


Federal Highway Administration 
Finding of No Significant Impact for the Widening of US 20 

Through Woodbury, Ida, and Sac Counties, Iowa 

Description of the Proposed Action 
The Iowa Department of Transportation (Iowa DOT) and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) are proposing to improve 44 miles of U.S. Highway 20 (U.S. 20) in 
Woodbury, Ida, and Sac counties, Iowa. The project study area is located in a rural part of 
western Iowa. The proposed project begins 3.5 miles east of Iowa 140 (IA 140) near Moville 
and extends east to the north junction of U.S. 20 and U.S. 71 near Early (Figure 1). The study 
area extends 500 feet north and south of U.S. 20 for a total width of 1,000 feet. 

The proposed improvements consist of widening the two-lane highway between Moville 
and Early to a four-lane divided highway with a vegetated median. Given the length of the 
corridor, and to help facilitate the discussion of the alternatives considered, the preferred 
improvement is described in four separate segments (Figure 2). U.S. 20 will be widened to 
the north side of existing U.S. 20 in Segment 1, through the City of Correctionville in 
Segment 2, to the south side of existing U.S. 20 in Segment 3, and north of existing U.S. 20 in 
Segment 4. In Segments 1, 3, and 4, existing U.S. 20 will become two lanes of the proposed 
four-lane divided highway, although some parts may be reconstructed because of poor 
pavement conditions and to meet current design standards. In Segment 2, U.S. 20 will be 
widened through Correctionville from two lanes to five, with two lanes in each direction, a 
center turn lane, curbs, and storm sewers. Right-of-way acquisition in Correctionville might 
affect properties, but no homes or businesses would be displaced.  

The Preferred Alternative would affect one Section 4(f) property. The Section 4(f) impact 
includes a 15-20-foot-strip acquisition from the property fronting the historic Van Houten 
House. The new right-of-way would be 20 to 25 feet from the structure. Temporary 
easements beyond the new right-of-way would be required during construction of the 
proposed improvements. Coordination with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
has found that there is no adverse effect to the Van Houten House, and FHWA has 
determined this to be a de minimis 4(f) impact to the property. 

Notice of Environmental Assessment Availability 
Copies of the environmental assessment (EA) were provided to 29 local entities, as well as 
State and Federal resource/regulatory agencies for review and comment. Copies of the EA 
also were distributed to the following area libraries for public review: Moville, Cushing, 
Correctionville, Holstein, Galva, and Schaller. A notice of public availability of the EA and a 
public hearing for the project was published on: 

• August 5, 2008, in the Sac Sun (Sac City) 

• August 6, 2008, in the Sioux Valley News (Anthon), Ida County Courier, Schaller Herald, and 
The Storm Lake Times 

• August 7, 2008, in the Moville Record, and The Advance/Holstein News 
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Review and Comment Period 
Following publication of the EA, federal and state resource/regulatory agencies and the 
public were given an opportunity to comment on the proposed action. Resource and 
regulatory agencies were invited to submit comments and correspondence to Iowa DOT. 
Agency letters are included in Attachment A and summarized below under Agency 
Comments. The public was invited to attend a public hearing for the project, held on August 
26, 2008, at the Correctionville Community Center from 5:00–7:00 p.m. A written record of 
the hearing was prepared and a summary of the hearing is provided below under Public 
Hearing section. The review and comment period for agencies and the public closed on 
September 15, 2008.  

Agency Comments 
The Iowa DOT uses a concurrence point process that integrates compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
Concurrence points are associated with milestones of the NEPA process where the Iowa 
DOT requests agency concurrence regarding four points: (1) purpose and need, (2) 
alternatives to be analyzed, (3) alternatives to be carried forward, and (4) the Preferred 
Alternative. The intent of the concurrence point process is to encourage early participation 
by the regulatory agencies in an effort to validate decisions made by the transportation 
agency during the NEPA process and to avoid revisiting decisions after effort has been 
expended performing detailed analyses and design.  

