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1) Introduction 
Winneshiek County (hereafter referred to as “the 
County”) proposes to replace a functionally 
obsolete bridge on County Highway A34 (Pole Line 
Road) over the Upper Iowa River near Decorah, IA. 
The project area is located approximately two miles 
northwest of the City of Decorah in Sections 6 and 
7, Township 98 North, Range 08 West (Figure 1).  
The design option the County has proposed 
consists of a longer bridge span and wider right-of-
way (ROW) that would conform to current design 
standards, support high traffic volumes, ensure 
access to essential services between the City of 
Decorah and northwestern Winneshiek County, 
improve safety, and reduce flood water threats 
resulting in road closure. 

The proposed project would impact a portion of 
property that has an Emergency Watershed 
Protection Program Floodplain Easement (EWPP-
FPE) easement #7561141000P93 (referred to 
hereafter as “the easement”) with the United 
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) – Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). Specifically, 
plans to widen the current ROW would encroach on 
0.20 acres of easement (Figure 2).  Current program 
policy allows for subordination, modification, exchange or termination of the rights of the United 
States to a conservation easement via the process of Easement Administration Action (EAA).  
Ceding a portion of the easement through this process to allow for construction of the proposed 
bridge constitutes a federal action. 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that NRCS, as a federal agency, consider the 
reasonably foreseeable environmental consequences of a proposed federal action before rendering a 
decision. NRCS is preparing this environmental assessment (EA) to meet requirements under NEPA and 
to determine whether an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should be prepared. 

The proposed action is threefold:  

1) To allow the construction to take place, the United States must release its right to 0.20 acres 
of the existing easement. 

2) Releasing the easement portion will enable the County to proceed with bridge reconstruction.  

3) Replacement acres adjacent to the existing easement will be incorporated into the easement 
to compensate for the impacted portion. 

FIGURE 1. PROJECT SITE LOCATION IN WINNESHIEK 
COUNTY, IA. 
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2) Statement of Purpose and Need 
The proposed action is necessary because it 
maintains access for commuters and for 
community members relying on emergency 
services. The need for the project is based on the 
following factors:  

1) The bridge is currently unsafe. 

The current bridge, built in 1941, poses a 
public safety risk due to rust along support 
beams, exposed rebar and concrete 
spalling, narrow width, and low height. A 
Bridge Condition Report (Appendix A) from 
an in-depth inspection dated 3/21/2017 
gave the bridge a high priority for 
corrective action and proposed bridge 
rehabilitation (replacement) due to 
deterioration. A full description is available 
in the Bridge Condition Report (Appendix 
A). 

2) A bridge at this location is necessary to 
ensure public safety and travel needs are 
met. 

Pole Line Road is a major collector between 
the rural northwest area of the county and 
Decorah.  The road and bridge serve as a critical link for essential community services, 
providing access to 1/6 of the EMS and rescue areas of the county. 

The purpose of the proposed action is to: 

1) provide for the long-term protection of the health and safety of the community while also  

2) restoring, protecting, maintaining and enhancing the functions of the floodplain, and  

3) providing compensation acres of equal or greater conservation value for the impacted 
portion of the easement. 

NRCS must decide whether to grant the County’s request and modify the easement. The easement is 
being held in perpetuity for the purposes of restoring, protecting, maintaining, and enhancing the 
functions of the floodplain; for the conservation of fish and wildlife; to improve water quality, 
floodwater retention, groundwater recharge, and open space; and to reduce long-term federal 

FIGURE 2: PROPOSED BRIDGE RECONSTRUCTION AND 
IMPACTED EASEMENT AREA. 
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disaster assistance and safeguard lives and property from floods, drought, and the products of 
erosion. These benefits must be maintained.1 

3) Alternatives 
Proposed Action Alternative 
Under the Proposed Action alternative, NRCS would 
relinquish federal protection on a small portion of 
the easement totaling 0.20 acres along the 
northeast easement boundary and the project 
would be allowed to proceed as planned. This 
portion is a mere 0.15% of the total 133.16 acres in 
the easement. Losses in conservation functions and 
values, acreage and economic value2 would be 
compensated for by enrolling 2.37 new acres into 
EWPP-FPE on lands adjacent to and under the same 
ownership as the impacted easement (Figure 3). 
EWPP-FPE enrollment only occurs following Federal 
disaster declarations, but since the replacement 
acres border the impacted easement, modifying 
the legal description of the easement to also 
include the replacement acres will meet easement 
modification requirements for EWPP-FPE (Title 390, 
Part 514.60). No additional restoration would occur 
on these acres since the area has sufficient native 
vegetation. 

During construction, the bridge would be closed to 
pedestrian and vehicular thru traffic, requiring a 
detour for commuters of three miles. Local traffic 
to adjacent properties would be maintained in 
accordance with Article 1107.08 of the current 
IDOT Specifications. 

The new bridge would be constructed to meet design standards and maximize public safety while 
avoiding and minimizing impacts to surrounding resources. The contractor will remove the current 
continuous I-beam bridge which is 292 feet long and 22 feet wide, along with the existing piers and 
abutments. The new bridge will be constructed using the same alignment as the existing bridge. Two 

                                                           
1 NRCS policy also requires that any impacts be minimized to the greatest extent practicable and that any 
remaining adverse impacts be mitigated by enrollment of other lands providing equal or greater conservation 
functions and values, no net loss of acres, and not encompass more than 10 percent of the easement area. 
These factors will be considered in the decision-making process, as well as the environmental impacts. 

