
 
2222 Cuming St. - Omaha, NE 68102 - (402) 444-6866 

 

FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING 

February 19, 2020 – 8:30 a.m. 

AGENDA 

  

This meeting of the Metropolitan Area Planning Agency Finance Committee will be conducted in compliance with the Nebraska Statutes of the Open Meetings Act.  

The Open Meetings Act is available for reference upon request. 

 

A. DRAFT AUDITED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS – (ACTION) 
 

B. FINANCE COMMITTEE INFORMATION  (INFORMATION)        
 

1. Monthly Financial Statements (November & December) 
a. Bank Reconciliations (ANB & WCB) and Statements on Investments 
b. Receipts and Expenditures 
c. Schedules of Accounts Receivable & Accounts Payable 
d. Statement of Financial Position 
e. Statement of Revenues and Expenditures 

 
2. MAPA Projects / Activities 

a. New / Anticipated Transportation and Community Development Projects 
 

C. FOR FINANCE COMMITTEE APPROVAL – (ACTION) 
 
1. Contract Payments 

a. Hamilton Associates – Audit – PMT #2 – $3,225.00 
b. Metro Transit – Transportation Planning Activities – PMT #2 - $21,042.19 
c. City of Omaha Planning – FY 20 Transportation Planning Activities – PMT #2 – $3,622.26 
d. Sarpy County Planning & GIS – Transportation Planning Activities – PMT #2 – $13,812.61 
e. Toole Design Group – Council Bluffs 1st Avenue Transit Alternatives Analysis – PMT #1 - $16,949.23 

 
D. RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE BOARD – (ACTION) 

  
1. Final Contract Payments 



 

 

a. City of Council Bluffs – Paratransit Services - $7,636.00 
b. Emspace + Lovgren – CMAQ and Reduced Fare Program – $23,164.13 

 
2. Contract Amendment 

a. Pacific Junction – Agreement for Service (Iowa Flood Mitigation Fund – Property Acquisition Administrative Services)  
b. Pottawattamie County Housing Trust Fund, Inc. – Extension of Time and Name Change 

 
3. New Contracts/Task Orders 

a. Office Equipment Lease  
 

4. Travel 
a. Four staff members, Technology of Participation (ToP) Facilitation Methods Training - Seward, NE - $2,548.92 

 
5. FY 2021 Budget  

a. Preliminary Funds Budget 
 

E. DISCUSSION  
1. Alfred Benesch & Co. – Sarpy County I-80 Interchange Study 

 
F. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 

Executive Session: We reserve the right to enter into an executive session in order to protect the public interest with respect to discussion regarding litigation and 
personnel. 
 

Meeting Quorum: The presence of two members of the Finance Committee shall constitute a quorum. (Operating By-Laws of the Omaha-Council Bluffs Metropolitan Area 
Planning Agency Finance Committee, Section IX)  

































Metropolitan Area Planning Agency
Aged Accounts Receivable Report

December 31, 2019

Aging Balance For Last PaidClient ID Balancecurrent 31-60 61-90 over 90
City of Hancock 12/24/2019

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.02 $0.02City of Hancock 12/24/2019

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.02 $0.02Totals for City of Hancock:

City of Minden 12/24/2019

)($30.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 )($30.00City of Minden 12/24/2019

)($30.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 )($30.00Totals for City of Minden:

City of Plattsmouth 6/1/2018

$24.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $24.00City of Plattsmouth 6/1/2018

$24.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $24.00Totals for City of Plattsmouth:

City of Waterloo, NE 12/24/2019

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00City of Waterloo, NE 12/24/2019

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00Totals for City of Waterloo, NE:

Council Bluffs Housing Trust 1/24/2020

$7,567.60 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,567.60Council Bluffs Housing Trust 1/24/2020

$7,567.60 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,567.60Totals for Council Bluffs Housing Trust:

Douglas County Administrative / Commissioners 1/24/2020

$12.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $12.00Douglas County Administrative / Commissioners 1/24/2020

$12.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $12.00Totals for Douglas County Administrative / Co

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 11/27/2019

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $126,734.21 $126,734.21FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 11/27/2019

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $126,734.21 $126,734.21Totals for FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATIO

Greg Youell 1/24/2020

$0.00 $27.91 $0.00 $0.00 $27.91Greg Youell 1/24/2020

$0.00 $27.91 $0.00 $0.00 $27.91Totals for Greg Youell:

IOWA COG 1/22/2020

$3,270.00 $0.00 $0.00 $16,176.00 $19,446.00IOWA COG 1/22/2020

$3,270.00 $0.00 $0.00 $16,176.00 $19,446.00Totals for IOWA COG:



Aging Balance For Last PaidClient ID Balancecurrent 31-60 61-90 over 90
IOWA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 12/17/2019

$24,271.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $24,271.00IOWA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 12/17/2019

$24,271.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $24,271.00Totals for IOWA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR

Lamp, Rynearson & Associates, Inc. 1/31/2020

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,300.00 $1,300.00Lamp, Rynearson & Associates, Inc. 1/31/2020

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,300.00 $1,300.00Totals for Lamp, Rynearson & Associates, Inc

Lara Huskey 1/31/2020

$12.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $12.00Lara Huskey 1/31/2020

$12.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $12.00Totals for Lara Huskey:

MAPA Foundation 5/10/2019

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5.00 $5.00MAPA Foundation 5/10/2019

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5.00 $5.00Totals for MAPA Foundation:

NDOT- CMAQ 9/4/2019

$0.00 $11,499.96 $64,566.17 $50,207.22 $126,273.35NDOT- CMAQ 9/4/2019

$0.00 $11,499.96 $64,566.17 $50,207.22 $126,273.35Totals for NDOT- CMAQ:

NDOT 2/4/2020

$200,577.69 $0.00 $0.00 $4,938.09 $205,515.78NDOT 2/4/2020

$200,577.69 $0.00 $0.00 $4,938.09 $205,515.78Totals for NDOT:

Nebraska Enviromental Trust 2/3/2020

$8,616.38 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $8,616.38Nebraska Enviromental Trust 2/3/2020

$8,616.38 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $8,616.38Totals for Nebraska Enviromental Trust:

Pottawattamie County, Iowa 1/24/2020

$24.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $24.00Pottawattamie County, Iowa 1/24/2020

$24.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $24.00Totals for Pottawattamie County, Iowa:

Grand Totals: $519,799.25$244,344.67 $11,527.87 $64,566.17 $199,360.54



Metropolitan Area Planning Agency
Aged Accounts Payable Report

December 31, 2019

Vendor Name Trans. No. Description current 31-60 61-90 over 90 Credits Net Due

AFLAC
AFLAC 239435-B $0.00 $251.52 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $251.52

$0.00 $251.52 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $251.52Totals for AFLAC:

Caliper Corporation
Caliper Corporation 16205 $0.00 $1,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,500.00

$0.00 $1,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,500.00Totals for Caliper Corporation:

The Daily Record
The Daily Record 125299 $31.70 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $31.70

$31.70 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $31.70Totals for The Daily Record:

DAS State Accounting - Central Finance
DAS State Accounting - Central Finance 1198575 $33.80 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $33.80

$33.80 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $33.80Totals for DAS State Accounting - Central Finance:

Douglas County GIS
Douglas County GIS 21 $9,429.12 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $9,429.12

$9,429.12 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $9,429.12Totals for Douglas County GIS:

Economic Development Research Group, Inc
Economic Development Research Group, Inc 769-13 $0.00 $12,046.77 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $12,046.77

$0.00 $12,046.77 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $12,046.77Totals for Economic Development Research Group, Inc:

Emspace + Lovgren
Emspace + Lovgren 978 $26,997.83 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $26,997.83

$26,997.83 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $26,997.83Totals for Emspace + Lovgren:

Florence Home for the Aged
Florence Home for the Aged 9.30.19 $0.00 $5,706.35 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,706.35

$0.00 $5,706.35 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,706.35Totals for Florence Home for the Aged:

Hamilton Associates, P.C.
Hamilton Associates, P.C. 26925 #1 $7,350.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,350.00

$7,350.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,350.00Totals for Hamilton Associates, P.C.:

James Boerner
James Boerner 12.20.19 $929.17 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $929.17

$929.17 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $929.17Totals for James Boerner:

The Journal Herald
The Journal Herald 4598 Subscription $35.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $35.00



Vendor Name Trans. No. Description current 31-60 61-90 over 90 Credits Net Due

$35.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $35.00Totals for The Journal Herald:

Megan Walker
Megan Walker 12.23.19 Tuition Reim. $654.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $654.00

$654.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $654.00Totals for Megan Walker:

Metro
Metro 35875 Q1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $20,033.32 $0.00 $20,033.32

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $20,033.32 $0.00 $20,033.32Totals for Metro:

National Association of Development Organizations
National Association of Development Organizations INV-16579-Y3 $2,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,000.00

$2,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,000.00Totals for National Association of Development Organizations:

Pottawattamie County GIS
Pottawattamie County GIS 20191231 $8,771.38 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $8,771.38

$8,771.38 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $8,771.38Totals for Pottawattamie County GIS:

Principal Life Insurance Company
Principal Life Insurance Company 12.18.19 January $1,374.56 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,374.56

$1,374.56 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,374.56Totals for Principal Life Insurance Company:

Ryan Ossell
Ryan Ossell 10.9.19 APA membership $0.00 $99.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $99.00

$0.00 $99.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $99.00Totals for Ryan Ossell:

Standard Printing Company
Standard Printing Company 102744 $349.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $349.00

$349.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $349.00Totals for Standard Printing Company:

Verizon
Verizon 9844501580 $88.56 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $88.56

$88.56 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $88.56Totals for Verizon:

Vireo
Vireo P19028-7 $0.00 $12,722.74 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $12,722.74
Vireo P19028-8 $20,267.65 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $20,267.65

$20,267.65 $12,722.74 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $32,990.39Totals for Vireo:

GRAND TOTALS:

A total of 21 transaction(s) listed

$78,311.77 $32,326.38 $20,033.32 $0.00 $130,671.47$0.00







Metropolitan Area Planning Agency
Statement of Revenues and Expenditures

December 31, 2019

Actual Budget
Actual 

YTD
Budget 

YTD

% to
YTD

Budget
Prior Year

to Date
Increase/ (Dec
 YTD to PYTD

FY 2020
Budget

12.1.2019 - 12.31.2019 7.1.2019 - 12.31.2019

Revenues

          Federal and State Revenue

               10-4100 Federal Revenue $224,848.69 $793,756.75 $458,972.04 $1,587,513.50 %28.91 $594,780.69 )%(22.83 $3,175,027.00

               10-4200 State Revenue $11,886.38 $73,606.75 $103,432.81 $147,213.50 %70.26 $87,690.89 %17.95 $294,427.00

$236,735.07 $867,363.50 $562,404.85 $1,734,727.00 %32.42 $682,471.58 )%(17.59 $3,469,454.00          Total Federal and State Revenue

          Local Government Revenue

               10-4300 Local Revenue $0.00 $0.00 $207,548.00 $200,248.00 %103.65 $195,310.00 %6.27 $400,496.00

               10-4305 TIP Fee $0.00 $0.00 $8,870.00 $184,330.00 %4.81 $271,776.80 )%(96.74 $184,330.00

               10-4350 Heartland 2050 Local Revenue $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 %0.00 $4,791.63 )%(100.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $216,418.00 $384,578.00 %56.27 $471,878.43 )%(54.14 $584,826.00          Total Local Government Revenue

          Charges for Services

               10-4400 Contracts $8,618.60 $46,687.50 $43,193.41 $93,375.00 %46.26 $33,024.87 %30.79 $186,750.00

               10-4405 Aerial Photo Revenue $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 %0.00 $0.00 %0.00 $1,015,573.00

$8,618.60 $46,687.50 $43,193.41 $93,375.00 %46.26 $33,024.87 %30.79 $1,202,323.00          Total Charges for Services

          Forums Revenue

               10-4501 Council of Officials Quarterly 
M i

$288.00 $350.00 $300.00 $700.00 %42.86 $380.00 )%(21.05 $1,400.00

               10-4502 Council of Officials Annual 
M i

$0.00 $0.00 $4,255.00 $6,000.00 %70.92 $5,815.00 )%(26.83 $6,000.00

               10-4505 Heartland 2050 Summit $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 %0.00 $0.00 %0.00 $6,000.00

               10-4506 Heartland 2050 Speaker Series $0.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 %0.00 $2,306.00 )%(100.00 $4,000.00

$288.00 $1,350.00 $4,555.00 $8,700.00 %52.36 $8,501.00 )%(46.42 $17,400.00          Total Forums Revenue

          In-kind Revenue

               10-4510 In-Kind Revenue $7,927.28 $92,852.50 $64,390.38 $185,705.00 %34.67 $102,260.58 )%(37.03 $371,410.00

$7,927.28 $92,852.50 $64,390.38 $185,705.00 %34.67 $102,260.58 )%(37.03 $371,410.00          Total In-kind Revenue

          Investment Income

               10-4520 Investment Earnings $1,475.77 $3,750.00 $15,391.71 $7,500.00 %205.22 $10,314.31 %49.23 $15,000.00



Metropolitan Area Planning Agency
Statement of Revenues and Expenditures

December 31, 2019

Actual Budget
Actual 

YTD
Budget 

YTD

% to
YTD

Budget
Prior Year

to Date
Increase/ (Dec
 YTD to PYTD

FY 2020
Budget

12.1.2019 - 12.31.2019 7.1.2019 - 12.31.2019

$1,475.77 $3,750.00 $15,391.71 $7,500.00 %205.22 $10,314.31 %49.23 $15,000.00          Total Investment Income

          Miscellaneous Revenue

               10-4310 Match Contributions $0.00 $30,750.00 $45,000.00 $61,500.00 %73.17 $32,000.00 %40.63 $123,000.00

               10-4507 Site Visit Registration $79.62 $0.00 $24,368.54 $40,000.00 %60.92 $40,540.48 )%(39.89 $40,000.00

               10-4530 Misc. Cash Sales $0.00 $0.00 $55.88 $0.00 %0.00 $0.00 %0.00 $0.00

               10-4540 Miscellaneous $326.18 $21,750.00 $81,182.72 $43,500.00 %186.63 $109,593.07 )%(25.92 $87,000.00

$405.80 $52,500.00 $150,607.14 $145,000.00 %103.87 $182,133.55 )%(17.31 $250,000.00          Total Miscellaneous Revenue

$255,450.52 $1,064,503.50 $1,056,960.49 $2,559,585.00 %41.29 $1,490,584.32 )%(29.09 $5,910,413.00     Total

$255,450.52 $1,064,503.50 $1,056,960.49 $2,559,585.00 %41.29 $1,490,584.32 )%(29.09 $5,910,413.00Total Revenues

