures found in the HMR and assists the 
Environmental Documents manager in completing the Hazardous Materials section of the CE 
Determination Form for Federal-Aid Projects. 
 
 
Hazardous Material Sites and Impacts 
 
The HMR identified several facilities where past releases have occurred within the hazardous 
materials study area. Within the town of Indianola several petroleum and fertilizer releases were 
documented in associated with the Ag Valley Coop properties and the Former Cambridge Coop 
Filling station between 4th St. and 5th St (see attached site location map).  The contamination 
has impacted both groundwater and soils.  Remediation is ongoing at both sites.  Contamination 
from the largest release (30,000 gallons leaded gasoline) associated with the Ag Valley Coop is 
present South of ‘C’ St. and near the railroad track and not adjacent to construction.   
 
The other releases originated from underground storage tanks at both the Ag Valley Coop and 
Cambridge Coop Filling Station. Soil excavation occurred at the Cambridge Coop Filling Station 
adjacent to the Highway 6.  An investigation conducted in 1993 included completion of several 
soil borings on or very near the project alignment. The boring logs do not show any significant 
evidence of petroleum contamination in the shallow soils near the project alignment. 
Construction activities within Indianola include milling and resurfacing, ADA work and adjusting 
manholes to grade Groundwater is typically greater than 40 feet below ground surface and will 
not be encountered during construction.  ADA work is not occurring adjacent to either facility.  
Based on the limited scope of work and the lack of contamination found in shallow soils near the 
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project alignment, there is a low potential of encountering contamination in this area during 
construction. 
 
The Roads Department McCook Yard and the Michael Packard acreage were both identified as 
having leaking underground storage tanks at the properties.  However, based on the distance 
from the release to construction activities and the minimal excavation adjacent to these 
locations, there is a low potential of encountering contamination during construction.  
 
There is one active Superfund site located within the hazardous materials study area.  The TRW 
site is located about ¼ of a mile north of the beginning of the project east of McCook (see 
attached site location map).  A release of TCE occurred in 1986 and has impacted groundwater 
in the area.  Remediation has been ongoing since the time of the release.  The groundwater 
plume extends under Highway 6.  However, groundwater will not be encountered during 
construction.  Based on the distance from the source of the release to construction and the 
minimal depths of excavation in this area, there is a low potential of encountering contamination 
originating from this site during construction (see attached NDEQ correspondence).   
 
Asbestos 
 
Bridge structures S006 09205 and S006 09761 were tested for asbestos containing material 
(ACM). No ACM was found in any of the suspect material. No contractor commitments are 
required. NDOR shall submit the NESHAP notification to NDEQ.  
 
Lead Commitments 
 
There is potential for lead-based paint to be found on the bridge’s painted components. If the 
method of removal of the components generates paint debris, the waste shall be handled in 
accordance with NDOR’s Standard Specification for Highway Construction Section 732 (Lead-
based Paint Removal) and Title 128, Rules and Regulation Governing Hazardous Waste 
Management in Nebraska.  Extreme caution shall be taken to minimize the amount of potential 
lead based painted material or debris from causing or threatening to cause pollution of the air, 
land and waters of the State. The Contractor shall recycle any lead-bearing plates and/or lead 
shims at a legitimate recycling facility as found in paragraph 3 (environmental requirements) in 
Section 203.01 of the Standard Specification for Highway Construction and in accordance with 
Title 128, Nebraska Hazardous Waste Regulations. The Contractors implementation plan efforts 
shall be documented in ECOD system. (Contractor) 
 
Unexpected Waste Commitment 
 
If contaminated soils and/or water or hazardous materials are encountered, then all work within 
the immediate area of the discovered hazardous material shall stop until NDOR/FHWA is 
notified and a plan to dispose of the Hazardous Materials has been developed. Then NDEQ 
shall be consulted and a remediation plan shall be developed for this project. The potential 
exists to have contaminants present resulting from minor spillage during fueling and service 
associated with construction equipment. Should contamination be found on the project during 
construction, the NDEQ shall be contacted for consultation and appropriate actions to be taken. 
The Contractor is required by NDOR's Standard Specification section 107 (legal relations and 
responsibilities to the public) to handle and dispose of contaminated material in accordance with 
applicable laws (NDOR District, Contractor).   
 
 







 


Sincerely, 
 
 
________________________________________    __________________ 
Name                  Date 
 
Will Packard, Highway Environmental Specialist 
Planning and Project Development 
NDOR 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Site Location Map 


TRW Superfund Site – NDEQ Correspondence 


11/4/15
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Carl Harms


From: Gottula, Jeff <jeff.gottula@nebraska.gov>


Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2014 6:29 AM


To: Carl Harms


Cc: Miesbach, David


Subject: RE: McCook TRW site information


You did a fine job of assessing the risk of the TRW plume and NDOR plans in the area.  There may be a small risk of TCE 


vapors if you have an enclosed space as any part of the project which does not seem likely. 


 


From: Carl Harms [mailto:charms@olssonassociates.com]  


Sent: Monday, July 14, 2014 5:35 PM 
To: Gottula, Jeff 


Subject: McCook TRW site information 


 


Hi Mr. Gottula, 


 


I received your voicemail today regarding the Northrop Grumman TRW site. Sorry that I couldn’t respond to your call. I 


am in a fairly bad cell signal area. I figure that it will just be better to email you regarding this. 


 


I am working on an NDOR project doing the hazardous materials environmental review for NEPA documentation. The 


project is for US-6 from the west end of McCook going east toward Indianola. During my review, I identified the 


Northrop Grumman TRW site. I was able to review several files from the NDEQ IMS website, so I believe that I have a 


decent understanding of the status of the TRW project. NDOR and FHWA typically like us to contact NDEQ on the larger, 


more involved environmental contamination/cleanup sites. 


 


The NDOR project will primarily involve resurfacing the existing roadway and shoulders. There is also a provision for 


work on the culverts and guardrail. There aren’t engineering plans for that work yet, but it typically doesn’t involve 


excavations below 4 feet. Based on the scope of work for this project, no construction activities should occur outside of 


current right-of-way near the TRW site. 


 


Based on my review of the files for the Northrop Grumman TRW site, my understanding is as follows: The source area of 


contamination is the former TRW building located on the west side of Airport Road approximately one-quarter mile 


north of US-6. There is a TCE contamination plume going southeast from the source area and crossing underneath US-6. 


 


I believe that the likelihood of construction workers encountering contamination from the Northrop Grumman TRW site 


is low. That conclusion is based on the following reasons: 1) The off-site contamination near US-6 is limited to 


groundwater and there is no shallow soil contamination. 2) Construction activities will involve shallow excavations only 


that will not be remotely close to the water table (which is in the range of 50 feet bgs).  3) A soil vapor assessment 


conducted for the TRW site in 2011 showed that there was not a significant vapor intrusion issue in nearby homes. 


 


If you are able to comment on my assessment of the TRW site, please let me know if you do or do not concur. I am 


aware that some NDEQ groups are not able/willing to make assessments of potential impacts to NDOR projects. Also, 


please let me know if there are any possible impacts that the NDOR project could have on the TRW site (i.e. working 


around monitoring wells, affecting remediation equipment, etc.). 


 


Thank you very much. 


 


Carl Harms | Environmental | Olsson Associates   
2111 South 67th Street, Suite 200 | Omaha, NE 68106 | charms@olssonassociates.com 
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TEL 402.341.1116 | CELL 402.321.8907 | FAX 402.341.5895 
 


             


 


���� Please consider the environment before printing this email.  
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McCook - Indianola


Project Name:


CE Determination Form for Federal-Aid Projects (June 2, 2015)


CE Review Level: 


 1 X 2  3  Re-evaluation


The proposed project qualifies as the Categorical Exclusion Level indicated above in accordance with the 2015 
Programmatic Agreement.


Appendix: B Paragraph: 26


Project Description:
This project would resurface 10.89 miles of US-6 located in Red Willow County, starting 0.98 miles east of the 
east junction of US-6/US-34 and US-83 at mile marker (MM) 87.73, and extending east to MM 98.63, the 
northeast corporate limits of Indianola. Construction may begin and/or end approximately 200 feet ahead of or 
beyond the actual project limits to accommodate transitioning the pavement.
Short segments of the roadway where bridges are being replaced would be built to New and Reconstruction 
minimum design standards. The extent of pavement work ahead or beyond the structure to accommodate the 
replacement would be determined by Roadway Design.


Project Number:  


NH-6-2(120)


Control Number:


70879


Location and Study Area:


This project is located on United States Highway 6 (US-6) and begins just east of the corporate limits of McCook 
and extends to the east where the project ends in the northeast corporate limits of Indianola in Red Willow 
County, Nebraska.


The Environmental Study Area is confined to the length of this project (10.89 miles) plus 200 feet on either end, 
including the existing right-of-way (ROW) and the limits of construction (LOCs) plus 50 feet beyond the ROW or 
LOCs for most of the project length, and extending 150 feet beyond the ROW or LOCs at the bridges and culverts 
for wetlands and most other resources. For regulated materials the Study Area extends to 0.1 mile, and for 
Section 4(f) resources, 0.25 mile beyond the ROW or LOCs. Termini are based on the limits identified by NDOR 
pavement management system, District 7, and previous construction projects on this segment of highway.


Begin Point(s):                      


MM 87.73 MM 98.63 US-6


Highway Number, Street, etc.:End Point(s):  
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The existing roadway in the rural segment of this project (MM 87.73 – 97.69 and MM 98.27 – 98.63) consists of 
two 12-foot wide asphalt lanes and 12 to 14-foot wide shoulders, of which 10 to 12 feet is paved with asphalt. The 
curbed urban section in Indianola (MM 97.69 – 98.27) consists of a 50-foot wide back to back curbed section with 
two 12-foot wide asphalt lanes. 


The improvements on this project, with the exception of the bridge replacements at MM 92.05 and MM 97.61, 
consist of milling and resurfacing the existing roadway and surfaced shoulders with asphalt, bridge repairs and 
replacement and removing and replacing guardrail.


Improvements at the bridge replacements consist of replacing the existing structure with a new bridge or concrete 
box culvert, removing the existing guardrail, grading a safety section (MM 92.05 only), full depth pavement as 
needed where the existing structure is removed and replacement of the guardrail (MM 97.61 only). 


Scope details include: 
•    Grading beyond the hinge point would be required for the following work:


    Culverts
    Guardrail
    Correction of superelevation (4 to 5 inches)
    Earth shoulder construction
    Bridge removal 
    Updating existing turn lanes
    Flattening foreslopes and backslopes
    Ditch Cleanout
    Removal of old substructure
    Curb and flume construction
    Contractor Access for bridge work


•    The scope of work at culvert sites on this project includes culvert extensions, construction of drop pipes at 
backslopes and ditches, construction of new culvert pipes (permanent and temporary), construction of drainage 
structures and raising parapet walls at box culverts.
•    Culverts identified within the fixed lateral obstacle clear zone would be extended or shielded with guardrail. 
•    Guardrail


    Remove and replace guardrail with grading beyond the hinge point
•    The bridge over River Canyon at MM 92.05 (Structure Number S006 09205) would be removed and replaced 
with a quintuple concrete box culvert designed to accommodate a future grade raise. Construction of the new box 
culvert would be phased utilizing a two-lane temporary road during construction. The existing guardrail would be 
removed and a safety section graded at the culvert location.
•    The deck on the bridge over Red Willow Creek at MM 93.69 (Structure Number S006 09369) would be 
repaired prior to resurfacing. The existing east approach slab would be milled and resurfaced. The bridge rails and 
deck overhang would be repaired and sealed. The expansion joints would be replaced and the existing guardrail 
would be removed and replaced. 
•    The bridge over Coon Creek at MM 97.61 (Structure Number S006 09761) would be removed and replaced 
with a 44-foot clear roadway width bridge. New approaches with grade beam on pile would be constructed. The 
existing guardrail would be removed and replaced. A contractor access crossing would be required (pipes). A 
temporary traffic signal would be required for phased construction of the bridge.
•    Concrete pavement repairs would be made prior to resurfacing.
•    The existing asphalt would be milled prior to resurfacing.
•    Asphalt patching operations would be performed prior to resurfacing.
•    Existing surfaced driveways and intersections would be resurfaced. 
•    Rock or gravel would be placed behind driveways and intersections to match the new asphalt.
•    Field entrances and drives would be relocated to accommodate construction.
•    Barrier curb would be constructed between the sidewalk and parking areas where appropriate to restrict 
encroachment on pedestrian facilities.
•    Elevation adjustments to existing manholes and water valve boxes would be required due to construction of 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps.
•    Surfacing would be placed under the guardrail. 
•    The existing earth shoulders would be brought up to match the new asphalt. 
•    Pavement replacement would be required to accommodate new bridge construction.
•    Foreslopes within the segments of reconstruction would conform to minimum design standards for New and 
Reconstruction projects.
•    Project surveying and staking would be required.
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The numbers in the parentheses (x) indicate the level of CE review that will be required.


All technical assessment approvals shall be made by NDOR Professional Qualified Staff (PQS) responsible for the 
resource category and are indicated by “NDOR PQS Determination Date.”


•    Areas disturbed during construction would be stabilized utilizing methods of erosion control as shown in the 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).
•    Rumble strips would be constructed on the resurfaced shoulders. 
•    Because the pavement work is considered to result in an alteration of the pavement in crosswalks, the NDOR 
would eliminate barriers to access by building curb ramps where required. 
•    Centerline rumble strips would be constructed. 
•    Permanent pavement markings would be applied to all new surfacing.
•    Additional property rights would be required to build this project. 
•    Access to adjacent properties would be maintained during construction but may be limited at times due to 
phasing requirements. 
•    This project would be constructed under traffic with lane closures controlled with approved temporary traffic 
control. 
•    The bridge replacement with a box culvert at MM 92.05 would be constructed one half at a time with a two-
lane wide temporary roadway during construction. 