2 Economic impacts are not analyzed in this document as they are not a factor in determining the need for an 
EIS. 

FIGURE 3. COMPENSATION ACRES LOCATED ADJACENT TO 
EXISTING EASEMENT. 
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new piers will be installed in the river channel using coffer dams to minimize disruption of flow and 
sediment release, and to maintain the water level during construction. The newer pier placement 
would also prevent collecting trees during high water events and minimize the footprint in the river. 
The replacement pre-tensioned, pre-stressed concrete beam (PCCB) bridge would be 334 feet long and 
40 feet wide. The bridge would have three spans; the interior span would be 112 feet long and the two 
exterior spans would each be 111 feet long. The elevation of the low member of the northwest portion 
(bottom of the westernmost beam) would be kept at the 2008 flood level to minimize flooding at the 
west abutment. The mid-span would be 6.5 feet above the 100-year high water level, and the new east 
berm would be 5 feet higher than the existing berm, creating an eastward grade of 1.5%. Riprap would 
be used to protect the abutments from scour. Riprap would extend from up to 50 feet from the 
centerline on the northwest (upstream) to up to 65 feet from center on the northeast (downstream), 
and from 55 feet from center on the southeast (downstream) to up to 63 feet from center on the 
southwest (upstream). The road would be paved with hot mix asphalt and the right of way widened 
from 33 feet from the center line to 65 feet from center. The right of way would taper down to avoid 
cultivated fields above the northeast bank of the river. 

Agreed upon mitigation measures and best management practices including maintenance would help 
the County minimize, avoid and mitigate impacts to adjacent resources. These measures, such as those 
provided for in the Pollution Prevention Plan required under Clean Water Act permitting, and 
measures in the County’s Integrated Roadside Vegetation Management (IRVM) Plan, will be discussed 
in the Environmental Consequences and Mitigation section. 

The Proposed Action alternative would fully address the compelling public need for safety and travel, 
and offers the least obtrusive path forward. Bridge reconstruction conforming to current design 
standards will address long-term public safety deficiencies with the bridge. It would be least impactful 
because it would occupy the same location as the existing bridge, minimizing the footprint in the river 
and on surrounding resources while avoiding impacts to surrounding private property. Impacts would 
be temporary and last only for the duration of the construction project. 

No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action alternative, NRCS would not relinquish its rights to 0.20 acres of the easement. The 
bridge would then be moved north of the easement, but this option would bring with it several 
environmental constraints. Among those are land use, reasonable time consideration, impacts to the 
natural environment and public safety concerns. 

The surrounding land uses complicate establishing a new road alignment. North of the structure are two 
delineated wetlands (see Figure 5), and across the road to the north is a house and a cropped field. On 
the southeast bank is riparian habitat. Shifting the alignment north would require adding curves to the 
road at the approaches to the bridge. This would have a greater impact on those wetlands, destroy 
riparian habitat, and impact the yard of the homeowner and the crop field. It would also place the 
roadway and bridge closer to the house itself whose occupants would hear more noise from road traffic. 

A more northward alignment would encounter steeper topography, thereby increasing the excavation 
required by the County.  Additional excavation would increase the impacts to wetlands and protected 
species. It could also require adding to the height of the bridge to avoid impacts to the floodplain, 
requiring more materials and additional erosion control measures. 
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Though the detour would be the same route under either alternative, road realignment would lengthen 
the construction time and thereby increase the length of time the detour would be used. Road 
realignment would also expand the limits of construction to the east and west, further increasing the 
project area footprint. Therefore, the impacts would be longer-lived for the traveling public and involve 
greater wetland impacts. 

Winneshiek County has stated that the impacts associated with adding curves to the road and shifting 
the alignment of the bridge to the north would not be justifiable since they would cause a greater 
overall affect to everyone- especially the traveling public. The No Action alternative would not infringe 
upon NRCS easement program purposes but would compromise floodplain functions in a larger 
footprint to the north of the existing bridge—the net result being negative. It would also eventually 
provide for the long-term protection of the health and safety in the community, but would take longer 
than the Proposed Action alternative.  

Alternative 3- not analyzed 
NRCS also considered easement exchange as an alternative, but eliminated it from further analysis 
due to incompatibility with EWPP-FPE policy, and because it has equal adverse impacts but fewer 
conservation benefits relative to the Proposed Action alternative. Under this alternative, NRCS would 
allow the project to proceed by relinquishing rights to the same land as under the Proposed Action 
alternative. Under an easement exchange, NRCS may release land from an easement and compensate 
for it by enrolling land nonadjacent to an impacted easement. However, EWPP-FPE policy does not 
allow easement exchange. For the above reasons, further analysis of this alternative is not warranted. 

Alternative 4- not analyzed 
Another alternative eliminated from consideration is to shift the bridge south. This is extremely 
unnecessary given the Proposed Action would only impact 0.20 acres on the easement—0.15% of the 
total easement. Shifting the bridge south would multiply that impact on the easement by at least an 
order of magnitude (10x) and impede efforts to protect the floodplain, which is a stated purpose of 
the Proposed Action alternative. A greater amount of compensation acres would also be required, 
and an adjacent location identified from which to acquire them.  Altering the bridge location 
necessitates road realignment which would be discouraged for the same design principles mentioned 
under the No Action alternative. 

Alternative 5 – not analyzed 
The last alternative eliminated from consideration is to build the bridge in an entirely different location, 
either up-stream or down-stream from the current location. The unique topography and geology of 
Winneshiek County is a constraint when considering this alternative. The land in this part of the state is 
characterized by highly dissected hills and valleys, with deciduous forest on steep side slopes. Sources of 
hydrology in the area are groundwater springs and seepages into the streambeds facilitated by karst 
topography comprised of limestone bedrock and a network of chambers, caves and sinkholes (Eckblad 
2000). This topography makes locating a suitable alternative route offsite much more expensive and 
would involve the introduction of a new footprint onto the natural environment. Given these 
constraints, this alternative is not practicable. 
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4) Affected Environment 
The affected environment includes those areas that are affected or created by the alternatives under 
consideration. NRCS determined the spatial scope of analysis to be the area impacted by bridge 
reconstruction.  That said, the impacted area varies depending on the resource concern being analyzed. 
Generally, it is the bridge, approaches and associated right-of-way footprint. For shared common 
resources (air and water) the scope is larger. Air is assessed at the county level, and water at the level of 
the hydrologic unit code-12 (HUC-12) sub-watershed. Environmental health and justice concerns were 
analyzed on a broader scale, but still at the sub-county level given the rural nature of the project. 