A concurrence meeting was held on January 30, 2008, to cover concurrence points one 
through three. On July 23, 2008, a meeting was held regarding concurrence point 4, the 
Preferred Alternative. At the meeting, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers concurred on the 
selection of the Preferred Alternative of U.S. 20: widening to the north in Segment 1, 
widening through the City of Correctionville in Segment 2, widening to the south in 
Segment 3, and widening to the north in Segment 4. Minutes from the meeting are included 
in Appendix B. The following agencies provided concurrence in writing following the event: 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, August 8, 2008 
• Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), August 11, 2008 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, August 27, 2008 

The following agencies provided written comments on the circulated EA. Their comments 
are summarized below. 

• U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service: Completed 
the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form (Form AD-1006)  for each County. No 
additional comments. 

• IDNR: IDNR issued a letter of review for the U.S. 20 project on January 17, 2008, 
published in the August 4, 2008, EA, as requested. It is also included in Appendix A of 
this document. IDNR noted that the method by which the Little Sioux River will be 
bridged is unknown. IDNR searched records for rare species/significant natural 
communities and found none. If such species/communities are found during project 
planning and construction, additional studies/mitigation may be required. IDNR also 
noted that construction activity that bares the soil of an area greater or equal to one acre 
may require a stormwater discharge permit. 



• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Rock Island District–Operations Division: Confirmed 
concurrence on the Preferred Alternative and requested that concurrence and meeting 
minutes be described in the document (see Agency Comments, first paragraph, and 
Appendix B). 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Rock Island District–Planning, Programs, and Project 
Management Division: Indicated that if designated floodways have not been identified, 
then the design should ensure that the 100-year floodwater surface elevation is not 
increased by more than one foot relative to pre-project conditions. Suggested 
coordination with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Historical Society of Iowa, and IDNR. Note: All the aforementioned agencies received 
copies of the EA. 

Public Hearing 
Notification for the August 26, 2008 Public Hearing at the Correctionville Community 
Center ran in several different newspapers as listed in the Notice of EA Availability section of 
this document. 

The hearing was attended by 131 people, including affected landowners, elected officials, 
representatives from Woodbury and Sac Counties, the U.S. 20 Association, local school 
districts, utilities, and area planning Siouxland Interstate Metropolitan Planning Council 
(SIMPCO) and business groups (Chamber of Commerce). During the hearing, the public 
had the opportunity to comment orally, in writing, or by sending comments to the Iowa 
DOT after the meeting. People generally were supportive of the project. Most of the 
questions and concerns expressed during the public hearing concerned land acquisition, 
timeline of the project, and access issues. 

One individual provided written comment at the meeting. The comment pertained to his  
desire that his property not be used as a borrow location. Six additional comments were 
received following the meeting, as summarized below: 

• One resident believes speed interruptions (traffic signals) should be eliminated to 
accommodate through-traffic. He feels that improvements through Correctionville will 
leave traffic conflicts to be resolved in the future, and that the addition of a fifth lane 
used for left-turns will create unsafe transportation for current users. He is concerned 
about the two main intersections in Correctionville: one at the local public school facility, 
the other with Iowa 31. He suggests relocating U.S. 20 to the south of Correctionville, 
where he believes land use intrusions are minimal. He also suggests redesigning the 
proposed alignment with the following: relocate Iowa 31 to the western edge of the 
community; provide full intersection access at the access road serving the school; and 
limit left-turns along U.S. 20 at local intersections.  

• One resident is pleased that the U.S. 20 project is progressing. Initially she had 
supported a Correctionville bypass to the north but now supports routing U.S. 20 
through Correctionville. 

• One resident would like reconsideration of four exits in Correctionville. He also 
supports elimination of two of the cross traffic turns. 



• Two residents would like to see a left-turn lane incorporated into other parts of the 
project. They feel that the corner 1 mile west of Holstein at the junction of U.S. 20 and 
Eagle Avenue is unsafe. The Galva Holstein school bus uses this junction daily. 