N/A


Purpose and Need (include for Level 3, NWP 23, and Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation):


Action is identified in the
Current STIP Date:                   
 


5/25/2016 Construction $11,499,000


Estimated Cost ($):Subsequent Phase:  


X Yes (2)  No (1)  N/A


Easements/ROW – Will the action require the acquisition of new temporary or permanent right-of-way 
including easements)?


Right of Way and Property Impacts


1.1


 Yes (3) X No (2)


Will the action result in acquisition of greater than 2 acres per linear mile (estimated) or the removal of 
major property improvements?


1.2


The majority of the property required for both the permanent and temporary ROW consists of pasture and 
agricultural land adjacent to the existing ROW of US-6. There would be no removal of major property 
improvements. The new ROW is required for the following activities: culvert extension, replacing guardrail, 
earth shoulder construction, bridge replacement, and contractor access for bridge work.


1.3     Describe type of property required for ROW and/or potential impacts to major property improvements:


9.18 3.11


Estimated Acres of Permanent 
ROW/Easements:


Estimated Acres of Temporary  
ROW/Easements


1.4 1.5
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 Yes (3) X No (2)  N/A


1.6     Will the action result in any residential or nonresidential displacements?


The access drive to the Indianola District #2 Basefield is located approximately 500 feet east of S006 
09761. Access to this property shall be maintained at all times during construction but may be disrupted 
temporarily at times due to construction activities, but will not be closed. (Contractor) 


2.4      Section 4(f) Mitigation:


 Yes (3) X No (2)


2.2     Will the action result in an Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation?


X Yes (2)  No (1)  N/A


2.1     Section 4(f) – Will the action result in a Section 4(f) use or qualify for Section 4(f) Exception?


Describe resources, impacts, and the coordination conducted with officials/agencies (including FHWA 
approval date(s)):


Six properties are located within the study area:
Karrer Park is located to the west of the project alignment and there would be no use of park property. 
Access to the park would remain open throughout construction. Indianola School District #2 Baseball 
Fields is located approximately 300 feet to the north of the project alignment, however, the access to the 
baseball field is located on US-6. Access to the baseball field would remain open during construction. 
Southwest Elementary is located one block north of the project alignment and there would be no use of 
the school property or its accesses. The historic St. Catherine Catholic Church and Rectory is located on 
the north side of US-6 and access to the property would remain open throughout construction. The 
Detroit-Lincoln-Denver (DLD) Highway would not be affected as no work would be completed on the 
historic alignment. Further information on these two properties can be found in Section 10-Historic 
Properties. 


This project was found to have a Section 4(f) De Minimis use to the sixth property, Indianola City Park, 
due to the construction of ADA compliant curbs. The Indianola City Park is owned by the City of Indianola, 
a public entity, open to the public year round and is subject to Section 4(f) provisions. The Indianola City 
Park is located in the western portion of Indianola. Improvements to the park include a playground, two 
sheltered picnic areas, a commemorative marker, and green space. The construction of an ADA compliant 
curb at the northwest corner of the US-6 and 7th Street intersection would permanently impact 
approximately 0.0008 acre (approximately 36 sq. ft.) and temporarily impact approximately 0.002 acre 
(approximately 93 sq. ft.) of the park property. NDOR sent out a targeted mailer and allowed a 30-day 
comment period. Sixteen (16) comments were received and only one (1) comment addressed the impact 
to the park and was in favor of the construction of ADA compliant curbs. An example of the targeted mailer 
and the comments are located in the attached public involvement package.


2.3


3.1  
     


Section 6(f) –   Are there any Section 6(f) Land and Water Conservation Fund Act properties 36 CFR 59) 
within the study area?


 Yes (1) X No (1)  N/A
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Other Non-Threshold Property Impacts


4.1     Will the action take place on or adjacent to Tribal lands or other Federal lands?


 Yes X No


4.2     Will federal funds be used to relocate utilities, or will the project contractor be responsible for the
relocation of the utilities?


  Yes No X Unknown


The following questions should only be answered when the action is processed for CE Level 2 or CE Level 3
determinations.  These questions are not required for a CE Level 1 analysis.


4.3     Trails –   Will the action involve construction of new trails on ROW  not previously designated for trails?


 Yes X No


4.4     Farmland –   Will the action result in impacts to prime or unique farmland?


X Yes  No


4.5     If Yes, does the affected property accumulate 60 points or more in Part VI of the NRCS-CPA-106 Form?


 Yes X No  N/A


4.6     Describe resources, impacts, and the coordination conducted with officials/agencies (including FHWA):


Existing light poles would be relocated with this project. It is unknown whether federal funds would be 
used to complete this work. All relocations would be within the existing study area.


The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)-CPA-106 (Farmland Conversion Impact Rating For 
Corridor Type Projects) form shows that the Part VI section assessment point total is 48. The NRCS-
CPA-106 (Farmland Conversion Impact Rating For Corridor Type Projects) form is based on a point 
system that has 160 points set as the minimum number limit for "Total Points" that triggers additional in-
depth site reviews. The NRCS evaluation portion Part V is on a scale of 0 to 100 points. That means that 
the Federal Agency Part VI "Total Site Assessment Points" must be at least 60 to even warrant the 
possibility of reaching the 160 "Total Points" level of concern. In the case with this project, the highest 
possible "Total Points" that could be reached would only be 148. Thus, coordination with the NRCS is not 
required.
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4.7     Describe Mitigation for Above Non-Threshold Resources:


Utilities:
If federal funds are used for any utility relocation deemed necessary later in the project, or if a 
determination is made that the construction contractor will relocate or remove utilities, a re-evaluation 
would be necessary. (NDOR Environmental)


All affected utilities shall be coordinated through NDOR and the Contractor as per NDOR’s Standard 
environmental commitments, the NDOR Environmental commitments are not subject to change without 
prior written approval from the Federal Highway Administration. (District Construction, Contractor)


Any utility adjustments or interruption of service for the convenience of the Contractor shall be the sole 
responsibility of the Utility. Any environmental permits required for utility relocations shall be the 
responsibility of the Utility. (Utility Provider(s))


Water and Ecological Resources:


5.1   
  


Wild and Scenic/National Recreational Rivers  –  Will the action cross or occur adjacent to a Wild and 
Scenic River, National Recreational River Segment, or a river listed on the nationwide rivers inventory, 
including its buffer area?


 Yes* X No  N/A


If Yes, the proposed action can be processed as a Level 1 [all Appendix A categories] or a Level 2 Action [ Appendix 
B categories other than (26), (27), and (28)] if the Agency with Jurisdiction has determined the action will not result 
in an impact.


Note:


6.1  
  


Floodplain/Floodway  –  Will the action occur within the boundaries of a mapped Zone A floodplain or a 
mapped floodway?


X Yes (1)  No (1)  N/A


If Yes, attach permits to the CE document.  If a floodplain permit has not been obtained, add commitment that one 
will be obtained prior to the start of construction.


Will the action cause a greater than 1-foot rise in the Base Flood Elevation (BFE), any rise in a floodplain that 
potentially impacts an adjacent structure, or any rise in a floodway?


6.2


 Yes (3) X No (1)  N/A


Will the actions reviewed under Appendix B, Paragraphs (26), (27), and (28) result in a floodplain 
encroachment other than functionally dependent uses or actions that facilitiate open space use?


 Yes (3) X No  N/A


6.3
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6.4    Describe resources, impacts, and the coordination conducted with officials/agencies:


Seven Zone A floodplains are encountered along this project. Three of the floodplains are adjacent to 
unnamed tributaries of the Republican River at MM 89.08, MM 96.17, and MM 96.85 and two floodplains, 
Red Willow Creek and Coon Creek, are encountered at MM 93.69 and MM 97.61 respectively. The final 
two floodplains are located adjacent to unnamed tributaries to the Republican River at MM 92.05 and MM 
92.17. The structures at MM 89.08, 92.17, 96.17, and 96.85 would be used in place. Work at the 
structures at MM 92.05, 93.69, and 97.61 would consist of either repairing or replacing the existing 
structure and is considered functionally dependent. 


Based on the scope of work, no impacts to the floodplains are anticipated at any of the seven locations 
described above. In accordance with Nebraska floodplain regulations, permits have been obtained from 
the Local Authorizing Officials in Red Willow County and the City of Indianola.


7.1 
    


Wetlands/Waters of the U.S.  –  Are there wetlands, stream channels, or other waters 
within the study area?


X Yes (1)  No (1)


Will the action result in wetland impacts in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and/or  
Nebraska State Title 117?  


X Yes (1)  No (1)


7.2


7.3    Will the action result in greater than 0.5 acres
          (total permanent) of wetland impacts?   


 Yes (2) X No (1)  N/A


7.4    Estimated Permanent Wetlands Impacts: 


0.04


7.5    If the project is processed with a Nationwide Permit, is a Pre-construction Notification required?   


X Yes (2)  No (1)  N/A


7.6    Will the action require an Individual Permit (IP) or Section 10 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of
          Engineers or a Section 9 Permit from the U.S. Coast Guard?


 Yes (3) X No (2)  N/A


7.7    Describe resources, potential impacts, and any coordination conducted to date with officials/agencies:


The wetland delineation was conducted on August 4 and 5, 2014. Permanent wetland impacts are 0.035 
acre Palustrine Emergent Temporarily/Seasonally Flooded (PEMA/C). Temporary wetland impacts are 
0.0021 acre PEMA/C. Permanent channel impacts are 0.0312 acre (193.61 ft). This project would be 
permitted with a Nationwide Permit 14 – Linear Transportation Projects.
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7.8    Wetlands/Waters of the U.S. Mitigation:


The Contractor shall not stage, store, waste or stockpile materials and equipment in undisturbed 
locations, or in known/potential wetlands and/or known/potential streams that exhibit a clear “bed and 
bank” channel. Potential wetland areas consist of any area that is known to pond water, swampy areas or 
areas supporting known wetland vegetation or areas where there is a distinct difference in vegetation (at 
lower elevations) from the surrounding upland areas.(Contractor, NDOR District)


All wetlands/waters within the project area that are not permitted for impacts will be marked on 2W Aerial 
Sheets for the contractor as avoidance areas. (NDOR Design, NDOR Environmental)


The project will require a Pre-construction Notification for impacts to waters of the U.S. The permit shall 
be obtained prior to project letting. The contractor shall adhere to all permit conditions, including regional 
and general conditions, during construction. (NDOR Environmental, Contractor)


8.1 


X Yes  No


Impaired Waters, Section 402, and MS4  –  Are there any impaired waters within or adjacent to (0.5 mile) 
the project study area?


8.2    Does the project occur within a MS4 community?


 Yes X No


8.3    Does the project require a NPDES storm water permit (ground disturbance of greater than 1 acre)?


X Yes  No


If Yes, add standard Erosion Control plans and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) commitment to the 
mitigation commitments.


8.4    Describe resources, potential impacts, and any coordination conducted with officials/agencies:


According to the 2014 Integrated Report (IR) there are two impaired waters within 0.5 mile of the project.


Red Willow Creek (RE3-10500) was listed as Category 5 in the 2014 IR. This waterbody's recreation use 
was impaired for E. coli. This waterbody will remain in Category 5. 


Republican River (RE3-10000) This waterbody’s recreation use was impaired for E. coli; aquatic life use 
was impaired for Selenium. An E. coli Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) was approved 3/05. This 
waterbody will remain in Category 5 due to other impairments not being addressed in the TMDL. 


Highways that have stormwater outfalls discharging into receiving waters for which TMDLs or other water 
quality requirements have been established, and where NDOR has been assigned a waste load allocation 
in the TMDL, may be subject to additional water quality treatment requirements. In addition, receiving 
water bodies that have a treatment standard based on TMDLs may require more stringent analysis and 
treatment regimens. Additional information on the TMDL program and 303(d) list is provided on the NDEQ 
Website: http://www.deq.state.ne.us/SurfaceW.nsf/Pages/TMDL 
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8.5    Impaired Waters, Section 402, and MS4 Mitigation:


Impaired Waters
There are Category 5 impaired waters in the project study area; Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
shall be reviewed and developed as necessary during the erosion control review process. If mitigation is 
required for impaired waters, it shall be captured in the project's erosion control plan sheets and special 
provisions. (NDOR Roadside Stabilization Unit)


National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) / Stormwater Run-off
Erosion control plans and storm water pollution prevention plans (SWPPP) are required on all projects 
that have one acre or more of disturbed soil. NDOR inspects all erosion and sediment control BMPs 
including devices every 14 days minimum and after every precipitation event of 0.5 inch or greater as per 
the requirements in the General Construction Storm Water Permit. Any BMP adjustments and repairs are 
to occur within 7 days of the inspections to ensure that water quality is being protected to the maximum 
extent practicable. The SWPPP shall be maintained and discharge points shall be monitored by the 
NDOR District Staff until the site is 70% re-vegetated. At that time the Notice of Termination with NDEQ 
for the General Construction Storm Water Permit and completion of the SWPPP responsibilities shall be 
filed. (NDOR Environmental)


Threatened and Endangered Species – Will the action result in a “May Affect” determination per the Nebraska 
Biological Evaluation Process Matrix* that requires further consultation with the resource agencies?


 Yes (2) X No (1)


9.1


Suitable habitat for eagle nesting is reviewed as part of the Matrix Biological Evaluation process and 
projects are evaluated for compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). This project 
was reviewed for potential impacts to bald and golden eagles resulting in the following determination:


 NDOR has determined the project site does not have appropriate habitat for eagles. Due to the lack 
of suitable habitat and the information that there are no known bald or golden eagle nests within 
the project area, NDOR has determined that there will be no impact to these species.