The following resource concerns and special environmental concerns were not considered in this 
analysis since they are out of scope: Coastal Zone Management Areas, Coral Reefs, Essential Fish 
Habitats, and Cultural Resources. No coastal zones or coral reefs occur in Iowa. Essential fish habitats 
are those vital to sustain marine or anadromous fish populations, which are not present in Iowa. The 
State Historic Preservation Officer gave concurrence to Iowa DOT that no historic properties would be 
affected by the project on January 8, 2014. NRCS agrees with this finding; therefore, cultural resources 
are excluded from further analysis. 

Soils 
The total project site is approximately 2.9 acres, 
which includes 2 acres of prime soils (Figure 4).  
Prime soils are soils on farmlands which have the 
best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, 
fiber and oilseed crops and is available for such 
purposes (eFOTG 622.04). The prime soils on the 
project site are Ion-Eitzen complex (silt loam) and 
the 2-5%-sloped Jacwin loam. Ion-Eitzen complex 
occupies the floodplains and is composed of silty 
alluvium parent material. The other soil type (not a 
prime soil) is the 5-9%-sloped Jacwin loam. Jacwin 
loam occupies the side slopes and is derived from 
parent material of loamy sediments over 
weathered shale.   

It is important to note that of the two acres 
identified as prime, 0.2 acres have been lost to the 
Upper Iowa River and 1.29 acres were previously 
disturbed/converted by existing road construction 
leaving only 0.51 acres of prime farmland still in 
production.   

FIGURE 4. SOILS ON PROJECT SITE. 
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Water Resources 
The Upper Iowa River originates in the hills of southeastern Minnesota and flows southeast into 
northeastern Iowa, terminating at the Mississippi River. The Upper Iowa River watershed consists of a 
total 1000 mi2, with 78% located in Iowa. Many areas of the watershed are subject to frequent flooding 
and severe erosion impacting water quality (Iowa Watershed Approach 2017). 

The project site is frequently affected by flooding. It is located entirely within the 100-year floodplain, 
and only the uplands on the southeastern portion of the project site lie outside the floodplain (Figure 5). 

This segment of the Upper Iowa River, from the confluence with Ten Mile Creek to the confluence with 
Trout Creek, is listed as a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) 3 impaired water body (Upper Iowa 
River IA 01-UIA-239). The Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) identifies two impairments: 
bacteria (E. coli) and a loss of over 50% of native mussel species. IDNR identifies aquatic life, fish 
consumption, and human contact as designated uses for this river segment.  

Four emergent wetlands are present on the project area, as determined by a wetland delineation and 
threatened and endangered species survey completed for the County by Earthview Environmental, Inc. 
The County delineated 1.06 acres total of wetlands (Figure 6), consisting of a low-lying field/roadway 

                                                           
3 Regulations implementing Section 305(d) require states to develop an inventory of the water quality of all 
water bodies in the state and to submit an updated report to the EPA every two years. 

LEFT: FIGURE 5. FLOOD ZONES ON PROJECT SITE; ABOVE: 
FIGURE 6. DELINEATED WETLANDS ON PROJECT SITE. 
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ditch, a closed depression, a side hill seep, and another area receiving water from the side hill seep 
(Appendix B). 

Air Quality 
The Clean Air Act requires the EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 
pollutants considered to be harmful to the environment and to public health. There are two types 
of air quality standards. Primary standards include limits to protect public health and secondary 
standards include limits to protect public welfare. The EPA has set NAAQS for six principal 
pollutants: carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate matter, and sulfur dioxide. 
Winneshiek County is in attainment for the criteria pollutants, meaning pollution levels do not exceed 
the NAAQS. 

Vegetation 
Upland trees on the project site consist of silver maple (Acer saccharinum) along the hillslope across 
the road from the impacted easement. The herbaceous components throughout the uplands are 
dominated by reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea). Other major herbaceous components in the 
uplands are white clover (Trifolium repens), common plantain (Plantago major), common blue violet 
(Viola pratincola), smooth brome (Bromus inermis), giant ragweed (Ambrosia trifida) and wild parsnip 
(Pastinaca sativa). 

Trees in the wetlands consist of weeping willow (Salix babylonica) and box elder (Acer negundo) near 
the seep, and cottonwood (Populus deltoides) and sandbar willow (Salix exigua interior) along the 
swale/road ditch northwest of the river, northeast of the road. Major herbaceous components in the 
wetlands include white clover, stinging nettle (Urtica dioica), Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis), dark 
green bulrush (Scirpus atrovirens), and path rush (Juncus tenuis). 

The easement was enrolled in 2010 after extensive flooding of the Upper Iowa River damaged cropland 
acres. The total area enrolled in the easement is 133.16 acres. Restoration consisted of a dormant 
seeding of flood damaged cropland to a mix of native grasses and forbs in December 2011. The 
permanent cover has established well and helps provide adequate soil erosion protection and restore 
plant diversity. 

Invasive vegetation is common on the project site, reflecting a history of disturbance from road 
construction and land conversion for crop production. Two federally-listed threatened plant species 
potentially occur within Winneshiek County, the western prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera praeclara) 
and prairie bush clover (Lespedeza leptostachya). NRCS planners ruled out their presence using an 
approved herbaceous habitat assessment prescribed under an existing Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
Section 7 programmatic consultation. Furthermore, most of the site has been previously disturbed by 
agricultural practices, and a high amount of invasive and non-native vegetation persists.  The County’s 
T&E survey determined it would be highly unlikely for the federally-listed plants to be present within 
the project area. NRCS agrees with that assessment. 
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Wildlife Resources 
The Upper Iowa River (UIR) hosts a diversity of aquatic species. In the last 20 years, 64 different fish 
species have been sampled in the watershed, including 13 game species. The UIR watershed has 152 
miles of cold-water streams, more than Iowa’s other large watersheds (Northeast Iowa RC&D 2017). 
These streams support rebounding trout populations. One such stream, Ten Mile Creek, converges 2.7 
miles upstream from the proposed project site. 

