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Appendix A – Discussion of the Non-Preferred Alternatives for I-41 

Transportation System Management Alternative 

The Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative maximizes use of existing roadways to delay 
the need to add capacity due to anticipated growth in the area. In general, TSM measures include: 

• Intelligent transportation systems (ITS), such as traffic cameras and dynamic message signs to
allow detection of congestion or crashes and notification of drivers

• High-occupancy-vehicle lanes
• Ramp meters to improve capacity and merging at on-ramps
• Reversible lanes

Closed-circuit traffic cameras and one dynamic message sign (southbound I-41 at Vandenbroek Road) are 
currently in use along I-41 in the study area.  

The TSM Alternative would not require additional real estate, and construction costs would be relatively 
low. The TSM Alternative would not preclude the reconstruction of the SWEF or the relocation of the 
Northeast Region Headquarters of the Wisconsin State Patrol to the SWEF site. However, TSM alone would 
not fix the issues identified in the project need. Under the TSM Alternative, I-41 would not be 
reconstructed; therefore, the TSM Alternative would not address substandard design elements that 
contribute to crashes and would not alleviate congestion enough to provide a substantial safety benefit. 
Additionally, the TSM measures would not sufficiently accommodate existing and future traffic volumes or 
provide lane and route continuity.  

TSM measures can be combined with other strategies to meet the project’s purpose and need and will be 
included as part of all alternatives. 

Transportation Demand Management Alternative 

The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Alternative attempts to reduce the number of vehicles 
on roadways through better land use planning, improved use of technology, or shifting trips to other 
means of transportation, allowing for more efficient use of the existing transportation system’s capacity. 
TDM measures include: 

• Increasing transit ridership
• Promoting ridesharing with park-and-ride lots
• Preferential treatment for high-occupancy vehicles
• Improving bicycle and pedestrian mobility
• Mixing land uses, such as combining business, commercial, residential, or institutional uses in a

single building or area as a way of reducing the need to drive between them

In July 2019, Amtrak began operation of a Thruway Bus Service with two daily round trips between Green 
Bay and Milwaukee, providing a connection to and from Chicago using Amtrak Hiawatha trains. The bus 
service is provided by Amtrak in coordination with WisDOT. The route uses I-41 and has a stop in 
downtown Appleton. 

While transit and multimodal improvements are important elements of the study area’s transportation 
solutions, they alone cannot fix the traffic congestion issue. Also, traffic operation is only one of the 
project’s needs. TDM measures would not improve safety, address roadway deficiencies, or provide lane 



and route continuity. The TDM Alternative would not preclude the reconstruction of the SWEF or the 
relocation of the Northeast Region Headquarters of the Wisconsin State Patrol to the SWEF site. 

4-lane with Hard Shoulder Running Alternative

Hard shoulder running (HSR) is a TSM strategy that uses the left or right shoulder of a roadway for 
temporary travel during peak demand hours, as needed. This can help mitigate congestion by increasing 
capacity and allowing more uniform speeds, thereby improving trip-time reliability. The 4-lane with HSR 
Alternative would reconstruct I-41 with two travel lanes in each direction and would upgrade the roadway 
to current AASHTO and WisDOT design standards.1 This alternative would require a small amount of new 
right-of-way along I-41. Based on comments received from local government officials during project 
scoping, WisDOT considered HSR as part of the 4-lane alternative. See the attached I-41 Hard Shoulder 
Running memo for more information on HSR. 

Because the I-41 corridor experiences high traffic volumes outside of the normal morning and afternoon 
rush hours due to summer tourism traffic and Green Bay Packers games, WisDOT proposed dynamic HSR 
for this alternative. Dynamic HSR allows general-purpose traffic to temporarily use the shoulder as a travel 
lane as needed based on real-time traffic conditions determined through ITS. 

HSR would address capacity issues that are expected to occur in the project area. It would also address 
roadway deficiencies. However, when HSR is in use, there would be no shoulder or a very narrow (typically 
2- to 3-foot) shoulder available for storage of broken-down vehicles or for vehicles that are involved in
collisions to move out of the traffic lanes. Based on information from the AASHTO Highway Safety Manual
(2020) regarding predictive safety methods, the 4-lane HSR Alternative would have slightly higher crash
rates than the 6-lane Alternative but would improve crash rates over the No Build Alternative. The loss of a
shoulder during times of peak traffic as part of the 4-lane HSR Alternative makes it less safe than the 6-
lane Alternative.

The 4-lane HSR Alternative would not provide lane and route continuity when HSR is not operational. 
Vehicles entering the study area would need to merge from 3 to 2 lanes.  

While the 4-lane HSR Alternative would be less expensive to build (4 lanes plus shoulders compared to 6 
lanes plus shoulders), the ITS elements specific to dynamic HSR are more extensive than the 6-lane 
Alternative, which would reduce the construction cost savings. The 4-lane HSR Alternative would also 
increase maintenance and operations cost compared to the 6-lane Alternative. For instance, before the 
shoulder is opened to traffic it needs to be scanned for debris either through a maintenance person driving 
the freeway or through enough cameras to cover the entire length of the corridor.  

HSR is most often implemented in freeway corridors where right-of-way is expensive and freeway 
expansion would have unacceptable adverse impacts on adjacent development or environmental 
resources. These conditions are not present in this segment of I-41; the 6-lane Alternative can be 
implemented with little right-of-way acquisition. 

As part of the 4-lane HSR Alternative, the SWEF could be reconstructed and the Northeast Region 
Headquarters of the Wisconsin State Patrol could be moved to the SWEF site.  

1 It is WisDOT’s intent to meet all interstate standards. During design, it may be determined that meeting interstate 
standards in all locations is not feasible, in which case a design exception would be required. 
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1610 N 2nd Street 
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Subject Hard Shoulder Running Project Name I-41 Study

Attention WisDOT I-41 Team Project No. 1130-63-00 

From Jovaun Shaw/Jacobs 

Charlie Webb/Jacobs 

Date October 28, 2020 

1. Introduction

The purpose of this memo is to evaluate hard shoulder running (HSR) as an alternative to 
widening I-41 to 6 lanes between STH 15 and County F/Scheuring Road. HSR is evaluated 
against the four purpose and need factors: capacity, safety, roadway deficiencies and system 
linkage. Cost is also discussed.  

WisDOT is planning to reconstruct a 23-mile segment of I-41 as a 4- or 6-lane freeway. It is 
currently a 4-lane freeway.  

The traffic analysis performed for this study concluded that additional capacity is needed to 
accommodate design year (2045) traffic volumes. AM and PM peak volumes are expected to 
result in level of service D, E and F operations by 2045 if no capacity is added. This corridor also 
experiences high volumes on summer weekends due to recreational traffic driving to/from 
northern Wisconsin and Door County. Lastly, Green Bay Packer game day traffic generates high 
traffic volumes on this segment of I-41 on Sundays and occasionally Monday and Thursday 
evenings. Due to the high volumes of traffic outside the normal peak, WisDOT analyzed dynamic 
HSR rather than static HSR. Dynamic HSR use allows for general-purpose traffic to temporarily 
use the shoulder as a travel lane as needed based on real-time traffic conditions through 
intelligent transportation system (ITS) equipment. Static HSR relies on set hours that the 
shoulder may be used as a travel lane. 

HSR is most often implemented through a resurfacing project or other interim improvement, 
rather than as part of a full reconstruction. It is typically implemented in constrained 
environments where acquiring real estate would be very impactful or expensive.  
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2. Capacity 

Allowing hard shoulder running would increase capacity of I-41 by adding a third lane in each 
direction during peak periods. Studies show that implementing hard shoulder running (HSR) 
reduces delays and congestion, decreasing travel time. 

• In 2013, the Virginia Department of Transportation installed an Active Traffic Management 
system on a 6-lane freeway of I-66. Results from the operational analysis conclude that the use of 
HSR has improved travel time significantly (Virginia Transportation Research Council 2018). 

• The Conference of European Directors of Roads (CEDR) Traffic and Network Management Working 
Group has stated, “When properly implemented and according to several evaluation results in the 
Netherlands, HSR deployment benefits include up to 20% improvement of overall traffic 
performance and up to 80% reduction of delays as well as a 25% reduction of overall congestion.” 
(CEDR 2018) 

• Operational chracteristics of part time shoulder use were observed on I-93 in Massachusetts and 
concluded to have only one-half to two-thirds the capacity of adjacent general purpose lanes. Still 
with an older style of shoulders less than 12 feet wide, part time shoulder use concluded to be 
effective by increasing travel speeds along the corridor. (FHWA 2016)  

These and other studies show that HSR is effective at adding capacity to an existing roadway. 

Hard shoulder running would provide enough capacity to accommodate 2045 traffic volumes on 
this segment of I-41. Even though HSR may not provide as much capacity as an additional 
general purpose lane, the HCS modeling that WisDOT performed indicates that 6 general 
purpose lanes would have a small amount of excess capacity. Therefore, WisDOT concluded that 
4 lanes plus HSR would provide enough capacity to meet forecast traffic volumes.  

3. Safety 

When HSR is allowed, whether static or dynamic, there is no shoulder or a very narrow (typically 
2-3 feet) shoulder. Full-width shoulders are one of FHWA’s ten controlling criteria, recognition of 
their role in providing a safe roadway (Information: Revisions to the Controlling Criteria for 
Design and Documentation for Design Exceptions, FHWA, May 5, 2016). When there is no 
shoulder there is no safe place for disabled vehicles. FHWA states that gore areas and ramp 
shoulders could be used for disabled vehicles when turnout areas are not implemented.  There 
are several before-and-after studies of safety when HSR is implemented, most of which conclude 
that there is no increase in crashes or even a decrease in crashes. These studies are comparing a 
freeway to the same freeway with HSR. For instance, a six-lane freeway compared to six-lane 
freeway with HSR. For this study the appropriate comparison is a four-lane freeway with HSR to 
1) a four-lane freeway (no build alternative) and; 2) a six-lane freeway.  

Based on the studies mentioned in the previous paragraph it is likely that four lanes with HSR 
would have similar or lower crash rates than four lanes with no HSR. 
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WisDOT did not locate any studies that compared four-lane freeway with HSR to a six-lane 
freeway. Therefore, WisDOT turned to Highway Safety Manual predictive safety methods that 
consider shoulder width. A 6-lane freeway with a 3-foot inside shoulder can be expected to incur 
11.2 crashes per mile per year, whereas a 6-lane freeway with a 10-foot shoulder can be 
expected to incur 10.0 crashes per mile per year. This comparison assumes HSR in operation 
continuously for a year, which it would not be. WisDOT concludes there would be a modest safety 
advantage of a six lane freeway compared to a four-lane freeway with HSR due to the loss of 
additional shoulder width for significant periods of time and during times of peak traffic. 

4. Roadway Deficiencies 

Roadway deficiencies will be addressed under all the build alternatives, but not under TSM or 
TDM  

5. System Linkage 

I-41 is 6 lanes north and south of the study area. As an interstate, lane and route continuity is an 
important factor. A 4-lane freeway on this 23-mile segment, even with HSR, would not provide 
lane continuity as well as the 6-lane alternative. Drivers in the inside lane in the existing six-lane 
segments of I-41 would need to merge prior to the transition to a four-lane freeway if HSR is not 
operational. The following statement was addressed in a FHWA 2005 report on managing 
vehicle merging due to a lane drop: “This form of traffic disruption has the most severe effect 
on traffic flow, with the exception of really bad weather (snow, ice, dense fog). These 
disruptions in traffic flow are caused by some sort of physical restriction or blockage of the 
road, which in turn causes vehicles to merge into other lanes of traffic. How severely this 
type of disruption influences traffic flow is related to how many vehicles must merge in a 
given space over a given time.” (FHWA 2005). In the case of dynamic HSR, this congestion 
could be mitigated by simply opening the shoulder for general-purpose use.  

6. Cost 

Compared to traditional capacity-adding projects, part-time shoulder use projects typically have 
lower initial construction costs and higher operations and maintenance costs due to the ongoing 
management of the shoulder and associated ITS equipment (FHWA 2016). The following costs 
are often incurred with part-time shoulder use projects and should be incorporated into a life-
cycle cost analysis: 

 
•  Capital Costs 

o Shoulder reconstruction and widening. This will occur regardless of whether HSR 
is implemented, but it reduces the construction cost difference between four-lane 
HSR and six-lane alternatives.  
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o Bridge raising or widening, if required. This will occur regardless of whether HSR is 
implemented. Like shoulder reconstruction, it reduces the cost difference 
between four-lane HSR and six-lane alternatives.  

o ITS 
• Operations and Maintenance Costs 

o Compliance (additional police presence) 
o Driver training (for bus on shoulder) 
o Sweeps (a thorough search of the shoulder the whole length of the project), 

manually or by video from cameras that cover the length of the HSR area  
o ITS, including Traffic Operations Center (TOC) operation and hardware 

maintenance 
o Training for TOC operators, law enforcement and maintenance 
o Emergency patrols 
o Public outreach and communications 

 
• Dynamic HSR brings the need for a robust ITS element. Variable message signs are 

needed to indicate whether the shoulder is open to traffic. WisDOT’s traffic operations 
center would need to monitor congestion on this segment of I-41 and determine when 
the shoulder should be opened as a driving lane. Also, the shoulder needs to be visually 
inspected for debris before it is opened as a driving lane. This can either be done via 
cameras or by a WisDOT or county maintenance person driving the corridor.  
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Figure 1. Mast Arm Dynamic Lane Control Sign, New Jersey Turnpike Newark Bay Extension. 

 (Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc.) 

 
 

7. Conclusion 

HSR would address capacity issues that are expected to occur in the project area. It would also address 
roadway deficiencies like interchange spacing and bridge condition. 

The four-lane HSR alternative would have modestly higher crash rates than the six-lane freeway 
alternative. 

The four-lane HSR alternative would not provide lane and route continuity during those times that HSR is 
not operational. Vehicles entering the study area would need to merge from 3 to 2 lanes.  

While the four-lane HSR alternative would be less expensive to build (four lanes plus shoulders compared 
to six lanes plus shoulders) the ITS elements would reduce the construction cost savings and increase 
maintenance and operations cost compared to the six-lane freeway alternative. 

 

The 4-lane with HSR Alternative would not fully meet the project’s need because it does 
not provide lane and route continuity with adjacent sections of I-41 when HSR is not 
active. While improving safety and traffic operations over the No Build condition, it does 
not address the safety or traffic operation need factors to the same extent as the 6-lane 
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Alternative. Additionally, the 4-lane with HSR Alternative received little support from 
local governments and the public. 
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WIS 15/County OO 

 Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts 
Diverging Diamond Interchange (Preferred 

Alternative) Partial Cloverleaf Interchange with Traffic Signals Partial Cloverleaf Interchange with Roundabouts 

Description Construct a tight Diamond Interchange with traffic 
signals.  

Construct a Diamond Interchange with 3-lane 
roundabouts at both ramp terminals.  

Construct a Diverging Diamond Interchange.  Replace the existing interchange in the same 
configuration (partial cloverleaf in northwest 
quadrant) but upgraded to current design standards 
with added turn lanes.  

Replace the existing interchange in the same 
configuration (partial cloverleaf in northwest 
quadrant) but upgraded design standards and include 
3-lane roundabouts at both ramp terminals.  

Safety (Predictive Safety 
Performance using IHSDM-
HSM Predictive Method) 

All proposed alternatives would be safer than the existing condition. The proposed alternatives would be constructed in adherence to the latest, and safest design guidelines. In general, roundabouts have less severe crashes but have a greater number of crashes. A predictive 
analysis was used to calculate the safety measures of the proposed interchange alternatives. There is only a slight difference in the safety of the proposed alternatives, but as mentioned, all are safer than the existing condition. 

Least safe interchange option due to the greatest 
number of left turn conflict points.  

Safer than the Diamond Interchange with Traffic 
Signals but not as safe Partial Cloverleaf alternatives 
or Diverging Diamond Interchange.  

Safer than the Diamond Interchange alternatives 
due to eliminating conflict points by almost half and 
reduction of speeds. Not as safe as the Partial 
Cloverleaf alternatives.  

Safest interchange option due to free flow movement 
in the northwest quadrant.  

Not as safe as the Partial Cloverleaf Interchange with 
Traffic Signals but safer than the Diamond Interchange 
alternatives and Diverging Diamond Interchange.  

Traffic Operations Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service D 

Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service E 

An individual movement through the intersections 
would operate at LOS F in the peak periods. 

Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service B 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service B 

Some individual movements through the intersections 
would operate at LOS E in the peak periods. 

Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Some individual movements through the intersections 
would operate at LOS E in the peak periods. 

Improving Existing Design 
Deficiencies 

The new WIS 15 bridges over I-41 would meet 
WisDOT guidelines for vertical clearance over an 
interstate. 

Curves on ramps designed to meet WisDOT 
guidelines.  

The new WIS 15 bridges over I-41 would meet 
WisDOT guidelines for vertical clearance over an 
interstate. 

Curves on ramps designed to meet WisDOT 
guidelines. 

The new WIS 15 bridges over I-41 would meet 
WisDOT guidelines for vertical clearance over an 
interstate. 

Curves on ramps designed to meet WisDOT 
guidelines. 

The new WIS 15 bridges over I-41 would meet 
WisDOT guidelines for vertical clearance over an 
interstate. 

Curves on ramps designed to meet WisDOT 
guidelines. 

The new WIS 15 bridges over I-41 would meet WisDOT 
guidelines for vertical clearance over an interstate. 

Curves on ramps designed to meet WisDOT guidelines. 

New Right-of-Way 
Required 

1.6 acre 2.8 acres 1.3 acre 1.6 acre 0.8 acre 

Environmental Impacts Section 4(f)/Parkland: 0.2 acre of the Outagamie 
County Forest; 0.9 acre of Prairie Hill Park. 

Threatened and Endangered Species: Impact to state-
threatened plant 

Wetlands: 2 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Crossing of Unnamed Tributary to 
Mud Creek. Requires replacement extension of 
culvert in southeast and southwest quadrants 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: One site  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: 1.0 acre of the Outagamie 
County Forest; 0.9 acre of Prairie Hill Park. 

Threatened and Endangered Species: Impact to 
state-threatened plant 

Wetlands: 3 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Crossing of Unnamed Tributary to 
Mud Creek. Requires replacement extension of 
culvert in southeast and southwest quadrants 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: One site  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: 0.2 acre of the Outagamie 
County Forest; 0.15 acre of temporary impact to 
Prairie Hill Park. 

Threatened and Endangered Species: Impact to 
state-threatened plant 

Wetlands: 2 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Crossing of Unnamed Tributary to 
Mud Creek. Requires replacement extension of 
culvert in southeast and southwest quadrants 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: One site  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: 0.9 acre of Prairie Hill Park 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 2 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Crossing of Unnamed Tributary to 
Mud Creek. Requires replacement extension of 
culvert in southeast and southwest quadrant 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: One site  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: 0.9 acre of Prairie Hill Park 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 1 acre of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Crossing of Unnamed Tributary to Mud 
Creek. Requires replacement extension of culvert in 
southeast and southwest quadrant 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: One site  

Estimated Construction 
Cost 

$24-28 million $24-28 million $24-28 million $25-29 million $25-29 million 

Local Government Input N/A N/A Outagamie County supports this alternative Outagamie County preferred to remove the partial 
cloverleaf. 

Outagamie County preferred to remove the partial 
cloverleaf 

Summary This alternative is the least safe alternative and does 
not improve traffic operations to the level of the 
Partial Cloverleaf alternatives or Diverging Diamond 
Interchange. 

Requires the greatest amount of new right-of way 
and does not improve traffic operations or safety to 
the level of the Partial Cloverleaf alternatives or 
Diverging Diamond Interchange. A 3-lane 
roundabout adds design complexity and motorists 
are less comfortable with the configuration. A 3-lane 
roundabout requires a greater cost and more right-
of way. 

Preferred Alternative 

Identified as the preferred alternative due to the 
overall traffic operation and safety of the 
alternative. It provides the best level of service, is 
safer than the Diamond Interchange alternatives and 
requires minimal new right-of-way. This alternative 
was supported by Outagamie County. 

This alternative is the safest option and has similar 
traffic operations as the Diverging Diamond 
Interchange. It is more expensive than the Diverging 
Diamond.  

A 3-lane roundabout adds design complexity, requiring 
a greater cost and more right-of way required. 
Motorists are less comfortable with the configuration 
of a 3-lane roundabout.  

1 
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WIS 47 

 Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts 

Diverging Diamond Interchange 

(Preferred Alternative) 

Description Construct a tight Diamond interchange with traffic signals and added turn lanes. Construct a Diamond interchange with 3-lane roundabouts at both ramp terminals.  Construct a Diverging Diamond interchange.  

Safety (Predictive Safety Performance 
using IHSDM-HSM Predictive 
Method) 

All proposed alternatives would be safer than the existing condition. The proposed alternatives would be constructed in adherence to the latest, and safest design guidelines. In general, roundabouts have less severe crashes but have a greater number of crashes. A 
predictive analysis was used to calculate the safety measures of the proposed interchange alternatives. There is only a slight difference in the safety of the proposed alternatives, but as mentioned, all are safer than the existing condition. 

Not as safe as Diverging Diamond Interchange. Safety would be like existing 
condition.  

Least safe interchange option. Safest interchange option due to eliminating conflict points by almost half versus Diamond 
Interchange alternatives, reduction of traffic speeds, and safely handling large left turn 
movements on to I-41.  

Traffic Operations Both northbound and southbound ramp interchanges operate at level of service C. 
An individual movement through the intersections would operate at Level of service 
E in the peak periods. 

Both northbound and southbound ramp interchanges operate at level of service C. 
However, some individual movements through the intersections would operate at 
level of service F in the peak periods.  

Both northbound and southbound ramp interchanges operate at level of service C. Some 
individual movements through the intersections would operate at level of service E in the 
peak periods. 

Design Deficiencies The new WIS 47 bridges over I-41 would meet WisDOT guidelines for vertical 
clearance over an interstate. 

Eliminates sight distance issue on southbound exit ramp. 

The new WIS 47 bridges over I-41 would meet WisDOT guidelines for vertical 
clearance over an interstate. 

Eliminates sight distance issue on southbound exit ramp. 

The new WIS 47 bridges over I-41 would meet WisDOT guidelines for vertical clearance over 
an interstate. 

Eliminates sight distance issue on southbound exit ramp. 

New Right-of-Way Required 3.2 acres 3.0 acres 3.2 acres 

Environmental Impacts Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 1 acre of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: No impact 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: No relocations. Cul-du-sac on Association Drive 
would change access for businesses and residences. 

Hazardous Materials: Four sites  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 1 acre of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: No impact 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: No relocations. Cul-du-sac on Association Drive 
would change access for businesses and residences. 

Hazardous Materials: Four sites  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 1 acre of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: No impact 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: No relocations. Cul-du-sac on Association Drive would 
change access for businesses and residences. 

Hazardous Materials: Four sites  

Estimated Construction Cost $17-21 Million $17-21 Million $18-22 Million 

Local Government Input N/A The City of Appleton and Town of Grand Chute did not support the roundabout 
option. 

Supported by Outagamie County, City of Appleton, and Town of Grand Chute due to the 
overall traffic operation and safety of the alternative. 

Summary Requires slightly less new right-of-way than the Diverging Diamond Interchange but 
does not improve safety to the same degree as the Diverging Diamond Interchange.  

Requires greatest amount of right-of-way and is the least safe interchange option. A 3-
lane roundabout adds design complexity, requiring a greater cost and more right-of 
way required. Motorists are less comfortable with the configuration of a 3-lane 
roundabout.  

Preferred Alternative 

Identified as the preferred alternative because it is the safest interchange option and 
requires less right-of-way than the Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts. This alternative 
was supported by Outagamie County, City of Appleton, and Town of Grand Chute due to the 
overall traffic operation and safety of the alternative. 
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County E 

 Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals Diamond Interchange with Roundabout 

Diverging Diamond Interchange 

(Preferred Alternative) 

Description Construct a Diamond interchange with traffic signals and added turn lanes. Construct a Diamond interchange with 3-lane roundabouts at both ramp terminals.  Construct a Diverging Diamond interchange.  