X It has been determined that suitable habitat does exist within 0.5 mile of the Environmental Study 
Area. NDOR will utilize the Bald and Golden Eagle Survey Protocols to determine when a survey for 
nests and/or roosts should be conducted.  If nest(s) are present within 0.5 mile of the project area, 
NDOR will notify the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission and the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and construction will not commence prior to their approval.


9.4


This project will comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) in accordance with NDOR’s Avian 
protection Plan (APP) and Biological Evaluation Matrix Appendix A.


X


9.5


8/26/2015


NDOR PQS Determination Date:   
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If a Section 404 Individual Permit is required, coordination under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act will 
occur during the permitting process.


 Coordination Required X N/A


9.6


9.7    Describe resources, potential impacts, and any coordination conducted to date with officials/agencies:


A "May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect" determination is made for the Northern Long-Eared Bat or its 
designated critical habitat.


9.8    Species Mitigation:


S-3 Revegetation. All permanent seeding and plantings (excluding managed landscaped areas) shall use 
species and composition native to the project vicinity as shown in the Plan for the Roadside Environment. 
However, within the first 16 feet of the road shoulder, and within high erosion prone locations, tall fescue or 
perennial ryegrass may be used at minimal rates to provide quick groundcover to prevent erosion, unless 
state or federally listed threatened or endangered plants were identified in the project area during surveys. 
If listed plants were identified during survey, any seed mix requirements identified during resource agency 
consultations shall be used for the project. (NDOR Environmental)


S-4 Sensitive Areas. Environmentally Sensitive Areas will be marked on the plans, in the field, or in the 
contract by NDOR Environmental for avoidance. (NDOR Environmental, District Construction)


S-5 Species Surveys. If species surveys are required for this project, results will be sent by NDOR to the 
USFWS, NGPC, and if applicable COE. FHWA will be copied on submittals. (NDOR Environmental, 
District Construction)


Northern Long-Eared Bat:
NLEB-1 Tree clearing, bridge deck joint replacements over the bridge deck, and bridge/>5-ft box-culvert 
removal activities will be scheduled to occur between October 1st – March 31st to avoid impacts to the 
northern long-eared bat roosting period. (NDOR Environmental, Construction, Contractor)


OR


NLEB-2 If tree clearing, bridge deck joint replacement over the bridge deck, or removal of bridge or >5-ft 
box-culvert structures occurs during the northern long-eared bat roosting period (April 1st – September 
30th), NDOR personnel will perform surveys prior to the start of these activities at the following locations: 
Structures S006 09205, S006 09369, S006 09761, any areas of tree clearing not accomplished prior to 
April 1st (location of suitable habitat). If the species is absent, work may proceed. If the species is found, 
NDOR Environmental Section will consult with the USFWS, NGPC, and FHWA prior to the start of 
construction. (NDOR Environmental, Construction, Contractor)


Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act:
Suitable bald eagle nesting and/or roosting habitat exists within 0.5 mile of the Environmental Study Area. 
If construction will begin between February 1 and April 15, a nest survey must be completed at least 1 but 
not more than 14 days prior to construction. If construction will begin between April 15 and October 1, a 
nest survey completed in March is sufficient, as nests will likely already be constructed if nesting will occur 
that year. However, a nest survey may be completed anytime during this timeframe, as long as it is 
completed prior to construction. If bald eagles are nesting in the area, consultation with NGPC and 
USFWS will be required. (NDOR Environmental)


The Nebraska Biological Evaluation Process Programmatic Agreement Matrix complies with the Federal Endangered 
species Act (ESA) and Nebraska Nongame and Endangered Species Conservation Act (NESCA).


*
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Human and Social Resources


Historic Properties – Are there any properties listed or eligible for the National Register of Historic  
Properties in the study area?


X Yes (1)  No (1)


10.1


Will the action result in Section 106 effects other than a “No Potential to Cause Effects” or a “No Historic 
Properties Affected” determination?


 Yes (2) X No (1)


10.2


10.4   Historic Property Determination                                       NDOR PQS Determination Date:


No Historic Properties Affected 2/4/2016


Has coordination occurred with SHPO?


 Yes X No


Has coordination occurred with THPO?


Has coordination occurred with CLG?


 Yes X No


 Yes X No


10.5   List NRHP Eligible or NRHP Listed Resources, Impacts, and Coordination:


Two properties were identified within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). St. Catherine Catholic Church and 
Rectory (RW03-081) is present along US-6 at MM 97.80 in Indianola and is eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places under Criterion C. Work at this location would consist of resurfacing and all 
work would be confined to the existing right-of-way. The Detroit-Lincoln-Denver (DLD) Highway (RW00-
159) is eligible under Criterion A. No work would be completed on the historic alignment. The Tier II PQS 
memo, dated 8/26/2015, found that no historic properties would be affected. The memo was updated on 
2/4/2016 to include the DLD Highway. The finding remains "No Historic Properties Affected".


10.6   Historic Property Mitigation:


There are sensitive areas located along the project, but outside the existing right-of-way which are cultural 
and/or historic resources. To ensure the protection of these sites, sensitive areas shall be marked on the 
plans so the Contractor does not work, stage, stockpile or store material and equipment beyond the limits 
of construction. Design shall put the sensitive areas on the project plans. During design, if right-of-way is 
needed within sensitive areas, NDOR Environmental shall be contacted. (NDOR Design, NDOR 
Environmental)


Hazardous Materials – Will the project actions exceed the scope of the listed exemption identified in 
NDOR’s Hazardous Materials Assessment Guidance?


X Yes (1)  No (1)


11.1
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Will the action result in more than a Low Potential for encountering hazardous materials during 
construction (excluding Lead Based Paint or Asbestos Containing Material)?


 Yes (2) X No (1)


There is potential for the project to encounter Lead Based Paint (LBP). LBP standard specifications 
shall apply to the proposed project.


X Yes  N/A


Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) has been identified on bridge structures. ACM specifications 
will be included in the contract by special provisions.


 Yes X N/A


11.2


11.2A


11.2B


11.4   Will any soil disturbance occur below or beyond preexisting roadway fill within an active Superfund Site?


 Yes (3) X No (1)


NDOR PQS Determination Date:


11/4/2015
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11.5   Describe potential conflicts and the coordination with officials/agencies:


The HMR identified several facilities where past releases have occurred within the hazardous materials 
study area. Within the town of Indianola several petroleum and fertilizer releases were documented in 
associated with the Ag Valley Coop properties and the Former Cambridge Coop Filling station between 
4th St. and 5th St. The contamination has impacted both groundwater and soils. Remediation is ongoing 
at both sites. Contamination from the largest release (30,000 gallons leaded gasoline) associated with the 
Ag Valley Coop is present south of ‘C’ St. and near the railroad track and not adjacent to construction.


The other releases originated from underground storage tanks at both the Ag Valley Coop and Cambridge 
Coop Filling Station. Soil excavation occurred at the Cambridge Coop Filling Station adjacent to the 
Highway 6. An investigation conducted in 1993 included completion of several soil borings on or very near 
the project alignment. The boring logs do not show any significant evidence of petroleum contamination in 
the shallow soils near the project alignment. Construction activities within Indianola include milling and 
resurfacing, ADA work, and adjusting manholes to grade. Groundwater is typically greater than 40 feet 
below ground surface and would not be encountered during construction. ADA work is not occurring 
adjacent to either facility. Based on the limited scope of work and the lack of contamination found in 
shallow soils near the project alignment, there is a low potential of encountering contamination in this area 
during construction.


The Roads Department McCook Yard and the Michael Packard acreage were both identified as having 
leaking underground storage tanks at the properties. However, based on the distance from the release to 
construction activities and the minimal excavation adjacent to these locations, there is a low potential of 
encountering contamination during construction.


There is one active Superfund site located within the hazardous materials study area. The TRW site is 
located about ¼ of a mile north of the beginning of the project east of McCook. A release of 
Trichloroethylene (TCE) occurred in 1986 and has impacted groundwater in the area. Remediation has 
been ongoing since the time of the release. The groundwater plume extends under Highway 6. However, 
groundwater would not be encountered during construction. Based on the distance from the source of the 
release to construction and the minimal depths of excavation in this area, there is a low potential of 
encountering contamination originating from this site during construction (see attached NDEQ 
correspondence).


The Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality (NDEQ) was contacted to confirm that the likelihood 
of construction workers encountering contamination from the Northrop Grumman TRW site is low. NDEQ 
stated "There may be a small risk of TCE vapors if you have an enclosed space as any part of the project 
which does not seem likely".


Asbestos
Bridge structures S006 09205 and S006 09761 were tested for asbestos containing material (ACM). No 
ACM was found in any of the suspect material. No contractor commitments are required. NDOR shall 
submit the NESHAP notification to NDEQ.
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11.6   Hazardous Materials Mitigation:


Lead Commitments
There is potential for lead-based paint to be found on the bridge’s painted components. If the method of 
removal of the components generates paint debris, the waste shall be handled in accordance with 
NDOR's Standard Specification for Highway Construction Section 732 (Lead based-Paint Removal) and 
Title 128, Rules and Regulation Governing Hazardous Waste Management in Nebraska. Extreme caution 
shall be taken to minimize the amount of potential lead based painted material or debris from causing or 
threatening to cause pollution of the air, land and waters of the State. The Contractor shall recycle any 
lead-bearing plates and/or lead shims at a legitimate recycling facility as found in paragraph 3 
(environmental requirements) in Section 203.01 of the Standard Specification for Highway Construction 
and in accordance with Title 128, Nebraska Hazardous Waste Regulations. The Contractors 
implementation plan efforts shall be documented in ECOD system. (Contractor)


Unexpected Waste Commitment
If contaminated soils and/or water or hazardous materials are encountered, then all work within the 
immediate area of the discovered hazardous material shall stop until NDOR/FHWA is notified and a plan 
to dispose of the Hazardous Materials has been developed. Then NDEQ shall be consulted and a 
remediation plan shall be developed for this project. The potential exists to have contaminants present 
resulting from minor spillage during fueling and service associated with construction equipment. Should 
contamination be found on the project during construction, the NDEQ shall be contacted for consultation 
and appropriate actions to be taken. The Contractor is required by NDOR's Standard Specification section 
107 (legal relations and responsibilities to the public) to handle and dispose of contaminated material in 
accordance with applicable laws. (NDOR District, Contractor)


12.1   Traffic Noise – Does the project qualify as a Type I Project under NDOR’s Noise Policy?


 Yes (3) X No (1)  N/A


Air Quality – Will the action increase capacity in exceedance of 100,000 vehicles per day in the 20th year 
following construction; will it result in a high potential for Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT Level III) effects; or is 
it considered Regionally Significant within a designated non-attainment area?


 Yes (3) X No  N/A


13.1


14.1   Roadway – Will the action result in the addition of through-lane capacity?


 Yes (3) X No (1)  N/A


Traffic Disruption – Will the action result in minor traffic disruptions requiring detours, temporary roads, or 
ramp closures that are greater than 30 working days?


X Yes (2)  No (1)


15.1


Will the action result in major traffic disruption requiring detours, temporary roads, or ramp closures that are 
greater than 135 working days?


 Yes (3) X No (2)


15.2
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Will temporary roads, detours, or ramp closures substantially change the environmental consequences of the 
action?


 Yes (3) X No (1)


15.3


Will the action result in adverse travel (out-of-direction) greater than 5 miles in urban areas or 25 miles in 
rural areas?


 Yes (3) X No (1)


15.4


15.5   Will the action result in temporary or permanent interference with local special events or festivals?


 Yes (3) X No (1)


15.6   Will the action result in temporary or permanent adverse effects to through-traffic dependent business?


 Yes (3) X No (1)


15.7   Will the action result in permanent traffic pattern changes or disruptions?


 Yes (3) X No (1)


If a detour is required for the project, attach a map to the CE document.


15.8   Traffic Disruption Comments:


The bridge over River Canyon at MM 92.05 (Structure Number S006 09205) would be removed and 
replaced with a quintuple concrete box culvert as part of this project. Construction of the new box culvert 
would be phased utilizing a two-lane temporary road during construction. The road would be in place for 
approximately one construction season and removed upon completion.


Coordination with the affected public and emergency services has occurred, following the requirements 
of the approved public involvement plan. No adverse effects to businesses or emergency services were 
identified.


15.9   Traffic Disruption Mitigation:


This project shall be constructed under traffic with lane closures controlled by approved temporary traffic 
control. A temporary road will be in place for the phased construction of a concrete box culvert. The 
project shall not result in traffic disruptions requiring detours, temporary roads, or ramp closures that are 
greater than 135 working days. (Contractor) 


16.1   Access Disruptions – Will the action require any access closures to businesses or residences?


 Yes (1) X No (1)


16.5   Will the action result in access restrictions to emergency service facilities or providers?


 Yes (3) X No (1)
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16.6   Will the action change the functionality of adjacent properties?


 Yes (3) X No (1)


16.8   Substantial Access Disruption Mitigation:


Access to adjacent properties shall be maintained at all times during construction but may be disrupted 
temporarily at times due to construction activities, but will not be closed. (Contractor) 


17.1   Environmental Justice – Are protected populations within the study area?


 Yes (1) X No (1)


17.4   Describe resources, impacts, and the coordination conducted with officials/agencies:


There will be no disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects visited upon 
minority and low-income populations, as defined in FHWA Order 6640.23A, because these protected 
populations are not present in the project area.


18.1   Public Involvement – Provide a summary of any completed and planned Public Involvement Activities:


The areas through which this project travels are mostly English-speaking. In the areas surveyed, none of 
the data indicates the presence of an Limited English Proficiency (LEP) population that reaches the 
NDOR LEP outreach triggers of 5% or 1,000 persons. No LEP outreach is recommended for this project.