Wildlife present at the project site reflect the degraded plant communities left-over following 
disturbance. Mussels are found in the river but are declining. A 2002 mussel survey recorded seven 
mussel species present in the Upper Iowa River system, including one state-listed threatened species, 
but it did not identify any live specimens in the segment that includes the project site (Eckblad et al. 
2002). The County determined that suitable habitat may be present in the project area for five state-
listed threatened and endangered (T&E) wildlife species, including three species of mussels. Following 
a more recent mussel survey, IDNR determined the project would not likely impact state-listed mussel 
species (IDNR 2015). In addition, IDNR raised no objections over the project with consideration to 125 
state-listed species which are known to occur in Winneshiek County (Appendix C), concluding the 
project area lacks suitable habitat for the listed species. 

Species protected under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) have potential to be found at the project site. An official species list obtained from USFWS’ 
online service, Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC), identified two species that were 
recently listed under the ESA and 11 migratory birds of conservation concern protected under the 
MBTA, which may utilize the project area (Appendix D). The newly listed species are the rusty patch 
bumble bee (RPBB- endangered) and the northern long-eared bat (NLEB- threatened). Among the 
migratory birds, the proposed project may impact the willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii), if it were 
to nest in the willow or box elder that are present on the project site. 

Environmental Justice 
Environmental health benchmarks are not discussed in detail because no adverse environmental 
health impacts exist under either the Proposed Action alternative or the No Action alternative.  

According to the EPA EJ Screen, only 7% of the population in a radius of 6 miles identifies as a minority, 
and 22% of the population are low-income (2017). Both levels fall under state and national averages. 
While low-income and minority populations exist within the geographic scope of analysis, the likelihood 
of impact is lower, relative to locations with more minority and low-income individuals. Nevertheless, 
NRCS must determine whether the impacts incurred by bridge construction are appreciably more severe 
for those individuals than for other persons. 

Natural Areas and Scenic Beauty 
Natural areas are land and water units where natural conditions are maintained, and formally or 
informally designated as “natural areas” by government, foundations, organizations and/or private 
landowners. The Upper Iowa River in Winneshiek County has permanent designation by IDNR as a 
Protected Water Area, to “preserve and protect its outstanding natural and scenic quality.” The 
stretch is also a high-quality resource water (HQR) due to unique recreational or ecological 
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characteristics that enhance its beneficial uses.  Northeast Iowa is well known as one of the most 
scenic areas of the state. The landscape is characterized by highly dissected hills and valleys, with 
deciduous forest on steep side slopes. However, the project site is more typical of the agricultural 
landscape, so the specific site does not have any more outstanding natural or scenic features than 
other similar areas in the state. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act section 5(d)(1) and related guidance, all federal agencies must 
seek to avoid or mitigate actions that would adversely affect Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) river 
segments. In addition, Executive Order 11514 requires agencies to avoid or mitigate adverse effects 
rivers listed on the NRI. Agencies must consult with the NPS or designee when projects have the 
potential to adversely impact the Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs)4 of an NRI river. This section 
of the Upper Iowa River is not a designated a wild or scenic river under WSRA, but it is listed on the NRI. 

5) Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Environmental consequences are the cause-and-effect relationships between human activities and 
resources, ecosystems, and human communities.  Assessment of the affected environment consisted of 
analyzing the direct and indirect impacts from the Proposed Action alternative and No Action 
alternative, and from potential cumulative actions—other ongoing actions that could result in a 
significant impact on the human environment when combined with the impacts from the Proposed 
Action alternative. NRCS also analyzed whether the proposed action would cause cumulative impacts to 
occur. Cumulative impacts can be caused by the direct and indirect impacts of an action in combination 
with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of who causes them. Table 1 
summarizes and compares the impacts of the Proposed Action and No Action alternative on the various 
resources and special environmental concerns analyzed. 

                                                           
4 Outstandingly Remarkable Values are defined within the NRI. The Upper Iowa River has five: scenic, 
recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife. 
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TABLE 1.  COMPARISON OF IMPACTS RELATED TO THE PROPOSED ACTION (1) AND NO-ACTION (2) ALTERNATIVES. 

Affected Environment 
Special 

Environmental 
Concerns 

(NEPA) 

Resource 
Concern 
(NRCS) 

Summary 
Benchmark 
Condition 

Direct 
Impacts 

Comparison 
of 

Alternatives 

Indirect 
Impacts 

Comparison 
of 

Alternatives 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Comparison 
of 

Alternatives 

Mitigation 
and BMPs 

Farmland 
Protection 
Policy Act 

SOIL 

2.0 acres of 
prime soil 
on project 
site. 

Negligible 
prime soil 
loss of 
0.74 acres 
under 
Proposed 
Action. 

1<2 None N/A Net prime 
soil loss of 
0.34 acres 
(negligible) 
under 
Proposed 
Action. 

1<2 0.40 acres 
prime soil 
added to 
easement 
under 
Proposed 
Action. 

Clean Water 
Act Section 
303(d) 

WATER 

All, Class V 
impaired 
river—
bacterial 
only. 

None N/A None N/A None N/A None 

Clean Water 
Act Sections 
401/404 
(includes 
wetlands) 

4 wetlands 
adjacent to 
existing 
structure. 

Temp and 
Permanent 
wetland 
filling. 

1<2 None. N/A None.  
Offset by 
mitigation. 

1<2 404/401 
permits and 
approved 
mitigation 
plan, 
including all 
applicable 
Iowa DOT 
BMP, 
standard or 
specification. 
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Clean Water 
Act Section 
402 

Storm 
water 
runoff into 
UIR from 
existing 
impervious 
bridge 
deck.  

Potential, 
temporary 
short-term 
construct-
ion phase 
discharge. 

1=2 None. N/A None.  
Offset by 
design and 
BMP’s. 

N/A County will 
obtain 
NPDES 
permit, 
including all 
applicable 
Iowa DOT 
BMP, 
standard or 
specification. 

Clean Air Act 

AIR 

Area in 
attainment 
of NAAQS.  
No 
resource 
concerns 
Identified 
based on 
screening 
levels. 