Expenses

     MAPA Activities

          MAPA Personnel Expenses

$95,154.59 $129,883.33 $718,792.37 $779,299.98 %92.24 $651,332.67 %10.36 $1,558,600.00               Salaries

$7,715.79 $10,065.83 $51,462.32 $60,394.98 %85.21 $45,901.66 %12.11 $120,790.00               Payroll Taxes

$19,309.89 $30,522.50 $131,151.42 $183,134.96 %71.61 $133,498.49 )%(1.76 $366,270.00               Employee Benefits

$122,180.27 $170,471.66 $901,406.11 $1,022,829.92 %88.13 $830,732.82 %8.51 $2,045,660.00          Total MAPA Personnel Expenses

          MAPA Non-personnel

               10-5200 Advertising $20.79 $2,500.00 $1,337.60 $5,000.00 %26.75 $1,975.11 )%(32.28 $10,000.00

               10-5210 Membership - Reference 
M i l

$1,079.50 $5,250.00 $15,054.11 $10,500.00 %143.37 $15,113.72 )%(0.39 $21,000.00

$3,405.06 $10,000.00 $26,984.91 $20,000.00 %134.92 $33,129.35 )%(18.55 $40,000.00               Data Processing

$736.38 $16,935.00 $8,886.32 $33,870.00 %26.24 $16,677.16 )%(46.72 $67,740.00               Forums Expense

               10-5650 Miscellaneous Expenses $84.89 $1,000.00 $880.81 $2,000.00 %44.04 $2,048.48 )%(57.00 $4,000.00

               10-5730 Bank Charges $55.40 $83.33 $283.35 $499.98 %56.67 $290.70 )%(2.53 $1,000.00

               10-5800 Office Rent $5,974.00 $5,974.00 $35,844.00 $35,844.00 %100.00 $34,800.00 %3.00 $71,688.00

$2,772.97 $10,875.01 $27,767.13 $35,949.94 %77.24 $26,692.07 %4.03 $71,900.00               Office Expense

$8,326.08 $545.46 $13,853.98 $26,727.28 %51.83 $17,606.98 )%(21.32 $30,000.00               Professional Fees



Metropolitan Area Planning Agency
Statement of Revenues and Expenditures

December 31, 2019

Actual Budget
Actual 

YTD
Budget 

YTD

% to
YTD

Budget
Prior Year

to Date
Increase/ (Dec
 YTD to PYTD

FY 2020
Budget

12.1.2019 - 12.31.2019 7.1.2019 - 12.31.2019

$3,595.23 $10,616.75 $49,843.51 $108,733.50 %45.84 $79,837.02 )%(37.57 $129,967.00               Travel and Conferences

$0.00 $5,100.00 $9,965.11 $10,200.00 %97.70 $13,873.07 )%(28.17 $20,400.00               Transfers

               10-5950 Capital Outlays $0.00 $12,500.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 %0.00 $6,420.83 )%(100.00 $50,000.00

$26,050.30 $81,379.55 $190,700.83 $314,324.70 %60.67 $248,464.49 )%(23.25 $517,695.00          Total MAPA Non-personnel

$148,230.57 $251,851.21 $1,092,106.94 $1,337,154.62 %81.67 $1,079,197.31 %1.20 $2,563,355.00     Total MAPA Activities

     Contracts and Pass-through

          10-5400 Contracts $59,988.22 $75,145.83 $334,529.62 $450,874.98 %74.20 $187,037.27 %78.86 $901,750.00

          10-5410 Aerial Photo Expense $0.00 $0.00 $112,363.49 $0.00 %0.00 $140,631.12 )%(20.10 $1,015,573.00

          10-5420 Pass Through Contracts - $18,200.50 $31,000.00 $106,852.64 $186,000.00 %57.45 $96,585.48 %10.63 $372,000.00

          10-5430 Pass Through Contracts - STP $0.00 $53,168.50 $21,329.06 $319,011.00 %6.69 $118,278.07 )%(81.97 $638,022.00

          10-5440 In-Kind Expense $7,927.28 $36,367.50 $64,390.38 $218,205.00 %29.51 $102,260.58 )%(37.03 $436,410.00

$86,116.00 $195,681.83 $639,465.19 $1,174,090.98 %54.46 $644,792.52 )%(0.83 $3,363,755.00     Subtotal Contracts and Pass-Through

$234,346.57 $447,533.04 $1,731,572.13 $2,511,245.60 %68.95 $1,723,989.83 %0.44 $5,927,110.00Total Expenses

$21,103.95 $616,970.46 )($674,611.64 $48,339.40 )%(1,395.57 )($233,405.51 %189.03 )($16,697.00NET SURPLUS/(DEFICIT)



Metropolitan Area Planning Agency
Statement of Revenues and Expenditures- MAPA Foundation

December 31, 2019

Dec 1-31 July 1 - Dec 31 Dec 1-31 July 1 - Dec 31 Dec 1-31 July 1 - Dec 31 Total YTD
Revolving Loan Housing Activities MAMA

Revenues

     20-4200 State Revenue $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $18,925.16 $0.00 $0.00 $18,925.16

     20-4300 Local Revenue $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,305.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,305.00

     20-4520 Investment Earnings $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $40.25 $272.84 $272.84

     20-4700 Motorist Assist Income $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $800.00 $800.00

     20-4800 Contributions $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $100.00 $100.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $21,230.16 $40.25 $1,172.84 $22,403.00Total Revenues

Expenses

     20-5400 Contracts $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $20,141.21 $0.00 $0.00 $20,141.21

     20-5730 Bank Charges $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $10.00 $0.00 $0.00 $10.00

     20-6075 Miscellaneous Foundation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,290.00 $2,290.00

     20-6083 Insurance - Foundation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 $500.00 $500.00

     20-6086 Admin Fee $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,588.95 $0.00 $0.00 $2,588.95

     20-6088 Telephone - Foundation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $88.56 $524.75 $524.75

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $22,740.16 $588.56 $3,314.75 $26,054.91Total Expenses

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 )($1,510.00 )($548.31 )($2,141.91 ($3,651.91NET SURPLUS/(DEFICIT)
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OMAHA‐COUNCIL BLUFFS METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING AGENCY 
AGREEMENT FOR SERVICE 

(IOWA FMF ACQUISITION PROGRAM – PROPERTY ACQUISITION ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES) 
 
This Contract  is hereby made and entered into as of this 27th day of January 2020 by and between the 
Metropolitan Area Planning Agency, 2222 Cuming Street, Omaha, Nebraska 68102 (hereinafter referred 
to  as  Planning  Agency)  and  the  City  of  Pacific  Junction, P.O. Box 127, Pacific Junction, Iowa  51561 
(hereinafter referred to as City).   
 

WITNESSETH THAT: 
 
WHEREAS, the City desires to engage the Planning Agency to render certain services, hereinafter 
described. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, the parties hereto do mutually agree as follows: 
 

1. Employment of MAPA.  The City hereby agrees to engage Planning Agency and Planning Agency hereby 
agrees to perform the services hereinafter set forth. 
 

2. Scope of Services.     MAPA shall do, perform and carry out  in a  satisfactory and proper manner all 
necessary services required to carry out the Contract as set out in the attached Scope of Services.  As 
part of that Scope of Services, required federal contract language has been attached and said language 
is also to be considered part of this Contract. 

 
3. Personnel.    The  Planning  Agency  shall  furnish  the  necessary  personnel,  materials  and  services, 

equipment  and  transportation  and  otherwise  do  all  things  necessary  for  or  incidental  to  the 
performance of the work set forth in the Scope of Services herein.   

 
All  of  the  services  required  hereunder  shall  be  performed  by  the  Planning  Agency  or  under  its 
supervision and all personnel engaged in the work shall be fully qualified and shall be authorized by 
the Planning Agency to perform such services. 
 
 None of the work or services covered by this Contract shall be subcontracted by the Planning Agency 
without prior written approval by the City.  
 

4. Time of Performance.  The services of Planning Agency shall commence on upon execution of the City 
and be finished on or before April 1, 2021.   
 

5. Compensation.  Payment shall be due upon reimbursement from the State of Iowa and receipt of an 
invoice for actual work performed. Actual costs include direct labor costs, direct non‐labor costs, and 
overhead  costs.    The  City  agrees  to  compensate  the  Planning  Agency  for  professional  services 
rendered in an amount equal to $4,000 per property acquired.  Based on the estimated twenty (20)  
acquired under this contract, total compensation shall not exceed $80,000.     This shall not  include 
appraisal and interim mortgage assistance costs. 

 
A.  Direct Labor Costs. Direct costs are the earnings that individuals receive for the time they are 

working directly on the project. 
 



 

 
 

i. Hourly Rates:  For hourly employees, the hourly earnings rate shall be their employee’s 
straight time hourly rate for the pay period in which the work was performed.  If overtime 
hours are worked on this project, the premium pay portion of those hours is not allowable 
as a direct labor cost.  For salaried employees, the hourly earnings rate shall be their actual 
hourly rate as recorded in the Planning Agency’s accounting books of record. 

 
ii. Time Reports:   The hours charged to the project must be supported by adequate time 
distribution records that clearly indicate the distribution of hours to all projects/activities on 
a daily basis for the entire pay period.  Time reports must provide a clear identifying link to 
the projects:   such as project description, project number, pertinent work phase, dates of 
service,  and  the  individual’s  name  and  position.    There must  be  an  adequate  system  of 
internal controls in place to ensure that time charges are correct and have the appropriate 
supervisory approval.  

 
B. Direct Non‐Labor Costs.  These costs include all necessary, actual, and allowable costs related to 

completing the work under the agreement, including but not limited to:  meals, lodging, mileage, 
subject to the limitations outlined below; communication costs; reproduction and printing costs; 
special equipment and materials required for the project; special insurance premiums if required 
solely for this agreement; and such other allowable items.  Purchases of such items should follow 
federal funding procurement process.  Meal and lodging expenses shall not exceed IRS published 
per diem rates for the region.  Alcoholic beverages are not considered to be an allowable expense 
and are not reimbursable. A non‐labor cost charged as a direct cost cannot be  included  in the 
Planning Agency’s overhead rate.  If for reasons of practicality, the consultant is treating a direct 
non‐labor cost category, in its entirety, as an overhead cost, then costs from that category are not 
eligible to be billed to this project as a direct expense. 

 
6. Method of Payment.   The Planning Agency will request payment for services performed under this 

Contract upon completion of the project.    Final payment of services under this contract shall be made 
by  the  City  within  thirty  (30)  days  following  satisfactory  completion  of  the  Planning  Agency's 
obligations under this Contract. 
 

7. Records.  At any time during the normal business hours and as often as is necessary, each party shall 
make available to the other party and federal or state agents, the financial and administrative records 
with respect to all matters covered by this Contract.  

 
All reports, data or other public documents and information necessary to the performance of work 
under this Contract shall be made available to the Planning Agency.  

 
The Planning Agency shall maintain all financial and administrative records for a period of five (5) years 
from the date of final payment by the City.   

 
8. Termination of Contract for Cause.  If, through any cause, the Planning Agency shall fail to fulfill in a 

timely and proper manner its obligations under this Contract, or if the Planning Agency shall violate 
any of the covenants, agreements, or stipulations of this Contract, the City shall thereupon have the 
right to terminate this Contract by giving written notice to the Planning Agency of such termination 
and specifying the effective date thereof, at least fourteen (14) days before the effective date of such 
termination.    In  that event, all  finished or unfinished documents, data,  studies,  surveys, drawings, 
maps, models, photographs, and reports prepared by the Planning Agency shall, at the option of the 



 

 
 

City, become  its property, and  the Planning Agency  shall be entitled  to  receive  just and equitable 
compensation for any satisfactory work completed on such documents and other materials. 

 
9.  Termination for Convenience of the City.  The City may terminate this Contract at any time by giving 

written notice to the Planning Agency of such termination and specifying the effective data thereof, 
at least fourteen (14) days before the effective date of such termination.  In that event, all finished or 
unfinished documents and other materials as described in Paragraph 8 above shall, at the option of 
the City, become its property. If the contract is terminated by the City as provided herein, the Planning 
Agency will be paid an amount which bears the same ratio to the total compensation as the services 
actually performed bear to the total services of the Planning Agency covered by this Contract,  less 
payments of compensation previously made.    If this Contract  is  terminated due to the fault of the 
Planning Agency, Paragraph 8 hereof relative to termination shall apply. 

 
10.  Changes.  The City may, from time to time, require changes in the scope of the services of the Planning 

Agency to be performed hereunder.  Such changes, including any increase or decrease in the amount 
of the Planning Agency's compensation, which are mutually agreed upon by and between the City and 
the Planning Agency, shall be incorporated in written amendments to this Contract. 

 
11.    Interest  of Members  of  the City  and Others.      No  employee  of  the City    and  no members  of  its 

governing body, and no other public official of the governing body of the locality in which the Project 
is  situated  or  being  carried  out  who  exercises  any  functions  or  responsibilities  in  the  review  or 
approval of the undertaking or carrying out of this Project, shall participate in any decision relating to 
this Contract which  affects his personal interest or have any personal or pecuniary  interest, direct or 
indirect, in this Contract or the proceeds thereof. 

 
12.  Interest of the Planning Agency.   The Planning Agency covenants that it presently has no interest and 

shall not acquire any interest, direct or indirect, which would conflict in any manner or degree with 
the  performance  of  services  required  to  be  performed  under  this  Contract.  The  Planning  Agency 
further covenants that in the performance of this Contract no person having any such interest shall 
be employed. 

 
13.  The  Planning  Agency  hereby  agrees  to  comply  with  all  federal,  state  and  local  laws,  rules  and 

ordinances applicable to the work and to this Contract. 
 
14.  This Contract shall be binding on successors and assigns of either party. 
 
15.  The Planning Agency warrants that it has not employed or retained any company, or persons, other 

than a bona fide employee working solely for the Planning Agency to solicit or secure this Contract, 
and that it has not paid or agreed to pay any company or person, other than bona fide employees 
working solely for the Planning Agency, any fee, commission, percentage, brokerage fee, gifts or any 
other  consideration,  contingent upon or  resulting  from  the award or making of  this Contract.  For 
breach or violation of this warranty the City shall have the right to annul this Contract without liability. 

 
16.  Severability.  Should any provisions of this Contract be deemed unenforceable by a court of law, all 

of the other provisions shall remain in effect. 
 
17.  Entire Agreement.  This Contract contains the entire agreement between the Planning Agency and 

the City for the purpose of providing administrative services related to the City’s post‐flood acquisition 



 

 
 

grant application.  There are no other written or oral agreements, understandings, or contracts that 
shall  take precedence over the  items contained herein, unless they have been made a part of this 
Contract per Section 10. 