Based on an analysis of the project scope and a civil rights analysis, a targeted mailer in the form of a 
project information packet, legal notice, website, and a 30-day comment period were used as outreach 
tools for public involvement on this project. The project information packet involved mailing a project 
information sheet and prepaid postage comment sheet to a distribution list of 185 citizens and 
businesses adjacent to US-6 from MM 87.73 to MM 98.63. A total of 87 public and private agencies with 
potential interest in the project were also included in the distribution list. Legal notices were placed in the 
McCook Gazette and Indianola News, Nebraska Press Association recognized newspapers, on 
December 10, 2015 and December 24, 2015. Project information was placed on the NDOR website.


NDOR Public Involvement received 16 comments during the specified comment period (December 10, 
2015 - January 11, 2016), summarized in Attachment 12.


18.2   Public Involvement Mitigation:


A minimum of one news release shall go to all local and area media, and be posted on the NDOR 
website, prior to the start of construction work. (NDOR District, NDOR Communication)


NDOR Highway Civil Rights Specialist Determination Date:


9/24/2014
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Unresolved Controversy – Based on public involvement carried out per NDOR’s procedures, is there any 
known public or agency controversy on human, natural, or economic grounds associated with the action?


 Yes X No


If Yes, coordinate with FHWA to determine the proper level of environmental review.


19.1


Contract Provisions Required


20.1   Wellhead Protection Special Provisions


 Yes X No


20.2   General Conditions for Nationwide Permit


X Yes  No


Nationwide 
Permit:                  


14


20.3   Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Form 7460-1


X Yes  No


20.4   General Conservation Conditions from the Matrix PA


X Yes  No


T&E General Conditions:


A-1      Changes in Project Scope.  If there is a change in the project scope, the project limits, or environmental 
commitments, the NDOR Environmental Section must be contacted to evaluate potential impacts prior to 
implementation. Environmental commitments are not subject to change without prior written approval from the 
Federal Highway Administration.  (District Construction, Contractor)


A-2      Conservation Conditions.  Conservation conditions are to be fully implemented within the project 
boundaries as shown on the plans. (District Construction, Contractor)


A-3      Early Construction Starts.  Request for early construction starts must be coordinated by the Project 
Construction Engineer with NDOR Environmental for approval of early start to ensure avoidance of listed species 
sensitive lifecycle timeframes.  Work in these timeframes will require  approval from the Federal Highway 
Administration and could require consultation with the USFWS and NGPC.  (District Construction, Contractor) 


A-4      E&T Species.  If federal or state listed species are observed during construction, contact NDOR 
Environmental. Contact NDOR Environmental for a reference of federal and state listed species. (NDOR 
Environmental, District Construction, Contractor)


A-5      Refueling.  Refueling will be conducted outside of those sensitive areas identified on the plans, in the 
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The proposed action will be carried out in compliance with Executive Order 13112 (Invasive Species). The project 
contractor shall comply with Special Provision A-43-2010 amending NDOR Specification 107.01 to include the 
following:  The Contractor shall prevent the transfer of invasive plant and animal species. The Contractor shall 
wash equipment at the Contractor’s storage facility prior to entering the construction site. The Contractor shall 
inspect all construction equipment and remove all attached vegetation and animals prior to leaving the 
construction site.


contract, and/or marked in the field. (Contractor)


A-6      Restricted Activities.  The following project activities shall, to the extent possible, be restricted to between 
the beginning and ending points (stationing, reference posts, mile markers, and/or section-township-range 
references) of the project, within the right-of-way designated on the project plans: borrow sites, burn sites, 
construction debris waste disposal areas, concrete and asphalt plants, haul roads, stockpiling areas, staging areas, 
and material storage sites.


For activities outside the project limits, the contractor should refer to the Nebraska Game and Park Commission 
website to determine which species ranges occur within the off-site area.  The contractor should plan accordingly 
for any species surveys that may be required to approve the use of a borrow site, or other off-site activities.  The 
contractor should review Chapter 11 of the Matrix (on NDOR’s website), where species survey protocol can be 
found, to estimate the level of effort and timing requirements for surveys.


Any project related activities that occur outside of the project limits must be environmentally cleared/permitted 
with the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission as well as any other appropriate agencies by the contractor and 
those clearances/permits submitted to the District Construction Project Manager prior to the start of the above 
listed project activities.  The contractor shall submit information such as an aerial photo showing the proposed 
activity site, a soil survey map with the location of the site, a plan-sheet or drawing showing the location and 
dimensions of the activity site, a minimum of 4 different ground photos showing the existing conditions at the 
proposed activity site, depth to ground water and depth of pit, and the “Platte River depletion status” of the 
site. The District Construction Project Manager will notify NDOR Environmental which will coordinate with FHWA 
for acceptance if needed.  The contractor must receive notice of acceptance from NDOR, prior to starting the 
above listed project activities.   These project activities cannot adversely affect state and/or federally listed species 
or designated critical habitat. (NDOR Environmental, District Construction, Contractor).


A-7      Waste/Debris.  Construction waste/debris will be disposed of in areas or a manner which will not adversely 
affect state and/or federally listed species and/or designated critical habitat. (Contractor)


A-8      Post Construction Erosion Control.  Erosion control activities that may take place by NDOR Maintenance or 
Contractors after construction is complete, but prior to project close-out, shall adhere to any standard 
conservation conditions for species designated for the project area during construction. (NDOR Maintenance, 
District Construction, Contractor)
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21.1   No Indirect or Cumulative Impacts


X


This box can be checked if after careful consideration of the Indirect and Cumulative Impact analysis guidance 
in the CE instructions and the facts of the project, the following statement is determined to be true:
“Indirect effects from this project are not anticipated.  This project will not induce growth, change 
land uses, substantially change travel patterns within a community, or substantially impact water 
quality, drainage patterns or other resources of concern.  Since no substantial human, environmental 
or economic impacts have been identified for this project; no cumulative impacts are expected.”


          


21.3   Cumulative Impacts:


The following projects would occur in the vicinity of this project: CN 71167, NH-83-1(115), McCook North 
would resurface Nebraska Highway 83 (N-83) in Fiscal Year (FY) 2017. CN 70885, NH-6-2(125), 
Indianola to Cambridge would resurface N-6 directly east of this project in FY 2018. CN 71181, NH-83-
1(117), BNSF Viaduct in McCook would resurface and repair the viaduct on US-83 in FY 2018.


There are no anticipated cumulative impacts due to the McCook-Indianola project in conjunction with the 
additional projects referenced above. Construction for the individual projects have been scheduled such 
that there would be adequate time or distance between projects to prevent interference with local traffic 
patterns. There are minor impacts anticipated for wetlands/waters, which would be mitigated. There are 
no impacts anticipated for threatened and endangered species and de minimis Section 4(f) impacts for 
the McCook-Indianola project. There are no negative long-term socioeconomic impacts anticipated as 
access to residences or businesses would only be limited during construction. There are however, long 
term benefits to motorist due to roadway improvements.


23.1   Project Mitigation:


Section 4(f) Migitation:
The access drive to the Indianola District #2 Basefield is located approximately 500 feet east of S006 
09761. Access to this property shall be maintained at all times during construction but may be disrupted 
temporarily at times due to construction activities, but will not be closed. (Contractor) 


Mitigation for Above Non-Threshold Resources:
Utilities:
If federal funds are used for any utility relocation deemed necessary later in the project, or if a 
determination is made that the construction contractor will relocate or remove utilities, a re-evaluation 
would be necessary. (NDOR Environmental)


All affected utilities shall be coordinated through NDOR and the Contractor as per NDOR’s Standard 
environmental commitments, the NDOR Environmental commitments are not subject to change without 
prior written approval from the Federal Highway Administration. (District Construction, Contractor)


Any utility adjustments or interruption of service for the convenience of the Contractor shall be the sole 
responsibility of the Utility. Any environmental permits required for utility relocations shall be the 
responsibility of the Utility. (Utility Provider(s))


Wetlands/Waters of the U.S. Mitigation:
The Contractor shall not stage, store, waste or stockpile materials and equipment in undisturbed 
locations, or in known/potential wetlands and/or known/potential streams that exhibit a clear “bed and 
bank” channel. Potential wetland areas consist of any area that is known to pond water, swampy areas 
or areas supporting known wetland vegetation or areas where there is a distinct difference in vegetation 
(at lower elevations) from the surrounding upland areas.(Contractor, NDOR District)
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All wetlands/waters within the project area that are not permitted for impacts will be marked on 2W Aerial 
Sheets for the contractor as avoidance areas. (NDOR Design, NDOR Environmental)


The project will require a Pre-construction Notification for impacts to waters of the U.S. The permit shall 
be obtained prior to project letting. The contractor shall adhere to all permit conditions, including regional 
and general conditions, during construction. (NDOR Environmental, Contractor)


Impaired Waters, Section 402, and MS4 Mitigation:
Impaired Waters
There are Category 5 impaired waters in the project study area; Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
shall be reviewed and developed as necessary during the erosion control review process. If mitigation is 
required for impaired waters, it shall be captured in the project's erosion control plan sheets and special 
provisions. (NDOR Roadside Stabilization Unit)


National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) / Stormwater Run-off
Erosion control plans and storm water pollution prevention plans (SWPPP) are required on all projects 
that have one acre or more of disturbed soil. NDOR inspects all erosion and sediment control BMPs 
including devices every 14 days minimum and after every precipitation event of 0.5 inch or greater as per 
the requirements in the General Construction Storm Water Permit. Any BMP adjustments and repairs are 
to occur within 7 days of the inspections to ensure that water quality is being protected to the maximum 
extent practicable. The SWPPP shall be maintained and discharge points shall be monitored by the 
NDOR District Staff until the site is 70% re-vegetated. At that time the Notice of Termination with NDEQ 
for the General Construction Storm Water Permit and completion of the SWPPP responsibilities shall be 
filed. (NDOR Environmental)


General Conservation Conditions from the Matrix PA:


A-1 Changes in Project Scope. If there is a change in the project scope, the project limits, or 
environmental commitments, the NDOR Environmental Section must be contacted to evaluate potential 
impacts prior to implementation. Environmental commitments are not subject to change without prior 
written approval from the Federal Highway Administration. (District Construction, Contractor)


A-2 Conservation Conditions. Conservation conditions are to be fully implemented within the project 
boundaries as shown on the plans. (District Construction, Contractor)


A-3 Early Construction Starts. Request for early construction starts must be coordinated by the Project 
Construction Engineer with NDOR Environmental for approval of early start to ensure avoidance of listed 
species sensitive lifecycle timeframes. Work in these timeframes will require approval from the Federal 
Highway Administration and could require consultation with the USFWS and NGPC. (District 
Construction, Contractor)


A-4 E&T Species. If federal or state listed species are observed during construction, contact NDOR 
Environmental. Contact NDOR Environmental for a reference of federal and state listed species. (NDOR 
Environmental, District Construction, Contractor)


A-5 Refueling. Refueling will be conducted outside of those sensitive areas identified on the plans, in 
the contract, and/or marked in the field. (Contractor)


A-6 Restricted Activities. The following project activities shall, to the extent possible, be restricted to 
between the beginning and ending points (stationing, reference posts, mile markers, and/or section-
township-range references) of the project, within the right-of-way designated on the project plans: borrow 
sites, burn sites, construction debris waste disposal areas, concrete and asphalt plants, haul roads, 
stockpiling areas, staging areas, and material storage sites.


For activities outside the project limits, the contractor should refer to the Nebraska Game and Park 
Commission website to determine which species ranges occur within the off-site area. The contractor 
should plan accordingly for any species surveys that may be required to approve the use of a borrow 
site, or other off-site activities. The contractor should review Chapter 11 of the Matrix (on NDOR’s 
website), where species survey protocol can be found, to estimate the level of effort and timing 
requirements for surveys.
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Any project related activities that occur outside of the project limits must be environmentally 
cleared/permitted with the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission as well as any other appropriate 
agencies by the contractor and those clearances/permits submitted to the District Construction Project 
Manager prior to the start of the above listed project activities. The contractor shall submit information 
such as an aerial photo showing the proposed activity site, a soil survey map with the location of the site, 
a plan-sheet or drawing showing the location and dimensions of the activity site, a minimum of 4 different 
ground photos showing the existing conditions at the proposed activity site, depth to ground water and 
depth of pit, and the "Platte River depletion status" of the site. The District Construction Project Manager 
will notify NDOR Environmental which will coordinate with FHWA for acceptance if needed. The 
contractor must receive notice of acceptance from NDOR, prior to starting the above listed project 
activities. These project activities cannot adversely affect state and/or federally listed species or 
designated critical habitat. (NDOR Environmental, District Construction, Contractor).