Short-
term, 
onsite 
visibility 
and 
breathing. 

1<2 Short-
term, 
offsite 
visibility 
and 
breathing. 

1<2 Negligible 
short-term, 
visibility 
and 
breathing.  
None 
expected 
long-term. 

1<2 All applicable 
Iowa DOT 
BMP, 
standard or 
specifications
5. 

ENERGY 

No energy- 
related 
issue exists 
within 
project 
area. 

Temporary 
increases 
during 
construct-
ion. 

1<2 Temporary 
increases 
due to 
increased 
commute 
distances 
(detour). 

1<2 Temporary 
only. 

1<2 None 

                                                           
5 Iowa DOT Construction Manual, Chapters 2, 6, 7 and 10; and standard specifications 1107, 2601, 2602 and 2612.  
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Endangered 
Species Act 

WILDLIFE 

Marginally 
suitable 
RPBB 
foraging 
habitat 
present. 

Temporary 
and 
permanent 
loss of 
foraging 
habitat. 

1<2 Reseeded 
right of 
way to 
grass will 
deter 
RPBB from 
foraging. 

1<2 Loss of 
foraging 
habitat 
offset by 
nearby 
suitable 
habitat. 

1<2 Implement 
conservation 
measures per 
FWS 
concurrence. 

Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act/ 
Bald and 
Golden Eagle 
Protection Act 

Suitable 
willow 
flycatcher 
habitat 
identified. 

Noise 
during 
construct-
ion, and 
removal of 
nesting 
trees.   

1<2 None. N/A Permanent 
loss of 
nesting 
trees. 

1<2 Avoid/ 
minimize risk 
of take by 
removing 
nesting trees 
prior to 
nesting 
season; 
follow Iowa 
DOT BMP, 
standard or 
specification. 

Environmental 
Justice HUMAN 

Minority 
and low-
income 
population 
present 
within 6 
miles. 

Noise from 
construct-
ion. 

1<2 Temporary 
but 
relatively 
minor 
impacts 
from 
detour—
fuel 
expenses, 
and traffic 
noise. 

1<2 Not 
appreciably 
more 
severe for 
low-
income or 
minority 
persons. 

1<2 None 
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Scenic Beauty 

Not 
remarkable 
at project 
site. 

Temporary 
due to 
construct-
ion. New 
bridge may 
represent 
a visual 
upgrade. 

1<2 None N/A None N/A None 

Invasive 
Species 

PLANT 

Ubiquitous, 
common 
species. 

Potential 
import 
onsite. 

1<2 Potential 
export to 
offsite.  

1<2 Offset by 
BMP’s. 

1<2 Integrated 
Roadside 
Vegetation 
Management 
plan 

Riparian Area 

Project site 
within 
disturbed 
riparian 
area. 

Minor 
permanent 
and 
temporary 
impacts 
from 
vegetation 
removal. 

1<2 None N/A None or 
discounted 
following 
re-
vegetation. 

1<2 All applicable 
Iowa DOT 
BMP, 
standard or 
specification. 

Floodplain 
PLANT/ 

WILDLIFE
/HUMAN 

Project 
located 
within 
floodplain. 

Temporary 
(coffer 
dams) may 
impact 
values and 
function.  
New 
design 
improves 
floodplain 
values and 
functions. 

1<2 None N/A New design 
improves 
floodplain 
values and 
functions. 

1<2 IDNR 
floodplain 
permit 
condition, 
including all 
applicable 
Iowa DOT 
BMP, 
standard or 
specification. 



18 

 

Natural Areas 
Designated 
PWA and 
HQR. 

None N/A None N/A None N/A None 

Wild and 
Scenic Rivers 
Act 

UIR is listed 
on NRI 

Temporary 
construct-
ion impact 

1<2 None N/A Enhanced 
protection 
of UIR bed 
and bank. 

1<2 Replacement 
acres under 
Proposed 
Alternative.  
All applicable 
Iowa DOT 
BMP, 
standard or 
specification. 
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Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, cont. 
Soils 
The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) is 
intended to minimize the impact federal programs 
have on the unnecessary and irreversible 
conversion of prime farmland to nonagricultural 
uses.  

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
The Proposed Action would create only minor 
direct impacts to soil from erosion and negligible 
direct impacts to prime soils. It would not incur 
long-term effects to soils beyond current levels. 

Crop production cannot occur within the existing 
road right-of-way; therefore, conversion of 75% of 
prime farmland in the project area pre-dates the 
proposed actions. Furthermore, the FPPA does not 
consider the initial conversion of existing farmland 
to an EWPP-FPE easement an irreversible 
conversion. Prime soils have been permanently 
converted where the bridge is and within the 
current right of way. Construction would involve an 
irreversible conversion of prime farmland soils to 
non-agricultural use between the current and 
proposed right of way, which includes 0.74 acres of 
prime soils. Replacement acres to be enrolled into 
the easement under the Proposed Action alternative provide 0.40 acres of prime soils (Figure 7). The 
minimal difference of 0.34 acres would constitute a negligible direct impact on prime soils. 

Complying with requirements for Environmental Assessment under FPPA, NRCS completed a CPA-106 
Form (Appendix E) to show the impact to farmland from the project. Both the relative value of the soils 
on the project site and the impact the project will have on the area’s agricultural viability were 
considered when determining project impacts to farmland. Based on the minimal amount of impacted 
prime soils on the project site and the lack of potential for the project to impact the agricultural uses in 
the area, the farmland conversion impact rating was low (97 out of 260).  Therefore, under FPPA, there 
is no requirement to avoid or minimize impact to prime farmland. 

A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water General Permit to be obtained 
by the County will include a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPP will ensure 
avoidance and minimization of any discharge to the greatest practicable extent.   