Safety (Predictive Safety Performance 
using IHSDM-HSM Predictive Method) 

 All proposed alternatives would be safer than the existing condition. The proposed alternatives would be constructed in adherence to the latest, and safest design guidelines. In general, roundabouts have less severe crashes but have a greater number of crashes. A 
predictive analysis was used to calculate the safety measures of the proposed interchange alternatives. There is only a slight difference in the safety of the proposed alternatives, but as mentioned, all are safer than the existing condition. 

Least safe interchange option due to the greatest number of left turn conflict points. Not as safe as Diverging Diamond Interchange. Safest interchange option due to eliminating conflict points by almost half versus Diamond 
interchange options, reduction in speed, and safely handling large left turn movements on to 
I-41. 

Traffic Operations Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service D 

Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service F 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Design Deficiencies The new County E bridge over I-41 would meet WisDOT guidelines for vertical 
clearance over an interstate. 

Improves grade on northbound exit ramp to meet WisDOT guidelines. 

The new County E bridge over I-41 would meet WisDOT guidelines for vertical 
clearance over an interstate. 

Improves grade on northbound exit ramp to meet WisDOT guidelines. 

The new County E bridge over I-41 would meet WisDOT guidelines for vertical clearance over 
an interstate. 

Improves grade on northbound exit ramp to meet WisDOT guidelines. 

New Right-of-Way Required 2.1 acres 2.3 acres 3.3 acres 

Environmental Impacts Section 4(f)/Parkland: Ballard Street Trail requires reconstruction 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 2 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: 0.1 acre of 100-year flood zone in NW quadrant 

Surface Water: No impact 

Farmland: 0.1 acre in NW quadrant 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: Two sites  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: Ballard Street Trail requires reconstruction 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 2 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: 0.1 acre of 100-year flood zone in NW quadrant 

Surface Water: No impact 

Farmland: 0.8 acre in NW quadrant 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: Two sites  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: Ballard Street Trail requires reconstruction 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 3 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: 0.1 acre of 100-year flood zone in NW quadrant 

Surface Water: No impact 

Farmland: 1.6 acre in NW quadrant 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: Two sites  

Estimated Construction Cost $17-21 Million $17-21 Million $19-23 Million 

Local Government Input N/A The City of Appleton did not support the roundabout option. Supported by Outagamie County and City of Appleton due to the overall traffic operation and 
safety of the alternative. 

Summary This alternative is the least safe option and does not improve traffic operations to the 
same extent as the Diverging Diamond Interchange. Also requires more right-of-way 
than the Diverging Diamond Interchange.  

Has the worst traffic operations of the build alternatives. It is not as safe as the 
Diverging Diamond Interchange and requires the greatest amount of new right-of-way. 
A 3-lane roundabout adds design complexity, requiring a greater cost and more right-of 
way required. Motorists are less comfortable with the configuration of a 3-lane 
roundabout.  

Preferred Alternative 

Identified as the preferred alternative because it is the safest interchange option, has the best 
traffic operations, and requires the least amount of right-of-way. This alternative was 
supported by Outagamie County and City of Appleton due to the overall traffic operation and 
safety of the alternative. 

 



Appendix B 

Page 1 of 1 

Connection between County E and WIS 441 Interchanges 

 

Collector-Distributor Roads 

(Preferred Alternative) Auxiliary Lanes Braided Ramps 

Description Construct collector-distributor roads between the County E and WIS 441 
interchanges along I-41 northbound and southbound. 

Reconstruct existing auxiliary lanes between the County E and WIS 441 interchanges 
along I-41. 

Construct braided ramps on northbound I-41 between County E and WIS 441 southbound 
and construct C-D roads on southbound I-41 between WIS 441 and County E. 

Safety (Predictive Safety Performance 
using IHSDM-HSM Predictive 
Method) 

The proposed alternatives would be constructed in adherence to the latest, and safest design guidelines. 

Improves safety through eliminate weaving on the freeway and reducing the number 
of exit and entrance points on the freeway 

Same as existing condition.  Improves safety by eliminating the conflict area where entering traffic merges along with 
exiting traffic. This reduces weaving movements along the interstate. 

Traffic Operations Operates at an acceptable level of service B in the design year 2045. Does not operate at an acceptable level of service (operates at level of service E or F) 
during design year 2045 

Operates at an acceptable level of service B in the design year 2045. 

Design Deficiencies Reconstructed to meet WisDOT guidelines Reconstructed to meet WisDOT guidelines Reconstructed to meet WisDOT guidelines 

New Right-of-Way Required 0.7 acres 0.1 acres 6.7 acres 

Environmental Impacts Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 2 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Impact to waterway along north side of I-41 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: No impact 

Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 2 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: No impact 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: No impact 

Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 2 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Impact to waterway along north side of I-41 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: No impact 

Estimated Construction Cost $20-25 million $20-25 million $35-40 million 

Local Government Input Support by Outagamie County N/A N/A 

Summary Preferred Alternative 

Improves safety over the auxiliary lane, requires less right-of way and less expensive 
than the braided ramps, and provides an acceptable level of service for traffic 
operations, and has the support of Outagamie County  

Does not improving safety and results in an unacceptable level of service (level of 
service E or F). Outagamie County agreed that auxiliary lanes would not be able to 
adequately handle future traffic operations.  

Improves safety and operates at an acceptable level of service but requires the greatest 
amount of new right-of-way and is the most expensive. 
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WIS 441 Interchange 

 

Loop Ramp Similar to Current Layout 

 

55-mph Design Speed Flyover Ramps 

(Preferred Alternative) 60-mph Design Speed Flyover Ramps 

Description System interchange with loop in the northwest quadrant, similar to the existing 
alignment  

A 3-level system interchange designed for speeds of 55 miles per hour.  A 3-level system interchange designed for speeds of 60 miles per hour. 

Safety (Predictive Safety Performance 
using IHSDM-HSM Predictive 
Method) 

All proposed alternatives would be safer than the existing condition. The proposed alternatives would be constructed in adherence to the latest, and safest design guidelines. 

Not as safe as 55-mph or 60-mph designs due to large curve and design speed of 35-
mph connecting to a freeway which will have a design speed of 70-mph.  

Safety is improved form existing partial cloverleaf interchange. Safety is improved form existing partial cloverleaf interchange. Marginally safer than the 55 
miles per hour alternative. 

Traffic Operations Operates at an acceptable level of service in the design year 2045. Operates at an acceptable level of service in the design year 2045 (level of service C or 
better). 

Operates at an acceptable level of service in the design year 2045 (level of service C or 
better). 

Design Deficiencies This alternative would have a 35 mile per hour design speed, deemed too low for a 
system interchange on a freeway that will have a 70 mile per hour design speed. 

Reconstructed to meet WisDOT guidelines. Provides additional distance between the 
WIS 441 system interchange and the adjacent interchange on I-41 (County E) and on 
WIS 441 (County OO), improving safety. 

Reconstructed to meet WisDOT guidelines 

New Right-of-Way Required 4.2 acres 16.5 acres Greater than 16.5 acres 

Environmental Impacts Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 5 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: No impact 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: Three sites  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 9 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Impact to unnamed local water north of I-41 near French Road; 
Potential impact to ponds in NE quadrant of interchange and on north side of I-41. 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: Three sites  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 9.5 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Impact to unnamed local water north of I-41 near French Road; Potential 
impact to ponds in NE quadrant of interchange and on north side of I-41. 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: Relocation of two businesses in the northwest quadrant 
and storage business in southeast quadrant; Two additional businesses on the west side of 
WIS 441 may be relocated. 

Hazardous Materials: Four sites  

Estimated Construction Cost $26-30 million $70-80 million $85-90 million 

Local government Input Not supported by Outagamie County N/A N/A 

Summary This alternative would have a 35 mile per hour design speed, deemed too low for a 
system interchange on a freeway that will have a 70 mile per hour design speed. 
Outagamie County prefers eliminating the loop ramp alternative. 

Preferred Alternative 

This alternative requires less right of way, has less impacts, and costs less compared to 
the 60 mile-per-hour alternative.  

This alternative requires more right-of-way, has greater impacts, and costs more for minimal 
safety improvements compared to the 55-mph flyover. 
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Connection between I-41 and County OO Interchanges Along WIS 441 

 Auxiliary Lanes Collector-Distributor Road Braided Ramps 

Description Auxiliary lanes between I-41 and County OO (Preferred Alternative for northbound 
WIS 441) 

Collector-distributor roads between I-41 and County OO Braided Ramps between I-41 and County OO (Preferred Alternative for southbound WIS 441) 

Safety (Predictive Safety Performance 
using IHSDM-HSM Predictive 
Method) 

All proposed alternatives would be safer than the existing condition. The proposed alternatives would be constructed in adherence to the latest, and safest design guidelines. 

Least safe of the build alternatives. Safer than the auxiliary lanes but not as safe as braided ramps. Safest of all the build alternatives. 

Traffic Operations Provides adequate traffic operations. Provides adequate traffic operations. Provides the best traffic operations. 

Design Deficiencies For southbound WIS 441, there is not enough space between I-41 and County OO 
interchange to provide minimum 2,000 feet for an auxiliary lane. Northbound WIS 
441 could be reconstructed to meet WisDOT guidelines 

For southbound WIS 441, there is not enough space between I-41 and County OO 
interchange to provide minimum 1,600 feet for a collector-distributor road. 
Northbound WIS 441 could be reconstructed to meet WisDOT guidelines 

Reconstructed to meet WisDOT guidelines 

New Right-of-Way Required 4 acres 6 acres 1 acre 

Environmental Impacts Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 2 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: No impact 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: No impact 

Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 2 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: No impact 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: No impact 

Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 0.1 acre of permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: No impact 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: No impact 

Estimated Construction Cost $13-17 million $20-25 million $25-30 million 

Local Government Input N/A N/A N/A 

Summary Preferred alternative for northbound WIS 441 because it fits in the space and would 
provide similar safety benefits for current and future traffic volumes as the collector-
distributor road and braided ramps while requiring less new right-of-way and cost 

Dropped from consideration for southbound WIS 441 because not enough space 
between I-41 and County OO interchange to provide minimum 2,000 feet for 
auxiliary lanes. County OO interchange with WIS 441 would need to be reconfigured 
to a partial cloverleaf with right-of-way impacts in southwest quadrant of the 
interchange 

Dropped from consideration for northbound WIS 441 because the auxiliary lane would 
provide similar benefits while costing less and requiring less right-of-way, 

Dropped from consideration for southbound WIS 441 because not enough space 
between I-41 and County OO interchange to provide minimum 1,600 feet for a 
collector distributor road. County OO interchange with WIS 441 would need to be 
reconfigured to a partial cloverleaf with right-of-way impacts in southwest quadrant of 
the interchange. 

Dropped from consideration for northbound WIS 441 because the auxiliary lane would 
provide similar benefits while costing less and requiring less right-of-way, 

Preferred alternative for southbound WIS 441 because it meets FHWA freeway design 
criteria and would avoid right-of-way acquisition needed to reconstruct WIS441/County OO 
interchange as a partial cloverleaf interchange. 
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County U 

 Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals 

Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts 

(Preferred Alternative) 

Description Reconstructs a new Diamond interchange in a tighter configuration than exists today with traffic signals at the ramp termini. West of 
I-41, the frontage road would be reconstructed slightly west of its existing alignment to better connect with a realigned County U. An 
offset T-intersection would connect the frontage road with County U. East of I-41, the frontage road south of County U would be 
shifted about 600 feet to the east. The frontage road north of County U would be offset approximately 300 feet to the west of the 
south frontage road intersection, creating a T-shaped intersection 

Reconstructs a new Diamond interchange with roundabouts at the ramp terminals. West of I-41 the ramp intersection would be 
moved further to the northwest to provide appropriate spacing between the ramp and frontage road intersections and an offset T-
intersection would connect the frontage road with County U. East of I-41 the ramp intersection would move slightly east of its current 
location and the frontage road south of County U would be shifted about 600 feet to the east. The frontage road north of County U 
would be offset approximately 300 feet to the west of the south frontage road intersection, creating a T-shaped intersection. 

Safety (Predictive Safety 
Performance using IHSDM-HSM 
Predictive Method) 

All proposed alternatives would be safer than the existing condition. The proposed alternatives would be constructed in adherence to the latest, and safest design guidelines. In general, roundabouts have less severe crashes but have a greater number of crashes. A 
predictive analysis was used to calculate the safety measures of the proposed interchange alternatives. There is only a slight difference in the safety of the proposed alternatives, but as mentioned, all are safer than the existing condition. 

Safer than Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts alternative. Has a higher crash rate than the Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals and Offset West Frontage Road but reduces the number of 
conflict points 

Traffic Operations Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service B 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service A 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service A 

Design Deficiencies Curves on ramps designed to meet WisDOT guidelines. Curves on ramps designed to meet WisDOT guidelines. 

New Right-of-Way Required 6 acres 8.5 acres 

Environmental Impacts Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 1 acre of permanent impacts 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: No impact 

Farmland: 4.3 acres 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: No impact 

Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 1 acre of permanent impacts 

Floodplain: 0.2 acre in NW quadrant 

Surface Water: Impact to tributary of Apple Creek on west side of interchange 

Farmland: 5.7 acres 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: No impact 

Estimated Construction Cost $6-10 Million  $8-10 Million 

Local government Input Not supported by the local municipalities. Outagamie County and Village of Wrightstown supported roundabouts at this interchange. 

Summary This alterative doesn’t handle future traffic volumes to the same extent as the Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts. Preferred Alternative 

Although this alternative requires more right-of-way than the Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals, it provides the highest 
capability to handle future traffic volumes and reduces the number of conflict points. Outagamie County and Village of Wrightstown 
supported roundabouts at this interchange.  
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County S 

 Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals 

Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts 

(Preferred Alternative) 
Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals and Relocated Frontage 

Roads 
Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals and Relocated Frontage 

Roads – Hickory Road Connection 

Description Constructs a new Diamond interchange with stop-controlled 
intersections in a tighter configuration than the existing 
interchange, providing approximately 400 feet between the ramps 
and existing frontage roads. 

Constructs a new Diamond interchange with roundabouts. This would 
provide approximately 400 feet between the ramps and existing 
frontage roads. 

Constructs a new Diamond interchange with stop-controlled 
intersections. Relocates the frontage roads further east/west from 
the ramp terminals along County S to provide approximately 1,000 
feet between the ramps and frontage roads. 

Constructs a new Diamond interchange with stop-controlled 
intersections. Relocates the frontage roads further east/west from 
the ramp terminals along County S to provide a minimum 1,000 
feet between the ramps and frontage roads. The frontage road on 
the east side of I-41 would connect with Hickory Road. Hickory 
Road would then extend on new alignment to reconnect with the 
existing frontage road north of the interchange. 

Safety (Predictive Safety 
Performance using IHSDM-
HSM Predictive Method) 

All proposed alternatives would be safer than the existing condition. The proposed alternatives would be constructed in adherence to the latest, and safest design guidelines. In general, roundabouts have less severe crashes but have a greater number of crashes. A predictive 
analysis was used to calculate the safety measures of the proposed interchange alternatives. There is only a slight difference in the safety of the proposed alternatives, but as mentioned, all are safer than the existing condition. 

Safer than Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts  Not as safe as Diamond Interchange with traffic Signals but is safer 
than existing condition.  

Safer than Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts Safer than Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts 

Traffic Operations Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service B 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Design Deficiencies Reconstructed to meet WisDOT guidelines Reconstructed to meet WisDOT guidelines Reconstructed to meet WisDOT guidelines Reconstructed to meet WisDOT guidelines 

New Right-of-Way 
Required 

0 acre 4.5 acres 11.8 acres 14.3 acres 

Environmental Impacts Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: No Impact 

Wetlands: 0.4 acre permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Crossings of unnamed tributaries to Ashwaubenon 
Creek 

Farmland: No impact 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: Two sites  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species:  No impact 

Wetlands: 1 acre permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Crossing of unnamed tributary to Ashwaubenon 
Creek 

Farmland: 4.2 acres 

Business/Residential Relocations: None 

Hazardous Materials: Two sites  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: Potential impact of 0.1 acre of 
Southern Dry-mesic Forest which has a moderate association with a 
Wisconsin Natural Heritage Inventory-listed plant 

Wetlands: 2 acres permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Crossings of unnamed tributaries to Ashwaubenon 
Creek 

Farmland: 9 acres 

Business/Residential Relocations: 1 residential relocation 

Hazardous Materials: Two sites  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: No impact 

Threatened and Endangered Species: Potential impact of 0.5 acre 
of Southern Dry-mesic Forest which has a moderate association 
with a Wisconsin Natural Heritage Inventory-listed plant 

Wetlands: 3 acres permanent impact 

Floodplain: No impact 

Surface Water: Crossings of unnamed tributaries to Ashwaubenon 
Creek. Potential impact to stormwater pond on east side of French 
Road. 

Farmland: 10 acres 

Business/Residential Relocations: 1 residential relocation 

Hazardous Materials: Two sites  

Estimated Construction 
Cost 

$15-$19 million $15-$19 million $19-$23 million $19-$23 million 

Local Government Input N/A Brown County supports this alternative. N/A N/A 

Summary This alternative has the least amount of impacts. However, it 
would not handle future traffic volumes to the same extent as the 
Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts.  

Preferred Alternative 

This alternative provides the highest capability to handle future 
traffic volumes and has less impacts than the relocated frontage road 
alternatives. Brown County supports this alternative. 

This alternative would not handle future traffic volumes to the 
same extent as the Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts, is 
more expensive, and has a greater number of impacts.  

This alternative would not handle future traffic volumes to the 
same extent as the Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts, is 
more expensive, and has the greatest number of impacts. 
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South Bridge Connector (County EB/GV) 

 

Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals 

Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts 

(Preferred Alternative) 

Description Reconstructs a new Diamond interchange with traffic signals at the interchange ramps and frontage roads. The frontage roads 
(French Road on the east and Mid Valley Drive on the west) would be re-aligned further away from I-41 to create space between the 
interchange ramp intersections and the frontage road intersections. West of I-41 a new road (South Bridge Connector) will connect to 
the County F/County ED intersection, approximately 4,000 feet west of I-41 

Reconstructs a new Diamond interchange with roundabouts at the interchange ramps and frontage roads. The frontage roads (French 
Road on the east and Mid Valley Drive on the west) would be re-aligned further away from I-41 to create space between the interchange 
ramp roundabouts and the frontage road roundabouts. West of I-41 a new road (South Bridge Connector) will connect to the County 
F/County ED intersection, approximately 4,000 feet west of I-41 

Safety (Predictive Safety Performance 
using IHSDM-HSM Predictive Method) 

The proposed alternatives would be constructed in adherence to the latest, and safest design guidelines. In general, roundabouts have less severe crashes but have a greater number of crashes. A predictive analysis was used to calculate the safety measures of the proposed 
interchange alternatives. There is only a slight difference in the safety of the proposed alternatives. 

Provides the highest level of safety of both build alternatives. Provides safe performance, but not to the extent as the Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals 

Traffic Operations Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service C 

Mid Valley Road (west frontage road) intersection – N/A as it will be stop-controlled 

French Road (east frontage road) intersection – Level of service B 

Northbound ramp intersection – Level of service A 

Southbound ramp intersection – Level of service A 

Mid Valley Road (west frontage road) intersection – Level of service A 

French Road (east frontage road) intersection – Level of service A 

Also has greater ability to handle excess traffic.  

Design Deficiencies Interchange and roadway will meet WisDOT guidelines Interchange and roadway will meet WisDOT guidelines 

New Right-of-Way Required 40 acres 40 acres 

Environmental Impacts Section 4(f)/Parkland: None 

Wetlands: 6 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: Crossing of 100-year floodplain associated with Ashwaubenon Creek (approximately 1.6 acres) 

Surface Water: Crossing of Hemlock and Ashwaubenon Creeks 

Farmland: Approximately 50 acres (this includes 10 acres currently within existing WisDOT right-of-way) 

Business/Residential Relocations: 2 residential relocations 

Hazardous Materials: Two sites  

Section 4(f)/Parkland: None 

Wetlands: 6 acres of permanent impact 

Floodplain: Crossing of 100-year floodplain associated with Ashwaubenon Creek (approximately 1.6 acres) 

Surface Water: Crossing of Hemlock and Ashwaubenon Creeks 

Farmland: Approximately 50 acres (this includes 10 acres currently within existing WisDOT right-of-way) 

Business/Residential Relocations: 2 residential relocations 

Hazardous Materials: Two sites  

Estimated Construction Cost $40-$50 million $40-$50 million 

Local Government Input Does not have support of local municipalities. Brown County and Town of Lawrence prefer this alternative. 

Summary Does not handle traffic as well as the Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts. Requires slightly ore right of way than the roundabout 
alternative. 

Preferred Alternative 

This alternative has the best operational performance, and still meets safety and design standards. Brown County and Town of Lawrence 
prefer this alternative.  
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Stakeholder Interview Notes: City of Appleton 
Karen Harkness, City of Appleton 
Scott Ebel, Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 
Jill Kramer, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 8:15 AM and concluded at 8:45 AM on Thursday, March 25, 2021. Following is a 
summary of the questions and the City of Appleton’s responses. 

Existing Development 
1. Are there any development constraints, natural resource and/or man-made, that would affect the location of

development?

a. No constraints come to mind in this area.

b. Along I-41 in the City of Appleton in front of Thrivent, are 100 acres of developable land. This is the only
developable land in the study area. No developments have been identified at this time for this location.
Thrivent property owners are very deliberate and purposeful in what they would allow to be developed.
They are looking for developments that would be a good fit with their vision and mission statement.

c. ThedaCare is considering expansion south of I-41. WisDOT has been meeting with them regularly. Rumor
is that they have purchased the Guardian Life Insurance building southeast of the County E interchange.
This has not been confirmed.

2. Are there any development policies or growth management strategies that we should take into consideration?
Are there any planned or pending zoning changes that may affect development patterns?

a. There are no TIFs in the study area.

b. Southwest Industrial Park – 13 covenants and deed restrictions. This site is located southeast of the
College Avenue interchange.

c. No planned or pending zoning changes in the study area.

Proposed Development 
1. Are there any pending subdivision applications in the study area?

a. Several pending subdivision applications, north of I-41. Karen will send a map of these to Jacobs.

b. Potential subdivisions are also under discussion. The City of Appleton requests that the project team keep
this information confidential.

2. Are you aware of any infrastructure improvement (including transportation and utilities, such as water and
wastewater) or land development plans by other agencies or private interests in the study area? If yes, by
whom/request information, including whether funding is in place.

a. Please coordinate with Paula Vandehey, Director of Public Works. WisDOT mentioned that the project
team will be meeting with Paula in the next couple weeks and we can get that information during the
meeting.

3. How often does the City depart from its comprehensive plan?

a. The City does not depart from its comprehensive plan. It is the City’s bible. The City will do a
comprehensive plan amendment if there is a change.
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Relation to Proposed Project 
1. Would improvements, development, or other land use designations have occurred if there were no plans to

expand and reconstruct I-41?

a. Residential developments still would have occurred. Some residential development on the north side of
Appleton may have occurred at a slower pace. Without the I-41 project, the City would have had to
implement traffic control measures in the French Road area, Richmond Street, and Ballard Street.

2. Are you aware of any development that has occurred in response to plans to expand and reconstruct I-41 that
would not have occurred otherwise? (For any, follow-up for specifics – location, size, when developed, etc.
Would the I-41 Project affect the pace of land use change or development?)

a. Aldi grocery store on Richmond Street, just south of the roundabout at Northland Avenue is due to the
proposed project. This is the former site of Play It Again Sports.

3. In general, to what degree would you expect the proposed project to influence development patterns at
service interchanges?

a. Development might be slower without the improvement not only in Appleton, but along the whole
corridor.

b. At the interchanges, the City would expect to see some changes with the businesses (likely new owners),
but not a change in use (for example, the hospitality industry has been hit hard by the pandemic). Gas
stations and convenience stores have been placed appropriately at service interchanges. This creates an
opportunity for more convenience stores and restaurants.

c. Pathways Church and Holidays Pub & Grill northeast of the WIS 47 interchange have the same owner.

d. There is some vacancy in the business park and repurposing of businesses there.

e. There is a vacant lot near Pathways Church; the City would like to do a Certified Survey Map (CSM) to
accommodate a development on half of the church’s parking lot.

4. For areas that would experience improved accessibility, what other factors are present that might enable or
inhibit growth? (e.g. land use restrictions, necessary infrastructure (sewer/water).

a. Paula can answer this.
b. Subdivisions coming on-line are running ahead of infrastructure and We Energies as well.