A-7 Waste/Debris. Construction waste/debris will be disposed of in areas or a manner which will not 
adversely affect state and/or federally listed species and/or designated critical habitat. (Contractor)


A-8 Post Construction Erosion Control. Erosion control activities that may take place by NDOR 
Maintenance or Contractors after construction is complete, but prior to project close-out, shall adhere to 
any standard conservation conditions for species designated for the project area during construction. 
(NDOR Maintenance, District Construction, Contractor)


Species Mitigation:
S-3 Revegetation. All permanent seeding and plantings (excluding managed landscaped areas) shall use 
species and composition native to the project vicinity as shown in the Plan for the Roadside 
Environment. However, within the first 16 feet of the road shoulder, and within high erosion prone 
locations, tall fescue or perennial ryegrass may be used at minimal rates to provide quick groundcover to 
prevent erosion, unless state or federally listed threatened or endangered plants were identified in the 
project area during surveys. If listed plants were identified during survey, any seed mix requirements 
identified during resource agency consultations shall be used for the project. (NDOR Environmental)


S-4 Sensitive Areas. Environmentally Sensitive Areas will be marked on the plans, in the field, or in the 
contract by NDOR Environmental for avoidance. (NDOR Environmental, District Construction)


S-5 Species Surveys. If species surveys are required for this project, results will be sent by NDOR to the 
USFWS, NGPC, and if applicable COE. FHWA will be copied on submittals. (NDOR Environmental, 
District Construction)


Northern Long-Eared Bat:
NLEB-1 Tree clearing, bridge deck joint replacements over the bridge deck, and bridge/>5-ft box-culvert 
removal activities will be scheduled to occur between October 1st – March 31st to avoid impacts to the 
northern long-eared bat roosting period. (NDOR Environmental, Construction, Contractor)


OR


NLEB-2 If tree clearing, bridge deck joint replacement over the bridge deck, or removal of bridge or >5-ft 
box-culvert structures occurs during the northern long-eared bat roosting period (April 1st – September 
30th), NDOR personnel will perform surveys prior to the start of these activities at the following locations: 
Structures S006 09205, S006 09369, S006 09761, any areas of tree clearing not accomplished prior to 
April 1st (location of suitable habitat). If the species is absent, work may proceed. If the species is found, 
NDOR Environmental Section will consult with the USFWS, NGPC, and FHWA prior to the start of 
construction. (NDOR Environmental, Construction, Contractor)


Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act:
Suitable bald eagle nesting and/or roosting habitat exists within 0.5 mile of the Environmental Study 
Area. If construction will begin between February 1 and April 15, a nest survey must be completed at 
least 1 but not more than 14 days prior to construction. If construction will begin between April 15 and 
October 1, a nest survey completed in March is sufficient, as nests will likely already be constructed if 
nesting will occur that year. However, a nest survey may be completed anytime during this timeframe, as 
long as it is completed prior to construction. If bald eagles are nesting in the area, consultation with 
NGPC and USFWS will be required. (NDOR Environmental)
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Historic Properties Mitigation:
There are sensitive areas located along the project, but outside the existing right-of-way which are 
cultural and/or historic resources. To ensure the protection of these sites, sensitive areas shall be 
marked on the plans so the Contractor does not work, stage, stockpile or store material and equipment 
beyond the limits of construction. Design shall put the sensitive areas on the project plans. During 
design, if right-of-way is needed within sensitive areas, NDOR Environmental shall be contacted. (NDOR 
Design, NDOR Environmental)


Hazardous Materials Mitigation:
Lead Commitments
There is potential for lead-based paint to be found on the bridge’s painted components. If the method of 
removal of the components generates paint debris, the waste shall be handled in accordance with 
NDOR's Standard Specification for Highway Construction Section 732 (Lead based-Paint Removal) and 
Title 128, Rules and Regulation Governing Hazardous Waste Management in Nebraska. Extreme 
caution shall be taken to minimize the amount of potential lead based painted material or debris from 
causing or threatening to cause pollution of the air, land and waters of the State. The Contractor shall 
recycle any lead-bearing plates and/or lead shims at a legitimate recycling facility as found in paragraph 
3 (environmental requirements) in Section 203.01 of the Standard Specification for Highway 
Construction and in accordance with Title 128, Nebraska Hazardous Waste Regulations. The 
Contractors implementation plan efforts shall be documented in ECOD system. (Contractor)


Unexpected Waste Commitment
If contaminated soils and/or water or hazardous materials are encountered, then all work within the 
immediate area of the discovered hazardous material shall stop until NDOR/FHWA is notified and a plan 
to dispose of the Hazardous Materials has been developed. Then NDEQ shall be consulted and a 
remediation plan shall be developed for this project. The potential exists to have contaminants present 
resulting from minor spillage during fueling and service associated with construction equipment. Should 
contamination be found on the project during construction, the NDEQ shall be contacted for consultation 
and appropriate actions to be taken. The Contractor is required by NDOR's Standard Specification 
section 107 (legal relations and responsibilities to the public) to handle and dispose of contaminated 
material in accordance with applicable laws. (NDOR District, Contractor)


Traffic Disruption Mitigation:
This project shall be constructed under traffic with lane closures controlled by approved temporary traffic 
control. A temporary road will be in place for the phased construction of a concrete box culvert. The 
project shall not result in traffic disruptions requiring detours, temporary roads, or ramp closures that are 
greater than 135 working days. (Contractor) 


Substantial Access Disruption Mitigation:
Access to adjacent properties shall be maintained at all times during construction but may be disrupted 
temporarily at times due to construction activities, but will not be closed. (Contractor) 


Public Involvement Mitigation:
A minimum of one news release shall go to all local and area media, and be posted on the NDOR 
website, prior to the start of construction work. (NDOR District, NDOR Communication)


Additional Mitigation:
Borrow:
Any material needed shall be provided by the Contractor. The Contractor shall try to obtain borrow from 
an upland site to prevent depletion issues. If the borrow site is within a depletion area of concern, the 
Contractor shall coordinate with the appropriate agencies and NDOR to offset or minimize impacts. The 
Contractor shall obtain all environmental clearances and permits required for the borrow site prior to 
obtaining borrow material for the project. The Contractor shall have a staging area for the project where 
material and equipment for the project is stored (e.g. re-steel, forms, etc.). The Contractor shall dispose 
of material removed as part of the project described above and miscellaneous obstructions encountered 
and removed along the project. The disposal is the responsibility of the Contractor. A waste site may be 
needed. The Contractor shall obtain all permits and clearances and all conditions of those permits shall 
be followed. (Contractor)


Airport:
Because of the proximity to the McCook Ben Nelson Regional Airport in McCook, Nebraska (within a 4-
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mile radius), the height of any equipment used in the construction of the project (or any antennae 
installed on the equipment) shall not exceed the local airport's Height Restriction Zoning. Any Contractor 
involved in the project shall use the Notice Criteria Tool available at 
https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/portal.jsp. If required, the Contractor shall file a 7460-1 Form with 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The form shall be required if the Contractor uses any 
equipment over 200 feet tall, or the equipment breaks a 100:1 slope from a public-use airport. This 
includes any trucks or equipment used during the construction of the project. NDOR's Roadway Design 
Division shall verify clearance for permanent construction in the controlled zone from the Nebraska 
Department of Aeronautics (NDOA) and FAA. NDOR's Roadway Design Division shall identify those 
contracts that shall require the special provision concerning the Contractor's responsibility to gain FAA 
and NDOA clearance for temporary encroachments due to construction operations. NDOR's Plans, 
Specification & Estimates (PS&E) / Contracts shall include the special provision in the appropriate 
project contracts. (Contractor)
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NDOR Environmental NEPA Specialist Signature: Date:


NDOR Environmental Documents Manager
Signature (Level 2 and 3 Requirement): Date:


FHWA Environmental Specialist (Level 3 Requirement): Date:


If the scope of work changes, existing conditions change, or applicable regulations change, NDOR shall 
reevaluate this determination in accordance with the NDOR reevaluation procedures.


Reevaluation Approval (if necessary): Date:


NDOR has determined the information in this form is accurate and the project is in compliance with the 
OPERATIONAL DRAFT 2015 Categorical Exclusion Programmatic Agreement between FHWA and NDOR, and 
satisfies the criteria of 23 CFR 771.117(a) no significant impact and (b) no unusual circumstances. The mitigation 
identified above shall be implemented for the project.
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To:  NDOR Environmental 


From:  Sarah Kugler, Public Involvement Manager, NDOR 


Date:  22 March 2016 


RE:  Public Involvement Summary Report, NH-6-2(120), McCook - Indianola, CN 70879 


Public Involvement Summary Report for Targeted Mailer:  NH-6-2(120), McCook - Indianola, 


CN 70879 


Based on an analysis of the project scope and a civil rights analysis, a targeted mailer in the form of a 


project information packet, legal notice, website, and a 30-day comment period were used as outreach 


tools for public involvement on this project.  The project information packet involved mailing a project 


information sheet and prepaid postage comment sheet to a distribution list of 185 citizens and 


businesses adjacent to US-6 from MM 87.73 to MM 98.63.  A total of 87 public and private agencies with 


potential interest in the project were also included in the distribution list.  Legal notices were placed in 


McCook Gazette and Indianola News, Nebraska Press Association recognized newspapers, on December 


10, 2015 and December 24, 2015.  Project information was placed on the NDOR website.   


NDOR Public Involvement received 16 comments during the specified comment period (December 10, 


2015 – January 11, 2016), outlined below. 


COMMENT RESPONSE 


Previous property owners adjacent to project no 
longer own property. Listed new property owners. 


Will update records.  


Property owners adjacent to project inquired how 
project would affect business due to parking. 


Portion of project within City limits would consist 
of milling and resurfacing between the curbs, and 
work associated with building curb ramps There 
would not be any changes to the existing parking 
configurations. 


Citizen adjacent to project states road and bridges 
are fine. Travels road frequently. Why not save the 
money? 


Pavement distresses present on this section 
highway are significant enough to warrant 
rehabilitation.  In order to preserve the highway, 
highway needs to be resurfaced. 
Due to age and condition of bridges, replacement 
is most cost effective solution. 


Citizen adjacent to project supports project.  Appreciates input. 


Citizen adjacent to project inquired about 
easements, affect to property, and speed zones.  


Plans do not include involving the property.  No 
plans to obtain additional easements at said 
location. 
Speed zones and signing in Indianola were 
reviewed in 2014.  Based on the review, no 
changes to the signing were recommended at that 
time.  


Local agency supports project.  Would like passing 
lanes and no parking within Indianola to be part of 
project. Difficult to see around parked cars. Traffic 
does not realize it is a two lane road not a 4 lane 


Project has been reviewed based on documented 
crash history, operations, and other factors.  No 
changes to add turn lanes or remove parking 
through City recommended per review.  Provided 







road.  Could improve safety for school buses that 
turn off highway to school. 


comment and copy of response letter to mayor. 


Citizen adjacent to project supports project. Appreciates input. 


Highway Commissioner states passing lanes should 
be considered on hills between McCook and 
Indianola. 


Project is scoped as an asset preservation project 
to be built to 3R Standards. Have performed an 
analysis to determine if criteria for passing lanes 
are warranted. 
Reviewed 14 locations along this segment of 
highway. Adding a climbing lane for an upgrade on 
a two-lane highway can offset the decline in traffic 
operations caused by the combined effects of the 
grade, traffic volume, and heavy vehicles.  On 
highways of lower volumes, only an occasional car 
is delayed, and climbing lanes, although desirable, 
may not be justified economically even where a 
critical grade is exceeded.  Cited 3 criteria 
reflecting economic considerations to justify 
climbing lane from AASHTO Green Book. 
Curves do not meet criteria for adding climbing 
lane.  No crash patterns or high crash rates were 
noted near these locations based on updated 
crash reviews.  


State agency has no conflicts or facilities in area 
except within City of McCook. 


Appreciates input. 


Business owner adjacent to project supports 
project.  Request small of sidewalk if removed 
where there are handprints and dates. 


Plans at location of business include removing and 
replacing sidewalk.  Project manager should be in 
touch regarding specifics. 


Meeting Log with District Engineer 
Property owner adjacent to project owns land adjacent to the River Canyon Bridge inquired about plans 
for the bridge.  District engineer stated bridge would be replaced with concrete box culvert.  Property 
owner stated culvert would not be large enough.  District engineer explained the process of deciding 
whether to build a bridge or a culvert and said that it was designed to handle a 100-year flood.  Property 
owner drives equipment and trucks under the bridge to get to his property, and asked that the design be 
changed to a bridge.  District engineer explained advantages of box culvert over a bridge and stated 
intention to keep current design because it’s in public’s best interest. Discussed proposed ROW taking 
and reviewed the plans for area of project near property owner.  Provided property owner ROW sheets 
and aerial photo sheets from plans.  Told property owner that property could be staked at the time of 
negotiations if desired and to let the Negotiator know. 
 







Issues with plan to replace bridge with box culvert. 
Would like name of hydrologist and results of 
determination.   Uses passage under bridge. Using 
highway would be dangerous. Culvert size would 
eliminate movement of equipment and make it 
difficult to move cattle for emergency medical 
treatment. Requested to have at least one passage 
approximately double wide and a bit higher but 
did not appear to be considered.   Feels bridge 
structure is sound. Questions if it would be 
cheaper to build culvert than to build or repair 
bridge due to other variables. Would like to see 
estimates of both options.  Has witnessed violent 
flooding.  Debris would unlikely be able to pass 
through culvert.  Has it been considered the time 
and expense that the state may incur to clear this 
debris away to allow flood water to continue to 
pass or remove after the flood water recedes?  
Water marks on bridge pillars indicate 8 to 10 feet 
of water.  Would state be responsible for damages 
caused since I have expressed these concerns 
timely?  Please retain concerns. Would like to 
meet onsite with senior engineer and to show 
basis for concern.  Public hearing may be 
beneficial.  Would like to further comment after 
comment period.  Provided contact information. 