Grading during construction could increase soil erosion. However, the County will use IDOT best 
management practices (BMPs) to minimize erosion to the maximum extent practicable. Along the right 
of way, increases in soil erosion may occur until the soil surface becomes revegetated following the 

FIGURE 7. SOILS ON REPLACEMENT ACRES. 
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County’s Integrated Roadside Vegetation Management (IRVM) Plan. These would constitute minor 
direct impacts on soils. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Permanent conversions of larger areas of prime farmland soils would occur under the No Action 
alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the County would be required to obtain a NPDES General 
Permit that covers a larger area because of incorporating curves into the road alignment necessary to 
allow for safe approach to the bridge from the southeast. The IRVM would still ensure the soil becomes 
revegetated following construction, but a larger amount of soil would be exposed under this alternative. 
Therefore, direct impacts would be greater. 

Water Resources 
PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
The replacement bridge will not increase water quality impairments to the river segment, which are 
identified as bacteria from E. coli and a decline in mussel habitat. According to Dan Kendall, IDNR Water 
Monitoring Division, the affected area around the bridge is unsuitable mussel habitat, and because the 
proposed actions would not involve the addition of E. coli into the River, the County would not be 
required to provide additional measures to prevent further impairment. 

The larger bridge will not cause an increase in pollutants reaching the river. The new bridge deck would 
roughly double the existing bridge deck surface area, increasing potential for runoff carrying salts, 
sediments, and chemicals such as petroleum, to reach the river and impact water quality. However, the 
amount of traffic crossing the bridge causes these water quality impacts. From 2009 to 2017, average 
daily traffic on the bridge has decreased from 1,050 vehicles per day to 880. Since traffic is decreasing, 
the new bridge will not likely result in an increase in pollutants reaching the river. 

Executive Order 11990 requires federal agencies to avoid undertaking or providing assistance for new 
construction located in wetlands unless (1) there is no practicable alternative to such construction, and 
(2) the proposed action includes all practicable measures to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
wetland losses due to federal actions.  NRCS maintains that issuance of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) permit and mitigation satisfies concerns of EO 11990. 

In 2015 the USACE issued a preliminary jurisdictional determination that acknowledged the presence 
of the wetlands in DOT’s wetland delineation, and then issued a CWA Section 404 permit number 
2013-0476. The permit authorized work in Waters of the U.S., including wetland fills, which 
consequently require mitigation.  Due to the delayed start in construction, USACE reauthorized the 
original permit as 2017-0476 on January 3, 2018.  Through a joint application process, the State and 
USACE have agreed to pre-certify 404 permits with the State 401 water quality certification. A 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the IDNR under CWA 
Section 402 will be required for this project because it exceeds one acre of earth disturbance.  The 
County will submit the required permit application or Notice of Intent (NOI) following contract award.  

Any water discharges resulting from construction would be temporary and mitigated by IDOT BMP’s 
and the NPDES SWPPP. The SWPP will ensure avoidance and minimization of any discharge to the 
greatest practicable extent. As a result, the proposed actions would have direct, negligible impacts on 
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the aquatic environment during the construction phase that would be minimized by following permit 
conditions issued under CWA sections 401, 402 and 404 (Appendix F). 

Executive Order 11988 requires federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible, adverse impacts 
associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains, and to avoid support of floodplain 
development wherever there is a practicable alternative. The Executive Order also stipulates that public 
health and safety must be considered when determining whether construction in a floodplain should 
proceed. The County will avoid impacts to normal downstream flows and maintain streambank 
elevation while it builds a bridge that provides for improved floodplain function. The County’s plans 
include the use of coffer dams during pier installation that are designed to minimize disruption of water 
flow and sediment release. Both replacement piers will be in the river bed, whereas the current bridge 
has one pier on the bank and the other two located within the river bed. This improved pier placement 
will prevent trees from collecting during floods. The mid-span of the new bridge deck will be 6.5 feet 
above the 100-year flood level, providing increased flood capacity compared to the current bridge. The 
County received a Floodplain Development Permit from IDNR with conditions attached to it for the use 
of riprap to protect the abutments from scour (FP 2013-207) (Appendix G). Installing the coffer dams 
may have minor direct impacts on floodplain functions and values, but the new design yields long-term 
improvements to floodplain functions and values. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
The No Action alternative would not increase the current state-identified water quality impairments, but 
other water quality impairments could occur. Water bodies in karst areas that seep into groundwater 
make it more susceptible to impairment. Since one of the wetlands on the project site is a karst seep, 
contractors would have to consider a possible connection to groundwater when siting the project to the 
northeast. The larger footprint also makes it more likely to find other karst features on the site. 

Shifting the bridge location north and realignment of the road centerline would yield a larger disturbed 
area, permanently filling or removing existing wetlands. The No Action alternative would require greater 
compensatory mitigation under the Clean Water Act resulting from destruction of adjacent wetlands. 

As with soil resources, the impact to water quality from storm water under the No Action alternative 
would need to be addressed in the NPDES permit requirements, and would pertain to a larger impacted 
area.  However, the NPDES requirements would be expected to treat storm water concerns equitably 
between alternatives. 

Air Quality 
PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
The Proposed Action would not involve the installation or addition of any stationary or portable 
source of criteria pollutants.  It would involve the use of mobile sources, but activities associated 
with road construction are exempt from IDNR Title V Operating Permits for air quality (40 CFR 70.5, and 
IAC 567—22.103(1)). 

Direct impacts include dust during construction that would affect onsite visibility. Fugitive dust would 
have indirect impacts on visibility and breathing offsite. The contractor would water the construction 
area as necessary to prevent the spread of dust (IDOT Standard 1107.07.E.). Since the road is paved and 
would be paved following replacement, dust would not persist after construction.  
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The three-mile detour would yield additional emissions of carbon dioxide, nitrogen oxides and 
hyrdrocarbons as byproducts from combustion. It would also yield an increase in releases of particulate 
matter from tire abrasion on the road, and increased dust raised by traffic along the gravel portion of 
the detour. These increases for 880 vehicles would have an overall negligible impact on air quality for 
the airshed. 