5. General EJ question - are you aware of minority and low-income populations in your community? Can you
think of any indirect effects to these communities from the proposed project? For example, would this project
impact their ability to get to work, or ability to assess community services.

a. No, not in this area.
b. Along WIS 441 off of Oneida Street, on the south side of Appleton, is the only trailer park in Appleton.

6. If one or two businesses were impacted in the vicinity of the WIS 441 system interchange, would this effect
the economic viability of the remaining businesses in the area?

a. Anytime there is infrastructure work, like road construction, there is a negative economic impact to
businesses during construction.
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Stakeholder Interview Notes: Brown County 
Cole Runge, Brown County 
Bryan Lipke, Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 
Jill Kramer, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 10:00 AM and concluded at 10:30 AM on Friday, March 26, 2021. Following is a 
summary of the questions and Brown County’s responses. 

Existing Development 
1. Are there any development constraints, natural resource and/or man-made, that would affect the location of

development along the I-41 corridor in Brown County?

a. There are some development constraints, but it depends how far away from the I-41 project area we are
discussing. Carly reviewed the Primary APE and Secondary APE with Cole. He identified development
constraints starting on the north end of the project area and continued to the south.

i. There is a preserve that runs along the east side of I-41 that is a constraint.

ii. There are navigable waterways on the east and west sides of I-41.

iii. On the south end there are some navigable waterways and small features, but nothing that would be
prohibit development.

2. Are there any county or regional development policies or growth management strategies that we should take
into consideration as we assess the potential for secondary development to occur as a result of the I-41
improvement? From your perspective are local development policies or growth management strategies in the
vicinity of the I-41 improvement effective in achieving community goals and desires outlined in community
plans?

a. Nothing at the county and regional level; there is no county wide zoning in Brown County.

b. The County has worked with communities to develop their policies. The Smart Growth Plans are effective
in directing development consistent with community goals, and the communities have followed their
plans and directed development to the identified growth areas.

c. Brown County administers the sewer service area (SSA) on behalf of the DNR. This has been an effective
tool in directing development. Growth tends to follow the SSA. As the area expands, growth is contiguous
with existing development.

3. How long has the I-41 improvement been part of the regional transportation planning conversations? To what
extent from your perspective, if at all, has the project been considered in developing county and local plans.

a. It has been a part of discussion, including as part of MPO plans and the County comprehensive plan. This
is an important corridor that has been included in local comprehensive plans.

b. The I-41 corridor has shaped comprehensive plans extensively. Access to I-41 has led to development in
the study area. Some of the development at the South Bridge Connector interchange has to do with the
anticipated access; that is, development has occurred in this location with anticipation of the new
interchange.

c. There is a new large development planned where American Blvd currently ends – a large area was
recently rezoned from residential to business/industrial use, most likely with the anticipated construction
of the new interchange.
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Proposed Development 
1. Are you aware of any infrastructure improvement (including transportation and utilities, such as water and

wastewater) or land development plans by other agencies or private interests in the study area? If yes, by
whom/request information, including whether funding is in place.

a. No. Cole recommends talking to New Water, to find out if they are going to be extending sewer and water
in this area. Jeff at New Water is in regular communication with the project team.

2. Have the cities generally stuck to the land uses and densities called for in their plans or have exceptions to the
plans been made? If exceptions, is there a pattern or recurrent reason for making exceptions to
plans/policies?

a. Yes. The communities in this area stick to their plans.

Relation to Proposed Project 
1. Would improvements or developments have occurred if there were no plans to expand and reconstruct I-41?

a. The interchange project has a lot to do with facilitated growth. Residential growth would have happened
without the improvement/residential growth would happen regardless. The proposed improvement will
accelerate commercial and industrial growth.

2. Are you aware of any developments that have occurred in response to plans to expand and reconstruct I-41
that would not have occurred otherwise? (For any, follow-up for specifics – location, size, when developed,
etc. Would the I-41 Project affect the pace of land use change or development?)

a. Cole isn’t aware of any developments. The interchange project has like spurred the timing of
development. For example, the UnitedHeath Group office building northeast of the South Bridge
Connector interchange – the project may have impacted the timing of this development.

b. Business and industrial development has occurred and will continue to occur.

Development Patterns/Trends 
1. In general, to what degree would you expect the proposed project to influence development patterns at

existing service interchanges?

a. One of the reasons it took so long for the South Bridge Connector was that the County did not want to
facilitate development; that is, growth hadn’t reached the area and the County did not want it to precede
development in the area. The County focused on development in downtown De Pere. The County has
been mindful to not precede develop or to do something to facilitate inefficient growth. Now that growth
has expanded past the South Bridge Connector; the project will not facilitate inefficient growth. The
project will improve the highway in an efficient and safe manner.

2. For areas that would experience improved accessibility, what other factors are present that might enable or
inhibit growth? (e.g. land use restrictions, necessary infrastructure (sewer/water).

a. The presence of the SSA will enable or inhibit growth. The entire City of De Pere is within the SSA. Only a
portion of Lawrence is within the SSA. Being able to provide sewer and water is important to attract
certain types of development. Lawrence will want new large developments within the SSA.

b. There will not be uninhibited growth in the study area; growth will occur efficiently north to south.
Growth is occurring now in Lawrence at the north end of town within the SSA.

c. There has been interest in the area to the south, but development has not happened because there are
limitations on development due to the SSA.
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3. Are you aware of any minority or low-income populations in the vicinity of the proposed new I-41 interchange
with the proposed south bridge connector? If so, would the relocation of a couple single-family residential
units have an effect on remaining minority or low-income populations in the area?

a. There is not a significant environmental justice presence in the study area. North and west of the study
area is the Onieda Nation; however, there are no minority or low-income populations in the immediate
vicinity of I-41.

b. The County doesn’t think there would be a significant impact on remaining communities beyond what
they are experiencing today.

4. General Comment

a. Over the past 25 years the County has emphasized this project and taken measures to get the word out
about the potential for this new interchange. Residents should be aware that this project is coming. There
have been several public information meetings and numerous meetings with communities, boards, and
commissions over the year to make sure everyone was informed about the proposed improvement. For
example, the County worked with the City of De Pere to put notes on land divisions and plats about the
proposed investment.
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Stakeholder Interview Notes: City of De Pere 
Peter Schleinz, City of De Pere 
Daniel Lindstrom, City of De Pere 
Scott Ebel, Wisconsin DOT 
Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 2:30 PM and concluded at 3:00 PM on Monday, March 29, 2021. Following is a 
summary of the questions and the City of De Pere’s responses. 

Existing Development 
1. Are there any development constraints, natural resource and/or man-made, that would affect the location of

development?

a. The City has been planning for and anticipating this project. It hasn’t been doing anything that would get
in the way.

2. Are there any development policies or growth management strategies that we should take into consideration?
Are there any planned or pending zoning changes that may affect development patterns?

a. Nothing beyond the comprehensive plan or typical land development (zoning, land divisions).

b. There is an agricultural parcel north of Larry Lane on the east side of I-41 that could be rezoned as single-
family residential. Extension of sewer service would be need for this parcel.

c. East of Lawrence Drive there are plans to extend the West Business Park to the south.

Proposed Development 
1. Are you aware of any infrastructure improvement (including transportation and utilities, such as water and

wastewater) or land development plans by other agencies or private interests in the study area? If yes, by
whom/request information, including whether funding is in place.

a. No.AA

2. How often does the city depart from its comprehensive plan?

a. The City sticks close to the comprehensive plan because iAt has to.
b. The City is about to engage in a comprehensive plan update.

Relation to Proposed Project 
1. Would improvements, development, or other land use designations have occurred if there were no plans to

expand and reconstruct I-41?

a. Yes, but the combination of the I-41 Project and South Bridge Connector has influenced the East Business
Park (east of the Fox River). A 350,000 square foot manufacturing facility was recently built.

b. The connection with the South Bridge Connector has also spurred private business expansion (south end
of the West Business Park).

2. Are you aware of any development that has occurred in response to plans to expand and reconstruct I-41 that
would not have occurred otherwise? (For any, follow-up for specifics – location, size, when developed, etc.
Would the I-41 Project affect the pace of land use change or development?)

a. See Question 5.

b. The project will affect the pace of development, particularly residential and business development. The
project provides non-De Pere residents the opportunity to work in De Pere.

c. Without the project, residential development wouldn’t occur at as rapid of a pace.
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Development Patterns/Trends 
1. In general, to what degree would you expect the proposed project to influence development patterns at

service interchanges?

a. At the County F interchange, it is mostly built out, but there could be potential expansion of the Humana
Insurance complex.

b. There may also be potential for redevelopment of the former Shopko facility at the intersection of County
F and Lawrence Drive.

c. At the South Bridge Connector interchange the UnitedHealth Group office building was built with the
anticipation of the project. The existing roadway network could not accommodate employee traffic.

2. For areas that would experience improved accessibility, what other factors are present that might enable or
inhibit growth? (e.g. land use restrictions, necessary infrastructure (sewer/water).

a. Good schools and location between Appleton and Green Bay metro areas contribute to growth.

3. General EJ question - are you aware of minority and low-income populations in your community? Can you
think of any indirect effects to these communities from the proposed project? For example, would this project
impact their ability to get to work, or ability to assess community services.

a. There are not social enclaves of minority or low-income people.
b. There wouldn’t be impacts to populations or community cohesion due to relocations.
c. The City has made it clear to new subdivisions that this improvement is coming.A
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Stakeholder Interview Notes: Village of Little Chute 
Allyson Watson Brunette, Village of Little Chute 
Scott Ebel, Wisconsin DOT 
Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 2:00 PM and concluded at 2:30 PM on Monday, March 29, 2021. Following is a 
summary of the questions and the City of Kaukauna’s responses. 

Existing Development 
1. Are there any development constraints, natural resource and/or man-made, that would affect the location of

development?

a. No

2. Are there any development policies or growth management strategies that we should take into consideration?
Are there any planned or pending zoning changes that may affect development patterns?

a. Nothing beyond the comprehensive plan. The goal is to urbanize as much as possible.

b. New Aurora BayCare facility in the northwest quadrant of the WIS 55 interchange – generates ambulatory
and outpatient traffic.

c. Vacant lot north of the car dealership in the northeast quadrant of the WIS 55 interchange is slated for
residential development.

d. Substantial residential development southwest of the WIS 55 interchange, pending annexation of land
from the Town of Vandenbroek.

e. Northeast of the County J interchange, the new Prosperity Center (Industrial Park) is under development,
and three buildings are planned.

f. The intersection directly south of the County J interchange is prime for development. Utilities are not yet
available but the land owners are looking to sell.

g. A housing analysis was conducted in downtown Kaukauna which identified a gap in multi-family housing.
There are two pending apartment developments with 120 units.

Proposed Development 
1. Are you aware of any infrastructure improvement (including transportation and utilities, such as water and

wastewater) or land development plans by other agencies or private interests in the study area? If yes, by
whom/request information, including whether funding is in place.

a. No.
b. The City has the ability to extend sewer and water but needs to annex land first.

2. How often does the city departed from its comprehensive plan?

a. The comprehensive plan is outdated. Allyson can’t speak to the long-term usage of the comprehensive
plan but amendments are made only for unique circumstances.

b. The WIS 55 interchange has evolved more quickly than anticipated.

Relation to Proposed Project 
1. Would improvements, development, or other land use designations have occurred if there were no plans to

expand and reconstruct I-41?

a. Yes.



Appendix C Attachment 1 

2 of 2 

2. Are you aware of any development that has occurred in response to plans to expand and reconstruct I-41 that
would not have occurred otherwise? (For any, follow-up for specifics – location, size, when developed, etc.
Would the I-41 Project affect the pace of land use change or development?)

a. Businesses like and desire proximity to I-41, but no developments have occurred in response to the
project.

b. The project may be marketable after it’s built in terms of travel time savings.

c. The South Bridge Connector project will help the area continue to grow south of De Pere/Lawrence.

d. There is a continued desirability to develop greenfields, which is driving growth.

Development Patterns/Trends 
1. In general, to what degree would you expect the proposed project to influence development patterns at

service interchanges?

a. It wouldn’t influence development patters at the service interchanges.

2. General EJ question - are you aware of minority and low-income populations in your community? Can you
think of any indirect effects to these communities from the proposed project? For example, would this project
impact their ability to get to work, or ability to assess community services.

a. No. It is a fairly new and high-income area.



Appendix C Attachment 1 

1 of 2 

Stakeholder Interview Notes: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Jim Doperalski, DNR 
Matt Schaeve, DNR 
Scott Ebel, Wisconsin DOT 
Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 11:00 AM and concluded at 11:30 AM on Wednesday, March 31, 2021. Following is 
a summary of the questions and the DNR’s responses. 

Indirect Impacts 
1. What are the natural resources (habitat, wetlands, surface water resources, etc.) beyond the existing right-of-

way that could be indirectly affected by the proposed action?

a. The new South Bridge Connector interchange has the potential to increase traffic which will increase
development potential.

b. Reduced congestion will make the area more attractive for development and put additional pressure on
resources.

c. New stream crossings will interrupt wildlife corridors and increase wildlife conflicts.

d. Removing the median may cause deer to get caught in the road.

e. Even if the project is included in local future land use plans, the project could still affect the type of
development occurs.

f. Adding a new lane will substantially increase impervious surface which will increase runoff and have
negative impacts to water quality and habitat.

• A lot of the waterways flow into the Fox River.

• The median currently serves to convey runoff but once I-41 is expanded the runoff will be
redirected elsewhere.

• There are wetlands that will be impacted that currently serve as stormwater retention.

• Stormwater mitigation will minimize new impacts but not lead to improvements over the existing
condition.

2. What is the current condition of [habitat/wetlands/surface water resources] in the study area?

a. The conditions differ between the urban and rural areas. In Appleton and Grand Chute, the waterways are
impaired (Mud Creek, Apple Creek).

b. Water quality in the middle section of the corridor is typically better where there is less development.

c. Near the north end of the corridor, there are Areas of Special Natural Resources Interest (ASNRI)
waterways, notably Ashwaubenon and Dutchman Creeks.

d. There are some nice wetland areas but near the south end of the corridor, wetlands are typically
dominated by undesirable plants (invasive species).

3. Do you have any reports that summarize the historical trends and current conditions of
[habitat/wetlands/surface water resources] in the study area?

a. TMDL reports, Surface Water Data Viewer

4. Do you have any projections of the future conditions of resources?

a. No
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5. Are there any conditions in the future that would cause an improvement or decline in the health of the
resource?

a. Long-term treatment of invasive species and increasing native plants.

b. The High Potential Zones for the Rusty Patched Bumble Bee are increasing. Increasing native and
pollinating-friendly (flowering) plants would support this species.

c. Expanding I-41 means longer wildlife passages. Sizing crossings appropriately or stream simulation could
mitigate/improve impacts to wildlife and habitat.

d. There need to be improvements at the local level, which would require a concerted effort between the
municipalities, DOT, and DNR in order to be effective.

Cumulative Impacts 
1. What other actions or projects in the area may affect habitat/wetlands/surface water resources in the area?

a. There are a number of developments, particularly residential development in Grand Chute.
b. The entire corridor is experiencing population growth which leads to more development.
c. Individual impacts of projects may be small but cumulatively increase stormwater runoff.
d. There could be negative impacts to air quality in the urbanized areas.

2. Do you have any resource management plans that cover the study area that you can share? Does the resource
management plan have a time horizon?

a. TMDLs
b. There is a proposal in southern Brown County (Town of Wrightstown) for a large manure digester.
c. The Outagamie County landfill is planning to expand.
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Stakeholder Interview Notes: East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning 
Commission 
Melissa Kraemer-Badtke, East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 
Matt Halada, East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 
Bryan Lipke, Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 3:00 PM and concluded at 3:30 PM on Wednesday, March 31, 2021. Following is a 
summary of the questions and ECWRPC’s responses. 

Existing Development 
1. Are there any development constraints, natural resource and/or man-made, that would affect the location of

development along the I-41 corridor in Outagamie County?

a. There is a landfill east of WIS 441 that has plans to expand west to French Road.

b. Recent redevelopment northeast of the WIS 15 interchange.

c. ThedaCare is looking to expand its facility north.

d. The vacant land north of Meijer near the WIS 47 interchange is suited to residential development.

e. The Village of Grand Chute is looking to reconstruct Evergreen Drive to accommodate development; the
Village submitted two grant applications for Holland Road to east of County N, and Holland Road to
Vandenbroek Road. ECWRPC did not approve the grants but the Village may still be moving forward with
the improvements using local funds.

f. Rifle Range Road extension to Victory Lane.

2. Are there any county or regional development policies or growth management strategies that we should take
into consideration as we assess the potential for secondary development to occur as a result of the I-41
improvement? From your perspective are local development policies or growth management strategies in the
vicinity of the I-41 improvement effective in achieving community goals and desires outlined in community
plans?

a. ECWRPC is currently updating is Sewer Service Area plan; they are trying to tie the sanitary sewer service
elements into transportation planning as future development occurs.

3. How long has the I-41 improvement been part of the regional transportation planning conversations? To what
extent from your perspective, if at all, has the project been considered in developing county and local plans.

a. Melissa has been with ECWRPC for 18 years and it has been part of the conversation since she started
there.

b. There was an initiative let by Outagamie County to discuss issues about equity and bike/ped planning
across the interstate.

c. There was a local business community group led by Outagamie County, ECWRPC and others centered
around increases in traffic and crashes along I-41.

Proposed Development 
1. Are you aware of any infrastructure improvement (including transportation and utilities, such as water and

wastewater) or land development plans by other agencies or private interests in the study area? If yes, by
whom/request information, including whether funding is in place.

a. The Heart of the Valley sanitary district is nearing capacity and looking to expand. Follow up with Melissa
for information.
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Relation to Proposed Project 
1. Would improvements or developments have occurred if there were no plans to expand and reconstruct I-41?

a. Some of it may have, but the project will increase development.

2. Are you aware of any development that has occurred in response to plans to expand and reconstruct I-41 that
would not have occurred otherwise? (For any, follow-up for specifics – location, size, when developed, etc.
Would the I-41 Project affect the pace of land use change or development?)

a. No. I-41 is a pretty major corridor already and there are a multitude of factors that affect development.

Development Patterns/Trends 
1. In general, to what degree would you expect the proposed project to influence development patterns at

existing service interchanges?

a. The project will speed up the pace of development.

b. WIS 55 is developing and has vacant land available.

c. There is prime developable land in the Town of Vandenbroek.

d. The WIS 441 and County OO intersection could develop in the future, but the land owners are not willing
to sell at this point.

2. For areas that would experience improved accessibility, what other factors are present that might enable or
inhibit growth? (e.g. land use restrictions, necessary infrastructure (sewer/water).

a. Low cost of living, good schools, well connected (relatively easy to get around by bike/ped and transit),
located between Green Bay and Milwaukee/Madison, land available for infill development.

3. General EJ question - are you aware of minority and low-income populations in your community? Can you
think of any indirect effects to these communities from the proposed project?

a. South of the project area near College Avenue is Badger Elementary School. The enrollment area is
considered low-income and many students qualify for free and reduced cost meals.

b. There is a homeless shelter off College Avenue.

c. Need to improve west-east bike/ped accommodations across I-41. People are not comfortable walking or
biking under the underpasses.
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Stakeholder Interview Notes: Grand Chute 
Mike Patza, Town Planner 
Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 
Jill Kramer, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 8:00 AM and concluded at 8:30 AM on Friday, March 26, 2021. Following is a 
summary of the questions and the Town of Grand Chute’s responses. 

Existing Development 
1. Are there any development constraints, natural resource and/or man-made, that would affect the location of

development?

a. Along Evergreen Drive there are some undeveloped lands with wetlands.

b. I-41 is a barrier in some respects.

c. The final leg of a Evergreen Drive is currently being extended west to connect to Grand Chute Blvd (Town
Hall); this project involved getting permission for a new railroad crossing.

2. Are there any development policies or growth management strategies that we should take into consideration?
Are there any planned or pending zoning changes that may affect development patterns?

a. The Village is currently finalizing a comprehensive plan update; expected to be approved in the next
couple months.

b. The Village has very robust zoning ordinance (for a township of 23,000 population); there is a robust
process for development to follow.

Proposed Development 
1. Are there any pending subdivision applications in the study area?

a. Service commercial is really the intended land use for growth, however higher density residential is okay.

For example, on Capital Drive there is a farmstead, where condos are a potential residential use of this
property (property is immediately east of I-41).

b. West of I-41, Grand Chute is completing a traffic study to provide background information on appropriate
uses.

2. Are you aware of any infrastructure improvement (including transportation and utilities, such as water and
wastewater) or land development plans by other agencies or private interests in the study area? If yes, by
whom/request information, including whether funding is in place.

a. No.

3. How often does the city depart from its comprehensive plan?

a. It doesn’t. The comprehensive plan drives the Town’s land use decision making process. It is used as it
should be as a guidance document.

b. There is a large green space north of Evergreen Drive on Galaxy Drive.

Relation to Proposed Project 
1. Would improvements, development, or other land use designations have occurred if there were no plans to

expand and reconstruct I-41?

a. Yes. The project is needed for safety. Access provided by I-41 is there is now; this is not new access. The
Town doesn’t foresee a huge change in development due to the project. The project will just improve the
safety and functionality of the system.
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2. Are you aware of any development that has occurred in response to plans to expand and reconstruct I-41 that
would not have occurred otherwise? (For any, follow-up for specifics – location, size, when developed, etc.
Would the I-41 Project affect the pace of land use change or development?)

a. No.

Development Patterns/Trends 
1. In general, to what degree would you expect the proposed project to influence development patterns at

service interchanges?

a. The proposed project could affect vacant land.

b. Regardless of the project there will be development. However, once the project is done, it could do
nothing but help.

c. Potential expansion of car dealerships.

2. For areas that would experience improved accessibility, what other factors are present that might enable or
inhibit growth? (e.g. land use restrictions, necessary infrastructure (sewer/water).

a. No other outside factors. For the business community, I-41 is a critical part of their business.

3. General EJ question - are you aware of minority and low-income populations in your community? Can you
think of any indirect effects to these communities from the proposed project? For example, would this project
impact their ability to get to work, or ability to assess community services.

a. Yes, but not in the project corridor – a considerable distance south of College Avenue. There is a low-
income census tract with residents that don’t have access to a vehicle. No indirect effects are anticipated.

4. General Comments:

a. In general, the project could affect the pace of development in 10 years from now, when the project is
complete and the area is beautiful; this could have some positive impacts on the pace of development.

b. Near Gillette Street, there is a large culvert (public works project) west of WIS 47 that is a pinch point for
going to Appleton to the south. The Town of Grand Chute has expressed concern about flooding in this
area with WisDOT. There have been some discussions about developing a pond at this location. WisDOT
mentioned that the intent is to replace this structure. WisDOT will not increase the downstream flow.



1 of 2 

Appendix C Attachment 1 

Stakeholder Interview Notes: Outagamie County 
Kara Homan, Outagamie County 
Bryan Lipke, Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Scott Ebel, Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 
Jill Kramer, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 1:00 PM and concluded at 1:30 PM on Friday, March 26, 2021. Following is a 
summary of the questions and Outagamie County’s responses. 

Existing Development 
1. Are there any development constraints, natural resource and/or man-made, that would affect the location of

development along the I-41 corridor in Outagamie County?

a. The area on the far south end is a golf course (outside the study area) that has floodplain and drainage
issues

b. In the southwest quadrant of the WIS 15 interchange there is a County-owned forest. There is a large
wetland complex and the area has drainage concerns.

c. The County has stormwater requirements and an active drainage board. WisDOT has had conversations
with the drainage board.

d. The County has an airport overlay district that has specific stormwater management guidelines.

e. A lot of the creeks in the area are “flashy;” they flow into Fox River.

2. Are there any county or regional development policies or growth management strategies that we should take
into consideration as we assess the potential for secondary development to occur as a result of the I-41
improvement? From your perspective are local development policies or growth management strategies in the
vicinity of the I-41 improvement effective in achieving community goals and desires outlined in community
plans?

a. Cities and villages primarily govern land use decisions in the county.

b. Fox River Mall area (College Ave/WIS 96) developed without a traditional grid network. There is a lack of
bike/ped accommodation in this area.

c. The County has been making incremental improvements at the local level. Road standards are starting to
incorporate sidewalks and curb and cutter, but there is room for improvement at the County level.