Meeting Log with District Engineer 
Engineer and bridge team met with property 
owners at bridge site.  Property owners outlined 
concerns.  Team explained thought process in 
deciding what to do at this location (do nothing, 
rehab existing bridge, build CBC or bridge on this 
vertical alignment, build a new structure on a new 
vertical alignment).  Team explained they want to 
be good stewards of the public’s money and that is 
why the CBC using the existing vertical alignment 
was chosen.  CBC will likely last 75-100 years and 
can be extended in the future to upgrade to the 
more desirable alignment if crash data or other 
reasons warrant.  Money spent rehabbing the 
existing bridge would only buy time and the 
structure would have to be torn down to upgrade 
the alignment.  A new bridge built on this 
alignment would be money wasted if 
modifications to alignment were needed in future. 
Property owners asked about increasing the size of 
one cell of the CBC.  Team had these figures at 
hand (60% increase in cost) and said they couldn’t 
justify that additional cost just to serve one 
landowner.  Property owners feel having to drive 
on the highway vs. crossing under the bridge was a 
safety  hazard.  Team asked if adding second field 
entrance across from current one on north side 
would alleviate concerns.  Owners indicated an 
interest but did not feel it eliminated their 
concerns.  Could be offered at negotiations. Also 
offered to provide a permit to use the new 
structure as a cattle pass upon completion of the 
project.   
Bridge team explained how we choose the size and 
structure type based on a hydraulic analysis.  
Property owners assert that debris would clog the 
CBC and cause flooding.  This channel has very few 
trees visible up-stream.   
Team said they would be happy to meet again if 
there were concerns during the project and left 
contact information.  
Note: After meeting and discussing the owners 
concerns, it was determined that a public hearing 
is not what was being requested but, just a 
meeting with NDOR staff and a second opinion.  







Property owner adjacent to project is concerned 
with replacing bridge with box culvert. Doesn’t 
find five box culverts a good idea for access 
reasons and taxpayers. 
Property owner’s farming operations utilize the 
current bridge as a means to move equipment and 
commodities and avoid highway. Feel safer going 
through canyon.  Don’t believe culverts would be 
big enough for equipment or livestock. Would 
restrict the usage of the pasture land on the south 
side of the highway as there is no water source on 
that portion of the property. 
Concerned with volume of water that comes down 
canyon and debris and residue could wash down 
and plug culverts. There are trees that could move 
downstream when water flows. Farm ground used 
to produce hay and could clog culvert. Livestock 
could be washed downstream.  Mentioned no-till 
and minimum-till farming practices being utilized. 
Doesn’t believe anyone understand that the 
potential for flooding.  Mentioned previous floods.  
If bridge wasn’t there ,debris would be lodged 
against or inside of the proposed culverts and 
eventually dammed up and stopped the water. 
Would damage pasture and destroy it and the 
irrigation and stock wells. 
Concerned with cost of replacing versus 
rehabilitating bridge. 


Meeting Log with District Engineer 
Engineer and bridge team met with property 
owners at bridge site.  Property owners outlined 
concerns.  Team explained thought process in 
deciding what to do at this location (do nothing, 
rehab existing bridge, build CBC or bridge on this 
vertical alignment, build a new structure on a new 
vertical alignment).  Team explained they want to 
be good stewards of the public’s money and that is 
why the CBC using the existing vertical alignment 
was chosen.  CBC will likely last 75-100 years and 
can be extended in the future to upgrade to the 
more desirable alignment if crash data or other 
reasons warrant.  Money spent rehabbing the 
existing bridge would only buy time and the 
structure would have to be torn down to upgrade 
the alignment.  A new bridge built on this 
alignment would be money wasted if 
modifications to alignment were needed in future. 
Property owners asked about increasing the size of 
one cell of the CBC.  Team had these figures at 
hand (60% increase in cost) and said they couldn’t 
justify that additional cost just to serve one 
landowner.  Property owners feel having to drive 
on the highway vs. crossing under the bridge was a 
safety  hazard.  Team asked if adding second field 
entrance across from current one on north side 
would alleviate concerns.  Owners indicated an 
interest but did not feel it eliminated their 
concerns.  Could be offered at negotiations. Also 
offered to provide a permit to use the new 
structure as a cattle pass upon completion of the 
project.   
Bridge team explained how we choose the size and 
structure type based on a hydraulic analysis.  
Property owners assert that debris would clog the 
CBC and cause flooding.  This channel has very few 
trees visible up-stream.   
Team said they would be happy to meet again if 
there were concerns during the project and left 
contact information. 


Phone log with District Engineer 
Citizen adjacent to project inquired on 
consideration of truck climbing lanes.  Citizen 
sometimes follows trucks but is reluctant to pass 
large vehicles. 


Reviewed multiple locations in project area for 
climbing lanes.  Reviews specific criteria including 
traffic flow rates as well as the reported crash 
records to justify building climbing lanes.  
Locations did not meet criteria.  







State agency stated the permits that would be 
required.  Listed contact information. 


Will coordinate with agency. 


Meeting log with District Construction Engineer 
Citizen stated concerns about passing zones.  
Understands limitations of regulations but 
requests consideration of adding turning/passing 
lanes or adjusting grade to improve passing sight 
distance. Voiced concern that there was not a 
place to pass.  District construction engineer 
stated that comments would be taken into 
consideration but the current project as 
programmed doesn’t show warrants for those 
modifications. Told citizen comment would be 
passed on for review.  Citizen just wanted to make 
aware. 


Project is scoped as an asset preservation project 
to be built to 3R Standards. Have performed an 
analysis to determine if criteria for passing lanes 
are warranted. 
Reviewed 14 locations along this segment of 
highway. Adding a climbing lane for an upgrade on 
a two-lane highway can offset the decline in traffic 
operations caused by the combined effects of the 
grade, traffic volume, and heavy vehicles.  On 
highways of lower volumes, only an occasional car 
is delayed, and climbing lanes, although desirable, 
may not be justified economically even where a 
critical grade is exceeded.  Cited 3 criteria 
reflecting economic considerations to justify 
climbing lane from AASHTO Green Book. 
Curves do not meet criteria for adding climbing 
lane.  No crash patterns or high crash rates were 
noted near these locations based on updated 
crash reviews. 


 







December 8, 2015 
 
 
 
Name 
Address 
Address 
 
NDOR Project: 
NH-6-2(120) McCook – Indianola; C.N. 70879 
 
Dear Citizen: 
 
Enclosed is information concerning the proposed transportation improvement project on U.S. Highway 6 
(US-6). 


The Nebraska Department of Roads (NDOR) is planning the resurfacing of a portion of US-6, which would 
include the removal and replacement of two bridge structures.  The proposed construction could begin as 
early as fall of 2016 with completion by the fall of 2017.  The proposed project would be constructed under 
traffic with lane closures controlled with approved temporary traffic control.  Temporary roads and shoulder 
widening would be used to accommodate traffic during the proposed reconstruction of the two bridge 
structures. 


This project would require the acquisition of additional property rights for construction throughout the 
project area, including new right-of-way, temporary easements, and control of access.  Access to adjacent 
properties would be maintained during construction but may be limited at times due to phasing 
requirements.  Impacts to Indianola City Park are anticipated due to the proposed acquisition of new right-
of-way and temporary easements from the park.  The proposed right-of-way would be used for the 
construction of ADA compliant curb ramps and would not interfere with the amenities of the park.  Impacts 
to wetlands are also anticipated.    


NDOR is currently seeking public input on the proposed project.  A comment sheet with pre-paid postage is 
included.  The comment period will run through January 11, 2016.  A project information sheet and map are 
included with this letter.  Additional information regarding the project may be found on the NDOR website at 
www.roads.nebraska.gov/projects/future-projects/ by clicking on the “McCook - Indianola” link, or by 
contacting the NDOR District 7 office at (308) 345-8490. 


NDOR understands that roadway construction may cause temporary inconvenience and hardships, but we 
are dedicated to improving Nebraska’s highway system. With your help we can achieve this goal. 


Sincerely, 


 
Sarah R. Kugler 
Public Involvement Manager 
Nebraska Department of Roads 
(402) 479-4871 
sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov 
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PROJECT INFORMATION SHEET 
As of December 2015 


 
 


NH-6-2(120); C.N. 70879 


MCCOOK - INDIANOLA 


LOCATION:  The proposed project would involve approximately 10.89 miles of U.S. Highway 6  


(US-6) located in Red Willow County. The project would start 0.98 mile east of the east junction of US-6/U.S. 


Highway 34 and U.S. Highway 83, at mile marker (MM) 87.73, and would extend east to MM 98.63 at the northeast 


corporate limits of Indianola.  Construction would begin and/or end approximately 200 feet ahead of or beyond the 


actual project limits to accommodate transitioning the pavement. 


PURPOSE AND NEED:  The purpose of the proposed project is to preserve the US-6 transportation asset, improve 


the reliability of the transportation system, and perpetuate the mobility of the traveling public. The need for the 


project is based on the condition of the existing roadway and bridge structures. 


SCOPE OF WORK:  Proposed improvements on this project would include milling and resurfacing the existing 


roadway and surfaced shoulders with asphalt.  The bridge structure located over Coon Creek at MM 97.61 would be 


removed and replaced.  The bridge structure located over River Canyon at MM 92.05 would be removed and 


replaced with a concrete box culvert.  Additional work would include removing and replacing guardrail. 


TRAFFIC VOLUMES:  


US-6 MM 87.73 – MM 98.63 


Year 2017 2027 2037 


Vehicles Per Day (ADT) 3875 4105 4340 


% Heavy Trucks 12% 12% 12% 


 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE:  Construction is tentatively scheduled to begin fall of 2016 with completion by the 


fall of 2017. 


ACCOMMODATION OF TRAFFIC:  The proposed project would be constructed under traffic with lane closures 


controlled with approved temporary traffic control.  Temporary roads and shoulder widening would be used to 


accommodate traffic during the proposed reconstruction of the two bridge structures. 


RIGHT-OF-WAY:  The proposed project would require the acquisition of additional property rights for construction 


throughout the project area, including new right-of-way, temporary easements, and control of access.  Access to 


adjacent properties would be maintained during construction but may be limited at times due to phasing 


requirements.  


POTENTIAL IMPACTS:  Impacts to Indianola City Park are anticipated due to the proposed acquisition of new 


right-of-way and temporary easements from the park.  The proposed right-of-way would be used for the construction 


of ADA compliant curb ramps and would not interfere with the amenities of the park.    Impacts to wetlands are also 


anticipated.    


ESTIMATED COST:  The cost of the proposed project is approximately $10.8 million and would derive from federal 


and state funding sources. 


 







Send comments to:
NDOR Public Involvement
Sarah Kugler
P.O. Box 94759; 1500 Hwy. 2
Lincoln, NE  68509-4759
402-479-4871
sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov


For more Information:
NDOR District 7 Engineer
Kurt Vosburg
619 Auditorium Dr.
McCook, NE  69001-3569
308-345-8490
kurt.vosburg@nebraska.gov


www.roads.nebraska.gov


Visit www.roads.nebraska.gov
and click on the Subscribe
button to sign up for email
notifications on topics of interest.
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Vosburg, Kurt; Ataullah, Syed
Cc: Baird, Jacqueline; Wilson, Drew; Collins, Duane; Erickson, Grace
Subject: RE: Citizen Comment - Kent Meyer, CN 70879, Project No. 6-2(120), McCook - Indianola
Date: Friday, January 08, 2016 4:37:47 PM


Kurt and Syed,
 
I spoke with Mr. Meyer this afternoon.  He expressed the same concerns to me that Kurt outlined
 below.  He will be emailing me his comments this evening, I told him we would review it once
 received.  If you have any questions please, let me know.  Thank you.
 
Sarah
 


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Friday, January 8, 2016 3:42 PM
To: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Cc: Baird, Jacqueline <Jacqueline.Baird@nebraska.gov>; Wilson, Drew
 <Drew.Wilson@nebraska.gov>; Collins, Duane <Duane.Collins@nebraska.gov>
Subject: Citizen Comment - Kent Meyer, CN 70879, Project No. 6-2(120), McCook - Indianola
 
Sarah-
 
Per our phone conversation and for your records:
 
Kent Meyer (308-340-6802) came into my office this after to discuss this project.  He is the owner of
 Tract No. 2.  This land is adjacent to the River Canyon Bridge at Sta. 728+71 and he inquired what
 our plans were for the bridge.  I said that it would be replaced with a quintuple 12’ x 12’ concrete
 box culvert.  He said that would not be large enough to handle the water.  I explained the process of
 deciding whether to build a bridge or a culvert and said that it was designed to handle a 100-year
 flood.  He said that he drives equipment and trucks under the bridge to get to his property on the
 other side.  He asked that the design be changed to a bridge.  I explained again the advantages of a
 box culvert over a bridge and said that I intended to keep our current design because it was in the
 public’s best interest even if it wasn’t in his.
 