The Clean Air Act recognizes the issue of “regional visibility degradation” as excessive concentrations of 
particulate matter and other pollutants in the atmosphere cause regional visibility degradation in 
national parks and other “Class I areas”. No class I areas exist in Iowa. Therefore, no regulated regional 
visibility impacts would occur. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Direct impacts related to dust from construction would be greater under the No Action alternative 
because of the larger area of disturbance. Indirect impacts outside the project site would be the same, 
but if construction took longer under the No Action alternative, the impacts would also be slightly 
longer-lived. 

Vegetation 
PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the Proposed Action, tree and brush removal along the expanded right of way would occur to 
facilitate grading and road construction. The Proposed Action also has the potential for direct impacts 
from the introduction of invasive species to the project site and for indirect impacts from the spread of 
invasive species that exist offsite. The County’s Integrated Vegetation Management Plan includes 
provisions for reseeding the right of way following construction to avoid the spread of invasive species 
from the site. 

NRCS policy (190-GM, Part 411) requires consideration of riparian area management in all plans and 
alternatives. Direct impacts of the Proposed Action on riparian resources from plant manipulation on 
the project site would be minor since land to be impacted is already disturbed—it is primarily road 
ditch adjacent to marginal riparian habitat. Easement modification under the Proposed Action would 
add 2.37 acres to the existing easement (1.20 acres of the Upper Iowa River and 1.17 acres adjacent 
riparian habitat). Compared to the impacted easement area (0.20 acres), this provides compensation 
to NRCS land at a ratio of 11:1. The resulting riverbank protection increases conservation benefits 
relative to the No Action alternative by providing a protected wildlife corridor on both sides of the 
river, and incorporating it into the easement increases wildlife functions and values. 

These proposed replacement acres have more diverse plant resources in later successional stages than 
vegetation on the project site. The east side of the compensation area offered has 50% canopy cover 
from trees consisting of silver maple (Acer saccharinum) and box elder (Acer negundo), and 15% shrubs 
consisting of gooseberries (Ribes uva-crispa). The herbaceous component is heavily grazed and is 
dominated by Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis). About 10-15% of the area is bare ground (grazing is 
allowable under a compatible use agreement with NRCS on the current easement). The west side has 
70-80% canopy cover from black walnut (Juglans nigra), box elder, silver maple and swamp white oak 
(Quercus bicolor). The herbaceous component on the west side is dominated by reed canary grass and 
small amount of sneezeweed (Helenium autumnale). Habitat offered under the Proposed Action 
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offsets direct impacts on the project site and provides a net gain in protected, slightly higher quality 
riparian habitat. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
The No Action alternative would have the same type of direct and indirect impacts associated with it as 
the Proposed Action, but on a larger scale due to the expanded footprint. IRVM would be utilized to 
avoid the introduction and spread of invasive species throughout a longer right of way. 

Though existing riparian habitat on the project site is comprised of degraded plant communities, the No 
Action alternative would have a greater impact on the riparian areas that are currently undisturbed 
north of Pole Line Road.  

Wildlife Resources 
PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Since the Rusty patched bumble bee (RPBB) and the Northern long-eared bat (NLEB) have recently 
been listed under the Endangered Species Act and may be found onsite, NRCS completed an effects 
determination for those species (Appendix H). Table 2 lists Iowa NRCS’ effects determinations for the 
four listed species (including plants) that may occur within the geographic area. 

 

TABLE 2: FEDERALLY-LISTED SPECIES FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT AREA FROM ECOS-IPAC WEBSITE 
(EVENT CODE: 03E18000-2018-E-00058) ON OCTOBER 4, 2017. 

 

Common Name (scientific name) ESA Status Effects Determination 

Northern Long-Eared Bat  Threatened No effect  

Prairie Bush Clover Threatened No effect 

Rusty Patched Bumble Bee Endangered NLAA 

 Western Prairie Fringed Orchid  Threatened No effect 

 

According to USFWS, suitable habitat for NLEB could include tree roosts, remnant prairie and the 
undersides of bridges. Habitat assessments under a programmatic consultation between NRCS and 
USFWS for NLEB indicate a lack of suitable tree roosts and remnant prairie on the project site 
(Appendix I) 6. Under a separate programmatic consultation with FHWA, USFWS requires bridge 
projects within the range of the NLEB to undergo assessment to determine whether roosting bats may 
be present. Based on review of the bridge assessment and an onsite evaluation by NRCS, the current 

                                                           
6 Under a Programmatic Agreement with US Fish and Wildlife Service, NRCS uses the same habitat assessment 
protocol for Northern Long-eared Bat as it does for Indiana Bat. Appendix H therefore includes the assessment for 
Indiana Bat. 
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bridge’s open I-beam structure does not provide the small crevices suitable for NLEB roosts. Based on 
the lack of suitable habitat, NRCS expects the Proposed Action would have no effect on the NLEB. 

The project site is located entirely within a high potential zone (HPZ) the USFWS designated as 
potentially suitable RPBB habitat, but it is of marginal quality. Except for the easement, habitat on the 
project site includes mowed areas or areas that are disturbed too frequently to permit the 
development of diverse wildflower resources. Wild bergamot (Monarda fistulosa), a nectar source for 
RPBB, is on the easement portion of the project site, but in low abundance. Along nearby forest edges, 
more suitable habitat is accessible and offers a refuge for RPBB. Earth disturbance and herbaceous 
habitat manipulation during construction would have potential to adversely affect marginal RPBB 
habitat.  However, based on the marginal quality of suitable habitat present on the project site, and 
the suite of conservation practices available to the County to limit impacts to the RPBB, NRCS obtained 
concurrence from USFWS that the Proposed Action would not be likely to adversely affect the RPBB. 

Of the 11 migratory birds identified for having potentially suitable habitat on the project site, eight 
are listed as species of greatest conservation need in Iowa (IDNR 2015). Seven of the 11 birds are 
regionally important in the Prairie Hardwood Transition Bird Conservation Region. Potential open 
grassland habitat on the easement is not large enough to support the bobolink (Dolichonyx 
oryzivorus) which prefers areas almost twice the size of the easement. Though the project may impact 
foraging grounds for the long-eared owl (Osio otus), better forage sites are found in nearby larger 
open areas, so impacts to the owl are not likely. Though the golden-winged warbler (Vermivora 
chrysoptera) is a common migrant in the area, its breeding range does not include Iowa, so impacts 
are unlikely. Seven of the identified species are found more often in woodlands or marsh and shore 
habitats, and such habitat is not found on the project site. 