3. How long has the I-41 improvement been part of the regional transportation planning conversations? To what
extent from your perspective, if at all, has the project been considered in developing county and local plans.

a. I-41 improvements have been in the MPO plan for 10-15 years.

b. The County included the project in its latest plan, including multi-modal connections. This used to be a
rural area that is now urban.

Proposed Development 
1. Are you aware of any infrastructure improvement (including transportation and utilities, such as water and

wastewater) or land development plans by other agencies or private interests in the study area? If yes, by
whom/request information, including whether funding is in place.

a. The area that is currently farmland (French Road and County N) will be built out as industrial, so truck
traffic will increase.

b. The area will see more distribution centers. The area is strategically positioned for this.

c. At the County U interchange, the southeast quadrant will develop as industrial. Wrightstown does have
sewer and water to support this.
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2. Have the cities generally stuck to the land uses and densities called for in their plans or have exceptions to the
plans been made? If exceptions, is there a pattern or recurrent reason for making exceptions to
plans/policies?

a. Within the corridor, the local municipalities generally stick to their comprehensive plans.

Relation to Proposed Project 
1. Would improvements or developments have occurred if there were no plans to expand and reconstruct I-41?

a. This area would be developing even without the project.

b. Not aware of any projects that have occurred because of the project.

c. The project will affect the share of commuters between Brown, Outagamie, and Winnebago counties. It
will not induce additional development; it will just open up more job opportunities and make the labor
market more fluid.

Development Patterns/Trends 
1. In general, to what degree would you expect the proposed project to influence development patterns at

existing service interchanges?

a. The development would have happened anyway; the interstate is already there.
b. There is congestion at peak time; it could make a difference in development due to alleviated congestion.

2. For areas that would experience improved accessibility, what other factors are present that might enable or
inhibit growth? (e.g. land use restrictions, necessary infrastructure (sewer/water).

a. Little Chute and Kaukauna have sewer and water.

b. Little Chute has a pretty substantial TIF district.

c. Wrightstown is building out infrastructure on the south side.

d. Grand Chute has had infrastructure for 30-40 years.

e. Oneida Nation has strict growth management strategies and concentrates development in the core of the
Oneida Nation, which creates a greenbelt between the Oneida Nation boundaries and urban area.

3. General EJ question - are you aware of minority and low-income populations in your community? Can you
think of any indirect effects to these communities from the proposed project? For example, would this project
impact their ability to get to work, or ability to assess community services.

a. Area east of I-41; Bluemound Drive (south of the study area) – there are low income apartments and
people are living in poverty. This is the area of greatest concern, between County Highway BB and County
Highway OO. The concern is that I-41 is a barrier and the population can’t get to jobs.

i. If the project is properly designed it could improve conditions for low-income populations. If the
interstate is built to standards it will greatly improve conditions for these populations.

ii. There could be an indirect effect of increased travel; however, with the move to more electric
vehicles air pollution could decrease.

b. WisDOT should ensure the project does not create barriers. Take into consideration people who can’t
drive, and provide accommodation across I-41.
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Stakeholder Interview Notes: Town of Kaukauna 
Debbie VanderHeiden, Town of Kaukauna 
Shane Robley, Town of Kaukauna 
Scott Ebel, Wisconsin DOT 
Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 10:00 AM and concluded at 10:30 AM on Wednesday, March 31, 2021. Following is 
a summary of the questions and the Town of Kaukauna’s responses. 

Existing Development 
1. Are there any development constraints, natural resource and/or man-made, that would affect the location of

development?

a. There is development along the west frontage road near County JJ, including a storage facility and
businesses.

b. There is a power plant along the east frontage road that has been annexed into the Village of
Wrightstown.

c. Cemetery north of Wrightstown Road.

2. Are there any development policies or growth management strategies that we should take into consideration?
Are there any planned or pending zoning changes that may affect development patterns?

a. The town has a comprehensive plan and future land use plan.

Proposed Development 
1. Are there any pending subdivision applications in the study area?

a. No. Most of the growth will occur along the I-41 corridor and will be light-industrial/commercial, notably
in the area between County JJ and Wrightstown Road.

2. Are you aware of any infrastructure improvement (including transportation and utilities, such as water and
wastewater) or land development plans by other agencies or private interests in the study area? If yes, by
whom/request information, including whether funding is in place.

a. Not at this time. There has been discussion about the Village of Wrightstown having water that extends
into the Town but nothing is in the works.

3. How often does the city depart from its comprehensive plan?

a. The Town has stuck close to it.

Relation to Proposed Project 
1. Would improvements, development, or other land use designations have occurred if there were no plans to

expand and reconstruct I-41?

a. Development would be about the same with and without the project. The project can’t hurt.
b. Strong residential growth between Appleton and Green Bay areas.

2. Are you aware of any development that has occurred in response to plans to expand and reconstruct I-41 that
would not have occurred otherwise? (For any, follow-up for specifics – location, size, when developed, etc.
Would the I-41 Project affect the pace of land use change or development?)

a. Not that the Town is aware of.
b. Once more people find out about the project, it might help promote development.
c. The project could speed up the pace of development.
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Development Patterns/Trends 
1. For areas that would experience improved accessibility, what other factors are present that might enable or

inhibit growth? (e.g. land use restrictions, necessary infrastructure (sewer/water).

a. Most of the land is on septic. As a result, the Town mostly consists of single-family housing or duplexes.
There is nothing planned in the future as far as multi-family housing.

b. Undeveloped areas are not yet serviced by sewer/water.

c. Annexations are a threat.

d. There is a low tax base.

2. General EJ question - are you aware of minority and low-income populations in your community? Can you
think of any indirect effects to these communities from the proposed project? For example, would this project
impact their ability to get to work, or ability to assess community services.

a. No. The Town is very fortunate.
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Stakeholder Interview Notes: Town of Lawrence 
Patrick Wetzel 
Scott Ebel, Wisconsin DOT 
Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 1:00 PM and concluded at 1:30 PM on Friday, April 9, 2021. Following is a summary 
of the questions and the Town of Lawrence’s responses. 

Existing Development 
1. Are there any development constraints, natural resource and/or man-made, that would affect the location of

development?

a. The Fox River is a hard border to the east.
b. There is a lot of undeveloped land, but it is ripe for development.
c. I-41 itself is beneficial but is a hard border.
d. Natural resources constraints are typical (e.g., creeks).

2. Are there any development policies or growth management strategies that we should take into consideration?
Are there any planned or pending zoning changes that may affect development patterns?

a. Nothing beyond the comprehensive plan or typical land development (zoning, land divisions).

b. The Town is developed on the north end and is developing south; as development moves southward,
utilities are being extended. The Town is staying on top of development.

c. There are no planned or pending zoning changes on file.

Proposed Development 
1. Are you aware of any infrastructure improvement (including transportation and utilities, such as water and

wastewater) or land development plans by other agencies or private interests in the study area? If yes, by
whom/request information, including whether funding is in place.

a. No. Everything is being done by the Town.

2. How often does the Town depart from its comprehensive plan?

a. The Town sticks close to the comprehensive plan, but it needs to be updated.

b. The comprehensive plan was last updated in 2016 and provided a 5-year land use outlook. The plan is still
relevant, but now the Town is anticipating that agricultural areas on the west side of the County S
interchange will be developed, which is not reflected in the future land use plan.

3. Are there any pending subdivision applications in the study area?

a. No, but there are a number of subdivisions in progress – for example, around Lawrence Drive north of
Little Rapids Road.

b. The area west of the County S interchange is anticipated to be commercial use along the frontage road,
with residential/mixed-use further west.

c. It is rare to have undeveloped land around an interchange in this area; areas southeast of the County S
interchange will be agriculture for a long time.

d. West of I-41, north of Little Rapids Road, there is an indoor baseball development and the Town
anticipates a 100,000 square foot indoor soccer facility (Lawrence Parkway Development).

e. The Town is beginning to build American Drive from Little Rapids Road to the north, which the Town
anticipates will eventually connect with American Drive in De Pere. The City of De Pere is expanding its
West Business Park south along American Drive. Phase 2 of the project could connect American Drive to
Hickory Road (south of Little Rapids Road).

f. There is a 50,000 square foot light industrial development on Little Rapids Road.
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Relation to Proposed Project 
1. Would improvements, development, or other land use designations have occurred if there were no plans to

expand and reconstruct I-41?

a. Yes, but the I-41 project won’t hurt.

b. The new interchange could spur development but residents in Lawrence already have reasonable access
to County F and County S.

c. Lawrence is the next frontier south of Green Bay. The problem the town has is trying to control growth.

2. Are you aware of any development that has occurred in response to plans to expand and reconstruct I-41 that
would not have occurred otherwise? (For any, follow-up for specifics – location, size, when developed, etc.
Would the I-41 Project affect the pace of land use change or development?)

a. Not in the town. Landowners near the new South Bridge Connector interchange are anxiously awaiting
the new interchange. However, they will likely hold onto their land until the project is complete. There
may be new development after the fact.

Development Patterns/Trends 
1. In general, to what degree would you expect the proposed project to influence development patterns at

existing service interchanges?

a. Patrick isn’t sure how likely it is. He questioned with the number of roundabouts, whether or not it may
impact business development and the amount of trucks that use the interchange. However, roundabouts
are common in the area and nothing has shown that trucks have stopped going through them.

2. General EJ question - are you aware of minority and low-income populations in your community? Can you
think of any indirect effects to these communities from the proposed project? For example, would this project
impact their ability to get to work, or ability to assess community services.

a. Patrick is not aware of any.

b. Relocations of two residences near the South Bridge Connector interchange would not have any indirect
effects.
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Stakeholder Interview Notes: Town of Vandenbroek 
Cory Swedberg, Town Clerk 
Bryan Lipke, Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 2:00 PM and concluded at 2:30 PM on Tuesday, April 6, 2021. Following is a 
summary of the questions and the Town of Vandenbroek’s responses. 

Existing Development 
1. Are there any development constraints, natural resource and/or man-made, that would affect the location of

development?

a. None that come to mind.

2. Are there any development policies or growth management strategies that we should take into consideration?
Are there any planned or pending zoning changes that may affect development patterns?

a. No. The Town is in the process of updating its comprehensive plan.
b. There are currently no planned or pending zoning changes.

Proposed Development 
1. Are there any pending subdivision applications in the study area?

a. There are no pending subdivision applications, but two have been approved. They are located north of
County JJ between County N and WIS 55.

b. There are no ongoing commercial or industrial developments.

c. The Town aims to maintain its borders and maintain relationships with its neighboring communities to
limit annexation.

2. Are you aware of any infrastructure improvement (including transportation and utilities, such as water and
wastewater) or land development plans by other agencies or private interests in the study area? If yes, by
whom/request information, including whether funding is in place.

a. No.
b. The Town is primarily on well and septic.

3. How often does the city depart from its comprehensive plan?

a. It doesn’t. In the 11 years that Cory has been with the Town, the Town hasn’t deviated from the
comprehensive plan.

Relation to Proposed Project 
1. Would improvements, development, or other land use designations have occurred if there were no plans to

expand and reconstruct I-41?

a. Yes. Cory doesn’t think the project would have any bearing on the two ongoing residential developments.

2. Are you aware of any development that has occurred in response to plans to expand and reconstruct I-41 that
would not have occurred otherwise? (For any, follow-up for specifics – location, size, when developed, etc.
Would the I-41 Project affect the pace of land use change or development?)

a. The FedEx facility in Little Chute was likely constructed in part to the project.
b. When the project is fully completed, it will likely have an impact on (increase) the pace of development.
c. The project would influence development at the interchanges.
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Development Patterns/Trends 
1. For areas that would experience improved accessibility, what other factors are present that might enable or

inhibit growth? (e.g. land use restrictions, necessary infrastructure (sewer/water).

a. The area is centrally located between Milwaukee and Green Bay.
b. Besides necessary infrastructure (sewer/water), there are no other factors that inhibit growth.

2. General EJ question - are you aware of minority and low-income populations in your community? Can you
think of any indirect effects to these communities from the proposed project? For example, would this project
impact their ability to get to work, or ability to assess community services.

a. No.
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Stakeholder Interview Notes: Village of Little Chute 
David Kittel, Village of Little Chute 

Bryan Lipke, Wisconsin DOT 

Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 

Jill Kramer, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 11:00 AM and concluded at 11:30 AM on Friday, March 26, 2021. Following is a 
summary of the questions and the Village of Little Chute’s responses. 

Existing Development 
1. Are there any development constraints, natural resource and/or man-made, that would affect the location of

development?

a. There are a few creeks on the north side of the village that limit development; tributaries to Apple Creek
or wetlands.

b. The Village’s growth area is the north side of I-41; agricultural land waiting to be development.

2. Are there any development policies or growth management strategies that we should take into consideration?
Are there any planned or pending zoning changes that may affect development patterns?

a. Nothing beyond the comprehensive plan. The Village has identified a growth area to County JJ – primarily
as industrial/mixed use. County JJ is a half mile from the interstate. Sewer services are already available in
this area.

b. Thus far, development has occurred organically within the Village. The Village does have some TIDs on the
north side of town. The I-41 project will be a benefit to the Village as the Village has some of the last
available tracts near Appleton.

c. New FedEx facility.

d. No planned or pending zoning changes. The Village anticipates that new development is going to mirror
what is happening now; it will continue to be commercial/industrial uses.

e. There is one new residential (high probability, nothing formal has been submitted) which is part of a TID
(created in 2018). The proposal is to build/expand an existing residential area; the site is located on the
borderer with Appleton. This is the residential growth area; and the village does not foresee anything
else.

f. Vacant land in the Village is slated for industrial/commercial development.

Proposed Development 
1. Are you aware of any infrastructure improvement (including transportation and utilities, such as water and

wastewater) or land development plans by other agencies or private interests in the study area? If yes, by
whom/request information, including whether funding is in place.

a. No.
b. The Village will be extending utilities in the near future within the sewer service area.

2. How often does the city depart from its comprehensive plan?

a. Not very often. The Village sticks to the comp plan. It does need some updating, but development is very
consistent with what is identified in the plan.
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Relation to Proposed Project 
1. Would improvements, development, or other land use designations have occurred if there were no plans to

expand and reconstruct I-41?

a. If the proposed project was not built, it would negatively affect the pace of growth. There is anticipation
in the community of the project. The improvements will make vacant land more attractive.

b. Little Chute or Wrightstown are the last places with large tracts of developable land.

2. Are you aware of any development that has occurred in response to plans to expand and reconstruct I-41 that
would not have occurred otherwise? (For any, follow-up for specifics – location, size, when developed, etc.
Would the I-41 Project affect the pace of land use change or development?)

a. FedEx – this development will benefit from the project, but it would have happened either way. The
location of the Village between the metropolitan areas of Green Bay, Appleton, and Oshkosh makes the
Village a very attractive location for business. This project just sweetened the deal. The new FedEx facility
is in the northeast quadrant of Evergreen Dr and Vandenbroek Road (close to and north of I-41).

b. Larger developments have been constructed without knowledge of the project.

c. Economic factors could inhibit growth, such as the cost of construction. However, the area is very
attractive to business because we have a reliable and highly trained work force.

d. Changes at the airport also help attract businesses to the area. There is an international airport in Green
Bay, and a regional airport in Appleton.

e. The University of Wisconsin and Fox Valley Tech College have been very instrumental in developing a
highly trained workforce.

Development Patterns/Trends 
1. In general, to what degree would you expect the proposed project to influence development patterns at

service interchanges?

a. County N and WIS 441 interchanges are in the Village of Little Chute. From an economic development
perspective, site selecting groups are looking for sites with ½ mile of interstate access. With the proposed
I-41 improvement, it will be that much more desirable. There have been number of accidents with the
existing configuration and suboptimal operations. The updates will make property in the Village more
desirable.

b. This is desirable from the Village’s perspective. This development is welcome and consistent with the
Village plans.

2. General EJ question - are you aware of minority and low-income populations in your community? Can you
think of any indirect effects to these communities from the proposed project? For example, would this project
impact their ability to get to work, or ability to assess community services.

a. There is a Hmong population in the Village. The housing stock in the Village is very stable. Median income
is very strong. There is not a large population of low-income residents. The Village could be characterized
as a predominantly blue-collar community.

b. The proposed project will not have any indirect adverse effects on minority or low-income populations.
For example, there is a new business for Hmong funerals in the Village; this business will benefit minority
and low-income communities. The main employer is Nestle. During construction there could be
temporary impacts, however there are detour routes for all residents to continue to get to work.
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Stakeholder Interview Notes: Village of Wrightstown 
Travis Coenen, Village Administrator 
Scott Ebel, Wisconsin DOT 
Carly Dutkiewicz, Jacobs 
Jill Kramer, Jacobs 

The phone interview began at 3:00 PM and concluded at 3:30 PM on Thursday, March 25, 2021. Following is a 
summary of the questions and the Village of Wrightstown’s responses. 

Existing Development 
1. Are there any development constraints, natural resource and/or man-made, that would affect the location of

development?

a. No, only the Fox River.

2. Are there any development policies or growth management strategies that we should take into consideration?
Are there any planned or pending zoning changes that may affect development patterns?

a. Not necessarily. The Village has a Comprehensive Plan.

3. What are the key employers?

a. Tweet Garot Mechanical
b. Print Pro with approximately 120 employees
c. Along Broadway Street there are multiple employers
d. Prospective employer - SD Wheel with approximately 150 employees
e. Coca Cola Vending
f. Spirit Fabs, Inc. with approximately 70 employees
g. ProAmpac with 350 employees

Proposed Development 

1. Are there any pending subdivision applications in the study area?

a. There are a couple subdivisions, as well as industrial uses at the County U interchange. The Royal St.
Patrick’s planned development is on a golf course; 120 homes are approved and there will be multi-family
buildings that can house up to 150 families.

b. West of County U, Broadway Street south to the frontage road, is an industrial/manufacturing area.

c. A developer is purchasing land between Poplar Street and Broadway Street east of County U. Four
different manufacturing developments proposed.

d. Another location of future manufacturing development is near Tweet Garot Mechanical (within TIF 4.)

2. Are you aware of any infrastructure improvement (including transportation and utilities, such as water and
wastewater) or land development plans by other agencies or private interests in the study area? If yes, by
whom/request information, including whether funding is in place.

a. Not necessarily. There is a regional storm sewer on the southern end of Golf Course Drive and a
stormwater pond southeast of the County U interchange.

b. There is a potential trunk interceptor up County Line Road.

c. There are no locations without sewer.

3. How often does the city depart from its comprehensive plan?

a. Not often. Only if there were a very large or very high value development; if so, then the Village would
prepare an amendment to the comprehensive plan.
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Relation to Proposed Project 
1. Would improvements, development, or other land use designations have occurred if there were no plans to

expand and reconstruct I-41?

a. The plans to reconstruct I-41 has helped. Development may have happened without, but it has helped.

2. Are you aware of any development that has occurred in response to plans to expand and reconstruct I-41 that
would not have occurred otherwise? (For any, follow-up for specifics – location, size, when developed, etc.
Would the I-41 Project affect the pace of land use change or development?)

a. No one has stated this explicitly. The area does well due to its proximity to both the Green Bay and
Appleton metropolitan areas. The location is a big draw between the two job markets.

b. The Village has been more aggressive in its efforts to attract more development.

c. The project could potentially affect the pace of development.

3. In general, to what degree would you expect the proposed project to influence development patterns at
service interchanges? Two interchanges in Wrightstown (Golf Course Drive and S County Line Road)

a. The project will not change the type of development.
b. It’s not clear if development (i.e., such a gas station) may or may not have happened.

4. For areas that would experience improved accessibility, are other factors present that might enable or inhibit
growth? (e.g. land use restrictions, necessary infrastructure (sewer/water).

a. No.
b. Without the project, some may question if County U can support the new development.

5. General EJ question - are you aware of minority and low-income populations in your community? Can you
think of any indirect effects to these communities from the proposed project? For example, would this project
impact their ability to get to work, or ability to assess community services.

a. There are some, underserved populations dispersed throughout the community. These populations
predominantly support the agricultural workforce and are of Latino/Hispanic heritage.

b. No indirect impacts to these populations from the improvements are anticipated.
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1. Purpose 
 
The purpose of a relocation plan is to assure that the agency will provide adequate relocation 
payments and services and to determine whether displaced persons can be satisfactorily relocated. 
The conceptual stage relocation plan is written in estimate form to determine the following: 
 

1. The approximate number of individuals, families, businesses and non-profit organizations to 
be relocated by the proposed project. 

2. The probable availability of decent, safe and sanitary replacement housing within the 
financial means of the individuals and families affected by the project. 

3. The estimated total relocation assistance costs. 
 
2. Project Description 
 

The proposed South Bridge Connector route begins at County EB (Packerland Drive) in the Town 
of Lawrence and would continue along a new alignment to connect to a new full-access 
interchange on I-41. To the east of the new interchange, the route would continue east on 
Southbridge Road to the intersection of Lawrence Dr and Southbridge Road.  Adjustment to 
local roads would be needed at the west end of the corridor (near County EB) to tie into the new 
facility.  Relocation of the frontage roads would be required to get better spacing between the 
frontage roads and ramp terminals.  Roundabouts and signalized intersections are being 
considered for the ramp terminals and frontage roads.  The reconstruction of the CTH CC 
overpass bridge is required as part of the overall I-41 project in order to replace an aging 4-span 
structure with piers along the I-41 shoulder with a new two-span structure that can 
accommodate expansion of the roadway and eliminate roadside hazards.  The new overpass will 
be both higher and wider to meet interstate clearance standards and safely accommodate non-
motorized users which will require fill slopes extend out such that it will eliminate access to the 
parcel.   

 
There are 3 potential relocations that include 3 residential displacements, that could include 1 
landlord and 1 tenant. 
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3. Estimated Displacements 
 
DESCRIBE ESTIMATED DISPLACEMENTS, NUMBER AND TYPE. The recommended highway 
project improvements would result in 3 displacements.  The property(ies) is summarized in the 
table below: 
 

Property Address Property 
Owner Name 

Owner Address Tenant(s) Displacement Type 
(Residential/Nonresidential 

N1635 County Rd CC 
Kaukauna WI 54130 

Scott and Shari 
Vanasten 

N1635 County Rd CC 
Kaukauna WI 54130 

No Residential 

2054 Orange Ln, 
De Pere WI 54115 

John & Jennifer 
Krawczyk 

2054 Orange Ln, 
De Pere WI 54115 

No Residential 

2031 Orange Ln, 
De Pere WI 54115 

Jo Ann Minten 1083 Misty Meadow Cir #1 
De Pere WI 54115 

Yes Residential 

 
Displaced property located at 2054 Orange Ln, De Pere, WI   - According to the assessment card, this is a one-
story, 1,918 SF single-family, two-bedrooms, 2 ½ bathrooms, full basement, and attached three-car garage.  
There is a total of 44.98 acres with additional outbuildings, not sure the use or size of these buildings. 

 

 
Displaced property located at 2031 Orange Ln, De Pere, WI – According to the assessment card, the owner’s 
address is different than the property address; therefore, it’s assumed that the property is being rented - this 
is a one-story, 1,382 SF, single family, four-bedrooms, one bathroom, and full basement.  There is a total of 
6.55 acres with an additional outbuilding, not sure the use or size of this building.  
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Displaced property located at N1635 County Rd CC, Kaukauna WI - According to the assessment card, 
this is a one-story, 1,448 SF single-family, three-bedrooms, 1 ½ bathrooms, full basement, attached and 
detached garage located on a total of 0.95 acres.   

 

  
  
 

4. Divisive or Disruptive Effects 
 
The proposed roadway improvements will displace three residences.  The disruption to area 
residents and business, in general, should be construction-related, short-term disruptions. 
Disruption to relocated properties should also be brief because most relocations can be 
accommodated within the greater De Pere and Appleton area.  Efforts will be made to minimize 
disruption to affected properties and provide for suitable, timely relocations.   Current analysis 
provided in other sections of this CSRP indicates that suitable replacement housing and 
replacement business site is available in the area.   
 
One of the displaced residences appears to have a private airstrip.  It is unknown if it’s actively used 
or legally permitted.  There are no unusual circumstances regarding the other residential and 
business relocations.  No known concentration of predominant ethnic minority, elderly, or 
handicapped people are located within the study area.   
 