We discussed the proposed ROW taking and reviewed the plans for this area of the project.  I
 provided him ROW sheets and aerial photo sheets from the plans.  I told him that if he desired to
 have the property staked at the time of negotiations to let the Negotiator know and we would
 gladly do so.
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: Fwd: McCook-Indianola road project
Date: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 7:58:54 AM


Sarah Kugler
Public Involvement Coordinator
Nebraska Department of Roads
402-479-4871; 402-416-7667 
Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Kent <meyers.farm@hotmail.com>
Date: January 12, 2016 at 2:28:29 AM CST
To: "sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov" <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Subject: McCook-Indianola road project 


   Nebraska Department of Roads   Attn. Sarah Kugler  and  Mr. Kyle Schneweis,
 director     To whom it may concern:    I am Kent Meyers my address is 39093
 Drive 717 McCook, Nebraska.  I own the property on both sides of highway 6-34
 where the bridge over river canyon is located @ MM 92.05 Red Willow county,
 Nebraska. This land has been in my family since the turn of the century. I leased
 this property beginning in 1960 and then purchased in 1971, so I am very familiar
 with the history and potential violence of this canyon in times of heavy rainfall. I
 therefore have very serious concerns with the proposed plan to eliminate this
 bridge and replace with box culverts. I met with Mr. Kurt Vosburg, district 7
 engineer last week regarding this proposal. I was very disappointed that he
 appeared to have no desire to reconsider the decision to eliminate this bridge.
 The letter I received from the state regarding this proposal stated it was only a
 PRELIMINARY PLAN- SUBJECT TO CHANGE. This did not appear to be the case
 from my experience at the meeting.  Again, I have personally witnessed the
 violence of this canyon following heavy rains many times in my lifetime. (I just
 had my 70th birthday). Mr. Vosburg appeared to be feel more familiar with this
 than myself, which I question, since he said he had been here since 1993. He did
 recall one incident he witnessed when the flood water was bluff to bluff prior to
 going under the bridge. He said a study had been done by a hydrologist. I would
 like to have the name of this individual and the results and basis of his
 determination.   We have used the passage under this bridge all these years to
 move farm equipment and commodities at times rather than risking  our safety
 by moving on the hiway as the visibility is limited due to the hills. The proposed



mailto:/O=XMAIL/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=SARAH.KUGLER

mailto:grace.erickson@nebraska.gov

mailto:meyers.farm@hotmail.com

mailto:sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov

mailto:sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov





 culverts will totally eliminate this movement of equipment due to the proposed
 size of these structures. It will also make it very difficult to move cattle through
 these long dark structures for emergency medical treatment at one of our
 farmsteads on the other side should the need arise unless they travel through
 these on a regular basis which may not be the case. There never have been a
 problem to go under this bridge.  I asked Mr. Vosburg if it would be possible to
 have at least one passage approximately double wide and a bit higher but that
 did not appear to be even considered.   I feel this bridge structure is very very 
 sound and by replacing only the  concrete deck completely or where needed
 would extend the life many years. This is an old well constructed bridge and has
 not been a high maintenance bridge. It has many years of useful life left. The last
 record of any major repair or upgrading he had was in 1975.   Mr. Vosburg  said it
 would be cheaper to replace with culverts than to repair/rebuild the bridge. This I
 question due to all the grading expense, temporary detours and also the expense
 of purchasing many yards of concrete, additional right of way as well as the cost
 to relocate power lines and property fences.  I would cordially ask to see
 estimates of both options to see the basis of this theory.  As stated before I have
 witnesses the violent flooding and the logs and debris dropped in my
 field downstream that was able to pass under and through that bridge that would
 have been highly unlikely to pass through the proposed culverts. Has it been
 considered the time and expense that the state may incur to clear this debris
 away to allow flood water to continue to pass or remove after the flood water
 recedes??  This was never a problem with the bridge.  I have personally seen the
 water marks on the bridge pillars to show the water was 8 to 10 feet deep going
 under the present bridge at times.  If these culverts become a reality and plug
 with debris and logs causing the water to back up it will damage and possibly
 destroy many acres of grazing we depend on as well as damaging our
 irrigation and stock wells located on the property upstream that have not been in
 danger before. Will the state be responsible for all damages caused since I have
 expressed these concerns timely?  I ask this letter be retained in the permanent
 files as evidence of my concerns. It seems to me the state should attempt to be
 more understanding and  be a better neighbor to we landowners.   I am now 
 requesting a SENIOR engineer from the state as well as the hydrologist
 mentioned contact me and schedule a meeting  with me on site asap to show
 them my basis for concern and also the debris deposited just more recently on
 my property below the bridge.  Also to see the trees upstream that drop limbs
 frequently that will effect the said culverts. I intended to forward pictures but
 feel seeing first hand is important.  Maybe a public hearing would be beneficial. 
 Please review my concerns, reconsider and not simply rubber stamp the
 preliminary plans without further consideration.   My son, Jason, also sent
 comments with similar concerns to be considered.       Respectfully   Kent Meyers 







 39093 Drive717  McCook, Nebr.   Phone 308 340 6802    The following are some
 who also echo my thoughts and concerns.  Debra Meyers    Jeremy Meyers   
  Bambi Meyers   Derek Meyers  Natalie Meyers   I would also like the
 opportunity to further comment after this date.  Thank you for your time.  If you
 have any questions feel free to contact me.     







From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: FW: Write the Governor - Jeni Bohlmeyer, Tr. 2 - Meyers, Project No. 6-2(120), CN 70879, McCook - Indianola
Date: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 3:56:52 PM


From: Owen, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, March 9, 2016 3:44 PM
To: Kessler, Tony <Tony.Kessler@nebraska.gov>; Baird, Jacqueline
 <Jacqueline.Baird@nebraska.gov>; Ataullah, Syed <Syed.Ataullah@nebraska.gov>
Cc: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Subject: FW: Write the Governor - Jeni Bohlmeyer, Tr. 2 - Meyers, Project No. 6-2(120), CN 70879,
 McCook - Indianola


Please file this with the project. 


Mike Owen
Planning & Project Development Engineer
402 479-4795


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 3:01 PM
To: Jamshidi, Moe
Cc: Traynowicz, Mark; Wilson, Drew; Weinert, Greg; Owen, Mike; Cunningham, Andy
Subject: FW: Write the Governor - Jeni Bohlmeyer, Tr. 2 - Meyers, Project No. 6-2(120), CN 70879,
 McCook - Indianola


Mark Traynowicz, Kirk Harvey, Drew Wilson, and I met with Kent Meyers and his son Jason at the
 bridge site this morning.  I asked them to outline their concerns for us once again.  They were
 basically the same concerns shared in their Public Comment Sheet, and e-mails to Sen. Hughes &
 Governor Ricketts.  I explained our thought process in deciding what to do at this location (do
 nothing, rehab existing bridge, build CBC or bridge on this vertical alignment, build a new structure
 on a new vertical alignment).  I explained that we too wanted to be good stewards of the public’s
 money and that is why we chose the CBC using the existing vertical alignment.  This CBC will likely
 last 75-100  years and can be extended in the future to upgrade to the more desirable alignment if
 crash data or other reasons warrant.  Money spend rehabbing the existing bridge would only buy us
 time and the structure would have to be torn down to upgrade the alignment.  Likewise a new
 bridge built on this alignment would be money wasted if we needed to modify the alignment in the
 future.


The Meyers’ asked again about increasing the size of one cell of the CBC.  Mark had these figures at
 hand (60% increase in cost) and I said we couldn’t justify that additional cost just to serve one
 landowner.  In their correspondence, and again today, they mentioned they felt having to drive on
 the highway vs. crossing under the bridge was a safety  hazard.  I asked if adding a second field
 entrance right across from the one they have on the north side would alleviate their concerns, as
 they would only be on the highway for a matter of seconds.  They indicated an interest in this but
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 did not feel it eliminated their concerns.  This is something we can offer at negotiations.  I also
 offered once again to provide a permit to use the new structure as a cattle pass upon completion of
 the project. 


Kirk did a great job explaining how we choose the size and structure type based on a hydraulic
 analysis.  The Meyers’ continue to assert that debris will clog the CBC and cause flooding.  This
 channel has very few trees visible up-stream. 


We met for 1 ½ hours, the meeting was very cordial, and the Meyer’s were nothing but courteous.
  That being said, I won’t be surprised if these issues come up again.  They thanked us for coming out
 to meet them.  I said we would be happy to meet again if there were concerns during the project
 and Drew left a business card with each of them.  ROW negotiations are expected to begin in a
 couple of weeks. 
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: FW: Tract 2 - Meyers, NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact
Date: Thursday, March 17, 2016 1:04:51 PM


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2016 1:04 PM
To: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Subject: FW: Tract 2 - Meyers, NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


In case you need this…


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 11:10 AM
To: Foreman, Dan <Dan.Foreman@nebraska.gov>
Cc: Wilson, Drew <Drew.Wilson@nebraska.gov>; Doyle, Kelly <Kelly.Doyle@nebraska.gov>
Subject: RE: Tract 2 - Meyers, NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Thank you Dan!


From: Foreman, Dan 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 10:54 AM
To: Vosburg, Kurt <Kurt.Vosburg@nebraska.gov>
Subject: FW: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Kurt,  We could not find anything in our ROW files regarding granting any permissions to use the
 area below the bridge. 


Dan Foreman P.E.
Right Of Way Design Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
Right of Way Division
1600 Highway 2
P.O. Box 94759
Lincoln Nebraska, 68509-4759
402-479-3726
Fax (402) 479-3991


Confidentiality Notice:  This e-mail, including all information contained in any accompanying documents, links, and attachments, is for the
 sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information.  Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure,
 distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon this communication is prohibited unless specifically provided under the
 Nebraska Public Records Act.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of this message.


From: Behlen, Kelly 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 11:05 AM
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To: Foreman, Dan
Subject: RE: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Dan,


Jill Smith and I looked for permit information regarding permission to cross under the highway using
 the existing bridge and did not find a permit. I’ve reviewed our title work, as well as deeds and
 correspondence from the last two road projects, and have found no mention of permission for a
 crossing. The original highway project was built in 1933. I reviewed our contract and the as-built
 plans from the 1933 project (owner- Luetta Meyers) and there is no mention of permission to use
 this bridge as a crossing. The most recent highway project, F-46(10), was completed in 1965. I
 reviewed our correspondence from the 1965 project (land owner at that time, Luetta Meyers) and
 there was no mention of permission to cross under the highway either.


Kelly 


From: Foreman, Dan 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 8:26 AM
To: Behlen, Kelly
Subject: FW: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Dan Foreman P.E.
Right Of Way Design Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
Right of Way Division
1600 Highway 2
P.O. Box 94759
Lincoln Nebraska, 68509-4759
402-479-3726
Fax (402) 479-3991


Confidentiality Notice:  This e-mail, including all information contained in any accompanying documents, links, and attachments, is for the
 sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information.  Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure,
 distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon this communication is prohibited unless specifically provided under the
 Nebraska Public Records Act.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of this message.


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 8:15 PM
To: Foreman, Dan
Cc: Wilson, Drew
Subject: FW: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Dan-


The complainant below is the son of the owner of Tract No. 2 on this project.  Could you review title
 work and let me know if any permission was granted to cross under the highway using the existing
 bridge or if there is any permit granting them such a right?







Thanks Dan.
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: Fwd: NDOR: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879
Date: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 7:58:47 AM


Sarah Kugler
Public Involvement Coordinator
Nebraska Department of Roads
402-479-4871; 402-416-7667 
Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Jason Meyers <rr-er@hotmail.com>
Date: January 11, 2016 at 10:31:45 PM CST
To: "sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov" <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Cc: DAD <meyers.farm@hotmail.com>, Staci Meyers
 <stacimeyers94@ymail.com>
Subject: NDOR: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879


To whom it may concern:


My name is Jason Meyers and my address is 39021 Drive 716, McCook, NE
 69001. I along with my wife, Staci (Vrbas) Meyers, own property adjacent to
 Nebraska state highway 6 & 34. I would like to use this opportunity to express
 some concerns with the proposed highway improvement project for this highway,
 beginning possibly in the fall of 2016 and being completed by the fall of 2017.


My concern is the proposed removal of the bridge over River Canyon at MM
 92.05 and replacing it with concrete box culvert(s). The project information sheet
 received in the mail and the same information advertised on the
 websitewww.roads.nebraska.gov/projects/future-projects/ only lists "a" box
 culvert. However, in a conversation my Dad, Kent Meyers, had with NDOR
 District 7 Engineer, Kurt Vosburg, it seems there will be 5 of these concrete box
 culverts in the project. I don't feel this is the best option from both a personal
 standpoint regarding access and usage as well as a financial standpoint for the
 taxpayers of the state of Nebraska.


First off, myself and my families farming operation(s) utilize the current bridge as
 a means to move equipment and commodities from north to south and avoid
 traversing the highway. River Canyon, is just that, a canyon that sits in the
 bottom of two fairly large, long hills. When moving equipment and attempting to
 turn into the canyon at the bottom of these hills, traffic can overtake you very
 quickly from either direction. By utilizing the current structure and travelling
 under, we feel it safer than travelling on the highway. I don't believe these
 culverts will be large enough or kept clean enough from debris to utilize as a way
 to get from one side of the highway to the other.
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Secondly, the current bridge structure allows us to walk livestock under to pasture
 on both sides or to either farmstead as needed. I do not feel the proposed box
 culvert(s) as proposed will facilitate this. Whereas the current bridge is an open
 structure, the box culverts will be long and dark and I doubt livestock will travel
 through freely. This will restrict the usage of the pasture land on the south side of
 the highway as there is no water source on that portion of the property.


Another concern is the volume of water that can and has come down this canyon.
 This canyon feeds from many miles to the north and it all culminates at this
 bridge. There are thousands acres of range land and farm ground north of this
 bridge with all the associated possibilities of debris and residue that can wash
 down and plug these proposed culverts. There are many trees, both still living
 and already down and dead with branches and limbs that will move downstream
 when the water flows. The farmground that we have in this basin is primarily
 used to produce feed for livestock (hay). Should a heavy rain occur when the
 crop is mature or in the windrow, all of that crop material will move with the
 water and potentially plug these culverts as proposed. Should the crop be baled,
 the round bales could float down and do the same. Should the water come
 unexpectedly and livestock be in the pasture(s) above and in this basin, they too
 could be washed downstream. Depending on the time of year and amount of the
 rain, the fields above this actual canyon could feed debris into this due to the no-
till and minimum-till farming practices being utilized by many currently.