Habitat for the willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii) includes stands of shrub in clearings, pastures 
and woodland edges near water- all of which are characteristic of the project site. Temporary 
disturbance during construction could directly impact these birds if present. Removal of nesting trees 
during construction could also directly impact these birds.  To avoid impacts, any tree/brush removal 
activities will take place outside of the primary nesting season. 

Conservation measures under the Proposed Action would address suitable habitat concerns on the 
project site, while impacts from disturbances would only be temporary. 

Nesting under bridges is common for many birds, including swallows, which are also protected under 
MBTA. USFWS recommends removing nests from bridges outside the breeding season (mid-April 
through mid-August) and efforts be made to prevent nest re-establishment if the bridge is removed 
during the breeding season (R. Nelson, per communication 1/9/2014). NRCS did not find swallow 
nests or evidence of other species nesting on or under the bridge, so impacts to birds nesting on 
bridges would not be expected under the Proposed Action; however, the County will follow USFWS 
protocols. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Under the No Action alternative, habitat the NLEB may utilize could be present north of Pole Line Road.  
However, a NRCS habitat assessment indicated suitable habitat is absent.  
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The project site under the No Action alternative likely contains more suitable foraging habitat for the 
RPBB given its closer proximity to forest edges. It is logical that direct impacts to the RPBB would be 
greater under the No Action alternative, and indirect impacts would need to be mitigated on a larger 
scale following construction. 

Temporary disturbance to MBTA species from construction and permanent loss of nesting trees would 
occur under the No Action alternative.  

Environmental Justice 
Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice for Low Income & Minority Populations, requires that to 
the greatest extent practicable, federal agencies will identify and address disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on low-income 
and minority populations.  

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
The planned detour of three additional miles would add six miles to each round trip for commuters. 
Using average vehicle age and fuel economy (model year 2007), relatively current local gasoline prices, 
and average workdays in a year, this could foreseeably amount to additional gas expenses of 
$15/month. 

Gasoline prices are regressive—while cost is the same for all consumers, it is proportionally higher for 
low-income individuals.   While the impact is temporary, a detour could have a minor impact on some 
residents of Winneshiek County. 

For residents living along the detour route, noise would increase consistent with the average daily 
traffic volume utilizing the existing bridge.  Construction would increase noise levels, but the Proposed 
Action would have less noise associated with it compared to the No Action alternative by siting the 
bridge further from homes in the area near the project within the existing footprint. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
The detour length is the same for both alternatives, so gas expenses associated with the detour are the 
same under both alternatives. Noise would increase under this alternative compared to current and to 
the Proposed Action alternative, because introducing curves to the road would push the road closer to 
homes in the nearby area. 

Natural Areas and Scenic Beauty 
PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Despite the designation of the river as a Protected Water Area, the project site is surrounded by lands 
that were converted from their natural states to agricultural uses several decades ago. Bridge 
replacement does not add or detract from natural areas. It would not lead to further human 
development of the area as it is likely that the area will remain in agricultural production. Therefore, the 
Proposed Action would not impact the natural and scenic quality of the Protected Water Area or have 
an impact on the unique characteristics of the High-Quality Resource water. 

The proposed actions would slightly change the visual appearance of the existing bridge (old to new).  
Given the deterioration of the old bridge, the slightly higher, new bridge would reasonably improve the 
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scenic value of the crossing within the landscape. The new bridge is not likely to appreciably alter the 
existing scenic values at the project site, good or bad. Therefore, impacts to scenic beauty are negligible. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
The direct impacts on natural areas and scenic beauty would be greater under the No Action alternative 
due to a road alignment requiring curves in the approach.  Where the current road approach (and that 
of the Proposed Action Alternative) follows the contour of the land, shifting the bridge north would 
require a broad superelevated curve.  The alignment of this curve would require a significant cut into the 
adjacent sloping topography causing greater impact to natural areas and further degradation of the 
landscape. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 
PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
The Proposed Action would occur along a short length of the Upper Iowa River listed in the Nationwide 
Rivers Inventory. Physically altering the river during construction may affect the Outstanding 
Recreational Values (ORV’s). For example, widening the roadway and raising the elevation of the bridge 
would increase the current footprint (earth disturbance) on both sides of the River, as the alignment and 
approach geometries would change. 

National Parks Service (NPS) has developed best practices for bridge construction projects entitled, 
“National Park Service’s General Measures in Planning Bridge Projects and Project Implementation on 
Rivers Listed on the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI).” The County indicates it would employ these 
preferred BMP’s as much as is practicable. Replacement acres to be provided in easement modification 
would ensure greater protection of the NRI section of the Upper Iowa River. NRCS requested 
concurrence on its determination that the Proposed Action would not adversely affect any of the ORV’s 
in the NRI portion of the Upper Iowa River, and that the project would not foreclose listing the river in 
the future as a wild or scenic river under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.  NPS did not respond within 30 
days of the request.  By policy, the resulting determination is implied concurrence.  

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
The No Action alternative would involve impacts to a slightly larger NRI section of the Upper Iowa River. 
This would occur from bridge removal within the Proposed Action footprint, and from reconstruction 
and rerouting the road approaches in the expanded footprint to the northeast. Construction would likely 
last longer under the No Action alternative. For these reasons, direct impacts to the ORV’s of the NRI 
section of the Upper Iowa River would be marginally greater under the No Action alternative. 
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• Jorge Zamora, Office of Location and Environment, Iowa Department of Transportation 
• Kelly Stone, Flood Plain Management Engineer, Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
• Kristen Lundh, Fish and Wildlife Biologist, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
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• Seth Moore, Environmental Specialist, Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
• Wayne Van Rooyen, National Realty Specialist, NRCS 
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