 
18.  Hold Harmless.  The City shall hold harmless, waive, and indemnify the Planning Agency against all 

claims,  liabilities,  and  costs,  including  reasonable  attorney  fees,  of  defending  any  claim  or  suit, 
including those by any third party, arising out of the services provided by the Planning Agency, except 
to  the  extent  caused  by  the  gross  negligence  or willful misconduct  of  the  Planning  Agency  or  its 
employees.  In no event shall the Planning Agency be liable to the City for lost revenues of the City, or 
special or consequential damages, even if the Planning Agency has been advised of the possibility of 
such  damages.    The  Planning  Agency’s  total  liability  under  this  Contract  for  damages,  costs  and 
expenses, regardless of cause, shall not exceed the total amount of fees paid to the Planning Agency 
by the City under this Contract. 

 
Passed and Approved: 
 

Metropolitan Area Planning Agency      City of Pacific Junction     
        
 

__________________________       ______________________________ 
Date              Date 
 

__________________________       ______________________________ 
MAPA Board Chair / Member                  Andy Young, Mayor 
 
 
 
 

   



 

 
 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 
PACIFIC JUNCTION, IOWA 

(Iowa FMF ACQUISTION PROGRAM: PROPERTY ACQUISITION ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES) 
 

 
The  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Agency  (Planning  Agency)  shall  assist  in  completing  acquisition  of 
approximately 20 properties in the City, in conjunction with the City and the Iowa Homeland Security and 
Emergency  Management  Division  (HSEMD).    This  project  has  been  award  funding  by  the  Iowa  Flood 
Mitigation Fund (FMF– Contract Number ____________. The Scope shall also include the maintenance of 
required records and documents and other required actions not specifically listed, but requested by the local 
government, including but not limited to the following activities: 
 
General Grant Activities: 
 

1. Serve as the City’s acquisition representative. 
2. Meet  with  the  City  to  review  and  assure  understanding  of  terms  and  conditions  of  the  grant 

agreement with HSEMD and FMF. 
3. Provide  supervision,  inspection,  and  other  services  necessary  to  complete  the  program  from 

inception to closeout. 
4. Assure compliance with other agencies, such as the State Historic Preservation Office. 
5. Update the City on the progress of the hazard mitigation project. 

 
Project Management: 
 

1. Prepare Program Administrative Plan for approval by the City.  
2. Assist City in acquiring required contract and bid documents for legal and title services. 
3. Participate in all agreement meetings.          
4. Perform the procurement process for all activities in accordance with Federal and City regulations. 
5. Prepare all necessary documents and submit, as required. 
6. Coordinate with the City‐contracted attorney for the necessary legal work. 
7. Meet  with  property  owners  to  make  the  offer  to  purchase  and  prepare  all  necessary 

documentation. 
8. Determine relocation allowances to eligible tenants and property owners. 
9. Inspect all purchased property at time of closing and demolition. 
10. Assist City  in acquiring required contract and bid documents  for property demolitions,  including 

asbestos and demolition management.   
11. Monitor project compliance with HSEMD and FMF requirements. 
12. Monitor progress toward successful completion of project. 
13. Provide necessary documentation as verification of expended funds. 
14. Assist in complying with all financial and audit requirements. 
15. Monitor and update the City on any necessary contract or project amendments. 
16. Perform close‐out and assist with audit. 
17. Provide other technical assistance as may be required. 

 
Recordkeeping: 
 

1. Assist in setting up filing system for program information maintenance. 
2. Regularly monitor records. 



 

 
 

3. Prepare payment requests and assist in disbursing funds. 
4. Meet with HSEMD/FMF officials, as requested. 
5. Assist in preparing monthly, quarterly, and annual reports. 
6. Prepare final close‐out reports. 

 
 
The above scope is intended to be general, but some areas may have more detailed requirements implied, 
but not listed.  Planning Agency will assist the City with these requirements, unless special requests are made 
to the Executive Director of MAPA, or governing body of the grantee. 
   



 

 
 

 

   



 

 
 

 





2020 Printer Lease Bids

Monthly Fees Estimated Monthly Cost Estimated Annual Cost
Vendor Production PPM Administration PPM 36mo 48mo 60mo Fax Service 36 mo 48mo 60mo 36 mo 48mo 60mo
Access Sharp MX 6071 60 Sharp MX 3071 30 $365.00 $300.00 $240.00 - $30.00 $395.00 $330.00 $270.00 $4,740.00 $3,960.00 $3,240.00

Bishop Xerox C8055 55 Xerox C8035 35 $226.00 $182.00 $175.00 $14/$11/$10 $32.80 $272.80 $225.80 $217.80 $3,273.60 $2,709.60 $2,613.60
Toshiba 5516 65 Toshiba 3515 35 $215.00 $175.00 $143.00 $14/$11/$10 $32.15 $261.15 $218.15 $185.15 $3,133.80 $2,617.80 $2,221.80

Capital Canon C5550 50 Canon C3525 25 $330.00 $270.00 $224.00 - $82.00 $412.00 $352.00 $306.00 $4,944.00 $4,224.00 $3,672.00

Eakes Sharp MX 4071 40 Sharp MX 3070 30 $307.01 $237.43 $195.77 $5.85 $44.45 $357.31 $287.73 $246.07 $4,287.72 $3,452.76 $2,952.84
Sharp MX 5071 50 Sharp MX 3070 30 $325.44 $251.69 $207.52 $5.85 $44.45 $375.74 $301.99 $257.82 $4,508.88 $3,623.88 $3,093.84

2020 Wide Format Purchase Bids

Vendor Model Width Ink Options Price
Access HP T1700dr 44 inch 5 $5,995

Bishop Epson T7270 44 inch 5 $2,900

Capital Canon Pro 4000 44 inch 11 $4,733

Eakes HP 1700 44 inch 5 $4,299
Ricoh 2201 44 inch 4 Scanning $4,980















 

Account 
Number  Gross Award 

 Less Pass Through/ 
Vendor Agreements   Net Award   Gross Award 

 Less Pass Through/ 
Vendor Agreements   Net Award 

 Increase/ 
(Decrease) FY20‐

FY21 
Federal Grants

Transportation
FHWA ‐ Nebraska PL 1,229,787$              427,300$                    802,487$                 1,283,944$             414,800$                    869,144$                                (66,657)$           
FHWA‐ CMAQ 195,000                   163,000                     32,000                    300,000                   244,000                     56,000                                   (24,000)            
FHWA ‐ IDOT, MPO PL 115,567                   39,000                       76,567                    113,369                   39,000                       74,369                                   2,198                
FHWA ‐ IDOT, MPO PL‐C/O ‐                           ‐                              ‐                           80,000                     80,000                       ‐                                          ‐                    
FHWA ‐ STBG/TE ‐ Central 24th Street   125,000                   125,000                     ‐                           260,000                   260,000                     ‐                                          ‐                    
FHWA ‐ STBG/TE ‐ The New BLK   30,000                     30,000                       ‐                    
FHWA ‐ STBG/TE ‐ Epply   300,000                   300,000                     ‐                    
FHWA ‐ STBG/TE ‐ F21 Mini‐grants   250,000                   250,000                     ‐                          
Eppley Corridor Connector Study 75,000                     75,000                       75,000                     75,000                       ‐                    
FHWA ‐ STBG/TE‐C/O  80,000                     80,000                       ‐                           80,000                     80,000                       ‐                                          ‐                    
FHWA ‐ IDOT, RPA SPR 22,815                     ‐                              22,815                    26,468                     ‐                              26,468                                   (3,653)              
FTA ‐ 5310 Funding 288,930                   188,930                     100,000                  383,022                   333,022                     50,000                                   50,000             
FTA ‐ Nebraska 5303 410,930                   60,000                       350,930                  385,967                   150,000                     235,967                                 114,963           
FTA ‐ Nebraska 5305d ‐ C/O ‐                           ‐                              ‐                           ‐                           ‐                              ‐                                          ‐                    
FTA ‐ IDOT MPO 5305d 39,697                     ‐                              39,697                    36,892                     ‐                              36,892                                   2,805                
FTA ‐ IDOT RPA 5311 22,815                       ‐                                22,815                      22,685                      ‐                                22,685                                     130                     

Subtotal Transportation Federal Grants 3,185,541$               1,738,230$                  1,447,311$              3,047,347$              1,675,822$                  1,371,525$                              75,786$             

Community Development
HUD Mills Co. Disaster Resilience 57,680$                     ‐$                             57,680$                    57,680$                    ‐$                             57,680$                                   ‐$                    
FEMA Mills Co. Hazard Mitigation Plan ‐                             ‐                                ‐                            ‐                            ‐                                ‐                                            ‐                      
EDA ‐ Admin 60,000                       ‐                                60,000                      70,000                      ‐                                70,000                                     (10,000)              
EDA‐ Recovery Coordinator Grant 194,278                     ‐                                194,278                    194,278             

‐                             ‐                                ‐                            ‐                            ‐                                ‐                                            ‐                      
Subtotal Comm Dev Federal Grants 311,958$                   ‐$                             311,958$                  127,680$                  ‐$                             127,680$                                 184,278$           

10‐4100 Total Federal Grants 3,497,499$               1,738,230$                  1,759,269$              3,175,027$              1,675,822$                  1,499,205$                              260,064$           

State Funding
Transportation

Nebraska Environmental Trust 10,000$                     5,000$                         5,000$                      50,000$                    40,000$                       10,000$                                   (5,000)$              

Community Development
Nebraska DED 115,000$                   6,750$                         108,250$                  111,650$                  6,750$                         104,900$                                 3,350$               
Eppley Corridor Connector Study 100,000                     100,000                       ‐                            100,000                    100,000                       ‐                                            ‐                      
Iowa COG Assistance 13,000                       ‐                                13,000                      15,277                      ‐                                15,277                                     (2,277)                

Subtotal Comm Dev State Funding 228,000$                   106,750$                     121,250$                  226,927$                  106,750$                     120,177$                                 1,073$               
10‐4200 Total State Funding 238,000$                   111,750$                     126,250$                  276,927$                  146,750$                     130,177$                                 (3,927)$              

MAPA
FY21 Funds Budget - DRAFT

FY21 FY20



Account 
Number  Gross Award 

 Less Pass Through/ 
Vendor Agreements   Net Award   Gross Award 

 Less Pass Through/ 
Vendor Agreements   Net Award 

 Increase/ 
(Decrease) FY20‐

FY21 

FY21 FY20

Local Funding
Transportation

RPA County Dues 5,590$                       ‐$                             5,590$                      ‐$                          ‐$                             ‐$                                         5,590$               

County Membership 398,228$                   ‐$                             398,228$                  385,896$                  ‐$                             385,896$                                 12,332$             
Administrative Fees on PL Contracts 14,600                       ‐                                14,600                      14,600                      ‐                                14,600                                     ‐                      

Subtotal General Local Funding 412,828$                   ‐$                             412,828$                  400,496$                  ‐$                             400,496$                                 12,332$             
10‐4300 Total Local Reveue 418,418$                   ‐$                             418,418$                  400,496$                  ‐$                             400,496$                                 17,922$             

‐                                           
10‐4305 TIP Fees 180,000$                   35,200$                       144,800$                  184,330$                  35,200$                       149,130$                                 (4,330)$              

‐                                           
10‐4310 Match Contributions

CMAQ 37,000$                     31,000$                       6,000$                      25,000$                    21,000$                       4,000$                                     2,000$               
Sarpy PEL Study ‐ Local Share FY21 130,000                     130,000                       ‐                            25,000                      25,000                         ‐                                            ‐                      
Traffic Data Services 8,000                         8,000                            ‐                            8,000                        8,000                            ‐                                            ‐                      
EDA‐ Recovery Coordinator Grant 48,570                       ‐                                48,570                      ‐                                            48,570.00          
IA Mini Grant ‐                             ‐                                ‐                            40,000                      40,000                         ‐                                            ‐                      
NE FY20 Mini Grant 25,000                       25,000                         ‐                            25,000                      25,000                         ‐                                            ‐                      
Eppley Corridor Connector Study ‐                             ‐                                ‐                            ‐                            ‐                                ‐                                            ‐                      

10‐4310 Total Match Contributions 248,570$                   194,000$                     54,570$                    123,000$                  119,000$                     4,000$                                     50,570$             

Contracts
Transportation

10‐4405 Aerial Photography FY20 Flight 234,061$                   234,061$                     ‐$                          1,015,573$              1,015,573$                  ‐$                                         ‐$                    
Greater Omaha Chamber ‐ LRTP Technical Asst. ‐                             ‐                                ‐                            25,000                      ‐                                25,000                                     (25,000)              

Subtotal Transportation Contracts 234,061$                   234,061$                     ‐$                          1,040,573$              1,015,573$                  25,000$                                   (25,000)$            

Community Development
Existing Community Development Contracts  $                            ‐    ‐$                             ‐$                          10,000$                    ‐$                             10,000$                                   (10,000)$            
Iowa COG ‐ Workforce Development Inspections 6,000 0 6,000                        ‐                            ‐                                ‐                                            6,000                  
Valley Waterloo Housing Administration Income(NAHTF) ‐                             ‐                                ‐                            17,500                      ‐                                17,500                                     (17,500)              
Valley Waterloo Housing Administration Income 11,500 0 11,500                      ‐                            ‐                                ‐                                            11,500               
HUD Mills Co. Disaster Resilience 30,000 0 30,000                      ‐                            ‐                                ‐                                            30,000               
M&P ‐ EDA 10,000 0 10,000                      ‐                            ‐                                ‐                                            10,000               
Council Bluffs ‐ EDA 25,000 0 25,000                      ‐                            ‐                                ‐                                            25,000               
Mills County ‐ RISE/EDA 17,500 0 17,500                      ‐                            ‐                                ‐                                            17,500               
Projected Community Development Contracts 30,000                       0 30,000                      40,000                      ‐                                40,000                                     (10,000)              
CITIES Admin 7,500                         0 7,500                        5,250                        ‐                                5,250                                        2,250                  
Council Bluffs Housing Trust Fund Admin 21,500                       0 21,500                      21,500                      ‐                                21,500                                     ‐                      
CDBG Admin: Pott Co. Downtown Revitalization 12,000                       0 12,000                      30,000                      ‐                                30,000                                     (18,000)              
CDGB Admin: Hancock Sewer ‐                             0 ‐                            5,000                        ‐                                5,000                                        (5,000)                
Blair ‐ Dana Suites Project 20,000                       0 20,000                      ‐                            ‐                                ‐                                            20,000               
Pacific Junction Buyouts  225,000                     0 225,000                    ‐                            ‐                                ‐                                            225,000             
Blair Workforce Housing Administration Fees 5,000                         0 5,000                        7,500                        ‐                                7,500                                        (2,500)                

Subtotal Comm Dev Contracts 421,000$                   ‐$                             421,000$                  136,750$                  ‐$                             136,750$                                 284,250$           