 
5. Neighborhood Impact 

As indicated above, the project will cause the relocation of two residential owner occupant and one 
residential owner tenant occupants, and there does appear to be adequate replacement properties 
available.  The disruption to the neighborhood should be minimal and primarily to the construction 
project.   
  



6  

6. Concurrent Displacements 
 
Concurrent displacements is when multiple individuals may be affected by a property acquisition 
and relocation requires multiple individuals being displaced. For example, multi-tenant apartment 
buildings and mixed-use properties.  There are no known concurrent displacements. 
 
7. Special Relocation Advisory Services 
 
There are no foreseen problems that will require special relocation advisory services should 
problems arise.  Central Office BTS relocation personnel will provide the necessary and appropriate 
services. 
 
The acquisition and relocation program will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 as amended; 49 CFR Part 
24; Wisconsin Statutes s. 32.19 – 32.27 and Wisconsin Administrative Code Adm 92. Relocation 
advisory assistance, benefits and other resources will be made available to all relocatees without 
discrimination. 
 
 

8. Available Residential (Purchase) 
 
Estimated number of available (decent, safe, sanitary) housing units by number of 
bedrooms. 
 

Two-bedroom units Three-bedroom units Four-bedroom units Five + bedroom units 

3 13 7 4 

 
 
Estimated of number of available and comparable units by type and price. 
 

Number Available Location Value - Range Source 
0 De Pere $0 - $99,999 Realtor.com/MLS 
2 De Pere $100,000 - $149,999 Realtor.com/MLS 
3 De Pere $150,000 - $199,999 Realtor.com/MLS 
4 De Pere $200,000 - $249,999 Realtor.com/MLS 
2 De Pere $250,000 - $299,999 Realtor.com/MLS 
5 De Pere $300,000 - $399,999 Realtor.com/MLS 
4 De Pere $400,000 - $499,999 Realtor.com/MLS 
3 De Pere $500,000 - $599,999 Realtor.com/MLS 
1 De Pere $600,000 - $1,500,000 Realtor.com/MLS 
3 De Pere $1,500,000+ Realtor.com/MLS 
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9. Available Residential Replacements (Rentals) 
 

RENTAL PRICE RANGES 
(per month) 

PROPERTY ADDRESS PROPERTY ADDRESS PROPERTY ADDRESS 

$700 - $899 2-bedrooms 1901 Ridgeway Dr, De Pere WI    
$900 – 1,099 3-bedrooms 1380 Scheuring Rd, De Pere WI   

$1,200 – 1,499 3-bedrroms 1022 Silver St, De Pere WI 845 Ash St, De Pere WI 4-bedroom house 
1620 Grant St, De Pere WI  

 
 
 
10. Relocation Preliminary Cost Estimates 
  
 Displaced Residential Property Address 

 
 

11. Data Sources 

WI MULTIPLE LISTING SERVICE (MLS) NEWSPAPERS 
Realtor.com 
De Pere WI Rental Listing 
Apartments.com 
Zillow 
CoStar 
LoopNet 

DISPLACED PROPERTY 
ADDRESS 

ACQUISITION 
PRICE ESTIMATE 

REESTABLIHMENT 
PAYMENT 

REPLACEMENT 
HOUSING 
PAYMENT 

MISC AND 
INTERST AND 
CLOSING 

MOVING 
COSTS 

TOTAL 
PAYMENT 

2054 Orange Ln, 
De Pere, WI 

$250,000 $0 $30,000 $3,000 $10,000 $293,000 

2031 Orange Ln 
De Pere, WI 

$150,000 $25,000 $62,000 $3,000 $15,000 $255,000 

N1635 County Rd CC 
Kaukauna WI  

$175,000 $0 $62,000 $3,000 $15,000 $280,000 



Appendix E 
Section 106 Form 



SECTION 106 REVIEW ARCHAEOLOGICAL/HISTORICAL INFORMATION 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
DT1635    6/2014 

For instructions, see FDM Chapter 26. 
I. PROJECT INFORMATION  Amended Submittal (include new information only) 
Project ID 
1130-63-00 

Highway – Street 
I-41

County 
Brown; Outagamie 

Project Termini 
WIS 96 interchange (south end); County F interchange (north end) 

Region – Office 
Northeast 

Regional Project Engineer – Project Manager 
Scott Ebel, P.E. 

(Area Code) Telephone Number 
(920) 360-2225

Consultant Project Engineer – Project Manager 
Jacobs Engineering - Charlie Webb 

(Area Code) Telephone Number 
(414) 847-0248

Archaeological Consultant 
UWM Cultural Resource Management - Brian Nicholls 

(Area Code) Telephone Number 
(414) 405-1171

Architecture/History Consultant 
Jacobs Engineering - Kelly Morgan 

(Area Code) Telephone Number 
(352) 514-5469

Date of Need 
October 1, 2021 

SHSW Number 

Return a Signed Copy of This Form to 
Scott Ebel, P.E. - WisDOT Project Manager 
II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Length 

 miles 
Land to be Acquired: Fee Simple 

90 acres 
Land to be Acquired: Easement 

 acres 

Distance as measured from existing 
centerline Existing Proposed Other Factors Existing Proposed 
Right-of-Way Width Terrace Width 

Shoulder Sidewalk Width 

Slope Intercept Number of Lanes 

Edge of Pavement Grade Separated Crossing 

Back of Curb Line Vision Triangle 
 acres 

Realignment 
Temporary Bypass 

 acres 
Other – List: 

Stream Channel Change  Yes  No 

Attach Map(s) that Depict 
“Maximum” Impacts.  Yes  No Tree Topping and/or Grubbing  Yes  No 

Brief Narrative Project Description: Include all ground disturbing activities. For archaeology, include plan view map indicating 
the maximum area of ground disturbance and/or new right-of-way, whichever is greater. Include all temporary, limited and 
permanent easements. For amendments (e.g. design refinements, scope changes, etc) description should only include 
new/added project actions and materials.

Project changes have occurred since the previous survey was submitted. Additional new WisDOT right-of-way will be acquired as part 
of the project, increasing new WisDOT right-of-way acquisitions to approximately 90 acres. Project changes also propose the 
construction of a communications tower on the Wrightstown Safety and Weight Enforcement Facility (SWEF) property. The tower would 
be an essential tool to the Division of State Patrol function and would be up to 400 feet tall. A remote equipment building would be 
constructed near the tower’s base and would house radio equipment. The proposed tower and equipment building would be contained 
within the Wrightstown SWEF property and would not require the acquisition of new WisDOT ROW. A revised Area of Potential Effects 
(APE) was defined for the project design changes (Exhibit 1). An architectural/history survey was completed of the new APE areas on 
June 2, 2021, and July 6, 2021. A revised archaeological survey was completed in August 2021. 

 Add continuation sheet, if needed. 

21-0313

DocuSign Envelope ID: D15935BC-EB06-4DA8-A417-0634427E8764

http://wisconsindot.gov/rdwy/fdm/fd-27-00toc.pdf


SECTION 106 REVIEW ARCHAEOLOGICAL/HISTORICAL INFORMATION (continued) 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation     DT1635 

III. CONSULTATION
How has notification of the project been provided to: 

 Property Owners 
 Public Information Meeting Notice 
 Letter - Required for Archaeology 
 Telephone Call 
 Other: 

 Historical Societies/Organizations 
 Public Information Meeting Notice 
 Letter 
 Telephone Call 
 Other: 

 Native American Tribes 
 Public Info. Mtg. Notice 
 Letter 
 Telephone Call 
 Other:    

Attach one copy of the base letter, list of addresses and comments received. For history include telephone memos as appropriate. 
IV. AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS – APE
ARCHAEOLOGY:  Area of potential effect for archaeology is the existing and proposed ROW, temporary and permanent 
easements. Agricultural practices do not constitute a ground disturbance exemption. 
HISTORY:  Describe the area of potential effects for buildings/structures. 
The revised APE for the project extends through the same terminal boundaries as the previously submitted APE. As 
specified within the Nationwide Programmatic Agreement for Review of Effects on Historic Properties for Certain 
Undertaking Approved by the Federal Communication Commission (Federal Communications Commission 2004), 
Jacobs added a 0.75-mile-radius APE around the Wrightstown SWEF property to account for potential visual effects 
from the proposed communications tower. For the other project changes, the revised APE is bounded by two parcels 
beyond WisDOT ROW to account for potential indirect effects from project activities. The revised APE extends from the 
Town of Grand Chute, the City of Appleton, the Village of Little Chute, the City of Kaukauna, the Town of Kaukauna, the 
Village of Wrightstown, the Town of Wrightstown, the Town of Lawrence, and the City of De Pere. A discontiguous 
portion encompasses the proposed existing Outagamie County salt shed at the intersection of County Road OO (West 
North Avenue) and Holland Road in Little Chute. The previously submitted APE and subsequent revision includes 
approximately 23 miles of I-41; approximately 9.31 miles of East I-41 Frontage Road (known as French Road in Brown 
County); approximately 10.18 miles of West I-41 Frontage Road (known as Mid Valley Road in Brown County); and, 
approximately 0.92 mile of WIS 441. 

V. PHASE I – ARCHAEOLOGICAL OR RECONNAISSANCE HISTORY SURVEY NEEDED
ARCHAEOLOGY HISTORY 

 Archaeological survey is needed   Architecture/History survey is needed 
 Archaeological survey is not needed 

 Screening list         (date) 
 Burial site in project area, Wis. Stat. 157.70 applies 

 Architecture/History survey is not needed 
 Screening list         (date) 
 No structures or buildings of any kind within APE 
 Non-Survey History Documentation attached 

VI. SURVEY COMPLETED
ARCHAEOLOGY HISTORY 

 NO archaeological sites(s) identified – ASFR attached 
 NO potentially eligible site(s) in project area – 
Phase I Report attached 

 Potentially eligible site(s) identified-Phase I Report attached 
 Avoided through redesign 
 Phase II conducted – go to VII (Evaluation) 

 Phase I Report – Cemetery/cataloged burial documentation 

 NO buildings/structures identified – Report attached 
 Potentially eligible buildings/structures identified in the 
APE – Report attached 

 Avoided through redesign 
 Previously listed/eligible property identified in the 
APE – Report attached 

VII. DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY (EVALUATION) COMPLETED
 No arch site(s) eligible for NRHP – Phase II Report attached  No buildings/structure(s) eligible for NRHP – DOE attached 
 Arch site(s) eligible for NRHP – Phase II Report attached 
 Site(s) eligible for NRHP – DOE attached  

 Building/structure(s) eligible for NRHP – DOE attached 

VIII. COMMITMENTS/SPECIAL PROVISIONS – must be included with special provisions language
 Per Wis. Stat. 157.70 obtain burial authorization from WHS one year prior to construction. 

IX. PROJECT DECISION
 No historic properties (historical or archaeological) in the APE. 
 No historic properties (historical or archaeological) affected.  
 Historic properties (historical and/or archaeological) may be affected by project; 

DocuSign Envelope ID: D15935BC-EB06-4DA8-A417-0634427E8764



 Go to Step 4:  Assess affects and begin consultation on affects. 
 Documentation for Determination of No Adverse Effects is included with this form. WisDOT has concluded that this project 
will have No Adverse Effect on historic properties. Signature by SHPO below indicates SHPO concurrence in the DNAE  
and concludes the Section 106 Review process for this project. 

X. SIGNATURES

X X X 
(Date – 
m/d/yy) 

(WisDOT Historic Preservation 
Officer Signature) 

(Date – 
m/d/yy) 

(State Preservation Officer 
Signature) 

(Date – 
m/d/yy) 

(Regional Project Manager Signature) 

X 

(Consultant Project Manager 
Signature) 

(Date – 
m/d/yy) 

8/18/2021

8/30/2021

DocuSign Envelope ID: D15935BC-EB06-4DA8-A417-0634427E8764

27 September 2021 05 October 2021
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Initial Agency Coordination Letter 

US Army Corps of Engineers 

EPA 

US Fish and Wildlife Service 

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

Oneida Nation 

Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer 

Protection (DATCP) 

Wisconsin DNR 

WisDOT Cultural Resource Team 

  









 

 

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 

















From: Schaeve, Matthew D - DNR
To: Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE
Cc: I-41 NER Study Correspondence; Ebel, Scott - DOT; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; Lipke, Bryan - DOT; Webb,

Charlie/MKE; Doperalski, James P - DNR
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: WisDOT I-41 Project Brown and Outagamie Counties: Park and Trail Funding Request
Date: Thursday, October 29, 2020 4:33:48 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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NHI Disclaimer: This review may contain NHI data, including specific locations of endangered
resources, which are considered sensitive and are not subject to Wisconsin’s Open Records Law (s.
23.27 3(b), Wis. Stats.). As a result, endangered resources-related information contained in this
review may be shared only with individuals or agencies that require this information in order to carry
out specific roles in the permitting, planning and implementation of the proposed project.
Endangered resources information must be redacted from this letter prior to inclusion in any publicly
disseminated documents.



Trillium nivale

NHI Disclaimer: This review may contain NHI data, including specific locations of endangered
resources, which are considered sensitive and are not subject to Wisconsin’s Open Records Law (s.
23.27 3(b), Wis. Stats.). As a result, endangered resources-related information contained in this
review may be shared only with individuals or agencies that require this information in order to carry
out specific roles in the permitting, planning and implementation of the proposed project.
Endangered resources information must be redacted from this letter prior to inclusion in any publicly
disseminated documents
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NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.



Wisconsin Division of Agriculture, Trade, and 

Consumer Protection (DATCP) 

 











U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  





U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

  



Request for species lists or early consultation/technical assistance - IPaC:



Streamlined Consultation - Please use online assisted determination key:

NLEB Section 7 consultation

Key to the NLEB 4(d) rule for federal actions that may affect

Instructions for the NLEB 4(d) assisted d-key

______________________________________________
Shauna Marquardt | Assistant Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Minnesota/Wisconsin Ecological Services Field Office
573-239-3293



























U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

  



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Scoping Comments for the Interstate 41 Project between WIS 96 (Appleton) and 
County F (De Pere), Brown and Outagamie Counties, Wisconsin 

Wetlands



Recommendations:



Recommendations:



Recommendation

Recommendations: 



Air Quality

Coordination and Consultation 



American Indian Tribes 

 















Scott Ebel, P.E.
Project Manager
I-41 Design & Local Program
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Northeast Region
Phone: (920) 360-2225
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Stacie Cutbank



Scott Ebel, P.E.
Project Manager
I-41 Design & Local Program
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Northeast Region
Phone: (920) 360-2225



Scott Ebel, P.E.
Project Manager
I-41 Design & Local Program
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Northeast Region
Phone: (920) 360-2225



Scott Ebel, P.E.
Project Manager
I-41 Design & Local Program
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Northeast Region
Phone: (920) 360-2225





Stacie Cutbank

Bryan Lipke, P.E.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

 
August 2, 2021 

 
REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

  Mail Code RM-19J 
 
 

 

Bethaney Bacher-Gresock                                                             
Federal Highway Administration – Wisconsin Division 
525 Junction Road, Suite 8000 
Madison, Wisconsin 53717 
 
Re:  Draft Environmental Assessment for the Interstate 41 Project between WIS 96 

(Appleton) and County F (De Pere), Brown and Outagamie Counties, Wisconsin 

 
Dear Ms. Bacher-Gresock: 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the referenced Environmental 
Assessment (EA), which was prepared by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation, in 
coordination with the Federal Highway Administration. We are providing comments pursuant to 
our authorities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. 
 
The proposed project involves reconstruction of 23 miles of I-41 between WIS 96 (Wisconsin 
Avenue) and County F (Scheuring Road). This section of I-41 is a 4-lane divided highway with a 
grass median. There are ten existing interchanges in the corridor and one possible new 
interchange in Brown County (South Bridge Connector) near the northern end of the study 
corridor. The EA evaluated the capacity, conditions, and operations of the freeway and each 
interchange. WisDOT evaluated reconstructing I-41 as a 4-lane freeway or widening it to 6 lanes 
(3 lanes will mostly remain within the existing right-of-way, although the reconstruction of 
interchanges and some drainage work may require work beyond the existing right-of-way). Five 
alternatives are presented in the EA: 
 
• No-Build Alternative.  Under the No Build Alternative, no improvements would be made to 

I-41 other than routine maintenance. 
• Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative. The TSM Alternative maximizes use 

of existing roadways to delay the need to add capacity due to anticipated growth in the area. 
TSM measures include installing intelligent transportation systems (ITS), such as traffic 
cameras and dynamic message signs to allow detection of congestion or crashes and 
notification of drivers, high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes, ramp meters to improve 
capacity and merging at onramps, and reversable lanes. 

• Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Alternative. The TDM Alternative attempts to 
reduce the number of vehicles on roadways through better land use planning, improved use 
of technology, or shifting trips to other means of transportation, allowing for more efficient 
use of the existing transportation system’s capacity. TDM measures include increasing transit 
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ridership and promoting ridesharing with park-and-ride lots, preferential treatment for HOVs, 
improving bicycle and pedestrian mobility, mixing land uses, such as combining business, 
commercial, residential, or institutional uses in a single building or area as a way of reducing 
the need to drive between them. 

• Four-Lane with Hard Shoulder Running (HSR) Alternative. The HSR Alternative uses the 
left or right shoulder of the roadway for temporary travel during peak demand hours, as 
needed. 

• Six-Lane Alternative.  The six-lane alternative would reconstruct and upgrade I-41 to current 
WisDOT design standards where practicable and would add an additional travel lane in each 
direction. The additional travel lane would be added in the median to reduce the need to 
acquire additional right-of-way. A concrete median barrier would separate the two directions 
of traffic rather than the current grass median. The proposed design includes 12-foot lanes 
and 12-foot shoulders on each side, as well as ITS elements such as traffic cameras and 
dynamic message signs. As part of the six-lane alternative, the Safety and Weight 
Enforcement Facility (SWEF) would be reconstructed, and the Northeast Region 
Headquarters of the Wisconsin State Patrol would be moved to the SWEF site. In addition, 
the six-lane alternative would construct a new Outagamie County salt shed and resurface 
three WisDOT park-and-ride lots. 

 

FHWA and WisDOT have selected the Six-Lane Alternative as the proposed project’s preferred 
alternative. We appreciate FHWA and MDOT addressing many of our scoping comments1 in the 
EA, including wetlands, water quality, land use, children’s health, and coordination and 
consultation. Based on our review of the EA, our air quality comment was not fully addressed. 
We recommend FHWA and WisDOT commit to utilizing air quality best management practices 
(BMPs) for the proposed construction activities. Several recommendations are included in an 
enclosure entitled, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Construction Emission Control 

Checklist. Any air quality BMPs to be used should be included in the forthcoming Final EA 
(FEA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) documents.  

Please send us a copy of the FEA and FONSI documents, when available. We are available to 
discuss our comments on the DEA at your convenience. Please feel free to contact Mike 
Sedlacek of my staff at 312-886-1765, or by email at sedlacek.michael@epa.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
  
 
Kenneth A. Westlake 
Deputy Director, Tribal and Multimedia Programs Office 
Office of the Regional Administrator 
 
Encl:   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Construction Emission Control Checklist 
 
cc: Scott Ebel, Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
 
 

 
1 See EPA Scoping letter, dated July 2, 2020. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Construction Emission Control Checklist 

 
Diesel emissions and fugitive dust from project construction may pose environmental and human health 
risks and should be minimized.  In 2002, EPA classified diesel emissions as a likely human carcinogen, 
and in 2012 the International Agency for Research on Cancer concluded that diesel exhaust is 
carcinogenic to humans.  Acute exposures can lead to other health problems, such as eye and nose 
irritation, headaches, nausea, asthma, and other respiratory system issues. Longer term exposure may 
worsen heart and lung disease.2  We recommend FHWA consider the following protective measures and 
commit to applicable measures in the EA. 
 
Mobile and Stationary Source Diesel Controls 
Purchase or solicit bids that require the use of vehicles that are equipped with zero-emission technologies 
or the most advanced emission control systems available.  Commit to the best available emissions control 
technologies for project equipment in order to meet the following standards.  

• On-Highway Vehicles:  On-highway vehicles should meet, or exceed, the EPA exhaust emissions 
standards for model year 2010 and newer heavy-duty, on-highway compression-ignition engines 
(e.g., long-haul trucks, refuse haulers, shuttle buses, etc.).3  

• Non-road Vehicles and Equipment:  Non-road vehicles and equipment should meet, or exceed, 
the EPA Tier 4 exhaust emissions standards for heavy-duty, non-road compression-ignition 
engines (e.g., construction equipment, non-road trucks, etc.).4  

• Low Emission Equipment Exemptions:  The equipment specifications outlined above should be 
met unless:  1) a piece of specialized equipment is not available for purchase or lease within the 
United States; or 2) the relevant project contractor has been awarded funds to retrofit existing 
equipment, or purchase/lease new equipment, but the funds are not yet available. 
 

Consider requiring the following best practices through the construction contracting or oversight process: 
• Establish and enforce a clear anti-idling policy for the construction site. 
• Use onsite renewable electricity generation and/or grid-based electricity rather than diesel-

powered generators or other equipment. 
• Use electric starting aids such as block heaters with older vehicles to warm the engine.  
• Regularly maintain diesel engines to keep exhaust emissions low.  Follow the manufacturer’s 

recommended maintenance schedule and procedures.  Smoke color can signal the need for 
maintenance (e.g., blue/black smoke indicates that an engine requires servicing or tuning).  

• Where possible, retrofit older-tier or Tier 0 nonroad engines with an exhaust filtration device 
before it enters the construction site to capture diesel particulate matter.  

• Replace the engines of older vehicles and/or equipment with diesel- or alternatively-fueled 
engines certified to meet newer, more stringent emissions standards (e.g., plug-in hybrid-electric 
vehicles, battery-electric vehicles, fuel cell electric vehicles, advanced technology locomotives, 
etc.), or with zero emissions electric systems.  Retire older vehicles, given the significant 
contribution of vehicle emissions to the poor air quality conditions.  Implement programs to 
encourage the voluntary removal from use and the marketplace of pre-2010 model year on-
highway vehicles (e.g., scrappage rebates) and replace them with newer vehicles that meet or 
exceed the latest EPA exhaust emissions standards, or with zero emissions electric vehicles and/or 
equipment. 

 

 

 

 
2 Carcinogenicity of diesel-engine and gasoline-engine exhausts and some nitroarenes.  The Lancet.  June 15, 2012 
3 http://www.epa.gov/otaq/standards/heavy-duty/hdci-exhaust.htm 
4 http://www.epa.gov/otaq/standards/nonroad/nonroadci.htm 
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Fugitive Dust Source Controls 

• Stabilize open storage piles and disturbed areas by covering and/or applying water or 
chemical/organic dust palliative, where appropriate.  This applies to both inactive and active sites, 
during workdays, weekends, holidays, and windy conditions. 

• Install wind fencing and phase grading operations where appropriate, and operate water trucks for 
stabilization of surfaces under windy conditions. 

• When hauling material and operating non-earthmoving equipment, prevent spillage and limit 
speeds to 15 miles per hour (mph).  Limit speed of earth-moving equipment to 10 mph. 

 

Occupational Health 

• Reduce exposure through work practices and training, such as maintaining filtration devices and 
training diesel-equipment operators to perform routine inspections.  

• Position the exhaust pipe so that diesel fumes are directed away from the operator and nearby 
workers, reducing the fume concentration to which personnel are exposed.  

• Use enclosed, climate-controlled cabs pressurized and equipped with high-efficiency particulate 
air (HEPA) filters to reduce the operators’ exposure to diesel fumes.  Pressurization ensures that 
air moves from inside to outside.  HEPA filters ensure that any incoming air is filtered first.  

• Use respirators, which are only an interim measure to control exposure to diesel emissions.  In 
most cases, an N95 respirator is adequate.  Workers must be trained and fit-tested before they 
wear respirators.  Depending on the type of work being conducted, and if oil is present, 
concentrations of particulates present will determine the efficiency and type of mask and 
respirator.  Personnel familiar with the selection, care, and use of respirators must perform the fit 
testing.  Respirators must bear a NIOSH approval number.  