I have utilized the grazing land on both sides of the highway, owned by my
 parents, Kent and Debra Meyers, for over 20 years. In that time, I have rebuilt
 and replaced fences many, many times due to water and debris that has come
 down in a 'flood'. I'm not sure anyone believes the water and debris would be an
 issue or create a problem but I don't believe they're fully aware of the potential
 that is there. I understand the engineers and hydrologists involved in planning
 and proposing this project cannot prepare or plan for everything but this 'culvert'
 proposal is not in anyone's best interest. As recently as late July, 2001, we
 received a heavy rain that created a flood of water that, in my opinion, these
 culverts would not have handled. In 3-4 hours of rain, the canyon north of the
 bridge was bank to bank water (approximately 300-400 yards wide) and 10-15
 feet deep. It backed up a little coming through the bridge and after coming
 through to the south was over a mile wide and up to the ballast on the BNSF
 railroad tracks. In this water was a huge amount of debris including trees,
 branches and crop residue that washed out my pasture fences every place it went
 through. Debris was littered throughout the pasture and crop land as the waters
 receded and there is still some stuck under this bridge that can provide an
 example of the potential. If this open bridge wasn't there, this material would
 have lodged against or inside of the proposed culverts and eventually dammed up
 and stopped the water. I don't know if it would ever stop it enough to wash out
 the highway as it is now but it would drown the pasture land above this location
 and damage if not destroy it and the irrigation and stock well(s) that are there.


My biggest and only non-personal concern is the cost associated in proceeding
 with this project as proposed as opposed to rebuilding/rehabilitating the bridge
 that is in place. I have not heard or read anything saying this bridge is not







 structurally sound. I cannot remember the last time this bridge was rebuilt,
 demonstrating its durability. The only problems I see with it at the current time is
 the concrete on the surface of the deck is breaking up towards the west end and it
 is a little rough. I am hard to convince that replacing the deck on the existing
 bridge, if that would even be required, would cost more or be less feasible than
 the huge undertaking of removing the bridge and constructing the proposed
 culvert(s). It is my understanding that the state will be required to obtain
 additional right-of-way to accommodate this project.


In summary, I would like to be provided or provided access to and have someone
 review the following information for comparison purposes:


1. Actual itemized estimated cost(s) of removing the existing bridge, disposal of
 materials, grading, acquisition of right-of-way property, materials, labor and
 installation of box culvert(s) grading, dirt work, paving and ALL other associated
 costs to proceed as currently proposed.


2. Actual cost(s) to replace the deck on the existing bridge structure that is
 currently in place. Or reasons why the current structure cannot or should not be
 maintained.


3. Willingness and commitment from the State of Nebraska to provide relief from
 damages and/or losses incurred by proceeding as proposed and causing the range
 land to flood, irrigation or stock wells to be flooded, losses to livestock from
 changing or impeding the natural flow of water, or any and all other losses
 incurred from this project proceeding as proposed and advised against.


4. The right to provide more testimony or comments as they become relevant and
 obvious before this project is considered.


Please enter my comments in the permanent record on this project and consider
 my concerns. If anyone has any questions or I can provide any additional
 clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me using one of the options listed
 below. 


JASON MEYERS
39021 Drive 716
McCook, NE 69001
308-340-5468
rr-er@hotmail.com
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: FW: Write the Governor - Jeni Bohlmeyer, Tr. 2 - Meyers, Project No. 6-2(120), CN 70879, McCook - Indianola
Date: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 3:56:52 PM


From: Owen, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, March 9, 2016 3:44 PM
To: Kessler, Tony <Tony.Kessler@nebraska.gov>; Baird, Jacqueline
 <Jacqueline.Baird@nebraska.gov>; Ataullah, Syed <Syed.Ataullah@nebraska.gov>
Cc: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Subject: FW: Write the Governor - Jeni Bohlmeyer, Tr. 2 - Meyers, Project No. 6-2(120), CN 70879,
 McCook - Indianola


Please file this with the project. 


Mike Owen
Planning & Project Development Engineer
402 479-4795


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 3:01 PM
To: Jamshidi, Moe
Cc: Traynowicz, Mark; Wilson, Drew; Weinert, Greg; Owen, Mike; Cunningham, Andy
Subject: FW: Write the Governor - Jeni Bohlmeyer, Tr. 2 - Meyers, Project No. 6-2(120), CN 70879,
 McCook - Indianola


Mark Traynowicz, Kirk Harvey, Drew Wilson, and I met with Kent Meyers and his son Jason at the
 bridge site this morning.  I asked them to outline their concerns for us once again.  They were
 basically the same concerns shared in their Public Comment Sheet, and e-mails to Sen. Hughes &
 Governor Ricketts.  I explained our thought process in deciding what to do at this location (do
 nothing, rehab existing bridge, build CBC or bridge on this vertical alignment, build a new structure
 on a new vertical alignment).  I explained that we too wanted to be good stewards of the public’s
 money and that is why we chose the CBC using the existing vertical alignment.  This CBC will likely
 last 75-100  years and can be extended in the future to upgrade to the more desirable alignment if
 crash data or other reasons warrant.  Money spend rehabbing the existing bridge would only buy us
 time and the structure would have to be torn down to upgrade the alignment.  Likewise a new
 bridge built on this alignment would be money wasted if we needed to modify the alignment in the
 future.


The Meyers’ asked again about increasing the size of one cell of the CBC.  Mark had these figures at
 hand (60% increase in cost) and I said we couldn’t justify that additional cost just to serve one
 landowner.  In their correspondence, and again today, they mentioned they felt having to drive on
 the highway vs. crossing under the bridge was a safety  hazard.  I asked if adding a second field
 entrance right across from the one they have on the north side would alleviate their concerns, as
 they would only be on the highway for a matter of seconds.  They indicated an interest in this but
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 did not feel it eliminated their concerns.  This is something we can offer at negotiations.  I also
 offered once again to provide a permit to use the new structure as a cattle pass upon completion of
 the project. 


Kirk did a great job explaining how we choose the size and structure type based on a hydraulic
 analysis.  The Meyers’ continue to assert that debris will clog the CBC and cause flooding.  This
 channel has very few trees visible up-stream. 


We met for 1 ½ hours, the meeting was very cordial, and the Meyer’s were nothing but courteous.
  That being said, I won’t be surprised if these issues come up again.  They thanked us for coming out
 to meet them.  I said we would be happy to meet again if there were concerns during the project
 and Drew left a business card with each of them.  ROW negotiations are expected to begin in a
 couple of weeks. 
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: FW: Tract 2 - Meyers, NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact
Date: Thursday, March 17, 2016 1:04:51 PM


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2016 1:04 PM
To: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Subject: FW: Tract 2 - Meyers, NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


In case you need this…


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 11:10 AM
To: Foreman, Dan <Dan.Foreman@nebraska.gov>
Cc: Wilson, Drew <Drew.Wilson@nebraska.gov>; Doyle, Kelly <Kelly.Doyle@nebraska.gov>
Subject: RE: Tract 2 - Meyers, NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Thank you Dan!


From: Foreman, Dan 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 10:54 AM
To: Vosburg, Kurt <Kurt.Vosburg@nebraska.gov>
Subject: FW: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Kurt,  We could not find anything in our ROW files regarding granting any permissions to use the
 area below the bridge. 


Dan Foreman P.E.
Right Of Way Design Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
Right of Way Division
1600 Highway 2
P.O. Box 94759
Lincoln Nebraska, 68509-4759
402-479-3726
Fax (402) 479-3991


Confidentiality Notice:  This e-mail, including all information contained in any accompanying documents, links, and attachments, is for the
 sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information.  Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure,
 distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon this communication is prohibited unless specifically provided under the
 Nebraska Public Records Act.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of this message.


From: Behlen, Kelly 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 11:05 AM
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To: Foreman, Dan
Subject: RE: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Dan,


Jill Smith and I looked for permit information regarding permission to cross under the highway using
 the existing bridge and did not find a permit. I’ve reviewed our title work, as well as deeds and
 correspondence from the last two road projects, and have found no mention of permission for a
 crossing. The original highway project was built in 1933. I reviewed our contract and the as-built
 plans from the 1933 project (owner- Luetta Meyers) and there is no mention of permission to use
 this bridge as a crossing. The most recent highway project, F-46(10), was completed in 1965. I
 reviewed our correspondence from the 1965 project (land owner at that time, Luetta Meyers) and
 there was no mention of permission to cross under the highway either.


Kelly 


From: Foreman, Dan 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 8:26 AM
To: Behlen, Kelly
Subject: FW: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Dan Foreman P.E.
Right Of Way Design Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
Right of Way Division
1600 Highway 2
P.O. Box 94759
Lincoln Nebraska, 68509-4759
402-479-3726
Fax (402) 479-3991


Confidentiality Notice:  This e-mail, including all information contained in any accompanying documents, links, and attachments, is for the
 sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information.  Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure,
 distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon this communication is prohibited unless specifically provided under the
 Nebraska Public Records Act.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of this message.


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 8:15 PM
To: Foreman, Dan
Cc: Wilson, Drew
Subject: FW: NH-6-2(120) McCook -Indianola; C.N. 70879 - Sen Hughes contact


Dan-


The complainant below is the son of the owner of Tract No. 2 on this project.  Could you review title
 work and let me know if any permission was granted to cross under the highway using the existing
 bridge or if there is any permit granting them such a right?







Thanks Dan.



mailto:Kurt.Vosburg@nebraska.gov

mailto:Moe.Jamshidi@nebraska.gov

mailto:Khalil.Jaber@nebraska.gov

mailto:jbohlmeyer@leg.ne.gov

mailto:dhughes@leg.ne.gov

mailto:jbohlmeyer@leg.ne.gov

mailto:rr-er@hotmail.com

mailto:dhughes@leg.ne.gov

mailto:dhughes@leg.ne.gov









From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Vosburg, Kurt
Cc: Baird, Jacqueline; Kessler, Tony; Wilson, Drew; Erickson, Grace
Subject: RE: Public Input, Project No. NH-6-2(120), CN 70879, McCook - Indianola
Date: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 1:49:28 PM


Thanks Kurt, I’ll have Grace add this to the report.
 
Sarah
 


From: Vosburg, Kurt 
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 1:47 PM
To: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Cc: Baird, Jacqueline <Jacqueline.Baird@nebraska.gov>; Kessler, Tony
 <Tony.Kessler@nebraska.gov>; Wilson, Drew <Drew.Wilson@nebraska.gov>
Subject: Public Input, Project No. NH-6-2(120), CN 70879, McCook - Indianola
 
I received a call from Pauletta Gerver of McCook (she declined to provide contact information).  She
 asked if we had considered truck climbing lanes like we have on the segment of US-34 between
 Culbertson and Trenton.  She said she sometimes finds herself following trucks and is reluctant to
 pass large vehicles.
 
 
Kurt Vosburg, P.E.
District 7 Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
619 Auditorium Drive
McCook, NE 69001
308-345-8490
kurt.vosburg@nebraska.gov
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From: Kugler, Sarah
To: Erickson, Grace
Subject: FW: McCook-Indianola US-6 Road Resurfacing
Date: Wednesday, December 30, 2015 4:44:15 PM


 
 


From: Scott, Tricia 
Sent: Wednesday, December 30, 2015 4:44 PM
To: Kugler, Sarah <sarah.kugler@nebraska.gov>
Subject: McCook-Indianola US-6 Road Resurfacing
 
30 December, 2015
 
 
NDOR
ATTN: Ms. Sarah Kugler
 
RE: McCook-Indianola US-6 Road Resurfacing
 
Dear Ms. Kugler:
 
The Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality (NDEQ) has reviewed the above referenced project. 
 As with any project, permits may be required prior to beginning construction or operation.   At a
 minimum, you should be aware of the possible requirements or permits:
 


Contact                        Phone
Fugitive Dust Regulations                                                          Ken Almquist                (402) 471-3387
Construction Storm Water – General Permit                                Reuel Anderson             (402) 471-8330
Wastewater                                                                               Charles Duerschner       (402) 471-4206
Water Quality Section 404 Permitting                                          Jason Garber                (402) 471-2875
Waste Disposal                                                                         Erik Waiss                    (402) 471-8308
 
Nebraska Title 129, Chapter 32 fugitive dust regulations apply to all construction and excavation
 activities.
 
A 404 Permit will be needed from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. With widening, there may be
 wetland impacts to mitigate. Depending on type of permit (nationwide or individual) an individual 401 cert
 from NDEQ may be needed.
 
Any solid or hazardous wastes generated or discovered during project operations must be properly
 handled, contained, disposed, and (if necessary) characterized, and follow all applicable regulations in
 Nebraska Title 128 and Title 132.
 
If you have questions about the permitting process, or any other questions, feel free to contact me at
 (402) 471-6974, or the individual listed above.  For more information, please visit our website at
 deq.ne.gov.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Tricia Scott
Field Services and Assistance
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NE Department of Environmental Quality
1200 “N” Street, The Atrium, Suite 400
P.O. Box 98922, Lincoln, NE 68509-8922
Phone: 402.471.6974 | E-mail:  tricia.scott@nebraska.gov
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From: Wilson, Drew
To: Kugler, Sarah
Cc: Erickson, Grace; Baird, Jacqueline; Vosburg, Kurt
Subject: NH-6-2(120) McCook – Indianola; C.N. 70879: Public Comment
Date: Monday, December 28, 2015 3:06:28 PM


Sarah
 
Owen Elmer (Former State Senator)  stopped in the office on 12/23/2015 and had some concerns
 about the passing zones from McCook to Indianola. He said that he understood the limitations of
 the Federal Regulations, but wanted us to look into adding turning/passing lanes or adjusting grade
 to improve passing sight distance. He voiced a concern that there was not a place to pass from
 McCook to Indianola.  I told him that we would take his comment into consideration, but to my
 knowledge the current project as programmed did not show warrants for those modifications. I told
 him that I would make sure to pass his comment on for review. He did not leave his contact
 information as he said that he just wanted us to be aware of the issue.  I pulled the following
 contact information from google.
 
Owen W Elmer
602 7th St, Indianola, NE 69034
(308) 364-2308
 
Thank you
 


Drew Wilson P.E.
District 7 Construction Engineer
Nebraska Department of Roads
619 Auditorium Drive
McCook, NE 69001
308-345-8490 Office
308-340-2584 Cell
Drew.wilson@nebraska.gov
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