Account 
Number  Gross Award 

 Less Pass Through/ 
Vendor Agreements   Net Award   Gross Award 

 Less Pass Through/ 
Vendor Agreements   Net Award 

 Increase/ 
(Decrease) FY20‐

FY21 

FY21 FY20

Heartland 2050
2020 Census ‐ Complete Counts Committees ‐$                           ‐$                             ‐$                          40,000$                    ‐$                             40,000$                                   (40,000)$            
Block talks/H2050 Community Assistance ‐                             ‐                                ‐                            2,500                        ‐                                2,500                                        (2,500)                

‐$                           ‐$                             ‐$                          42,500$                    ‐$                             42,500$                                   (42,500)$            

10‐4400 Total Contracts 655,061$                   234,061$                     421,000$                  1,219,823$              1,015,573$                  204,250$                                 216,750$           

Forums
10‐4505 Heartland 2050 Summits 6,000$                       ‐$                             6,000$                      6,000$                      ‐$                             6,000$                                     ‐$                    
10‐4506 Heartland 2050 Speaker Series 4,000                         ‐                                4,000                        4,000                        ‐                                4,000                                        ‐                      
10‐4507 Site Visit Registrations 15,000                       ‐                                15,000                      40,000                      ‐                                40,000                                     (25,000)              
10‐4502 Council of Officials Annual Meeting 5,000$                       ‐$                             5,000$                      6,000$                      ‐$                             6,000$                                     (1,000)$              
10‐4501 Council of Officials Quarterly Meeting 1,400                         ‐                                1,400                        1,400                        ‐                                1,400                                        ‐                      

Total Forums 31,400$                     ‐$                             31,400$                    57,400$                    ‐$                             57,400$                                   (26,000)$            

In‐kind Match
Transportation

NE PL 86,571$                     86,571$                       ‐$                          86,571$                    86,571$                       ‐$                                         ‐$                    
IA PL 12,857                       12,857                         ‐                            12,857                      12,857                         ‐                                            ‐                      
STBG ‐                             ‐                                ‐                            ‐                            ‐                                ‐                                            ‐                      
5310 Grants 188,930                     188,930                       ‐                            223,768                    223,768                       ‐                                            ‐                      
NE FTA ‐                             ‐                                ‐                            48,214                      48,214                         ‐                                            ‐                      

Subtotal Transportation In‐kind 288,358$                   288,358$                     ‐$                          371,410$                  371,410$                     ‐$                                         ‐$                    
10‐4510 Total In‐kind 288,358$                   288,358$                     ‐$                          371,410$                  371,410$                     ‐$                                         ‐$                    

10‐4520 Investment Earning 15,000$                     ‐$                             15,000$                    15,000$                    ‐$                             15,000$                                   ‐$                    

10‐4540 Miscellaneous
Foundations ‐ Heartland 2050 94,000$                     ‐$                             94,000$                    87,000$                    ‐$                             87,000$                                   7,000$               

Total Reveune 5,666,306$               2,601,599$                  3,064,707$              5,910,413$              3,363,755$                  2,546,658$                              518,049$           

Reserve Funding
Transit ROI ‐$                           ‐$                             ‐$                          ‐$                          ‐$                             ‐$                                         ‐$                    
Capital Funds Transfer 35,000                       ‐                                35,000                      35,000                      ‐                                35,000                                     ‐                      

Total Reserves 35,000$                     ‐$                             35,000$                    35,000$                    ‐$                             35,000$                                   ‐$                    

Total Available Funding 5,701,306$               2,601,599$                  3,099,707$              5,945,413$              3,363,755$                  2,581,658$                              518,049$           



Account 
Number  Gross Award 

 Less Pass Through/ 
Vendor Agreements   Net Award   Gross Award 

 Less Pass Through/ 
Vendor Agreements   Net Award 

 Increase/ 
(Decrease) FY20‐

FY21 

FY21 FY20

Summary by Department
Transportation 3,972,120$               2,459,649$                  1,463,901$              4,632,330$              3,221,805$                  1,410,525$                              53,376$             
Community Development 960,958                     106,750                       902,778                    491,357                    106,750                       384,607                                   518,171             
Heartland 2050 119,000                     ‐                                119,000                    179,500                    ‐                                179,500                                   (60,500)              
General 649,228                     35,200                         614,028                    642,226                    35,200                         607,026                                   7,002                  

5,701,306$               2,601,599$                  3,099,707$              5,945,413$              3,363,755$                  2,581,658$                              518,049$           
Change in Net Award 20%
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INTRODUCTION AND STUDY OBJECTIVES 

The below referenced scope of services represents effort to be performed in completion of the Sarpy 
County I-80 Interchange Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) Study.  This study will prepare the 
Metropolitan Area Planning Agency (MAPA), its partners on this project (Sarpy County, the cities of 
Gretna and Papillion), and the Nebraska Department of Transportation (NDOT) for possible future 
transportation improvement projects, including National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
documentation, on segments of independent utility within the defined study area.  

An ‘area of influence’ (hereinafter referred to as the Study Area) has been defined as the area along I-80 
from Pflug Road to just east of Nebraska Highway 370, with more emphasis approximately halfway 
between Nebraska Highway 31 and Nebraska Highway 370, in Sarpy County, Nebraska. The preliminary 
Study Area is presented below for purposes of this scope to identify the general areas for developing 
alternatives and evaluating improvements and impacts, and will be modified throughout the study, 
resulting the final Study Area which will be presented in the PEL Study.  

 

Preliminary PEL Study Area 

The PEL Study will identify and evaluate alternatives for an interchange (or interchanges) on I-80, or 
improvements to existing interchanges or local roadways, allowing for connections to the local roadway 
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network, as well as alternatives to utilize the existing bridges at 192nd Street and Capehart Road, 168th 
Street and Schram Road, 204th and Fairview Road, and Pflug Road as part of these transportation system 
improvement options.  

The PEL Study will also consider the corridors of Nebraska Highway 370, Platteview Road, and Nebraska 
Highway 31 within the study area, including their connections to I-80 and one another, as well as 
evaluating potential improvements to these corridors, and ways to postpone (or accelerate) major 
improvements to one or all of them.  

Attention will be given to existing and future comprehensive land use plans that affect the relocation or 
improvements of these corridors and the local roadway network, opportunities to harmonize adjoining 
or overlapping plans, and steps that may need to be taken to update these plans in accordance with 
Long Range Transportation planning efforts and to update funding mechanisms such as the Statewide 
Improvement Plan (STIP) or regional Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP). 

Other issues to be considered will include current and future access to residential, commercial, 
industrial and distribution centers in the area, bicycle and pedestrian accommodations, impacts to 
transit corridors and railroads, and recommendations for interrelated and connected actions. 
Improvement alternatives will address future access needs, mobility, safety, system preservation, and 
redevelopment. 

The PEL Study framework will incorporate the best practices and draw upon the following guidance 
documents: 

 Linking the Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes: 23 CFR Part 450 Appendix A 

 Guidance on Using Corridor and Subarea Planning to Inform NEPA: FHWA 2011 

 FHWA PEL Questionnaire: FHWA 

 PEL Guidance: Nebraska (pending) 

 
The primary tasks of services to be provided to complete the PEL Study are broken down as follows: 

 Task 1: Project Management and Coordination 

 Task 2: Study Area Condition Assessment 

 Task 3: Outreach and Public Engagement 

 Task 4: Transportation Modeling and Traffic Analysis 

 Task 5: Data Collection and Analysis 

 Task 6: Statement of Purpose and Need 

 Task 7: Land Use Scenario Planning 

 Task 8: Evaluation and Screening Criteria 

 Task 9: Alternatives Development 

 Task 10: Alternatives Screening 

 Task 11: PEL Study Documentation 
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The order in which the above tasks are completed may or may not correspond to the sequence of the 
task numbers in the scope of services. The Consultant expects that many tasks listed within the scope of 
services will be prepared concurrently by the project team in order to expedite the preparation of the 
PEL Study document and associated deliverables. Items of work may be listed in more than one task in 
the scope of services, solely for the purposes of clarification. It should not be assumed that this is an 
indication that the items of work must be performed multiple times. However, the results from any item 
of work may be incorporated into multiple tasks within the scope of services. The attached estimate of 
hours and costs provides further detail on the anticipated effort for each task required for this study. 

Furthermore, there may be various task items that are best performed by MAPA or its project partners 
in order to facilitate better communication, reduce cost, or to gain greater public visibility. To the extent 
that these tasks have been identified and assigned during the scoping process, they have been assigned 
as such. If it becomes apparent during execution of the contract that tasks can be better performed by 
the project partners or the Consultant, efforts will be made to share these assignments equitably.    

The inherent nature and characteristics of this Planning and Environmental Linkages Study may require 
adjustments and refinements in task efforts and deliverables as the study proceeds. Such revisions that 
can be incorporated into the work or performed as a tradeoff with other efforts that might be deleted or 
reduced in scope will be identified and negotiated between the Consultant and MAPA and would be 
documented as no-cost modifications to the scope. Preparation and execution of supplemental 
agreements will be required prior to performance of any requested work considered an additional 
service not included in the original scope of services or fee budget. The Consultant will not be 
compensated for additional services performed prior to written approval of a supplemental agreement. 
Written confirmation from MAPA of requested additional services and associated costs prior to formal 
execution of the supplement will formulate a basis for additional compensation under the supplement, 
if necessary, to accommodate the Consultant’s progress towards meeting the schedule. Only additional 
services that are required due to changed or unforeseen conditions or due to a change in the specified 
deliverables will be considered for inclusion in a supplemental agreement. Additional effort required to 
complete specified tasks are not considered additional services and will not be compensated in a 
supplemental agreement. 

MAPA or its project partners will provide or complete the following items or tasks (the format or extent 
of each is described in greater detail later in this scope): 

 GIS base data (aerials, property lines, utilities, roadway network, among others) 

 Existing and Future Traffic Data volumes 

 Crash Data (if available) 

 LIDAR elevation data (if available) 

 As-Built Plans for existing freeway infrastructure (if available) 

 Media interaction 

 Website hosting 

 Landowner notification and mailers 

 Venues for workshops, public events, and progress meetings 
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1.0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND COORDINATION 

The Consultant will develop and maintain a Project Management Plan and assume responsibility of 
comprehensive coordination among the major work groups, including environmental and socio-
economic studies, traffic modeling, engineering, public involvement and others. Key aspects of the 
project will include progress reporting and a general outline of communications and data sharing among 
the study parties. Other project management responsibilities and efforts will include: 

 Core Team Coordination 

 Communication Protocol 

 Technical and Community Advisory Groups Coordination 

 Resource Agency Coordination 

 Data Sharing Protocols  

 Key Contact List, including Secondary Contacts 

 Progress Meetings  

 Decision Log / Action Item reporting 

 Quality Review 

 Budget and Cost Control 

 Study Schedule and Progress Reporting 

 

The PEL Study will be led and contractually managed through MAPA as the contracting agency 
implemented through close coordination with and oversight by the Core Team consisting of designated 
staff from MAPA, Sarpy County, the cities of Papillion and Gretna, and the Nebraska Department of 
Transportation (NDOT).  A Technical Advisory Group (TAG) will be convened regularly consisting of 
designated staff from the Core Team, supplemented with staff from the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), and others as suggested by the Core Team. The TAG will be called upon and convened at key 
decision points and milestones to review and provide input and comment on deliverables as directed by 
the Core Team throughout the duration of the study. In addition, a Community Advisory Group (CAG) 
will be convened at major milestones consisting of designated public and private representatives from 
within the Core Team jurisdictions expanded to include representatives from the adjacent municipal 
jurisdictions, possibly to include the cities of Springfield, Bellevue, LaVista, Omaha, and other public or 
private entities as directed by the Core Team. The TAG and CAG are discussed in greater detail in 
subsequent sections. 

1.1 Project Management Plan 

Consultant will prepare a Project Management Plan (PMP) documenting the work plan and general 
management coordination of the study activities. The PMP will: 

 Include a work breakdown for each subtask described in this scope of services 

 Identify the method for tracking budget and schedule for the duration of the project 

 Establish key project contacts within the Consultant team and other stakeholders 

 Establish Project Milestones 

 Include a Quality Control Plan 
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Consultant will submit monthly cost and schedule reports with each monthly invoice to support project 
administrative monitoring. The original contract budget (and supplements if needed) will be referenced 
as the baseline against which status and progress are measured and reported.  

1.2 Project Controls, Administration and Contract Administration 

1.2.1 Schedule 

Consultant will develop and prepare a project schedule and assign tasks. The schedule will list 
individual tasks described in the scope of services and identify key milestone dates. The project 
schedule will be maintained and updated as the study proceeds. The schedule will include 
anticipated review times by the Core Team and other appropriate reviewing agencies. 

1.2.2 Invoicing and Progress Reporting 

Consultant will prepare an invoice and submit it to MAPA following each month where there is 
activity on the project. The Consultant shall certify that subconsultants are paid in a timely manner. 
The Consultant will prepare and submit a monthly progress report including the following: 

 The past month’s activities and accomplishments by task 

 Pending issues and decisions 

 Budget status summary including percent of hours and dollars spent to date by subconsultants 

 Schedule status summary 

 Upcoming planned activities 

1.2.3 Budget Tracking 

Consultant will track the detailed project budget by task and report monthly related expenditures to 
date, total budget, and completion of deliverable tasks to date. 

1.3 Data Sharing Protocols 

Consultant will develop a document that outlines the protocols for data sharing, permissions, file 
naming, and information transfer, and will distribute to the Project Team and Core Team. 

1.4 Kickoff Meeting 

The Consultant will schedule, coordinate and facilitate a kick-off meeting with the Consultant team, the 
Core Team and FHWA. The intent of this meeting will be to discuss study goals, expectations related to 
project scope, overall schedule, the makeup of the TAG and CAG groups, and a discussion of expected 
study deliverables. Consultant will coordinate with MAPA to identify specific meeting attendees and the 
Consultant will be responsible for notifying the attendees. 

1.5 Core Team Meetings 

The Consultant team will meet regularly with the Core Team throughout the project. Meetings with the 
Core Team will be held monthly, depending on need, for up to 12 meetings. The Core Team meetings 
will typically be attended by the Consultant team’s project manager and deputy project manager. Other 
project team members will attend based on the anticipated discussion at each meeting. The meetings 
will focus on the following topics: 
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 Activities completed since the last meeting 

 Problems encountered or anticipated 

 Late activities/activities slipping behind schedule 

 Proposed solutions for unresolved or newly identified problems 

 Schedule of upcoming activities 

 Information on items required from other agencies 

 Action items 

1.6 Internal Project Team Meetings 

This task includes weekly internal Consultant team meetings to coordinate staffing, work tasks, track 
schedule, and discuss other items that may arise during the execution of the contract. In addition, 
Consultant will schedule and conduct weekly telephone calls with project management staff from MAPA 
to provide general production status updates. 