 
NEPA Documentation 

• Per Executive Order 13045 on Children’s Health5, EPA recommends the lead agency and project 
proponent pay particular attention to worksite proximity to places where children live, learn, and 
play, such as homes, schools, and playgrounds.  Construction emission reduction measures should 
be strictly implemented near these locations in order to be protective of children’s health. Specify 
how impacts to sensitive receptors, such as children, elderly, and the infirm will be minimized.  
For example, locate construction equipment and staging zones away from sensitive receptors and 
fresh air intakes to buildings 

 

 
5 Children may be more highly exposed to contaminants because they generally eat more food, drink more water, and have higher inhalation 
rates relative to their size.  Also, children’s normal activities, such as putting their hands in their mouths or playing on the ground, can result in 
higher exposures to contaminants as compared with adults.  Children may be more vulnerable to the toxic effects of contaminants because 
their bodies and systems are not fully developed and their growing organs are more easily harmed. EPA views childhood as a sequence of life 
stages, from conception through fetal development, infancy, and adolescence. 

 



 
 
July 29, 2021 
 
RE: I41 Public Hearing – Outagamie County Comments 
 
Dear WisDOT Officials, 
 
First, on behalf of Outagamie County, we thank you for the speed and careful consideration with which the State of 
Wisconsin has been planning to design and reconstruct the I41 Corridor, with the goal of providing a safer and more 
efficient transportation connection between Outagamie and Brown Counties. We also appreciate the engagement the 
Northeast Wisconsin DOT staff has done to date with Outagamie County staff and our municipal partners in getting to 
this point of the project. 
 
We write today to provide comment on the proposed I41 Expansion project as it relates to goals and recommendations 
found within the Outagamie County Comprehensive Plan 2040: The Shared Path Forward, adopted by Outagamie 
County in January, 2020 (hereinafter the County Plan). 
 
In reviewing the current preferred alternatives, we find that they are consistent with, and effectuate, in whole or in 
part, the follow Goals and Recommendations of the County Plan: 
 

 Goal 4: Robust, well planned county infrastructure to support a thriving economy and livable communities. 
o Recommendation 4.2. Embrace the I41 corridor as a means to connect the corridor’s workforce and 

industry freight needs. 
o Recommendation 4.3. Long-range multi-jurisdictional planning and coordination to improve safety 

and travel conditions at the following intersections: ……STH 441, CTH OO and French Rd in Little 
Chute/Grand Chute & Appleton; I41 and CTH OO/Wis 15…..(excerpted and emphasis added) 

o Recommendation 4.9 (in part). Support the design and reconstruction of I-41 between STH 96 and 
Schuering Road, converting to 3 travel lanes in each direction. 

 
We are thankful, in particular, for a selection of a Preferred Alternative for the Wis 441 / I41 intersection that balances 
the safety and traveling needs of the public at large while minimizing impact to the future Outagamie County NW 
landfill – this aligns with the County Plan as follows: 

o Recommendation 4.12, “Continue to implement the Outagamie Solid Waste strategic efforts around 
regional solid waste management and on-site landfill expansion. (emphasis added) 

We look forward to continued dialogue on that front. 
 
As WisDOT continues to plan and design the I41 project, we respectfully ask you to take into consideration and consult 
with the County, Fox Cities MPO/East Central RPC, and local municipalities on the following County Plan 
Recommendations as they related to the I41 Reconstruction Project and related WisDOT infrastructure along the I41 
corridor: 

 Goal 4 (cont.): 
o Recommendation 4.9 (remainder not referenced above).  

 Encourage WisDOT to include bicycle & pedestrian accommodations at all county and local 
road I-41 bridge crossings & underpasses – to include sidewalk, grade-separated 12-foot 
bridge crossing & underpasses, on-street bike lands.  Transit accommodations should be 
included where warranted. 



 A trail or bike lane(s) should be considered on the frontage road system connecting Kaukauna 
and DePere, with additional consideration given for integrating bicycle & pedestrian 
networks between Grand Chute and Kaukauna. 

 I-41 bridge widths should be scoped considering the above multimodal accommodations, and 
vehicular travel land requirements as forecasted by the Fox Cities MPO Travel Demand 
Model. 

o Recommendation 4.10. Encourage WisDOT to begin planning for the reconstruction of STH 125 
between Mall Dr. (Grand Chute) and the Viaduct (Appleton), to include better mobility solutions than 
exist with the current highway and adjacent frontage roads.  The future cross-section should be 
urbanized with curb and gutter; feature multi-modal accommodations (including a trail on the north 
side) and blend the county’s new CTH CA corridor with existing College Avenue east of the viaduct. 
 

 Goal 1: Integrated land use and transportation system. 
o Recommendation 1.7. Monitor advances and potential disruptions in transportation and technology 

that will affect land use and development patterns – such as ride-share services, autonomous vehicles, 
unmanned aerial vehicles, etc.  Begin to develop land use and transportation strategies and 
implementation activities around these potential shifts in our standard transportation models. 

 
Outagamie County looks forward to continued collaboration and coordination with WisDOT and local partners to 
ensure the reconstructed I41 meets the needs of Outagamie County’s traveling public today and well into the future.  
We are confident this project will build upon past successful transportation efforts and have a positive and lasting 
impact on the residents of Outagamie County.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kara Homan, AICP, Planning Director 
Outagamie Co. Development & Land Services Dept. 
 
Dean Steingraber, PE, Highway Commissioner 
Outagamie Co. Highway Dept. 

 
 
Cc: Thomas Nelson, Outagamie County Executive 
Jeff Nooyen, Outagamie County Board Chair 
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To: Schaeve, Matthew D - DNR <Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov>
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] USFWS Consultation Code 03E17000-2021-SLI-0673; WisDOT ID 110-63-00,
communication tower
 
Hi, Matt.
Quick request for you.  We are working on some coordination with USFWS for the I-41 project specific
to the proposed communication tower at the SWEF located on the east side of I-41, to the south of
the County U interchange.  I’m assuming this would have popped up on your previous review, but can
you confirm whether or not there are eagle nests in proximity SWEF site?
Thank you,
Kathie
 

From: Simpkins, Darin <Darin_Simpkins@fws.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 4:27 PM
To: VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>; Lipke, Bryan - DOT <Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov>; Webb,
Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE
<Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com>; King, Aimee/CHI <Aimee.King@jacobs.com>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] USFWS Consultation Code 03E17000-2021-SLI-0673; WisDOT ID 110-63-00,
communication tower
 
Consultation Code 03E17000-2021-SLI-0673
 
Hi Kathy -
 
Potential issues associated with communication towers over 200' involve Migratory Birds, which are
generally not threatened or endangered, and as such, consultation with the Service is voluntary. 
See https://www.fws.gov/midwest/midwestbird/ and https://www.fws.gov/birds/index.php for more
information on Migratory Birds.  However, bald and golden eagles may be an exception.  Although no
longer protected under the Endangered Species Act, be aware that bald eagles are protected under
the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.) and Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16
U.S.C. 703 et seq), as are golden eagles. Projects affecting these species may require measures to
avoid harming eagles or may require a permit. If your project is near an eagle nest or winter roost
area, see our Eagle Permits website at https://www.fws.gov/midwest/eagle/permits/index.html  to
help you determine if you can avoid impacting eagles or if a permit may be necessary.
 
Darin
 
 

From: VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2021 12:37 PM
To: Simpkins, Darin <Darin_Simpkins@fws.gov>
Cc: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>; Lipke, Bryan - DOT <Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov>; Webb,
Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE



<Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com>; King, Aimee/CHI <Aimee.King@jacobs.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] USFWS Consultation Code 03E17000-2021-SLI-0673; WisDOT ID 110-63-00,
communication tower
 

 

 This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.  

 

Good morning, Darin,
 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) is contacting US Fish and Wildlife (USFWS)
regarding a change to the I-41 Project since conducting consultation with USFWS in February 2021
(see attached consultation documentation). WisDOT is now proposing to include a 300- to 400-foot
freestanding (i.e., no guy wires) communication tower as part of the I-41 Project. Per USFWS’s
February 2, 2021 consultation letter, WisDOT is to contact the field office for assistance when projects
include a tower over 200 feet in height. If it is more appropriate to coordinate with someone else
regarding this issue, please feel free to bounce this message forward.
 
Below is a picture of the type of communication tower WisDOT proposes to include in the I-41
Project.

 
The tower is proposed to be on the site of the Wisconsin State Patrol’s Safety and Weight
Enforcement Facility (SWEF), which is on the east side of I-41, south of the I-41/CTH S interchange
(see attached location maps). The tower’s exact location on the SWEF is not yet known; possible
locations are shown below in red.
 



 
The SWEF would be reconstructed and modernized as part of the I-41 Project to allow it to operate
effectively with proposed improvements to I-41. The State Patrol’s Northeast Region Headquarters
would move to the site of the SWEF, and the tower would support the Northeast Region
Headquarters.
 
The SWEF is within the project area included in WisDOT’s February 2021 consultation with USFWS; no
additional area is needed for the tower. The Official Species List WisDOT obtained from USFWS to
initiate consultation identified two federally protected species that may be present in the I-41 Project
area: the Dwarf lake iris and the northern long-eared bat. WisDOT determined that the project would
not affect the Dwarf lake iris as no habitat is present in the project area. WisDOT completed the
Determination Key for the northern long-eared bat, and in the February 3, 2021 verification letter,
USFWS agreed that the project may affect the northern long-eared bat but that any take that may
occur as a result of the Project is not prohibited under the ESA Section 4(d) rule adopted for this
species at 50 Code of Federal Regulations §17.40(o). 
 
WisDOT looks forward to continuing to collaborate with USFWS on the I-41 Project.
 
Thank you,
 
Kathie VanPrice
Environmental Analysis and Review Specialist
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Northeast Region
(920) 492-7175
wisconsindot.gov
 
If this is related to a records request, please email: dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov
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Subject:
Date:

FW: WisDOT I-41 Project Brown and Outagamie Counties: Park and Trail Funding Request 
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From: Schaeve, Matthew D - DNR <Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov>
Sent: Monday, October 4, 2021 11:21 AM
To: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT
<Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Webb, Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>
Subject: RE: WisDOT I-41 Project Brown and Outagamie Counties: Park and Trail Funding Request

Hello Scott,

The primary grants contact for this work will be Jessica Terrien, but she will also be working
with Roberta (Bobbi) Winebar. At this point it would probably be best if we could all have a
virtual meeting together, because I think everyone has a few questions. Would you be able
to send us a meeting invite? Here are their email addresses:
Jessica.Terrien@wisconsin.gov
Roberta.Winebar@wisconsin.gov

Jess was curious what discussions you had with Grand Chute, and if DOT would be
reworking that trail section and incurring those costs? Moving the trail is preferable to
having to go through the conversion process, but I do not know exactly what triggers a
conversion for this specific grant.

Thank you,

We are committed to service excellence.
Visit our survey at http://dnr.wi.gov/customersurvey to evaluate how I did.

Matt Schaeve
Phone: (920) 366-1544
E-mail: matthew.schaeve@wisconsin.gov

From: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 4:50 PM
To: Schaeve, Matthew D - DNR <Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT
<Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Webb, Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>
Subject: RE: WisDOT I-41 Project Brown and Outagamie Counties: Park and Trail Funding Request
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Hi Matt,
 
Please see the attached display we shared with Town of Grand Chute which shows the area we expect
slope impacts.  We are in the process of revising to show any real estate required for matching slopes at
the trails will be handled by temporary limited easements instead of by fee acquisition.
 
Thanks!
 
 Scott Ebel, P.E. 
I-41 Design Project Manager
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Northeast Region
Phone: (920) 360-2225
Scott.ebel@dot.wi.gov
 
If this is related to a records request please mail: dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov
 
 
 

From: Schaeve, Matthew D - DNR <Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 8:40 AM
To: VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>; Webb, Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>
Subject: RE: WisDOT I-41 Project Brown and Outagamie Counties: Park and Trail Funding Request
 
Kathie,

I will check to see who will be the primary DNR contact will be for the RTP grant, but do you
have any more details or displays to show where exactly where the impacts may occur?
 
Thank you,
 
We are committed to service excellence.
Visit our survey at http://dnr.wi.gov/customersurvey to evaluate how I did.
 

Matt Schaeve
Phone: (920) 366-1544
E-mail: matthew.schaeve@wisconsin.gov
 
From: VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 7:09 AM
To: Schaeve, Matthew D - DNR <Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov>
Cc: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>; Webb, Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>
Subject: RE: WisDOT I-41 Project Brown and Outagamie Counties: Park and Trail Funding Request
 
Hi, Matt.
We do have some impacts at Prairie Hill Park, and recently we have been discussing the mountain
bike trails with the Town of Grand Chute.  There may be some temporary impacts to the trail during
construction.  We’d like to discuss with the grants coordinator to make sure we’re meeting the
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requirements of the funding source.  Would you be able to provide a contact for the RTP grant
coordinator so that we can discuss specifics of this project?
Thank you,
Kathie
 

From: Schaeve, Matthew D - DNR <Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2020 4:34 PM
To: Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE <Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com>
Cc: I-41 NER Study Correspondence <I-41_NER_study@jacobs.com>; Ebel, Scott - DOT
<Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Lipke, Bryan - DOT
<Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov>; Webb, Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; Doperalski, James P -
DNR <James.Doperalski@wisconsin.gov>
Subject: RE: WisDOT I-41 Project Brown and Outagamie Counties: Park and Trail Funding Request
 
Good afternoon,
 
I’ve heard back from our Grants and Real Estate staff, and we have determined the
following funding encumbrances for the parks and trails that you indicated below. Please
take all efforts to avoid impacts to these properties, however if avoidance is not possible
please share with us where those impacts may occur, and we can help coordinate on the
next steps.
 

Prairie Hill Park - Federal Recreational Trails Program funding, which was used for
the development of a single track mountain bike trail running north and south along
the western edge of the park that boarders I-41
Appleton Memorial Park – Contains two LAWCON grants, 6(f) applies
Southwest Park – utilized State Stewardship Funds for land acquisition
Preserve Park – utilized State Stewardship Funds for land acquisition

 
 
Natural Heritage Inventory Review (NHI) – This review focused on the project limits in
Outagamie County, from the STH 96 to CTH U Interchanges. Below is a list of element
occurrences (EO’s) within relatively close proximity of the I-41 project corridor:

Hairy Wild Petunia (Ruellia humilis) – State listed endangered (END) plant -
https://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Plants.asp?
mode=detail&SpecCode=PDACA0J080
Handsome Sedge (Carex Formosa) – State listed threatened (THR) plant -
https://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Plants.asp?
mode=detail&SpecCode=PMCYP034Y0
Marsh Valerian (Valeriana uliginosa) – State THR plant
Ram’s-head Lady’s-slipper (Cypripedium arietinum) – State THR plant

 
After cross referencing the project exhibits with known EO locations in the NHI database,
there are only two of those four that I would consider having the potential for being
impacted, which are the Hairy Wild Petunia, and the Handsome Sedge. Right now I would
put the risk of impact at low for both of these plants, but I can’t say for sure based on
current information. Once the areas of ground disturbance are known, specifically for the I-
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41 & WIS 15 Interchange, as well as the I-41 & CTH J Interchange, please share that
information with me and I can take a closer look. If it appears these plants or suitable
habitat would be impacted, myself or NHI staff would conduct field reviews to confirm or
deny their presence, and we can continue coordination from there. With this review the
following has also been determined:

There are no known Northern Long-eared Bat (NLEB) maternity roost trees within
150 feet of the project or known hibernacula within 0.25 miles of the proposed project
area.
This project is located outside of any High Potential Zones (HPZ) for the Rusty
Patched Bumblebee (RPBB), and therefore should have no impact on this federally
endangered species.

NHI Disclaimer: This review may contain NHI data, including specific locations of endangered
resources, which are considered sensitive and are not subject to Wisconsin’s Open Records Law (s.
23.27 3(b), Wis. Stats.). As a result, endangered resources-related information contained in this
review may be shared only with individuals or agencies that require this information in order to carry
out specific roles in the permitting, planning and implementation of the proposed project.
Endangered resources information must be redacted from this letter prior to inclusion in any publicly
disseminated documents.
 
Feel free to contact us with any questions or concerns.
 
Best regards,
 
We are committed to service excellence.
Visit our survey at http://dnr.wi.gov/customersurvey to evaluate how I did.
 

Matt Schaeve
Environmental Analysis & Review Specialist - Bureau of Environmental Analysis and Sustainability
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
2984 Shawano Ave., Green Bay, WI 54313
Phone: (920) 366-1544
Fax: (920) 662-5413
E-mail: matthew.schaeve@wisconsin.gov 

dnr.wi.gov

 
From: Doperalski, James P - DNR <James.Doperalski@wisconsin.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2020 9:32 AM
To: Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE <Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com>
Cc: I-41 NER Study Correspondence <I-41_NER_study@jacobs.com>; Ebel, Scott - DOT
<Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Lipke, Bryan - DOT
<Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov>; Webb, Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; Schaeve, Matthew D
- DNR <Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov>
Subject: RE: WisDOT I-41 Project Brown and Outagamie Counties: Park and Trail Funding Request
 
Ben,
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We are currently working on the funding for the parks within the parks corridor. For the NHI review I
used the mapping you provided to further refine the NHI review within the Brown County portion of
the project. Matt Schaeve will review the Outagamie portion of the project. Based on this review
there are two records. The first was a special community that will likely not be adversely impacted.
The other record is the State Threatened Snow Trillium (Trillium nivale). This plant is found in
hardwood forests, sometimes second-growth, often adjacent to rivers or streams. Blooming occurs
late March through late April; fruiting occurs throughout April. The optimal identification period for
this species is late March through late April.
 
The wooded habitat along Ashwaubenon Creek and tributaries is Snow Trillium’s preferred habitat. If
there is anticipated impacts to the wooded corridor along Ashwaubenon Creek or tributaries then a
survey for the State Threatened Snow Trillium will be required. If it is found during the survey further
coordination will be needed.
 
NHI Disclaimer: This review may contain NHI data, including specific locations of endangered
resources, which are considered sensitive and are not subject to Wisconsin’s Open Records Law (s.
23.27 3(b), Wis. Stats.). As a result, endangered resources-related information contained in this
review may be shared only with individuals or agencies that require this information in order to carry
out specific roles in the permitting, planning and implementation of the proposed project.
Endangered resources information must be redacted from this letter prior to inclusion in any publicly
disseminated documents
 
We are committed to service excellence.
Visit our survey at http://dnr.wi.gov/customersurvey to evaluate how I did.

James P. Doperalski Jr.
Environmental Analysis and Review Specialist - Advanced
Bureau of Environmental Analysis and Sustainability
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
2984 Shawano Avenue, WI 54313
Phone: (920) 412-0165
Fax: (920) 662-5413
James.Doperalski@wisconsin.gov

dnr.wi.gov

 

From: Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE <Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com> 
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2020 2:22 PM
To: Doperalski, James P - DNR <James.Doperalski@wisconsin.gov>; Schaeve, Matthew D - DNR
<Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov>

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Plants.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=PMLIL200L0__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!WQ3jUtWTsIwo8Yt4vYlhxceOtXkK5DP3tne7nxXob404NpM_YPqKw5H0YBi56BY_XH1hkxxySg$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http:/dnr.wi.gov/customersurvey__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!WQ3jUtWTsIwo8Yt4vYlhxceOtXkK5DP3tne7nxXob404NpM_YPqKw5H0YBi56BY_XH2emrUArw$
mailto:James.Doperalski@wisconsin.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http:/dnr.wi.gov/__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!WQ3jUtWTsIwo8Yt4vYlhxceOtXkK5DP3tne7nxXob404NpM_YPqKw5H0YBi56BY_XH33i51JJA$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http:/facebook.com/WIDNR__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!WQ3jUtWTsIwo8Yt4vYlhxceOtXkK5DP3tne7nxXob404NpM_YPqKw5H0YBi56BY_XH2bUs1m7g$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/twitter.com/WDNR__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!WQ3jUtWTsIwo8Yt4vYlhxceOtXkK5DP3tne7nxXob404NpM_YPqKw5H0YBi56BY_XH0eQwVZpw$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http:/www.youtube.com/user/WIDNRTV__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!WQ3jUtWTsIwo8Yt4vYlhxceOtXkK5DP3tne7nxXob404NpM_YPqKw5H0YBi56BY_XH3vYPLcMw$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/public.govdelivery.com/accounts/WIDNR/subscriber/new__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!WQ3jUtWTsIwo8Yt4vYlhxceOtXkK5DP3tne7nxXob404NpM_YPqKw5H0YBi56BY_XH2KMt-DoA$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/dnr.wi.gov/news/Weekly/Article/?id=4741__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!WQ3jUtWTsIwo8Yt4vYlhxceOtXkK5DP3tne7nxXob404NpM_YPqKw5H0YBi56BY_XH0gL_X_GA$
mailto:Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com
mailto:James.Doperalski@wisconsin.gov
mailto:Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov
CD059090
Highlight



Cc: I-41 NER Study Correspondence <I-41_NER_study@jacobs.com>; Ebel, Scott - DOT
<Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Lipke, Bryan - DOT
<Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov>; Webb, Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>
Subject: [WARNING: UNSCANNABLE EXTRACTION FAILED]RE: WisDOT I-41 Project Brown and
Outagamie Counties: Park and Trail Funding Request
 
Good Afternoon Jim and Matt:
 
As noted in your July 2020 initial review letter for WisDOT’s I-41 project, the DNR would conduct a
more detailed review of the NHI database once project impacts were more clearly defined. As
discussed at our September 2020 agency meeting, WisDOT was to send along files showing locations
of potential impacts. Attached are two kmz and shapefiles showing where work I-41 Project work
will potential occur. This is based on our archaeology APE, but the within ROW file shows the ROW in
our project area and the outside ROW files shows any areas where alternatives are outside of the
existing ROW. Please review an let us know if you have any questions and if you can initiate and NHI
review at this time.
 
In addition, I wanted to follow up on the request below and see if you found information on any type
of special funding for the parks and trails along our project corridor.
 
Thank you for your time and please let me or Kathie VanPrice know if you have any questions.
 
Ben Goldsworthy
 
Ben Goldsworthy | Jacobs | Project Manager/Transportation NEPA Planner | 414.847.0418 |
913.908.2503 cell |
Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com | www.jacobs.com
 

From: Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE 
Sent: Friday, September 25, 2020 10:27 AM
To: Doperalski, James P - DNR <James.Doperalski@wisconsin.gov>;
Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov
Cc: I-41 NER Study Correspondence <I-41_NER_study@jacobs.com>; Ebel, Scott - DOT
<Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Lipke, Bryan - DOT
<Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: WisDOT I-41 Project Brown and Outagamie Counties: Park and Trail Funding Request
 
Good Morning Jim and Matt:
 
During last week’s I-41 Project agency call, we discussed funding for some of the parks and trails
adjacent to our project area. Based on that conversation, we are requesting the DNR’s assistance in
confirming the presence or absence of any type of special funding for the parks and trails along our
project corridor. Attached is a map of parks and trails in the study area:

Casaloma Conservancy/County Forest
Prairie Hill Park
Various trails near WIS 15 interchange

mailto:I-41_NER_study@jacobs.com
mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com
mailto:Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com
http://www.jacobs.com/
mailto:James.Doperalski@wisconsin.gov
mailto:Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov
mailto:I-41_NER_study@jacobs.com
mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov


Grand Chute Trails
Fox Cities Stadium Trail
Fox Valley Tech Trails

Meade Street Trail
Apple Creek Trail
Appleton Memorial Park
Ballard Street Trail
Outagamie Dog Park
Southwest Park
Preserve Park

Thank you for your help. Please reach out to me or Kathie VanPrice with any questions. Thank you.

Ben Goldsworthy

Ben Goldsworthy | Jacobs | Project Manager/Transportation NEPA Planner | 414.847.0418 |
913.908.2503 cell |
Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com | www.jacobs.com

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.

mailto:Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com
http://www.jacobs.com/
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From: Ebel, Scott - DOT
To: Cutbank, Stacie
Cc: Lipke, Bryan - DOT; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; DOT DTSD NER I41; Webb, Charlie/MKE; Morgan, Kelly/NWO
Subject: [EXTERNAL] WisDOT Project 1130-63-00 Updated Request for Information
Date: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 4:40:19 PM
Attachments: WisDotProjectID1130-63-00_Aerial - FOR ONEIDA.pdf

Hello,
 
On behalf of the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT), please be advised that project
design changes have occurred for the reconstruction of Interstate 41 (I-41) in Brown and Outagamie
counties (WisDOT Project ID 1130-63-00). As described in our previous correspondence, the project is
located along I-41 between WIS 96 (West Wisconsin Avenue) in the Town of Grand Chute, Outagamie
County, and County F (Scheuring Road) in the City of De Pere, Brown County. This approximately 23-
mile-long segment of I-41 is congested and has multiple geometric and operational deficiencies. In
addition, the infrastructure is reaching the end of its useful life and needs replacing. To address these
deficiencies, WisDOT is studying several options to reconstruct I-41 and the existing interchanges within
the project corridor. As part of this project, WisDOT is also considering reconstruction of WIS 441
between the I-41 system interchange and County OO interchange; potential expansion of the existing
Outagamie County salt shed; potential replacement of the existing Wrightstown Safety and Weight
Enforcement Facility; and potential construction of a new diamond interchange at Southbridge Road in
Brown County. Stormwater detention ponds may also be constructed at specific undeveloped locations
along the length of the project corridor.
 