• One resident supports the 4-lane U.S. 20 project. He suggests that the Correctionville 
segment consider building eastbound lanes to the south of Correctionville and using the 
present roadway as the westbound lanes. The concept with five lanes raises safety 
concerns, unless there is very limited access. 

New Information  
A field investigation, including in-stream sampling, was conducted on October 9, 2008 in 
the Little Sioux River where the river crosses under the U.S. Route 20 Bridge near 
Correctionville, Iowa. The current flow rate in the vicinity of the project area was 341 cfs 
(cubic feet per second), slightly above its median flow of record for this date of 240 cfs.   The 
sampling area extended 100 meters upstream and downstream of the U.S. Route 20 crossing.  
The river bottom substrate composition was largely gravel, and fine sand , with boulders 
(largely rip-rap along the east shore), and silt , and clay. Water quality parameters such as 
temperature, conductivity, and dissolved oxygen were well within standards for the 
support of aquatic life. The water was very turbid. There was no aquatic vegetation present. 
This stream reach had a partially closed canopy with trees (silver maple) and grasses the 
most prevalent riparian vegetation. Overall in-stream habitat was sub-optimal, with little 
woody debris, shifting sand bottom and no aquatic vegetation.  

Red shiner (Cyprinella lutrensis), river carpsucker (Carpiodes carpio), and channel cat (Ictalurus 
punctatus) were collected in the survey area. These species are common within the Little 
Sioux River watershed.  No amphibians or mussels were found in the vicinity of the project 
area.  Species of concern in Woodbury County are the federally endangered Topeka shiner 
(Notropis topeka) and pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus), and the state threatened 
blacknose shiner (Notropis heterolepis).  Available data from the IDNR (2005 and 2006) did 
not find these species above or below the project area. Based on the habitat requirements of 
these species, it is highly unlikely that the Topeka shiner or the blacknose shiner would be 
found in the Little Sioux River. The pallid sturgeon has not been located in the Little Sioux, 
but its general habitat is present so its presence cannot be ruled out. In addition no 
freshwater mussels or amphibians were located in the project area.  

Basis for Finding of No Significant Impact 
The EA evaluated resources present in the project area for effects that they may incur as a 
result of the widening of U.S. 20. The EA documents the absence of significant impacts 
associated with the implementation of the Preferred Alternative.  

Special Conditions for Location Approval 
The following will be implemented during the design process, prior to construction: 

• A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Stormwater 
Discharge Permit for Construction must be obtained from Iowa DNR . 



• A Section 404 permit from USACE is required for placement of dredged or fill material 
in wetlands and other waters of the U.S. A permit application will be submitted to 
USACE for approval. 

• Section 401 certification from Iowa DNR concerning the protection of surface water 
quality is needed if an individual Section 404 permit is required.  
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M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y   
 

US 20 Concurrence Point #4 Meeting:  Preferred 
Alternative 

Colin Greenan, Iowa DOT 
Jill Rudloff, Iowa DOT 
Mike Carlson, Iowa DOT 
Scott Marler, Iowa DOT 
Janet Vine, Iowa DOT 
Mike LaPietra, FHWA 
Neal Johnson, Corps 
Jeff Frantz, CH2M HILL 

Libby Braband, CH2M HILL  
Christine Norrick, CH2M HILL  
Roger Larsen, Iowa DOT 
Tony Lazarowicz, Iowa DOT 
Dakin Schultz, Iowa DOT 
Todd Huju, Iowa DOT 
Clyde Bartel, Iowa DOT

DATE: July 23, 2008 

 
Scott Marler opened the meeting and introduced the project.  Colin Greenan began the 
presentation recapping the project location and limits; he turned the presentation over to 
Janet Vine.  Janet summarized agency and public coordination, including the Segment 1 
north side resident coordination that had occurred in May and June of 2008.  She also 
recapped the purpose and need as presented at the January 30, 2008 meeting.   