1.7 Technical Advisory Group Meetings 

With assistance and input from the Core Team, Consultant will maintain a current contact list of 
jurisdictions and individuals who will serve and represent the Technical Advisory Group (TAG).  In 
addition to review and input on key study deliverables, the TAG will be convened for up to six meetings 
throughout the duration of the study. Roles, responsibilities, and key milestone points requiring TAG 
input will be established in coordination with the Core Team and documented in the Project 
Management Plan. 

1.8 Community Advisory Group Meetings 

With assistance and input from the Core Team, Consultant will maintain a current contact list of 
jurisdictions and individuals who will serve and represent the Community Advisory Group. The CAG will 
be convened for three meetings as progress proceeds during the following major milestone tasks: 
Development of Purpose and Need; Development of the Initial Range of Alternatives; and Evaluation 
and Screening of Alternatives. Roles and responsibilities and input points from the CAG will be 
established in coordination with the Core Team and documented in the Project Management Plan. 

1.9 Miscellaneous Meetings/Presentations 

The Consultant will be available for four meetings with various entities and groups (e.g. NDOT 
leadership, Sarpy County Chamber of Commerce, city councils) to give presentations or meet on various 
topics throughout the PEL process. The Consultant Project Manager will also attend (with the Client 
Project Manager) up to eight monthly NDOT/FHWA process meetings to provide updates on the study. 

Deliverables: 

 Project Management Plan 

 Project Budget 

 Project Schedule 

 Monthly Progress Reports 

 Meeting Minutes and Action Items 
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2.0 STUDY AREA CONDITION ASSESSMENT  

Using available existing data and supplemental data collected under Task 5, Consultant will assess the 
current conditions and characteristics in the Study Area as they relate to the transportation network, 
traffic, safety, built and natural environmental conditions, and land use and development characteristics 
and trends. The assessment will include any future approved development and programmed 
improvements and resulting conditions that would formulate the planning context and the basis for the 
No-Action Alternative. The assessment will document environmental resources and other characteristics 
within the Study Area that will be affected by the proposed alternatives. 

2.1 Planning Context 

Consultant will identify and collect available past and active agency planning studies and initiatives 
relevant to this study. A summary of the planning efforts will be developed to present an integrated 
overview of the future planning context for consideration and incorporation by this study. Consultant 
will identify, collect, and summarize relevant transportation and development/redevelopment project 
information to document current and proposed transportation projects and development activity that 
may influence project planning efforts from at least the following studies: 

 Transportation Funding Study for Douglas and Sarpy Counties (2004) – MAPA 

 192nd/180th Street Corridor Study – Harrison to N-370 (2015) - Sarpy County 

 180th Street Interchange Concepts (2004) – Sarpy County 

 Platteview Road Corridor Study (2016) – MAPA 

 Flatwater Metroplex Sixty Mile Radius Study (2004) – Joslyn Institute for Sustainable 
Communities (JISC), Nebraska Environmental Trust 

 Sarpy County Comprehensive Plan (2017) – Sarpy County 

 Sarpy County Plan (2005) – Sarpy County (Pflug Road interchange) 

 Sarpy County Trails Master Plan (2017) – Sarpy County 

 Pflug Road Interchange EIS (Notice of Intent 2007) – FHWA/NDOT/Sarpy County 

 Sarpy County Transit Study (2017) – MAPA 

 Flatwater Metroplex Envisioning Regional Design Final Report (2007) – JISC 

 Gretna Comprehensive Plan - Update (2017) – City of Gretna 

 Nebraska Innovation Zone Commission Regional Comprehensive Plan (2008) - NDOT 

 Sarpy County I-80 Interchange Assessment (2017) - MAPA 

 Metro Omaha Beltway Feasibility Study (2009) – MAPA 

 Papillion Comprehensive Plan - Update (2019) – City of Papillion 

 Gretna Comprehensive Plan (2009) – City of Gretna 

 Heartland 2050 and associated studies (Close the Gap, ConnectGO, Equity Profile) – MAPA, 
Greater Omaha Chamber, SmartCities, et al. 

 Metro Area Travel Improvement Study (MTIS) (2015-2019) – MAPA 

2.2 Resource Agency Scoping/Coordination 

Resource agency scoping activities will be conducted early to identify key issues and concerns to be 
evaluated by the study. The purpose of the meeting will be to review the broad goals for the study, 
provide a framework of the purpose and need, review the study schedule and an open solicitation for 
areas of concerns and opportunities for coordination and collaboration. Consultant will produce the 
meeting materials including, agenda and handouts, and will track comments and meeting minutes. It is 
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envisioned that NDOT’s quarterly inter-agency meeting can be used to leverage the logistics and reduce 
costs rather than arranging a separate meeting for this purpose. If this is not possible, Consultant 
assumes that NDOT or MAPA will provide the venue and send invitations to the agencies. 

In order to maintain compliance during future NEPA studies, those resource agencies that could become 
cooperating agencies in the future will be coordinated with and given a chance to comment on the 
development of the purpose and need, screening methodology, alternatives, and other key decisions, in 
conjunction with the lead federal agency, FHWA. 

2.3 Transportation System Condition Assessment 

An evaluation of the existing transportation system will be performed by the Consultant involving the 
identification, characterization and mapping of existing and planned components of the system within 
the Study Area, using data collected in Task 5. This task will identify the make-up of transportation 
markets served in the study area including major generators, commuter through traffic, freight, 
origin/destination characteristics, and transit. 
 
Existing system conditions data collection will include: 

 Highway Facilities (Interstate/NHS) – existing data on number of lanes, pavement condition, 
bridge condition and access locations, and substandard geometrics and service conditions.  

 Pedestrian/Bike Facilities – type of facility, width, connectivity, and general ADA compliance 

 Transit Facilities – bus stops, bus routes, stations, EV charging stations, and park-and-ride lots 
 
Consultant will generally assess the safety and crash data obtained in Task 5.1 to identify existing safety 
problems and issues. 

2.4 Environmental and Land Use Condition Assessment 

Consultant will conduct an environmental scan of the Study Area based on data collected in Task 5. The 
scan will examine and document existing environmental resource conditions including a summary of 
findings and critical issues, with supporting maps, figures and tables as necessary. Issues requiring 
further investigation and future processing will be identified. The list of critical environmental issues 
includes: 
 

 Floodplains and floodways 

 Wetlands 

 Known archaeological sites 

 Hazardous materials 

 Historic buildings, sites and districts 

 Wildlife Refuges or Management Areas 

 Threatened and Endangered species (known locations or possible habitat) 

 Public parks and recreational resources 

 Socio-economic characteristics (land use, population, diversity) 

 Sensitive Noise receptors (identification only, no modelling or measurements) 

 Air quality (not including measurements) 

 Environmental Justice or protected population areas 
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 Landfills and open dumps 

 Public use Airports 

 Water supply and wastewater treatment facilities, including public wells 

 Power stations (or electrical substations) 

2.5 Study Area Condition Assessment Report 

2.5.1 Draft Study Area Condition Assessment Report  

The findings of Tasks 2.1 through 2.4 will be documented in a Study Area Condition Assessment 
Report, including: 
 

 Summary of the planning context, resource agency scoping, and environmental and land use 
conditions. 

 Description and assessment of transportation system including identification of areas of 
substandard features and safety operations. 

The draft report will be distributed to the Core Team and the TAG for review and comment. 

2.5.2 Final Study Area Condition Assessment Report 

Consultant will review comments with the Core Team, address and incorporate comments, and 
submit the final Study Area Condition Assessment Report. 

Deliverables: 

 Draft Study Area Condition Assessment Report 

 Final Study Area Condition Assessment Report 

 Constraint Maps showing various environmental resources and infrastructure components 

 

DOES NOT INCLUDE: 

 Topographic surveys 

 Utility Locates 

 Wetland Delineations 

 Archeological or Historic Structures Surveys 

 Aerial photography or drone surveys 

 Traffic Counts 

 VISSIM modeling 

 Phone surveys 

 Phase 1 ESA field surveys 

 Plant or Animal Species Surveys 

 ROW or property assessments 

 Noise measurements or modelling 

 Geotechnical investigations 

 Bridge condition assessments 

 Pavement condition assessments 
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3.0 OUTREACH AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 

The Consultant team will engage all relevant stakeholders in a way that is consistent with MAPA’s Public 
Participation Plan (2019), bringing them together to discuss needs, assets, and priorities for the Study 
Area and surrounding vicinity. The effort will involve: 

• Providing creative and effective means of connecting with stakeholders 

• Balancing non-traditional and traditional engagement tools to ensure that as many community 

members are reached during the engagement timeframe as possible 

• Building interactivity, consensus building, and informed consent into outreach activities 

• Discussing needs, vision, and alternatives for addressing traffic concerns in the project area 

• Measuring and evaluating engagement success 

• Staffing and logistics coordination 

• Utilizing a combination of print and digital materials to educate, inform, and engage the 

community 

3.1 Public Involvement Plan 

Consultant will develop a Public Involvement Plan that serves as the “playbook” for meaningful 
community participation. The plan will describe: 

• Goals for awareness building and engagement. 

• Central messaging for reaching the broadest possible audience, including, but not limited to, 

persons with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and persons with disabilities. 

• Development of outreach tools that inform and collect feedback from the community members. 

• An implementation strategy that outlines deployment strategies and activities associated with 

outreach tool deployment and communications, along with timing and evaluation measures. 

• A contact list of stakeholders, such as business and economic development representatives, 

property owners, community groups, project partners, and others from across the study area.  

Consultant will implement the final public involvement plan in coordination with the Core Team (MAPA, 
NDOT, Sarpy County, Papillion, and Gretna) and FHWA. 

3.2 Public Involvement Deployment 

Consultant will work with MAPA staff and the project partners to prepare a package of materials for use 
during the project. Consultant will provide (written/oral) translation needs for general materials if 
requested, not to exceed one language in addition to English. Specific efforts and activities to be 
provided by Consultant will include: 

3.2.1 Community Advisory Group Meetings 

Working with a group of diverse community stakeholders (identified by the Core Team) who will 
serve as the project’s Community Advisory Group (CAG), the Consultant will hold, staff, prepare 
presentation materials, and summarize three meetings with them.  The first CAG meeting will 
involve a virtual tour of the study area and the group will explore the project purpose, needs, 
visioning, and opportunities.  The second meeting will be an interactive workshop to present 
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possible alternatives. Visualizations of traffic models, alternatives, and land use concepts will be 
presented for feedback. The third meeting will outline the recommended alternatives and updated 
visualizations will be presented for comment. The Consultant will staff, prepare presentation 
materials, and summarize each meeting.   

3.2.2 Public Meetings 

To reach the various generations that make up the project area, the Consultant will hold, staff, 
prepare presentation materials, and summarize, three interactive public meetings. One meeting will 
be held immediately after each CAG meeting (on the same day), ideally during the later 
afternoon/early evening. As a result, the first will focus on developing the project purpose, needs, 
visioning, and opportunities. The second meeting will present the draft purpose and need, as well as 
present possible alternatives. The third meeting will outline the recommended alternatives. The 
Consultant will staff, prepare presentation materials, and summarize each meeting.    

3.2.3 Email Marketing 

The Consultant will develop up to six email marketing campaigns to provide notice of meetings and 
input opportunities. Each campaign will consist of a series of e-blasts. The Consultant will deploy 
them via an electronic service that monitors the open and click-through rates and those who 
unsubscribe during and after each campaign. The campaigns will focus on the CAG meetings, public 
meetings, and commenting opportunities. 

3.2.4 Online Commenting 

The Consultant will provide an online commenting survey to gather feedback for younger 
generations, busy families, and other stakeholders, and will coordinate online comment gathering, 
so that it corresponds with the public meetings and develop survey questions for it. Consultant will 
deploy the questions using Vireo’s survey application, Digicate®. Survey Monkey may be used as an 
alternative. The Consultant will provide the final surveys as a URL (for digital needs) and PDF (for 
printing) and will coordinate with the Core Team and TAG to formulate responses if needed. 
Consultant will summarize the survey results and integrate them into planning recommendations. If 
appropriate, the Consultant will incorporate digital tools, such as Mentimeter, for 
crowdsourcing/real-time commenting and/or voting, into CAG and public meetings. 

3.2.5 Social Media 

Because there are nearly 100,000 people (aged 18 to 65+) on Facebook who self-identified as being 
located in Sarpy County, Nebraska, the Consultant will provide the Core Team with sample social 
media posts that they can share with their existing networks (Facebook, Twitter). The posts will 
focus on public meetings and commenting opportunities. 

3.2.6 Press Releases 

To keep local news outlets up to speed on the project, the Consultant will draft three press releases 
and provide them to the Core Team for review and comment. MAPA, Sarpy County, and the Cities 
will distribute the final releases to media contacts. Where possible, the Consultant will link the 
releases to electronic publications and high-quality imagery that the local news media can easily 
download and use for news coverage.  The releases will focus on the public meetings and 
commenting opportunities. 
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3.3 Public Outreach Documentation 

The Consultant will combine the summaries from the CAG and public meetings, online commenting, and 
social media comments into a consolidated public involvement summary that can be incorporated into 
the PEL Study document. The Consultant will provide a draft summary to the Core Team for review and 
comment and then finalize it. 

Deliverables: 

 Public Involvement Plan 

 3 CAG meetings and summaries 

 3 Public meetings and summaries 

 Up to 6 email marketing campaigns 

 3 opinion surveys 

 Social media content  

 3 official press releases 

 Information for landowner notification (mailers to be sent by MAPA and Core Team) 

 Consolidated public involvement summary 
 
Assumptions: 
 

 CAG members may include representatives from the Sarpy County Chamber of Commerce, 

Sarpy County Economic Development Corporation, Amazon, freight companies, Smart Cities, 

Offutt Air Force Base, and the Cities of Bellevue and Springfield. 

 CAG meetings and corresponding Public meetings will be held back-to-back, on the same day. 
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4.0 TRANSPORTATION MODELING AND TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

This task will include efforts relating to travel demand model projections and traffic operations analysis. 
These efforts will involve taking a fresh look at MAPA’s travel demand model within the study area and 
adjusting the model as needed, to better reflect travel conditions within the study area. It will also 
involve coding land use and network adjustments into the model that reflect key assumptions to be 
tested. Outputs of these forecasts will be used to evaluate traffic operations of the alternatives at the 
interchange location and network configuration level. The geographic extent of the modeling for this 
task is shown below as the preliminary Data Modeling Area, which is broad enough to include all 
expected input points on major travel corridors, as well as to document changes on major corridors as a 
result of the proposed improvements and interchange(s) studied. 

This task will support Task 10 and will include an assessment of existing conditions and future No-
Actions conditions. The travel demand modeling will support the Level 2 screening of the Practicable 
Alternatives, and the traffic operations analysis will support the Level 3 screening of the Reasonable 
Alternatives.  