Since the previous correspondence, an additional 20 acres of new WisDOT ROW will be acquired as part
of the project based on identifying stormwater detention locations, additional retaining walls, and new
noise walls.  As such, new WisDOT right-of-way (ROW) acquisitions will total approximately 90 acres as
part of the project. Project design changes also propose the construction of a communications tower on
the Wrightstown Safety and Weight Enforcement Facility (SWEF) property. The tower would be up to 400
feet tall and would be an essential tool for Division of State Patrol functionality. A remote equipment
building would be constructed near the tower’s base and would house radio equipment. The tower would
not require the acquisition of ROW.
 
A map showing the revised maximum project footprint is attached. To account for potential visual effects
from the proposed communications tower, the map also includes a  0.75-mile-radius Area of Potential
Effects around the Wrightstown SWEF property. Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc., on behalf of WisDOT,
has conducted an architecture/historic survey and identified no historic properties within the revised
project footprint.
 
As part of project due diligence, WisDOT is conducting an updated archaeological records review for the
project, which includes examining the region within 1 mile of the revised project footprint. The 1-mile
study area includes a small portion of the Oneida Reservation. (Please note: no impacts will take place on
Oneida Nation land.) WisDOT requests an updated records review, including any known archaeological
sites, sacred lands, or Traditional Cultural Properties that may be within 1 mile of the revised project
footprint. This area is shown on the attached map. Notably, per a response received February 22, 2021,
the Oneida Nation did not previously identify any cultural resources within the study area.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding this request
 
 
Regards,
 
Scott Ebel, P.E. 
I-41 Design Project Manager
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Northeast Region

mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:sdanfor3@oneidanation.org
mailto:Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov
mailto:DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov
mailto:charlie.webb@jacobs.com
mailto:Kelly.Morgan@jacobs.com
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From: Ebel, Scott - DOT
To: Quackenbush, Bill
Cc: Lipke, Bryan - DOT; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; DOT DTSD NER I41; Webb, Charlie/MKE; Morgan, Kelly/NWO
Subject: [EXTERNAL] WisDOT Project 1130-63-00 Updated Request for information
Date: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 4:40:23 PM
Attachments: WisDotProjectID1130-63-00_Aerial.pdf

Hello,
 
On behalf of the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT), please be advised that project
design changes have occurred for the reconstruction of Interstate 41 (I-41) in Brown and Outagamie
counties (WisDOT Project ID 1130-63-00). As described in our previous correspondence, the project is
located along I-41 between WIS 96 (West Wisconsin Avenue) in the Town of Grand Chute, Outagamie
County, and County F (Scheuring Road) in the City of De Pere, Brown County. This approximately 23-
mile-long segment of I-41 is congested and has multiple geometric and operational deficiencies. In
addition, the infrastructure is reaching the end of its useful life and needs replacing. To address these
deficiencies, WisDOT is studying several options to reconstruct I-41 and the existing interchanges within
the project corridor. As part of this project, WisDOT is also considering reconstruction of WIS 441
between the I-41 system interchange and County OO interchange; potential expansion of the existing
Outagamie County salt shed; potential replacement of the existing Wrightstown Safety and Weight
Enforcement Facility; and potential construction of a new diamond interchange at Southbridge Road in
Brown County. Stormwater detention ponds may also be constructed at specific undeveloped locations
along the length of the project corridor.
 
Since the previous correspondence, an additional 20 acres of new WisDOT ROW will be acquired as part
of the project based on identifying stormwater detention locations, additional retaining walls, and new
noise walls.  As such, new WisDOT right-of-way (ROW) acquisitions will total approximately 90 acres as
part of the project. Project design changes also propose the construction of a communications tower on
the Wrightstown Safety and Weight Enforcement Facility (SWEF) property. The tower would be up to 400
feet tall and would be an essential tool for Division of State Patrol functionality. A remote equipment
building would be constructed near the tower’s base and would house radio equipment. The tower would
not require the acquisition of ROW.
 
A map showing the revised maximum project footprint is attached. To account for potential visual effects
from the proposed communications tower, the map also includes a 0.75-mile radius Area of Potential
Effects around the Wrightstown SWEF property. Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc., on behalf of WisDOT,
has conducted an architecture/historic survey and identified no historic properties within the revised
project footprint.
 
Should the Ho-Chunk Nation have knowledge of cultural resources in and near the revised project, your
comments regarding the project are welcome.
 
 
Regards,
 
Scott Ebel, P.E. 
I-41 Design Project Manager
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Northeast Region
Phone: (920) 360-2225
Scott.ebel@dot.wi.gov
 
If this is related to a records request please mail: dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov
 
 
 

mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:bill.quackenbush@ho-chunk.com
mailto:Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov
mailto:DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov
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mailto:Kelly.Morgan@jacobs.com
mailto:Scott.ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov
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From: Ebel, Scott - DOT
To: Grignon, Dave
Cc: Lipke, Bryan - DOT; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; DOT DTSD NER I41; Webb, Charlie/MKE; Morgan, Kelly/NWO
Subject: [EXTERNAL] WisDOT Project 1130-63-00 Updated Request for Information
Date: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 4:40:23 PM
Attachments: WisDotProjectID1130-63-00_Aerial.pdf

Hello,
 
On behalf of the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT), please be advised that project
design changes have occurred for the reconstruction of Interstate 41 (I-41) in Brown and Outagamie
counties (WisDOT Project ID 1130-63-00). As described in our previous correspondence, the project is
located along I-41 between WIS 96 (West Wisconsin Avenue) in the Town of Grand Chute, Outagamie
County, and County F (Scheuring Road) in the City of De Pere, Brown County. This approximately 23-
mile-long segment of I-41 is congested and has multiple geometric and operational deficiencies. In
addition, the infrastructure is reaching the end of its useful life and needs replacing. To address these
deficiencies, WisDOT is studying several options to reconstruct I-41 and the existing interchanges within
the project corridor. As part of this project, WisDOT is also considering reconstruction of WIS 441
between the I-41 system interchange and County OO interchange; potential expansion of the existing
Outagamie County salt shed; potential replacement of the existing Wrightstown Safety and Weight
Enforcement Facility; and potential construction of a new diamond interchange at Southbridge Road in
Brown County. Stormwater retention ponds may also be constructed at specific undeveloped locations
along the length of the project corridor.
 
Since the previous correspondence, an additional 20 acres of new WisDOT ROW will be acquired as part
of the project based on identifying stormwater detention locations, additional retaining walls, and new
noise walls.  As such, new WisDOT right-of-way (ROW) acquisitions will total approximately 90 acres as
part of the project. Project design changes also propose the construction of a communications tower on
the Wrightstown Safety and Weight Enforcement Facility (SWEF) property. The tower would be up to 400
feet tall and would be an essential tool for Division of State Patrol functionality. A remote equipment
building would be constructed near the tower’s base and would house radio equipment. The tower would
not require the acquisition of ROW.
 
A map showing the revised maximum project footprint is attached. To account for potential visual effects
from the proposed communications tower, the map also includes a 0.75-mile-radius Area of Potential
Effects around the Wrightstown SWEF property. Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc., on behalf of WisDOT,
has conducted an architecture/historic survey and identified no historic properties within the revised
project footprint.
 
Should the Menominee Nation have knowledge of cultural resources in and near the revised project, your
comments regarding the project are welcome.
 
Regards,
 
Scott Ebel, P.E. 
I-41 Design Project Manager
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Northeast Region
Phone: (920) 360-2225
Scott.ebel@dot.wi.gov
 
If this is related to a records request please mail: dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov
 
 
 
 

mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:dgrignon@mitw.org
mailto:Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov
mailto:DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov
mailto:charlie.webb@jacobs.com
mailto:Kelly.Morgan@jacobs.com
mailto:Scott.ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject: FW: WisDOT update notification for Project ID 1130-63-00, Brown & Outagamie 

Counties
Attachments: I41 Comm tower general location.pdf; I41 Comm tower specific location.pdf; Revised 

APE Map.pdf

_____________________________________________ 
From: Ebel, Scott - DOT  
Sent: Wednesday, September 15, 2021 12:09 PM 
To: DOT DL THPOs <DOTDLTHPOs@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: 'mikew@badriver-nsn.gov' <mikew@badriver-nsn.gov>; 'ned.danielsjr@fcpotawatomi-nsn.gov' 
<ned.danielsjr@fcpotawatomi-nsn.gov>; 'marlon.whiteeagle@ho-chunk.com' <marlon.whiteeagle@ho-chunk.com>; 
'louis.taylor@lco-nsn.gov' <louis.taylor@lco-nsn.gov>; 'jjohnsonsr@ldftribe.com' <jjohnsonsr@ldftribe.com>; 
'chairman@mitw.org' <chairman@mitw.org>; 'shannon.holsey@mohican-nsn.gov' <shannon.holsey@mohican-
nsn.gov>; 'thill7@oneidanation.org' <thill7@oneidanation.org>; 'chris.boyd@redcliff-nsn.gov' <chris.boyd@redcliff-
nsn.gov>; 'williamr@stcroixojibwe-nsn.gov' <williamr@stcroixojibwe-nsn.gov>; 'robert.vanzile@scc-nsn.gov' 
<robert.vanzile@scc-nsn.gov>; DOT DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>; Bacher-Gresock, Bethaney 
<Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Lipke, Bryan - DOT 
<Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: WisDOT update notification for Project ID 1130-63-00, Brown & Outagamie Counties 

I am writing to you to provide an update on the following project: 

Project ID 1130-63-00/WIS 96 interchange (south end), County F interchange (north end)/I-41/ Brown and 
Outagamie Counties 

Project design refinements have resulted in a change to the undertaking’s area of potential effect (APE). Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation (WisDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration, has conducted 
additional efforts to identify historic properties in the amended APE, which extends through the same terminal boundaries 
as the previously submitted APE. The amended APE encompasses areas of additional new WisDOT right-of-way that will 
be acquired as part of the project, which brings the new WisDOT right-of-way acquisitions to approximately 90 acres. The 
amended APE also includes the proposed communications tower on the Wrightstown Safety and Weight Enforcement 
Facility (SWEF) property. The tower would be an essential tool to the Division of State Patrol function and would be up to 
400 feet tall. A remote equipment building would be constructed near the tower’s base and would house radio equipment. 
The proposed tower and equipment building would be contained within the Wrightstown SWEF property and would not 
require the acquisition of new WisDOT ROW. As specified within the Nationwide Programmatic Agreement for Review of 
Effects on Historic Properties for Certain Undertaking Approved by the Federal Communication Commission (Federal 
Communications Commission 2004), a 0.75-mile-radius APE was added around the Wrightstown SWEF property to 
account for potential visual effects from the proposed communications tower. For the other project changes, the amended 
APE is bounded by two parcels beyond WisDOT ROW to account for potential indirect effects from project activities.  

The amended APE extends from the Town of Grand Chute, the City of Appleton, the Village of Little Chute, the City of 
Kaukauna, the Town of Kaukauna, the Village of Wrightstown, the Town of Wrightstown, the Town of Lawrence, and the 
City of De Pere. A non-connecting area encompasses the proposed existing Outagamie County salt shed at the 
intersection of County Road OO (West North Avenue) and Holland Road in Little Chute. The previously submitted APE 
and subsequent revision includes approximately 23 miles of I-41; approximately 9.31 miles of East I-41 Frontage Road 
(known as French Road in Brown County); approximately 10.18 miles of West I-41 Frontage Road (known as Mid Valley 
Road in Brown County); and, approximately 0.92 mile of WIS 441. I have included maps showing the location of the new 



2

areas of potential effect in relation to the undertaking as originally designed. Maps showing the location of the proposed 
communications tower on the Wrightstown SWEF property also are attached.  
  
The project’s Environmental Assessment, completed in June 2021, provided the results of efforts made-to-date to identify 
historic properties. A total of 0 historic buildings/structures and 0 archaeological sites considered to be eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) were identified during the original survey. Under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, consulting parties will be provided a copy of the survey reports and NHRP registration form(s) 
prepared by Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. and the University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee Cultural Resource Management 
that outlined the results of the investigation.  
  
WisDOT would be pleased to receive any comments your tribe wishes to share regarding this undertaking, the 
determination of the APE, and any potential impacts to historic properties and/or burials.  Additional environmental studies 
may be conducted for this undertaking such as, archaeological site identification survey, architecture/history survey, 
endangered species survey, contaminated material investigations, soil testing and right-of-way surveys.  Results of these 
studies and comments provided by you will assist the engineers in the design to avoid, minimize or mitigate effects upon 
cultural and natural resources.  To ensure your comments are considered during this early phase of project development, 
WisDOT requests a response within 30 days of receipt of this letter. 
  
If your tribe wishes to become a consulting party under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act or would like 
to receive additional information regarding this undertaking, please contact WisDOT Project Manager Scott Ebel at (920) 
360-2225 or scott.ebel@dot.wi.gov.  
  
Sincerely, 
  
  
Scott Ebel, P.E.  
I-41 Design Project Manager 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Northeast Region 
Phone: (920) 360-2225 
Scott.ebel@dot.wi.gov 
  
  
CC:     bees.cr@dot.wi.gov 
  
Attachments:     Project Location Map 
                Proposed Communication Tower Location Maps 
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MISSION STATEMENT

Dear Reader,

In
Milwaukee overwhelmingly opposed the planned creation of Interstate 43 (I-43). As originally
planned, the I-43 project would run about 2 miles west of and parallel to Hwy-57 and be
constructed primarily on farmland, as opposed to utilizing the existing Hwy-57 right of way. These
farmers organized and staged protest rallies on the Wisconsin State Capitol grounds, including
bringing cows to graze on the capital lawn. The strong opposition these farmers and local
governments demonstrated prompted a compromise that would relocate the interstate to run along
the US 141 corridor between Milwaukee and Manitowoc. This same opposition also prompted the
Wisconsin legislature in 1978 to establish the Agricultural Impact Statement (AIS) statute, Wis.

program is to provide agricultural landowners and operators an opportunity to be heard 
in matters that impact their lands and an opportunity to voice for alternatives in order 
to preserve farmland under the framework of Wis. Stat. § 32.035. Through the AIS program,
agricultural landowners have the opportunity to provide feedback, document impacts, and advocate
for alternative solutions any time agricultural lands are significantly affected by an entity with the
potential powers of eminent domain. The AIS program also provides affected landowners the time
to gather information in order to make well informed decisions before the potential project begins.
Lastly, the AIS program makes suggestions and recommendations to project initiators to promote
project alternatives and management practices that would reduce the potential impacts to
agricultural lands and operations.

The AIS program has responsibilities to both the impacted landowners and the project initiator.
The AIS program serves as an advocate to the affected agricultural landowners and will contact
each affected landowner and operator in order to listen, learn and document the impacts the project
poses to their agricultural lands and operations. Based on this feedback, the program will also
identify and recommend project alternatives, best management & oversight practices and
remediation practices to the project initiator, landowner(s) and operator(s) to reduce potential
agricultural impacts. The AIS program serves the needs of the project initiator by conducting the
AIS analysis and publishing the statement within a timely manner as required by Wis. Stat. §
32.035. In addition, the AIS program provides a continuing presence throughout project
development and oversight processes in order to advocate for agricultural landowners and support
the statewide priority to preserve prime farmland.

The Agricultural Impact Statement program and the WI Department of Agriculture, Trade and
Consumer Protection are honored to provide this essential state service to the agricultural
landowners and operators of the state.

Thank you

The figures within this document were created with a colorblind friendly palette
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SUMMARY OF AGRICULTURAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (the Department) has
prepared Agricultural Impact Statement (AIS) #4357 for the proposed acquisition of agricultural
land by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) along a 23 mile corridor of
Interstate Highway 41 (I-41) from State Trunk Highway (STH) 96 in Outagamie County, to County
Trunk Highway (CTH) F in Brown County, WI in order to accommodate the expansion of I-41 into a
six-lane freeway (Figure 1). WisDOT has indicated the primary reasons for the expansion of I-41
into a six-lane freeway is to improve safety, reduce congestion and correct roadway deficiencies
(WisDOT, 2021a). The I-41 expansion project will also address deteriorating pavement and
bridges, maintain a key backbone route for the local, state and national transportation network,
and replace the functionally obsolete Wrightstown Safety and Weight Enforcement Facility. Through
the preferred alternative, WisDOT proposes to construct the additional lanes primarily within the
existing WisDOT highway Right-of-way (ROW), as well as new ROWs from non-agricultural lands.

In addition to the I-41 lane expansion, WisDOT is also proposing to realign and/or redesign and/or
reconstruct several interchanges along the I-41 expansion corridor (Appendix A  Figure 1) and
construct nineteen new retention ponds. WisDOT will purchase new ROWs from agricultural lands
for four of the interchanges (Southbridge Road, CTH E, CTH U and CTH S) and ten of the retention
ponds (Figure 1). Therefore, the scope of this analysis is limited to the I-41 Interchanges and
retention ponds that purchase
proposed Southbridge Road interchange has already been established as part of the WisDOT South
Bridge Connector project (DOT ID 4556-02-00) and published under AIS #3839 (DATCP, 2012).

Prior to selecting the preferred interchange and retention pond alternatives, WisDOT evaluated a
range of project alternatives. Based on the alternatives analysis, WisDOT selected the preferred
alternative for I-41 interchanges of CTH E, CTH U and CTH S and the retention ponds (Section II:
Project Description). WisDOT stated the selected interchange alternatives would provide the safest
interchange options, the highest level traffic operations, the best capacity to handle future traffic
volumes, and had the support of local municipalities and units of government. As proposed, the
selected alternatives will impact 65.68 acres of agricultural lands and ten agricultural landowners.

In accordance with Wis. Stat. §32.035(3), WisDOT has provided the Department with the
necessary information and materials to conduct an AIS. The Department has also contacted the
agricultural property owners and operators impacted by the selected alternatives. In accordance
with Wis. Stat. §32.035(4)(b), the Department has reviewed and analyzed WisDOT materials and
comments from the affected agricultural property owners and operators of the selected alternatives
to assess the agricultural impacts of the proposed I-41 expansion project. Through the AIS
analysis, the Department offers a set of recommendations and conclusions to WisDOT and the
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agricultural landowners and operators to help mitigate current and future impacts on agricultural
lands and agricultural operations at the selected sites.

The set of recommendations are located within the AIS Recommendation Section beginning on
page 6. The AIS analysis begins on page 9 with information on the project located in Section II.
Information and conclusions on the agricultural setting of Brown and Outagamie Counties and
impacted areas can be found in Section III. The agricultural impacts of the project on the impacted
land, landowners and operators can be found in Section IV. Appendices for AIS #4357 contain
additional project maps from WisDOT (Appendix A), information on the appraisal and compensation
process (Appendix B) (Appendix C)
and various additional sources of related information for agricultural landowners and operators
(Appendix D).

If WisDOT deviates from the selected alternatives or the selected sites, WisDOT shall re-notify the
Department. The Department shall review the re-notification for new potential impacts to
agricultural lands and may determine to generate an addendum to this AIS.

Figure 1: Location of the proposed Interstate Highway 41 (I-41) expansion and I-41 interchanges
with agricultural impacts in Outagamie and Brown Counties, WI.
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AGRICULTURAL IMPACT STATEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

The Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (the Department) has
reviewed and analyzed the materials provided by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation
(WisDOT) and comments from the affected agricultural property owners and operators regarding
the proposed expansion of Interstate Highway 41 (I-41). In accordance with Wis. Stat.
§32.035(4)(b), the Department provides the following recommendations to WisDOT and
agricultural landowners and operators to help mitigate impacts on agricultural lands and
agricultural operations.

Recommendations to the WisDOT

As the proposed project will impact two drainage districts, the Vandenbroek District
overseen by the Outagamie County Drainage Board and Drainage District #5 overseen by
the Brown County Drainage Board, WisDOT shall notify and consult with the Board  in order

Wis. Stat. § 86.075, ATCP 48.40 and FDM 5-15-1.

As the proposed project will impact two drainage districts, WisDOT is obligated by a
Memorandum of Agreement between WisDOT and the Department, FDM 5-15-1 and ATCP
48 to
the Department with the relevant project information required to facilitate a County
Drainage Board review of the proposed I-41 expansion project.

If there is adequate growing season for a crop to mature and be harvested after WisDOT
acquires the impacted lands, but before construction along the I-41 corridor begins, WisDOT
should allow the current agricultural operators to harvest a crop for that season.

While not required under its Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (WPDES)
permit, during project design WisDOT should consult with the Brown and Outagamie
Counties Land Services Departments to assess whether the project design contains
sufficient measures and infrastructure to manage increased stormwater runoff, minimizes
the potential for stream backwatering, minimizes drainage problems, and mitigates impacts
to agricultural lands as well as adjacent properties.

While not required under its WPDES permit, during project design WisDOT may wish to
consult with the Brown and Outagamie County Conservationists for input on whether
planned land restoration and planting of the landscape around the new interchange
minimize drainage problems, soil erosion and soil compaction on the remaining remnant
agricultural lands as well as adjacent properties.
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WisDOT should consult with agricultural landowners and operators who have historical
knowledge of flooding and runoff problems, to ensure that new or replacement culverts,
ditches, and other runoff management structures for the interchange are adequate for
anticipated storm events.

Where retention pond and roadway construction activities have altered existing drainage
patterns or the natural stratification of soils resulting in new wet areas or decreased
productivity, WisDOT should work with landowners to determine a means to return the
agricultural land either in the ROW or adjoining lands to pre-construction function. New
drainage tiles or ditching, de-compaction, regrading, or additional fill may be required to
correct problems that arise after construction is complete.

WisDOT should monitor for the presence of underground drainage tiles when constructing
the retention ponds. If an active drainage tile is damage or broken as a result of
construction activities, WisDOT should repair or replace the damaged or broken section.

WisDOT should consider relocating the proposed CTH J retention pond to the western side of
parcel number 322111500, unless WisDOT determines this area to be a farmed wetland.
Relocating this pond will preserve productive prime farmland located on the eastern side of
the parcel and address the concerns of the Vanepern Family Trust.

WisDOT should consider relocating the proposed Little Rapids Road retention pond to the
southeastern side of parcel number L-460, unless WisDOT determines this area to be a
farmed wetland. Relocating this pond will preserve productive prime farmland located on the
northwestern side of the parcel and address the concerns of R & R Countryside LLC.

WisDOT should contact and consult with the Town of Lawrence to determine if WisDOT and
the Town may collaborate on the design of shared retention ponds along the I-41 corridor
and Larry Lane in order to reduce the overall number of retention ponds in the area and
preserve farmland.

WisDOT should consult with the affected agricultural landowners and operators to ensure
any relocated or newly established agricultural land access points are located in areas that
provide safe and efficient access to remnant agricultural properties.

As proposed, realignment of the west I-41 frontage road (Mid Valley Dr.) for the CTH S
interchange will sever three agricultural parcels L-20-1, L-21-1 and L-39-3. The remnants of
these parcels may no longer be economically viable agricultural lands given its future size,
access limitations, and the potential for increased stormwater impacts. Given these
circumstances, the remnants of parcel IDs L-20-1, L-21-1 and L-39-3 could be considered
uneconomic remnants according to Wis. Stat. 32.05(3m) and WisDOT should consider
offering to purchase these remnant agricultural fields.
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As proposed, the retention ponds located near Birchwood Road and Little Rapids Road in
Brown County will sever agricultural parcel L-1978 and L-460, respectively. The remnants of
this parcels may no longer be economically viable agricultural lands
access limitations, composition of subprime soils and the potential for increased soil
moisture. Given these circumstances, the remnants of parcel IDs L-1978 and L-460 could be
considered uneconomic remnants according to Wis. Stat. 32.05(3m) and WisDOT should
consider offering to purchase these remnant agricultural fields.