Roger Larsen summarized concurrence points 2 and 3, Alternatives to be Analyzed and 
Alternatives to be Carried Forward, which achieved concurrence at the January meeting.   

Colin then provided a summary of resource studies that have occurred since the January 
concurrence meeting.  These included aquatic surveys and wetland delineations 
(previously, wetland determinations had been performed).  Colin presented slides that 
depicted several wetland areas within the project limits. 

Colin continued by presenting the impacts of the preferred alternative in each of the four 
segments of the project.   

Neal Johnson:  Are there more wetland resources on the north or south in Segments 3 and 4? 

Colin: In Segment 3 the road is creating a barrier that is actually leading to the presence of 
wetlands on the north – far fewer are on the south side because there is impoundment on 
the north.  The terrain flattens considerably in Segment 4, however, and this type of 
impoundment does not occur.  In fact, there are more water resources located on the south 
side of US 20 in Segment 4.  

Neal:  Can you explain the high stream crossing/waterway impact numbers? 

Scott/Colin:  The quantity of waterway impacts shown is the total amount within the study 
area – not the need line.  It was explained that when the follow-up wetland delineations 
were determined those – unlike stream crossings—were calculated based on the amount of 
wetland within the need line.  The DOT is considering revising their practice in the future to 
make both consistent, but at present this is their accepted practice.   

ATTENDEES: 
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Roger presented the preferred alternative.  By segment, this includes:  

• Segment 1 - Alternative B would reconstruct two lanes and add a median and two 
new lanes to the north side of U.S. 20.  

• Segment 2 - U.S. 20 through Correctionville would be widened from a two lane 
facility to a five lane facility having two lanes in each direction, a center turn lane, 
curbs, and storm sewers.  

• Segment 3 - A median and two new lanes would be added to the south side of the 
existing two lanes, with some areas of complete four-lane construction to meet 
current design and safety standards.  

• Segment 4 - A median and two new lanes would be added to the north side of 
U.S. 20, with some areas of complete four-lane construction to meet current design 
and safety standards. 

Neal:  Why in some segments is the proposed US 20 not right on top of the existing? 

Roger:  Various factors including upgrading the facility to meet current design standards, 
slope issues, and resource avoidance lead to the need to shift the alignment in some 
locations. 

Neal:  Why would there be more displacements with a bypass option than with the through-
town option in Segment 2? 

Roger:  Given the amount of set-back for the buildings along existing US 20 and the tight 
urban cross-section proposed through Correctionville, the through-town alternative avoids 
all commercial and residential structures.  Alternately, north of town there is a cluster of 
commercial and residential buildings that would have been unavoidable.  Neal:  What is 
Walling Access? 

Colin:  Canoe access to the Little Sioux River owned by Woodbury County Conservation 
Board. 

Neal:  Does the City of Correctionville prefer the through-town alternative? 

Roger:  In the past, the City had supported the bypass alignment.  However, when the 
District discussed the issue with officials in May, they expressed that either alternative was 
acceptable and their desire is just to get US 20 widened to 4-lanes.   

Neal:  Will there be a bridge across the Maple River, and will armoring be required? 

Roger:  Yes, it will be a bridge, we do not yet know about armoring.  

Neal:  Will Boyer River also be crossed by a bridge? 

Roger:  Yes. 

Neal indicated that he appreciated the work that had been done to avoid or minimize 
impacts to wetlands and water resources and concurred with the preferred alternative.  

Janet closed the discussion explaining that the Environmental Assessment is scheduled to be 
completed later this month, and that following the circulation of the environmental 
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document, a public hearing would be held.  The only outstanding resource issues, aquatic 
surveys in the Little Sioux River, will be conducted when water levels return to near-normal 
flows. 

The following agencies were unable to attend the meeting, but provided formal concurrence 
via email: 

• US Environmental Protection Agency (August 8, 2008) 
• Iowa Department Natural Resources (August 11, 2008) 
• US Fish and Wildlife Service (August 27, 2008) 
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