Preliminary Data Modeling Area 

4.1 Methods and Assumptions Document 

Consultant will develop a methods and assumptions memorandum to document the travel demand 
modeling and traffic analysis assumptions and methodologies. The memorandum will be reviewed and 

Legend 
 
Preliminary Study Area  
 
Preliminary Data Modeling Area 
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agreed upon by MAPA and Core Team/TAG members prior beginning travel demand forecasting and 
traffic analysis. 

4.2 Regional Travel Demand Modeling 

4.2.1 Review Current MAPA Model 

Consultant will review MAPA’s most recent calibrated travel demand model within the limits of the 
study area. The primary objective of this task is to ensure the model generates reasonable results 
for base and forecast year within the study area. The Consultant will summarize model results and 
compare to traffic count and cell phone data collected/assembled in Task 5.  In addition, one or 
more sensitivity tests will be conducted to assess model convergence and overall reasonableness of 
model sensitivity in response to changes in model input. 

Consultant will obtain land use data from the high/medium/low land use scenarios from Task 7, 
develop the travel demand data for inclusion into the model runs for the scenario at hand, and then 
provide the data to MAPA to update the Transportation Analysis Zones in the regional model. 

Refinements or modifications to MAPA’s model can be completed if needed and agreed by the Core 
Team and MAPA, upon request, but are outside the scope of services in this agreement.  

4.2.2 Model Post-Processing 

The Consultant will specify and use a post-processing method to process model outputs for this 
study.  Several options for post-processing are available. The two most common methods include 
the following: 

 Offset approach.  In this approach, offsets between base year model volumes and observed 
traffic counts are computed for links in the study area.  In the future year, the same offset is 
applied to the model forecasts. 

 Factor method.  In this approach, the ratio of observed traffic counts to base year model 
volumes is computed and multiplied by the model forecasts. 

The main difference between the approaches is that the factor method assumes that errors in the 
model propagate forward into future years, while the offset approach assumes the error remains 
constant into the future. The factor method can be more difficult to use since large errors in the 
base year could lead to unreasonable post-processed forecasts in the future year. 

4.2.3 TDM Scenario Analysis 

After the Practicable Alternatives have been identified, the Travel Demand Model will be used to 
forecast roadway volumes and generate travel performance metrics. Each model run may include 
minor adjustments to land use data as well as network alignment updates.  It is anticipated that the 
TDM will be used to examine three interchange locations that will be evaluated through the Level 2 
screening defined in Task 10.  

An additional two scenarios would be modeled to address possible network configurations that 
involve Platteview Road connections to I-80.  Furthermore, if a single interchange between N-31 and 
N-370 cannot accommodate forecasted demand generated from the proposed land use scenarios, 
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one additional model run would be conducted within this area to assess a second interchange in the 
Study Area.   

Consultant anticipates using a single land use scenario developed in Task 7 (i.e. the mid-density 
scenario) to test the initial TDM scenarios in Level 2 screening, which will provide a consistent 
benchmark from which to evaluate the alternatives. If excess growth-related congestion is 
encountered during this phase, this assumption may be revisited and/or one of the other land use 
scenarios may be tested. 

A variety of model outputs will be generated and reported as part of each model run. These outputs 
include the following: 

 Link volumes 

 Link level of service and/or volume-to-capacity ratios 

 Regional and subarea vehicle miles traveled (VMT), vehicle hours traveled (VHT), and delay 

 Maps showing link level information 

 
Turning movement volumes at intersections will not be generated as part of this task. See Task 4.3.2 
for a description of efforts related to turning movement volume generation.  

4.3 Traffic Operations Analysis 

4.3.1 Roadway Network Level of Service 

Base Year Volume Scenario:  Using the traffic volume scenarios developed from Task 4.2.1, 
Consultant will summarize the segment Level of Service (LOS) for the major streets located within 
the study area for the base year volume condition.  The segment LOS will be determined using HCM 
methodologies.  The primary segments that will be summarized are listed below1: 

 N-370 (I-80 to N-50) 

 N-370 (168th to I-80) 

 Schram Road (East of I-80) 

 Schram Road (West of I-80) 

 Capehart Road (East of I-80) 

 Capehart Road (West of I-80) 

 Fairview Road (East of I-80) 

 Fairview Road (West of I-80) 

 Platteview Road (East of N-31) 

 144th Street (N-50) (South of N-370) 

 144th Street (N-50) (North of Springfield) 

 144th Street (N-50) (South of Springfield) 

 168th Street (I-80 to N-370) 

                                                      
1 It should be noted that these segments are those that will be placed on a map within the models and reported on as the 
output of the model. The number of segments does not have any bearing on the number of alternatives, scenarios or 
interchange configurations. These are simply the locations that will be used to compare variations in the traffic volumes for 
each scenario. 

 168th Street (North of N-370) 

 168th Street (Platteview Rd to Schram Rd) 

 192nd Street (Capehart Rd to N-370) 

 192nd Street (North of N-370) 

 192nd Street (Platteview Rd to Capehart Rd) 

 N-31 (I-80 to US-6) 

 N-31 (US 6 to Capehart Rd) 

 N-31 (Platteview Rd to I-80) 

 N-31 (South of Platteview Rd) 

 US-6 (West of N-31) 

 Four Additional Corridors (TBD) 
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Alignment Options Levels of Service: Using the traffic volume scenarios developed from Task 4.2.3, 
Consultant will summarize the LOS for the major streets located within the study area for the future 
year volume condition. The segment LOS will be determined using HCM methodologies. The same 
segments for the base year volume conditions will be analyzed on a segment level condition. Results 
from this LOS analysis will be used in the Level 2 screening process. 

4.3.2 Traffic Volume Development 

Following the Level 2 screening, the Reasonable Alternatives to be studied further will be analyzed 
at the intersection level. Up to ten intersections will be evaluated. Consultant will review available 
turning movement counts at the ten agreed upon intersections provided by Sarpy County, MAPA 
and NDOT to develop the existing conditions analysis. The future volume scenarios will be obtained 
from the TDM for each alternative. The following traffic scenarios will be developed: 

 Existing Condition 

 Year 2045 No-Action 

 Year 2045 Action Alternatives 
o Up to three interchange locations (between N-370 and N-31) 
o Up to two potential interchange/network configurations at each interchange location 
o Two land use growth scenarios per interchange/network configuration 

 
The base year and future year volumes for the N-370 and N-31 interchanges with I-80 will be 
generated from available information from the Metro Area Travel Improvement Study (MTIS). 
 
Using the traffic volume scenarios defined in the above sections, peak period turning movements will 
be developed for two land use growth scenarios per interchange in the PM commuter period.  The 
results will be summarized on figures to be used for the intersection and interchange traffic analysis.  

4.3.3 Existing Interchange Capacity Analysis 

Existing interchange operations will be derived from the MTIS study for the N-370 and N-31 
interchanges.  If delays and levels of service are unavailable, additional interchange analysis may be 
required to compare build scenarios with base conditions.  Additional analyses for these locations 
are not included in this scope of service. 

4.3.4 Proposed Interchange Alternatives 

Up to two proposed interchange configurations, at up to three locations, will be analyzed using the 
most likely land use growth scenarios for each location.  Using the peak hour traffic volumes defined 
in Task 4.3.2, the proposed interchanges will be analyzed using FHWA’s Capacity Analysis for 
Planning of Junctions (CAP-X) tool to evaluate interchange alternatives. This tool will allow the 
consultant to compare different alternatives at the planning level, based on volume to capacity 
ratios, to be used as part of the Level 3 screening of alternatives in Task 10. 

4.3.5 Recommended Alternative(s) Capacity Analysis 

Consultant will use either Synchro/Sim Traffic or Highway Capacity Software to provide detailed 
level of traffic operation to analyze and refine the recommended alternatives for the final PEL 
report. The traffic volumes developed in Task 4.3.2 will be used to evaluate how the alternative(s) 
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will operate with different land-use growth scenarios. This analysis will be used for the Level 3 
screening. 

4.4 Traffic Operations Report of Findings 

4.4.1 Draft Traffic Operations Report of Findings 

Consultant will prepare a draft report of findings of the traffic operations analysis documenting the 
No-Action condition, and potential operational conditions of the Reasonable Alternative scenarios. 
The analysis will focus of the planning level operation for the roadway network and intersection 
traffic operation for the key study intersections. The findings will be reported in the context of 
comparison with the No-Action alternative. The draft report will be distributed to the Core Team 
and the Technical Advisory Group for review and comment. 

4.4.2 Final Traffic Operations Report of Findings 

Consultant will review comments with the Core Team, address and incorporate comments, and 
submit the final Traffic Operations Report of Findings. 

Deliverables: 

 Methods and Assumptions Memorandum 

 Travel Demand Model Methodology Technical Memorandum 

 Calibrated Travel Demand Model (if any changes are made) 

 Draft Traffic Operations Report of Findings 

 Final Traffic Operations Report of Findings 

 

Assumptions: 
 

 No capacity analysis will be completed for the existing N-370 and N-31 interchanges with I-80, 

and the proposed interchange configurations for these locations will be those defined in MTIS. 

 Existing and future volumes for the I-80 interchanges at N-370 and N-31 will be provided by 

MAPA or NDOT. 
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5.0 DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

This task includes the identification of sources and data collection needs to support all aspects of the PEL 
Study. Data needs include but are not limited to: 

 Base Mapping  

 Previous Studies and Plans 

 Programmed Improvements 

 Traffic and Safety 

 Stakeholders List by Individual or Group 

 Environmental and other pertinent regional data to be addressed in the PEL 

5.1 Study Area Base Mapping 

Consultant will collect base mapping information in the Study Area from available sources including 
aerial photography, USGS, and GIS data from the Core Team and other sources. Aerial-based project 
mapping will be prepared at scales suitable to depict alternatives by location and of sufficient detail to 
ascertain potential impacts to the adjacent and surrounding environment. GIS data will be inventoried 
by layer for reference and use by the Consultant team. 

5.1.1 Utilities 

Consultant will inventory available information on major utilities (existing and proposed) within the 
Study Area potentially affecting the existing and alternative strategy scenarios for the transportation 
system. Consultant will coordinate with major utility providers to obtain this information. This does 
not include a utility coordination meeting or any sub-surface utility locations (SUE).   

5.1.2 Roadway Plans and Condition Ratings 

Consultant will collect and inventory from NDOT and Sarpy County available as-built plans, bridge 
service ratings and pavement condition ratings for interstate bridges, freeways and principal 
arterials in the Study Area. Plans for roads directly connecting the freeway system along the project 
route will also be collected and inventoried. This task does not include performing pavement or 
bridge condition assessments. This data will be used to support the Transportation System Condition 
Assessment in Task 2.3. 

5.1.3 Transit Operations Review 

Available transit related studies that could be relevant to the development and analysis of 
alternatives as they relate to access and connectivity within the Study Area will be inventoried. 

5.1.4 Traffic Data Review 

Consultant will review the available traffic data provided by Sarpy County, NDOT, and MAPA.  This 
data should include daily traffic volumes and peak period intersection turning movement counts for 
the proposed study segments and intersections. This task does not include conducting traffic counts. 
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5.1.5 Crash and Safety Data 

Consultant will review available crash data provided by NDOT by numbers of crashes, and crash 
rates by intersection and highway segment within the preliminary study area. 

5.1.6 Existing Traffic Operations Models 

Consultant will obtain and review available previously developed traffic operational models from 
NDOT, MAPA, and Sarpy County. These previous models will provide a background for constructing 
new models to support this PEL study. 

5.1.7 Non-Motorized Facilities 

Consultant will collect data related to facilities and routes within the Study Area designated 
specifically for non-motorized transportation modes (e.g., bicycle and pedestrian). 

5.1.8 Freight Traffic and Intermodal Access 

Consultant will collect, analyze, and review vehicle classification count data to be provided by NDOT, 
MAPA, Iowa Department of Transportation, and others. The primary purpose of this task is to 
document truck traffic and its effects on transportation operations along the project route in the 
Study Area. Major freight generating facilities within the Study Area will be identified. 

5.1.9 Land Use and Zoning Data 

Consultant will identify existing and adopted land use and zoning classifications within the Study 
Area, including incorporated boundaries, and review land use forecasts by MAPA and local 
jurisdictions. Data to be collected will include commercial level platting information in critical areas 
and known planned developments within the Study Area. Consultant will assemble readily available 
planning information within the Study Area related to proposed land use. Such information will 
include publicly adopted studies and private land use planning as available through and shared by 
the identified stakeholders.  

5.1.10 Social, Economic, and Demographic Data 

Consultant will collect readily available data regarding social, economic and demographic 
characteristics within the Study Area. Data will include most recently published demographic reports 
and census data by MAPA. Data will also include future projections related to social, economic and 
demographic characteristics to the extent the data are readily available from public jurisdictions in 
the Study Area including MAPA and city and county sources. 

5.2 Environmental Data 

Consultant will collect, inventory and review available environmental databases within the Study Area to 
identify known constraints and potential impacts. 

5.2.1 Wetlands 

Consultant will obtain stream wetland and hydric soil information from Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) offices, USGS and National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping. This task 
does not include performing wetland delineations.  
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5.2.2 Floodplains 

Consultant will collect available floodplain information including approximate 100-year floodplain 
limits, using National Floodplain Insurance Program (NFIP) maps and identify regulatory floodways.  
Show floodway, floodway fringe and floodplain from NFIP maps on project mapping. 

5.2.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 

Consultant will contact the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission and the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service to obtain information on threatened and endangered species locations and natural features. 

5.2.4 Public Lands 

Consultant will identify potential Public Recreation and Wildlife Areas, or lands encumbered by Land 
and Water Conservation Funds (Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) properties). 

5.2.5 Hazardous Materials Sites 

Consultant will collect and review relevant information available in public and private files (CERCLIS, 
RCRA, LUST, and Nebraska Department of Environment and Energy (NDEE) hazardous materials list) 
on properties known or suspected of waste disposal and/or waste sources. 

5.2.6 Cultural Resources 

Consultant will review Nebraska SHPO, National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), Sarpy County 
Historical Society files and records, and any other appropriate agency for recorded archeological and 
architectural resources. Consultant will locate historic districts, structures and sites from the 
relevant lists on the composite environmental constraints mapping. 

5.3 Supplemental Field Traffic Counts 

The following tasks would be considered out of scope and would be completed only if requested. 

Intersection Turning Movement Counts: If directed by MAPA and agreed upon by the Core Team, 
supplemental AM and/or PM peak period turning movements can be collected at intersections where 
traffic counts are not available.  

Daily Traffic Volume Counts: If directed by MAPA and agreed upon by the Core Team, supplemental 
daily traffic volume counts can be collected along the existing street network where ADT traffic counts 
are not available.  

Deliverables:  

 Digital GIS Data Files as appropriate 
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6.0  STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND NEED 

Consultant will coordinate and engage with the Core Team and resource agencies through scoping 
meetings, public and stakeholder engagement, and traffic and travel demand activities to develop the 
PEL Study’s statement of Purpose and Need. The Purpose and Need will be based on policies within 
Heartland 2050, MAPA’s Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), the Metro Area Travel Improvement 
Study (MTIS), and other local planning documents, and will formulate the basis for identifying the needs 
for transportation improvements, defining goals and objectives of the PEL Study, and support 
development of a methodology for evaluating and screening alternatives. 

6.1 Develop the Statement of Purpose and Need 

Consultant will prepare a written narrative containing the statement of purpose and need for review 
and comment. The statement of Purpose and Need will formulate an “umbrella” statement for the study 
area, based on identification of needs and efficiencies. The statement will reflect the context sensitivity 
of the transportation needs within the study area to support the attainment of stated transportation 
goals by encouraging the consideration of land use, transportation, environmental and infrastructure 
needs in an integrated manner.  

Consultant will develop a Statement of Purpose and Need for the transportation system improvements. 
Specifically, the statement will contain and address the following: 

 Identify the visions and goals of the Core Team and stakeholders for the near and long-term 
future of the study area, and document points of disagreement and congruence. 

 Refer to data identified in Task 2 and Task 4 regarding existing and expected deficiencies in the 
transportation system serving the study area to support compilation of system deficiencies.  

 Reference the list of issues that resulted from contacts with stakeholders and general 
knowledge of the area to identify a list of key needs in the study area. 

 Prepare and document a preliminary list of existing and anticipated deficiencies in the 
transportation system and the growth or changing needs in the study area. 

6.1.1 Draft Statement of Purpose and Need 

Consultant will prepare a draft Statement of Purpose and Need for distribution to the Core Team 
and the Technical Advisory Group for review and comment. 

6.1.2 Final Statement of Purpose and Need 

Consultant will review comments with the Core Team, address and incorporate comments, and 
submit the final Statement of Purpose and Need. 

Deliverables:  

 Draft Statement of Purpose and Need 

 Final Statement of Purpose and Need
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7.0 LAND USE SCENARIO PLANNING 

Several different land use plans have been adopted by various jurisdictions that envision alternative 
futures for the planning area. The Land Use Scenario Planning effort outlined herein is intended to 
create a tool for jurisdictions to jointly pursue alternatives that are most consistent with existing plans, 
provide necessary coordination between existing plans, and identify opportunities and constraints for 
flexible implementation for accomplishing local goals and policies recognized in the adopted plans. This 
task will focus on creating three scenarios (i.e. low, medium, and high) that correspond to different 
levels of development intensity which would require varying corresponding traffic improvements and 
construction phasing.  

The goal of this task is to use existing planning efforts to arrive at a series of possible outcomes or 
development scenarios and triggers (i.e. possible actions that would steer development toward one 
scenario or another). The scenarios would then be available to each jurisdiction as they make future 
land use decisions, ensuring to the extent possible, that these decisions take best advantage of the 
significant investment in transportation improvements that plan implementation may require. 

7.1 Existing Land Use Conditions Analysis 

Data in existing plans will be obtained from current available resources evaluated as part of Task 2 and 
Task 5. This information will be analyzed and noted along with their implications in the Existing 
Conditions Memorandum. The Existing Conditions Analysis includes: 

 Land Use  

 Zoning 

 Utilities and Infrastructure 

 Transportation (all modes) 

 Topography and natural resources 

 Public Facilities 

 Parks and Open Space 

The Existing Conditions Analysis will identify areas of consistency within the various adopted plans and 
areas of inconsistency to be discussed further through the Public Involvement Process, or Stakeholder 
Visioning Process (explained further below).  
 

7.2 Land Use Profile and Analysis 

The Land Use Profile and Analysis will update other information related to the adopted plans that 
impact decisions related to transportation improvements. The analysis will highlight changes from 
previous studies and the implications of such changes to the future land use scenarios. The following 
issues will be evaluated: 

 Planning Vision, Goals and Guiding Principles (from adopted plans noting consistencies and 
inconsistencies) 

 General Demographic Characteristics (population, age, racial/cultural composition, educational 
attainment, and poverty status) 
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 Housing Characteristics (housing structures/units, housing occupancy/vacancy, home values, 
and age of housing structures) 

 Household Characteristics (total households, size, type, income, monthly homeowner costs, and 
monthly renter costs) 

 Employment Characteristics (employment status, occupation, industry, and class of worker) 

 Commuting/Mobility Characteristics (communing to work patterns, available vehicles per 
household)  

The information developed in Tasks 7.1 – 7.2 will be shared and discussed in the first set of stakeholder 
and public meetings. The results of these discussions will be summarized in a memorandum of findings 
and lead to the creation of the Preliminary Land Use Scenarios Memorandum. 
 

7.3 Stakeholder Land Use Visioning  

Based on discussions with MAPA and NDOT, it is important to gather data and prepare a pathway for 
future land use planning document updates, as well as harmonize the vision for the area surrounding 
the new interchange(s), as well as make sure the proposed land uses and proposed infrastructure 
improvements are considered “consistent” with local land use plans. The Consultant proposes a series of 
efforts to gather this vision and document the path forward considering the recommended alternatives. 

7.3.1 Visioning Interviews 

Consultant will conduct interviews with community leaders (e.g. Planning Directors or Commission 
Members, Community Development Personnel, etc.) with knowledge or expertise relevant to the 
study area as identified by the Core Team and TAG. The interviews will be used to inform issues and 
opportunities surrounding the Study Area. Up to ten one-hour interviews will be conducted. 

7.3.2 Visioning Workshop 

Consultant will facilitate a half-day visioning workshop. The format, agenda, and all visual materials 
(compilation of land use and development plans to date, analysis mapping, graphics, and imagery) 
for the workshop will be prepared, and shared in draft form. The workshop will include sessions for 
the Core Team, TAG and CAG members, and other public officials, planning experts, or opinion 
leaders that the Core Team or MAPA recommends.  

The workshop may include interactive exercises and will be designed to obtain consensus through a 
visioning process while understanding and prioritizing the opportunities, constraints, and 
discrepancies identified prior to and during the workshops. The result will be a list of measures of 
success for any land use approach at each of the three levels, low, medium, and high development 
density. This list will guide development of the conceptual land use scenarios. It is anticipated that 
the workshop will be held at a City Hall, or County Facility within the study area.  

7.3.3 Visioning Summary 

A memorandum will be prepared summarizing the process and findings. Photographs of the event 
and any displays will be provided for use in final deliverable as needed.  
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7.4 Preliminary Land Use Scenarios Memorandum 

Preliminary land use scenarios will be developed based on the information generated above and the 
stakeholder and public discussion at the first round of meetings.  

 Identification of study area vision, goals and guiding principles – the things the various 
jurisdictions can agree on. 

 Land Use and Zoning – The Preliminary Land Use Scenarios Memorandum will identify three 
draft land use growth scenarios based on the concept of high, medium and low intensity. Key 
opportunity areas or triggers will be highlighted for each scenario. 

 Key Development and Redevelopment Opportunities: The Preliminary Land Use Scenarios 
Memorandum will identify possible development opportunities within the study area that would 
impact generation of transportation modelling alternatives at the high, medium and low 
intensities. This is not a full economic analysis, but a feasibility approach based on feedback 
received to date.  

 Conceptual Transportation networks (Roadways, Pedestrian and Trail) to support each of the 
draft land use scenarios. 

The Preliminary Land Use Scenarios Memorandum will be shared in the second round of stakeholder 
and public meetings. Feedback and comment will be incorporated into the Final Land Use Scenarios 
Report. 

7.5 Final Land Use Scenarios Report 

The Preliminary Land Use Scenarios Memorandum will be revised based on one round of feedback and 
comment to result in the Final Land Use Scenarios Report, which will include: 

 Land Use Development Scenarios at three intensities (high, medium and low) communicated in 
an illustrative plan and in narrative form. The development scenarios will include policy, land 
use and general transportation recommendations for each scenario. All scenarios will address 
the project purpose and need, goals, and vision established for the PEL Study. 

 Recommendations broken down by jurisdiction for their use in updating local plans as a tool for 
implementation of the land use scenarios including conceptual timeline of key land use and 
development elements, funding opportunities, and administration strategies. 

 Transportation Improvement Plan that graphically communicates the transportation facilities 
and phasing required to support the development scenarios and satisfy the overall projects’ 
purpose and need. 

The Final Land Use Scenarios Report will include all exhibits and memoranda, along with an executive 
summary to submit in the third round of stakeholder and public meetings. The report will be finalized 
based on one round of comment and feedback. The Core Team will provide feedback as a single set of 
review comments to be addressed before distribution of the final report.  
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Deliverables:  

 Existing Conditions Memorandum 

 Visioning Summary Memorandum 

 Preliminary Land Use Scenarios Memorandum 

 Final Land Use Scenarios Report 

Assumptions: 

 A full economic analysis of the study area will not be prepared.  

 Aesthetics and Urban Design Enhancements will not be part of this task.  

 Efforts in this task will include the no-action alternative for consistency in future NEPA analysis.  
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8.0 EVALUATION AND SCREENING CRITERIA 

This effort will include development of a framework and procedures for identifying the Recommended 
Alternatives to be carried into subsequent NEPA studies and documents. Screening will be accomplished 
in three steps that use increasing levels of analysis to reduce the broad Initial Range of Alternatives to a 
set of Recommended Alternatives to be further evaluated.  

The first level evaluation criteria will be based on the Purpose and Need, and other PEL Study goals 
identified in Task 6. The criteria developed will consider policies in Heartland 2050, performance metrics 
and targets defined in the MAP-21 Transportation Bill, and other resources identified in and other 
regional planning documents. The second level criteria will be based on how well the alternatives meet 
basic performance metrics for travel demand and overall transportation benefits, as described in Task 
4.2. The third level criteria will focus on advanced performance metrics including benefits and costs, 
traffic operations described in Task 4.3, as well as their impacts to various socio-economic and 
environmental resources.  

If certain criteria become less important or are not able to effectively discern between different 
alternatives and their effectiveness or their impact intensity, they may be subsequently modified 
following their development. However, the intent of this task is to develop and obtain agreement on the 
screening criteria prior to the development of the alternatives, as well as prior to the implementation of 
the screening process itself. 

8.1 Performance Metrics 

Consultant will develop and apply basic and advanced performance metrics and screening criteria to 
evaluate alternatives and strategies. The list of measures below is preliminary and is subject to potential 
revision determined from input from the Core Team and the study stakeholders. 

8.1.1 Transportation, Safety and Traffic Operational Effectiveness 

Consultant will develop measures to comparatively determine how each alternative may address 
transportation demand, safety, traffic capacity, and operational deficiencies and needs as identified 
in the Purpose and Need. 

8.1.2 Land Use Consequences, Impacts and Opportunities 

Consultant will develop measures to comparatively determine how each alternative will affect 
accessibility, mobility, connectivity and land use/economic development potential in the study area 
(i.e. indirect and cumulative impacts). Some transportation network alternatives are anticipated to 
affect land use considerations, while some land use and urban design alternatives are anticipated to 
affect the transportation network. Corresponding land use opportunities and implications will then 
be assessed and compared. 

8.1.3 Financial Analysis and Economical Feasibility 

Consultant will develop measures to compare the alternatives in terms of whether the benefits and 
economic development opportunities are commensurate with the costs. This analysis will also 
consider the availability of funds for construction and operation, the anticipated economic 
development benefits and strategies associated with each scenario, and the anticipated equity (i.e., 
the distribution of costs and benefits).  
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8.1.4 Environmental Impacts 

Consultant will develop measures to compare the alternatives in terms of impacts on environmental 
resources and feasibility as they relate to environmental issues and regulations. Resources to be 
considered in this evaluation will include but may not be limited to floodplains, water quality, air 
quality, noise, historical and cultural resources, hazardous waste, and public lands. 

8.1.5 Socio-Economic Impacts 

Consultant will develop measures and evaluation factors to compare the alternatives as they relate 
to impacts to displacements, property values, neighborhoods, and environmental justice. 

8.1.6 Conformity with Current and Future Planning Goals and Policies 

Consultant will develop measures and evaluation factors to compare the alternatives as they relate 
to conformance with local and regional planning goals and policies. 

8.2 Screening Criteria Memorandum  

8.2.1 Draft Screening Criteria Memorandum  

Consultant will prepare a draft Screening Criteria Memorandum to document the methodologies 
and performance metrics to be applied in the study. Consultant will distribute the memorandum to 
the Core Team and the Technical Advisory Group for review and comment. 

8.2.2 Final Screening Criteria Memorandum  

Consultant will review comments with the Core Team, address and incorporate comments, and 
submit the final Screening Criteria Memorandum. 

Deliverables:  

 Draft Screening Criteria Memorandum 

 Final Screening Criteria Memorandum 
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9.0 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT 

The Consultant will develop alternatives based on the initial input from MAPA and the project partners, 
TAG and CAG input, as well as public involvement. Alternatives may come from other previous studies 
and planning documents or may be developed during the initial stages of the PEL study. The alternatives 
will be developed at increasing levels of detail and will be evaluated and screened using criteria 
explained elsewhere in this scope of services. 

 Initial Range of Alternatives – brainstormed without bias and with just enough information to 
ascertain if the alternative meets the Purpose and Need developed in Task 6 (Level 1 screening).  

 Practicable Alternatives – developed at a network level of detail (i.e. lines on a map) to evaluate 
their effectiveness in meeting basic performance metrics developed in Task 8, and by the 
transportation demand modeling efforts explained in Task 4.2 (Level 2 screening). 

 Reasonable Alternatives – developed at a greater level of detail (i.e. corridors with approximate 
roadway widths, general roadway configurations, and anticipated connections to local 
roadways) to be screened using advanced performance metrics developed in Task 8 and by the 
traffic operations and capacity analysis explained in Task 4.3 (Level 3 screening). 

 Recommended Alternatives – refined at a higher level of detail to include number of lanes and 
configurations of intersections subject to a Value Planning Workshop explained in Task 10. 

9.1 New Interchange Location(s) and Configurations 

Consultant will identify various interchange and other transportation improvement alternatives that 
may address the problems identified in the Purpose and Need. These alternatives will focus first on the 
connection points for various local roadways and highways, and then will investigate possible 
interchange types and configurations, with emphasis on the differences between the varying 
development scenarios (i.e. residential development vs. major distribution center development), as well 
as possible options to development expansion plans or phased implementation of improvements, tied 
to certain development triggers.  

It is anticipated that options considered for a new interchange will include locations within the vicinity of 
192nd and Capehart Road, as well as other locations nearby.  

Consultant will illustrate up to three interchange locations at the conceptual level to be considered as 
Practicable Alternatives.  These concepts will be completed in CAD using available base mapping and 
aerials imagery from Sarpy County. LIDAR data files (if available) would be utilized to evaluate the 
vertical elements of the configurations. As described in Task 4.2, these interchange locations would be 
identified for the Practicable Alternatives advancing beyond Level 1 screening (i.e. Purpose and Need) 
and would be further developed with enough detail to be evaluated in the Level 2 screening using basic 
performance metrics developed in Task 8, and the transportation demand methodology in Task 4.2. The 
Practicable Alternatives would account for various major roadway connections including Platteview 
Road.  

For those alternatives advancing past Level 2 screening (i.e. Reasonable Alternatives), they would be 
developed further with enough detail to be evaluated using the advanced criteria developed for Level 3 
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screening. These configurations would account for roadway priority and connectivity and would 
illustrate possible intersection types at the ramp terminals. At those locations with an existing I-80 
bridge, interchange configurations may be developed to utilize existing infrastructure (i.e. Pflug Road, 
Fairview Road, Capehart Road, and Schram Road). Ramp access to I-80, bridge widening or 
modifications, and other ways to utilize these existing resources would be considered. It is anticipated 
that up to two interchange configurations at up to three interchange locations would be developed at 
this level of detail. These alternatives would then be screened during Level 3 using the traffic operations 
and capacity analysis described in Task 4.3 and the advanced performance metrics described in Task 8.  

9.2 Arterial Roadway Network Layout  

For the Reasonable Alternatives, consultant will provide illustrations of proposed arterial roadway 
networks and identify possible options to connect local roads to the three interchange locations 
developed in Task 9.1. Up to two variations of the arterial roadway network will be developed for each 
of the three interchange locations. The street classification, number of lanes, and preliminary 
intersection locations would be developed within this task. The arterial roadway network will be 
completed in CAD using available base mapping and aerials imagery from Sarpy County. LIDAR data files 
(if available) would be utilized to evaluate the vertical elements of the configurations. These network 
layouts would be used in Level 3 screening. 

9.3 Alternatives and Strategies Developed  

9.3.1 Draft Alternatives and Strategies Memorandum 

Consultant will prepare a draft Alternatives and Strategies Memorandum that explains the 
alternatives developed and distribute the memorandum to the Core Team and the Technical 
Advisory Group for review and comment. 

9.3.2 Final Alternatives and Strategies Memorandum 

Consultant will review comments with the Core Team, address and incorporate comments, and 
submit the final Alternatives and Strategies Memorandum. 

Deliverables: 

 Draft Alternatives and Strategies Memorandum  

 Final Alternatives and Strategies Memorandum 

 

Assumptions: 

 Approximately 8-10 Practicable Alternatives will be developed 

 Approximately 3-6 Reasonable Alternatives will be developed 

 Data from the MTIS studies regarding prior planning efforts and modal analysis will be included 

and briefly discussed in this task.  
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10.0 ALTERNATIVES SCREENING 

In coordination with the Core Team, the Initial Range of Alternatives and strategies will be evaluated and 
screened by the Purpose and Need developed in Task 6, transportation demand modeling data and 
traffic operations analysis performed in Task 4, and screening criteria established in Task 8. The 
screening process will involve three steps with increasing levels of analysis to reduce the broad range of 
alternatives to a set of alternatives to be further evaluated at a higher level of detail, and ultimately 
result in a range of Recommended Alternatives to be advanced beyond this study.  

10.1 Level 1 Screening 

The purpose of the Level 1 screening is to eliminate the apparently unfeasible alternatives as agreed 
upon by the Core Team and alternatives that do not meet the Purpose and Need developed in Task 6. 
Alternatives deemed to be impractical, too costly, or redundant with more suitable alternatives will be 
documented and eliminated at this level. The results of the Level 1 screening will be a set of Practicable 
Alternatives that can be carried into the Level 2 screening. 

10.2 Level 2 Screening 

Level 2 will evaluate and screen the Practicable Alternatives for their transportation benefits and basic 
performance metrics developed in Task 8. The evaluation for each alternative will include applying TDM 
model data from Task 4.2 to determine the extent to which alternatives may perform better than 
others. The results of Level 2 screening will be a set of Reasonable Alternatives that can be carried into 
Level 3 screening.  

10.3 Level 3 Screening 

Level 3 will evaluate and screen the Reasonable Alternatives. The evaluation for each alternative will 
include development of conceptual alignments, typical sections, cost estimates, and environmental and 
land use impacts. The Reasonable Alternatives will be evaluated and screened by application of the 
methodology and advanced performance metrics established in Task 8 including environmental and 
land use impacts, cost benefits, conformity with land use plans, and traffic operations completed in Task 
4.3. Following the Level 3 screening, a Value Planning Workshop will be scheduled (described below) to 
refine the Recommended Alternatives for further study. 

10.4 Value Planning Workshop 

Consultant will conduct a Value Planning workshop with the Core Team and the TAG to refine the 
Recommended Alternatives advancing from the Level 3 screening. The workshop will be scheduled after 
the second public input meeting and after the Recommended Alternatives have been identified. The 
Value Planning Workshop will focus on cost, performance, and acceptance. Through this process, one or 
more alternatives, in addition to the No-Action, could be recommended for further study. 

The outcome of this task will be a set of Recommended Alternatives and strategies with planning-level 
details and cost estimates, and with enough detail to be carried forward into future NEPA analysis. The 
logical termini for the recommended alternatives will be defined to establish segments of independent 
utility where feasible to support independent NEPA classifications and actions.  
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10.5 Alternatives Screening Documentation 

10.5.1 Draft Recommended Alternatives Memorandum 

Consultant will prepare a draft Recommended Alternatives Memorandum and distribute to the Core 
Team and the Technical Advisory Group for review and comment. This memorandum will include 
descriptions of each screening level and how and why alternatives were either eliminated or 
advanced. This document will be incorporated into the final PEL Report, explained in Task 11.  

10.5.2 Final Recommended Alternatives Memorandum  

Consultant will review comments with the Core Team, address and incorporate comments, and 
submit the final Recommended Alternatives Memorandum. 

Deliverables:  

 Level 1, 2, and 3 Evaluation Matrices 

 Draft Recommended Alternatives Memorandum  

 Final Recommended Alternatives Memorandum  
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11.0 PEL STUDY DOCUMENTATION 

The Consultant will prepare a PEL Report that will describe the objectives, alternatives, and findings 
developed within this study. The PEL Report will be a technical summary of the engineering and 
environmental considerations, assumptions, analysis methodologies and illustrations of the final 
recommended alternatives and implementation considerations. Included in the report will be the NEPA 
Implementation Plan and responses to the FHWA PEL Questionnaire. The objective of the study will be 
to receive an acceptance letter from FHWA. 

11.1 Draft PEL Report 

A draft PEL Report will be prepared by the Consultant for review and comment. One set of consolidated 
comments will be received from the Core Team for incorporation into the final document.  

The PEL Study report will include the following chapters which may be subject to revision as directed 
and approved by the Core Team: 

 Executive Summary 

 Methodology and Data Sources 

 Introduction and Purpose and Need Statement 

 Alternatives Development and Screening 

 Transportation Impacts 

 Environmental Impacts 

 Land Use and Land Use Planning Impacts 

 Economic Development Impacts 

 Agency Coordination and Public Involvement 

 

11.2 Draft NEPA Transition Plan and FHWA PEL Questionnaire 

The Consultant will prepare a strategic plan for identifying segments of independent utility and probable 
NEPA classifications for the recommended alternatives to be carried forward for subsequent NEPA 
analyses. The Consultant will review the FHWA PEL Questionnaire to determine what information is 
available to carry into the NEPA process, and how subsequent NEPA studies can be appropriately scoped 
to include any follow-on steps identified in the Questionnaire. Components of the PEL Study report to be 
addressed in the Questionnaire will include: 

 Agency Scoping 

o How the PEL methodology should be presented in NEPA. 
o What steps should be taken with each agency during NEPA scoping. 
o Whether any unresolved issues exist with the public, stakeholders, or agencies. 
o How to use PEL study information when coordinating with agencies and the public 

during the NEPA process. 
o Critical issues identified in the PEL study that need consideration in the NEPA process. 

 
 



Sarpy County I-80 Interchange PEL Study PEL Study Documentation 

MAPA 11-2 Alfred Benesch and Company 

 Purpose and Need 

o What steps will need to be taken during the NEPA process to convert the PEL study 
vision/purpose and need into a project-level purpose and need statement(s). 
 

 Recommended Alternatives to be Brought Forward 

o Which project alternatives should be brought forward into NEPA and why. 
  

 Environmental Analysis and Mitigation 

o Which resource issues need to be considered during NEPA. 

o Which environmental resources were evaluated in the PEL study and why, and how 
environmental resource data will be supplemented during the NEPA process. 

o Which environmental resources were not evaluated in the PEL study and why, and 
whether they should be reviewed during the NEPA process. 

o Mitigation strategies that should be analyzed during NEPA. 

The plan will also include planning-level analysis and recommendations for potential funding and 
financing strategies for future improvements recommended in the PEL Study. 

A draft NEPA Transition and Documentation Report will be prepared by the Consultant for review and 
comment. The NEPA Transition and Documentation Report will be a technical summary of the 
engineering and environmental considerations, assumptions, analysis methodologies and illustrations of 
the recommended alternatives and implementation considerations. The Consultant will also complete 
the FHWA PEL Questionnaire for documentation of the PEL Study and for use with the future NEPA 
actions. A draft questionnaire will be submitted with the draft PEL report for review and comment. 

11.3 Final PEL Report, NEPA Transition Plan and FHWA PEL Questionnaire 

Based on comments, a final PEL Report, NEPA Transition Plan and FHWA Questionnaire will be prepared 
by the Consultant for submission to FHWA by the Core Team. The Consultant will assist the project 
sponsors with the presentation of the final PEL Report to agency leadership, project partners and key 
stakeholders, as requested. 

Deliverables: 

 Draft PEL Report 

 Draft NEPA Transition Plan 

 Draft FHWA PEL Questionnaire 

 Final PEL Report, NEPA Transition Plan and FHWA PEL Questionnaire 
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12.0 DEFINITIONS AND TERMS 

Preliminary PEL Study Area: Detailed condition assessment, preliminary corridor for potential 
interchange alternatives, subject to change based on development of alternatives and 
stakeholder/public involvement. 

Preliminary Data Modeling Area: Overall travel modeling area, captures input data for traffic 
operations, area in which travel patterns may be affected by proposed changes in the Study Area. 

Core Team: Consists of primary representatives of MAPA, Sarpy County, Cities of Papillion and Gretna, 
and NDOT. The Core Team will meet regularly (at least monthly) to discuss project progress and make 
key decisions. 

Technical Advisory Group: Consists of the Core Team with additional representation from each of their 
agencies/staff to provide technical guidance on various topics (traffic, planning, economics, design). Also 
includes additional staff from NDOT and FHWA.  

Community Advisory Group: Consists of designated representatives from the Core Team jurisdictions 
expanded to include representatives from the adjacent municipal jurisdictions, possibly to include the 
cities of Springfield, Bellevue, LaVista, Omaha, and other public or private entities as directed by the 
Core Team. 

Consultant: Alfred Benesch and Company and its subconsultants (Hg Consult, Vireo, and Cambridge 
Systematics) 

Resource Agency: Federal, State, and local agencies with primary responsibility for natural resources, 
including the United States Army Corps of Engineers, United State Fish and Wildlife Service, United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, Nebraska Game and Parks Commission, Nebraska Department 
of Natural Resources, Nebraska Department of Environment and Energy, Papio-Missouri River Natural 
Resources District, among others.   

Initial Range of Alternatives: Those alternatives presented by MAPA or the Project Partners, Consultant, 
Agencies, or the Public that have a basic proposition to address some or all of the problems in the Study 
Area, but have not been vetted to determine if or how much they meet the components of the Purpose 
and Need statement of the project. 

Practicable Alternatives: Those alternatives that meet the Purpose and Need and are capable of being 
done within the realm of possibility but have not been validated for basic performance metrics. 

Reasonable Alternatives: Those alternatives that meet the Purpose and Need, are capable of being 
done, that meet basic performance metrics and present logical solutions to the problems at hand. 

Recommended Alternatives: Those alternatives meeting Purpose and Need, are capable of being done, 
meet basic and advanced performance metrics, present logical solutions, and have relatively fewer 
resource impacts than others. The recommended alternatives will be refined for further study using a 
Value Planning Methodology that focuses on performance, cost and acceptance. 
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1.3. 8

1.4. 4 12 8 8
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8

3.3. 4 8

60 64 16

4.1. 12

4.2. 12

4.3. 20 64 16

4.4. 16

8 40

5.1. 4 20

5.2. 4 20

Community Advisory Group (coord. and management) - mtgs below

Miscellaneous Meetings

Deployment - Public Meetings

Deployment - Email, Online, Social Media, Press Releases

II.  Study Area Condition Assessment

Planning Context

Resource Agency Scoping

Environmental and Land Use Assessment

Reporting

Project Management Plan

Project Controls and Administration

I.  Project Management

TASKS
PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATIONS

Kickoff Meeting

Core Team Meetings

Internal Meetings

Technical Advisory Group (coord. and management) - mtgs below

Data Sharing

Transportation System Assessment

III.  Outreach and Public Engagement

Public Involvement Plan

Deployment - CAG meetings

Documentation

Regional Travel Demand Modelling

Traffic Operations Analysis

Reporting

IV.  Transportation Modeling and Traffic Analysis

Methods and Assumptions

V.  Data Collection

Study Area Base Mapping

Environmental Data
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I.  Project Management

TASKS
PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATIONS

2 32 8

6.1. 2 16 8

6.2. 16

24 8

7.1. 4

7.2. 4

7.3. 8

7.4. 8

7.5. 8

2 40 24 16

8.1. 2 24 16 16

8.2. 16 8

28 64 48 40 12

9.1. 8 36 24 20

9.2. 8 20 24 20

9.3. 12 8 12

4 60 44 8 28

10.1. 16 4

10.2. 12 12 6

10.3. 12 12 6

10.4. 4 12 16 8

10.5. 8 16

6 32

11.1-

11.2 16

11.3. 6 16

2.5 56.3 30.5 7 8 5 25

20 450 244 56 64 40 200

VII.  Land Use Scenario Planning

Existing Conditions Analysis

Land Use Profile 

Stakeholder Land Use Visioning  

VI.  Purpose and Need

Develop P&N

Documentation of P&N

Total Hours 

Total Days

Preliminary Land Use Scenarios Memorandum

Final Land Use Scenarios Report

X.  Screening

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Value Planning Workshop

Reporting

VIII.  Screening Criteria Development

Performance Metrics

Screening Criteria Memorandum

IX.  Alternatives Development

New Interchanges

Street Network Layout

Reporting

XI.  PEL Study Documentation

Draft PEL Report, Transition Plan, FHWA Questionnaire

Final Report
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64
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8
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8

12
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24
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PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATIONS

42

26

16

32

4

4

8

8

8

82

58

24

192

88

72

32

144

20

30

30

40

24

38

16

22

134

1,074.0
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