WisDOT should provide agricultural landowners and operators advanced notice of acquisition
and construction schedules so that agricultural activities can be adjusted accordingly.

Recommendations to Agricultural Landowners and Operators
The affected agricultural landowners should fully describe and discuss property
improvements and agricultural operations with appraisers so that the appropriate value of
the affected property can be established.

Given the proposed project may create uneconomic remnants defined by Wis. Stat.
§32.05(3m) of parcel IDs L-20-1, L-21-1, L-39-3, L-1978 and L-460, WisDOT may be
obligated to extend an offer to purchase the affected agricultural land. Should the affected
agricultural landowner be interested in selling the remnant agricultural field(s) to WisDOT,
the landowner should consider opening a dialogue now so that the property valuation
reflects its current condition.

Prior to the start of construction, landowners should identify for WisDOT where construction
activities may interfere with farm operations, farm building/facilities or farming
infrastructure including but not limited to drain tiles, wells, watering systems, drainage
ditches, drainage tile, culverts, fencing, farm access roads, or grain bins.

After construction is complete the Outagamie and Brown County Drainage Boards,
landowners and WisDOT should carefully monitor for the emergence of drainage problems.
If problems are observed that can be attributed to roadway construction, the Drainage
Board(s), landowner(s) and WisDOT should work together to develop a mutually agreeable
solution.

The affected farmland owners should inform the tenant agricultural operators if the WisDOT
has made a jurisdictional offer, under the power of eminent domain.
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AGRICULTURAL IMPACT STATEMENT

INTRODUCTION

The Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (the Department) has
prepared Agricultural Impact Statement (AIS) #4357 in accordance with Wis. Stat. §32.035 for the
proposed expansion of Interstate Highway 41 (I-41) into a six-lane freeway from State Trunk
Highway (STH) 96 (Wisconsin Ave) in Outagamie County, to County Trunk Highway (CTH) F
(Scheuring Rd) in Brown County, WI (Figure 1) by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation
(WisDOT). The expansion of I-41 will occur within the Towns of Grand Chute, Kaukauna, Lawrence,
Vandenbroek and Wrightstown; the Cities of Appleton, Kaukauna and De Pere; and the Villages of
Little Chute and Wrightstown. In Brown County, the design of the proposed of I-41 and
Southbridge Road interchange has been established as part of the WisDOT South Bridge Connector
project (DOT ID 4556-02-00) and the Department published has already published the agricultural
impacts of the South Bridge Connecter project under AIS #3839 (DATCP, 2012).

In Wisconsin, WisDOT is responsible for planning, building and maintaining Wisconsin's network of
state highways and Interstate highway system. WisDOT also collaborates with counties to share
the costs of building and operating county highways. In order to achieve its
responsibilities to the residents of Wisconsin, WisDOT may be required to draw upon its vested
authority of condemnation granted under Wis. Stat. §84.09. Vested with the power of
condemnation, WisDOT projects that impact agricultural lands are also subjec AIS
statute Wis. Stat. §32.035.

According to Wis. Stat. §32.035, the AIS is designed to be an informational and advisory document
that describes and analyzes the potential effects of a proposed project on agricultural operations
and agricultural resources, but it cannot stop a project. The Department is required to prepare an
AIS when the actual or potential exercise of eminent domain powers involves an acquisition of any
interest in more than five acres of land from any agricultural operation. The term agricultural
operation includes all owned and rented parcels of land, buildings, equipment, livestock, and
personnel used by an individual, partnership, or corporation under single management to produce
agricultural commodities.

The AIS reflects the general objectives of the Department in its recognition of the importance of
conserving vital agricultural resources and maintaining a healthy rural economy. The Department is
not involved in determining whether or not eminent domain powers will be used or the amount of
compensation to be paid for the acquisition of any property.

As established under Wis. Stat. §32.035(4)(d), if WisDOT intends to actualize its powers of
condemnation at any point during the project through a jurisdictional offer(s), WisDOT may not
negotiate with an owner or make a jurisdictional offer until 30 days after the agricultural impact
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statement has been published. If WisDOT deviates from the selected alternative or the selected
sites, WisDOT shall re-notify the Department. The Department shall review the re-notification for
new potential impacts to agricultural lands and may determine to generate an addendum to this
AIS.

The full text of Wis. Stat. §32.035 is included in Appendix C. Additional references to statutes that
govern eminent domain and condemnation processes and other sources of information are also
included in Appendices B and D.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Summary

The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) has provided the Wisconsin Department
of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (the Department) with an agricultural impact
notification (AIN) and requested spatial materials for analysis for the proposed project (WisDOT,
2021a). The AIN and requested materials serve as the main reference documents for the
project, the existing roadway, the project need and alternatives. The proposed project presented

pre-selected preferred alternative along the preferred route.

WisDOT has proposed expanding Interstate Highway 41 (I-41) into a six-lane freeway (three
lanes in each direction) from State Trunk Highway (STH) 96 (Wisconsin Ave) in Outagamie
County, to County Trunk Highway (CTH) F (Scheuring Rd) in Brown County, WI (Figure 1).
WisDOT  three primary reasons for the expansion of I-41 into a six-lane freeway are to improve
safety, reduce congestion and correct roadway deficiencies (WisDOT, 2021a). The I-41
expansion project will also address deteriorating pavement and bridges, maintain a key
backbone route for the local, state and national transportation network, and replace the
functionally obsolete Wrightstown Safety and Weight Enforcement Facility. The additional lanes
from the proposed I-41 lane expansion will primarily be sited within the existing WisDOT
highway right-of-way (ROW), as well as new ROWs from non-agricultural lands.

In addition to lane expansion, WisDOT is also proposing to realign and/or redesign and/or
reconstruct several interchanges along the I-41 expansion corridor (Appendix A  Figure 1) as
well as nineteen retention ponds. Of these I-41 interchanges, WisDOT indicated that four
(Southbridge Road, CTH E, CTH U and CTH S) and ten of the retention ponds will purchase new

ultural lands. As the acquisition of agricultural lands are a pre-requirement to
conduct an AIS, this analysis will only analyze and evaluate the I-41 interchanges and retention
ponds s of the
proposed Southbridge Road interchange has already been established as part of the WisDOT
South Bridge Connector project (DOT ID 4556-02-00) and published under Agricultural Impact
Statement (AIS) #3839 (DATCP, 2012).
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As proposed, the preferred alternatives will impact ten agricultural landowners and 65.68 acres
of agricultural lands through a combination of permanent easements and fee-simple purchases
(i.e to purchase full ownership and rights). WisDOT is currently preparing the Environmental
Assessment for the project and anticipates beginning land acquisitions in 2023  2024. A
tentative date to start construction has not yet been provided. A full list of the impacted acres
for each agricultural landowner is provided in Table 4 (Section IV: Agricultural Impact).

Project Design

WisDOT has proposed expanding Interstate Highway 41 (I-41) from State Trunk Highway (STH) 96
(Wisconsin Ave) in Outagamie County, to County Trunk Highway (CTH) F (Scheuring Rd) in Brown
County, WI (Figure 1). Under WisDOT Project ID 1130-63-00,
alternative is to expand I-41 into a six-lane freeway (three lanes in each direction) along the entire
project corridor from STH 96 to CTH F in Brown County. Following the selected alternative, the
proposed expansion of I-41 will begin within the Town of Grand Chute in Outagamie County at the
I-41 and STH 96 interchange (Figure 1). The proposed I-41 expansion will conclude within the
Town of Lawrence in Brown County at the intersection of I-41 and CTH F.

According to WisDOT, this project is considered a Major Highway Project. Major Highway Projects
are considered complex and expensive highway projects which require a capacity expansion of over
five miles or the creation of two and half miles of highway on a new location. As a Major Highway
Project, this project requires an environmental review and public involvement. While this project
was budgeted for within the 2019-2021 state biennial budget, the proposed project may still
require approvals from the Transportation Projects Commission, the State Legislature and the
Governor (WisDOT, 2021a).

I-41 Lane Expansion
WisDOT indicated within the AIN to the Department that adding an additional lane to I-41 in each
direction was the preferred alternative (WisDOT, 2021a). The additional lanes for the proposed
expansion of I-41 will be sited within the existing WisDOT highway ROW and no agricultural lands
will be impacted in order to accommodate the lane expansion. As no agricultural lands are
impacted by the I-41 lane expansion, the proposed additional lanes are beyond the scope of this
AIS and are excluded from further analysis.

I-41 Interchanges
Beyond the expansion of traffic lanes, WisDOT is also proposing to realign and/or redesign and/or
reconstruct several of interchanges along the I-41 project corridor as seen in Appendix A  Figure
1. According to WisDOT, these interchanges would see a variety of new design elements including:

Diverging Diamond Interchanges

System Interchange with Designed 55 mph Speed Flyover Ramps



Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection  12

Diamond Interchanges with Traffic Signals

Diamond Interchanges with Roundabouts

Of the various I-41 interchanges that are part of the I-41 expansion project, WisDOT has indicated

from agricultural lands. As the acquisition of agricultural lands are a pre-requirement to conduct an
Agricultural Impact Statement, this analysis will only analyze and evaluate the four I-41
interchanges and ten retention ponds

South Bridge Connector Project (WisDOT ID 4556-02-00)
The I-41 and Southbridge Road interchange is the only new interchange proposed as part of the
project. This new interchange is also part of a larger existing WisDOT project (ID 4556-02-00)

Bridge Connector project will create a new transportation corridor south of the City of De Pere that
connects I-43 to I-41. Among other design features, the project includes the construction of a new
bridge over the Fox River and the creation of the I-41 and Southbridge Road interchange. For full
project design information, visit the South Bridge Connector website maintained by the Brown
County Department of Planning and Land Services (Brown County, 2021).

In 2012, the Department analyzed the agricultural impacts of the South Bridge Connector Project
and published the findings and recommendations in AIS #3839 Transportation Improvements in
the Southern Portion of the Green Bay Metropolitan Area in accordance Wis. Stat. §32.035 (DATCP,
2012). Since the publication of AIS #3839, the Department has continually monitored WisDOT
design modifications to the South Bridge Connector Project. To date, South Bridge Connector
project modifications have generally occurred within the Tier 1 corridor the Department evaluated
in AIS #3839. Following the guidelines of the 2019 Department and WisDOT Cooperative
Agreement, the Department determined the project revisions, to date, occurring outside of the Tier
1 corridor were non-significant revisions and released the modifications from an addendum to AIS
#3839 on February 23, 2021. As the agricultural impacts of the I-41 and Southbridge Rd
interchange were already analyzed as part of AIS #3839 and modifications to project ID 4556-02-
00, to date, were determined to be non-significant, the Southbridge Rd interchange is beyond the
scope of this AIS. Please refer to AIS #3839 and the South Bridge Connector website for
information on the I-41 and Southbridge Rd interchange.

CTH E Interchange
The I-41 and CTH E interchange is located within the City of Appleton municipal boundary (Figure
1). selected alternative, this interchange will be realigned, reconstructed
and widened (Figure 2). The on/off ramps will also be realigned to accommodate the additional
lanes on I-41 and a diverging diamond interchange will be constructed for the intersections of CTH
E and the I-41 on/off ramps. WisDOT selected the diverging diamond interchange with traffic lights
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as the preferred alternative for the CTH E interchange as it is the safest interchange option, has
the best traffic operations, and has the support of Outagamie County and local municipalities
(WisDOT, 2021a).

Figure 2: WisDOT preferred design, diverging diamond interchange, for the I-41 and CTH E interchange
located in the City of Appleton, Outagamie County, WI. Newly proposed Right-of-Ways from agricultural and
non-agricultural lands, as well as DNR flowlines are also shown.

CTH U Interchange
The I-41 and CTH U interchange is located within the Town of Kaukauna in Outagamie County
(Figure 1). According
alignment. Diamond interchanges with roundabouts will be constructed for the intersections of CTH
U and the I-41 on/off ramps and the on/off ramps will be realigned to accommodate the
roundabouts (Figure 3). WisDOT selected the diamond interchange with roundabouts as the
preferred alternative for the CTH U interchange due to its ability to handle future traffic volumes
and has the support of Outagamie County and the Village of Wrightstown.

In addition to the CTH U interchange, under the selected alternative WisDOT will realign east
(French Rd) and west (Mid Valley Dr) I-41 frontage roads and at-grade intersections with CTH U
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(Figure 3). The realigned segment of French Rd is located in the Village of Wrightstown, while Mid
Valley Drive is located within the Town of Kaukauna. The two four-way frontage road intersections
with CTH U would be reconstructed as four separate three-way intersections with CTH U. The
reconstructed French Rd three-way intersections with CTH U would be realigned approximately 270
ft to 590 ft southward to allow for more space between these intersections and the I-41
northbound on/off ramp roundabouts. The reconstructed Mid Valley Dr three-way intersections
would be realigned 410 ft to 750 ft northward to lessen the curvature Mid Valley Dr and to allow for
more space between these intersections and the I-41 southbound on/off ramp roundabouts.

Figure 3: WisDOT preferred design (diamond interchanges with roundabouts) and retention ponds, for the I-
41 and CTH U interchange located in the Town of Kaukauna, Outagamie County, WI. Newly proposed Right-of-
Ways from agricultural and non-agricultural lands, as well as DNR flowlines are also shown.

CTH S Interchange
The I-41 and CTH S interchange is located within the Town of Lawrence in Brown County (Figure 1)

remain on its original alignment
and the deck of the bridge may be replaced. Diamond interchanges with roundabouts will be
constructed for the intersections of CTH S and the I-41 on/off ramps and the alignment of the
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on/off ramps will remain essentially unchanged (Figure 4). WisDOT selected the diamond
interchange with roundabouts as the preferred alternative for the CTH S interchange as it provides
the best capacity to handle future traffic volumes, reduces new ROW acquisitions in comparison to
the alternatives, and has the support of local municipalities.

In addition to the CTH S interchange, under the selected alternative WisDOT will realign east
(French Rd) and west (Mid Valley Dr) I-41 frontage roads and at-grade intersections with CTH S
(Figure 4). The existing frontage road intersections with CTH S would be realigned and
reconstructed as roundabouts. The Mid Valley Dr and CTH S roundabout will be shifted roughly
200 ft to the west to provide more space between it and the I-41 on/off ramps roundabout.

Figure 4: WisDOT preferred design (diamond interchanges with roundabouts) and retention ponds, for the
I-41 and CTH interchange located in the Town of Lawrence in Brown County, WI. Newly proposed Right-of-
Ways from agricultural and non-agricultural lands, as well as DNR flowlines are also shown.

Retention Ponds
WisDOT has initially proposed to construct nineteen new retention ponds along the I-41 project
corridor. As design and location of the retention ponds are still within the design phase, WisDOT
may change the number, size and location of any of the proposed retention ponds discussed within
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this AIS. WisDOT has also proposed two additional retention ponds for the South Bridge Connector
project. However, the proposed ponds are within the existing Southbridge Rd interchange study
area and are therefore beyond the scope of this AIS. Please refer to AIS #3839 and the South
Bridge Connector website for information on the I-41 and Southbridge Rd interchange.

Of the nineteen I-41 retention ponds
agricultural lands. As such, the AIS will focus on these ten ponds with agricultural impacts. WisDOT
maps of all nineteen proposed I-41 retention ponds can be found in Appendix A (Appendix A
Figure 5a-e and Appendix A - Figure 6a-h). Of the ten proposed retention ponds impacting
agricultural lands, five would be located within Brown County (Figure 5) and the other five in
Outagamie County (Figure 6).

As WisDOT is in the initial planning phase for the number, size and location of the retention ponds,
WisDOT is actively seeking governmental and public input and feedback. WisDOT, in conjunction
with communications from the Department, is working with the Town of Lawrence to refine
retention pond designs along the I-41 project corridor in the Town of Lawrence. The Department
believes the potential collaboration may result in shared retention ponds that would reduce the
number of retention ponds along the I-41 project corridor.

Figure 5: WisDOT proposed new Right-of-way to construct I-41 retention ponds in Brown County, WI.
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Figure 6: WisDOT proposed new Right-of-way to construct I-41 retention ponds in Outagamie County, WI.

Project Right-of-Way (ROW)

Throughout the entire length of the proposed project corridor, WisDOT has stated it will utilize
the existing I-41 highway ROW to construct the additional lanes required to convert this section
of I-41 into a six-lane freeway (WisDOT, 2021a). WisDOT is also proposing to acquire new

-41 corridor (Figure 1) to accommodate the realignment and/or reconstruction
several of existing interchanges and frontage roads.

CTH E Interchange

In order to accommodate the realignment, reconstruction and widening of the I-41 and CTH E
interchange, WisDOT will acquire a total of 6.12  from fee-simple acquisitions
(i.e. property purchase) (Appendix A  Figure 2). Of the total new ROW, 1.58 acres will be
acquired from agricultural lands. The will run parallel to the existing highway
ROW and range from 20 to 90 ft in width (measured from the existing ROW).

CTH U Interchange

While the redesign of the I-41 and CTH U Diamond interchange with roundabouts will occur
within the existing WisDOT highway ROW, the realignment and reconstruction of the east and
west I-41 frontage roads will acquire a total of 8.57 acres of new ROWs (Appendix A  Figure 3).
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Of the proposed new ROWs, 5.73 acres will be acquired from agricultural lands.

The realignment and reconstruction of the east I-41 frontage road (French Rd) will primarily be
constructed outside of existing WisDOT ROWs. Additional ROWs ranging from 70 to 85 ft
(measured from the roadway centerline) will acquire the majority (5.44 acres) of the proposed
new ROW, of which 4.02 acres are agricultural lands (Figure 3). The realignment and
reconstruction of the west I-41 frontage road (Mid Valley Dr) will mainly occur within the existing
WisDOT highway ROW. However, a total of 3.13 acres of new ROW will be acquired using fee-
simple acquisitions, of which 1.71 acres are agricultural lands. The new Mid Valley ROWs will run
parallel to the existing highway ROW and range from 40 to 145 ft in width (measured from the
existing ROW).

CTH S Interchange

While the redesign of the I-41 and CTH S Diamond interchange with roundabouts will occur

within the existing WisDOT highway ROW, the realignment and reconstruction of the east and
west I-41 frontage roads will acquire a total of 6.60 acres of new ROWs (Appendix A  Figure 4).
Of the proposed new ROWs, 6.55 acres will be acquired from agricultural lands.

The realignment and reconstruction of the west I-41 frontage road (Mid Valley Dr) will primarily
Additional ROWs ranging from 50 to 150 ft

(measured from the roadway centerline) will acquire the majority (5.58 acres) of the proposed
new ROW, of which 5.53 acres are agricultural lands (Figure 4). The realignment and
reconstruction of the east I-41 frontage road (French Rd) will mainly occur within the existing
WisDOT highway ROW. However, a total of 1.02 acres of new ROW will be acquired using fee-
simple acquisitions, all of which are agricultural lands. The new French Rd ROWs will run parallel
to the existing highway ROW and range from 44 to 96 ft in width (measured from the existing
ROW).

Retention Ponds

While WisDOT is still in the initial design phase for the I-41 corridor retention ponds, WisDOT is

proposing to purchase new ROWs, via permanent easements, to construct thirteen of the
nineteen retention ponds in the project area. The remaining six retention ponds (all in
Outagamie County) would be constructed within the existing WisDOT Highway ROW (Appendix A
- Figure 6a-h).

Existing Roadway

WisDOT has designated I-41 as a backbone route for
Plan and I-41 is part of the U.S. National Interstate Highway System (WisDOT, 2009). Backbone
routes are the highest value multilane divided highways, interconnecting all regions and major
economic centers statewide and tying them to the national transportation network to support the
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state and national economy (WisDOT, 2009). According to WisDOT, I-41 is utilized as a major
passenger and freight route connecting the Fox Cities to Fond du Lac and Milwaukee to the south
and Green Bay to the north (WisDOT, 2021c).

The 23 mile segment of I-41 within the proposed project area, between STH 96 (Wisconsin Ave) in
Outagamie County and CTH F (Scheuring Rd) in Brown County, currently consists of a four-lane
divided freeway (two lanes in each direction). Within the proposed project area, I-41 has a posted
speed limit of 70 mph and existing ROW widths for traffic lanes, measured from the center of
median, ranging from 100 to 260 ft (ROW widths wider for I-41 interchanges).

CTH E Interchange
CTH E is a four-lane (two lanes in each direction) urban minor arterial (i.e providing intra-regional
and inter-area traffic mobility) with a posted speed limit of 35 mph that provides an important
north-south route for the area (WisDOT, 2013; WisDOT, 2021b). The existing I-41 and CTH E
interchange consists of a diamond interchange with traffic signals to control the I-41 on/off ramp
intersections with CTH E (Figure 2). The existing right of way along CTH E at the I-41 and CTH E
interchange is approximately 113 ft, as measured from the centerline of the roadway.

CTH U Interchange
CTH U is a two-lane rural major collector (i.e servicing small-to-moderate sized places and
providing a connection to nearby larger population centers) with a posted speed limit of 55 mph
that provides the Village of Wrightstown with one of three access points to the I-41 corridor
(WisDOT, 2013; WisDOT, 2021b). The existing I-41 and CTH U interchange consists of a diamond
interchange with stop signs to control the I-41 on/off ramp intersections with CTH U (Figure 3).
The existing right of way along CTH U is typically 45 ft, as measured from the centerline of the
roadway, however the ROW widens to as much as 500 ft through the I-41 and CTH U interchange.

CTH S Interchange
CTH S is a two-lane rural major collector (i.e servicing small-to-moderate sized places and
providing a connection to nearby larger population centers) with a posted speed limit of 55 mph
that provides the Town of Freedom a point of access to the I-41 corridor and the City of De Pere
(WisDOT, 2013; WisDOT, 2021b). The existing I-41 and CTH S interchange consists of a diamond
interchange with stop signs to control the I-41 on/off ramp intersections with CTH S (Figure 4). The
existing right of way along CTH S is typically 48 ft, as measured from the centerline of the
roadway, however the ROW widens to as much as 130 ft through the I-41 and CTH S interchange.

Project Need

WisDOT has indicated three primary reasons for the expansion of I-41 into a six-lane freeway from
STH 96 in Outagamie County to CTH F in Brown County: 1) improve safety, 2) reduce congestion
and 3) correct roadway design deficiencies (WisDOT, 2021a). In addition, WisDOT has also



Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection                                                  20

indicated the I-41 expansion project will also address deteriorating pavement and bridges,
maintain a key backbone route for the local, state and national transportation network, and replace
the functionally obsolete Wrightstown Safety and Weight Enforcement Facility.

Regarding the concern for safety, WisDOT stated its awareness that this 23 mile corridor of I-41
has a higher than average crash rate as compared to similar roadways (WisDOT, 2021a). The
various I-41 interchanges along this corridor have also seen numerous vehicle crashes and some of
these interchanges have been denoted as the most dangerous in Outagamie County (BOTSTS,
2020). For example the I-41 and STH 96 (Wisconsin Ave) interchange ranks 1st for locations of
fatal motorcycle crashes, injury or fatal crashes involving a teen driver, injury or fatal crashes
involving an older driver (65+ years of age) between 2014  2018 (BOTSTS, 2020). Vehicle crash
data from WisDOT and the Traffic Operations and Safety (TOPS) laboratory provides further

From 2018
2020 the I-41 and CTH E interchange in the City of Appleton has seen a total of 86 crashes with 19
crashes causing injury (TOPS, 2021).

WisDOT  second primary reason for the project is to reduce traffic congestion. WisDOT (2021c)
has stated that this 23 mile segment of I-41 experiences heavy congestion, especially during peak
weekday travel times. Furthermore, the volume of traffic on this segment of I-41 has increased by
approximately 20 percent since 2012. Comparatively, nationwide traffic has only increased by
approximately 10 percent on all roads. By 2045, WisDOT expects the average annual daily traffic
on I-41 to increase between 20 and 56 percent, depending on location (WisDOT, 2021c).

oadway design and infrastructure
deficiencies. Within the notification to the Department, WisDOT stated that much of the original
pavement for this 23 mile corridor of I-41 was built in the 1960s, requires constant maintenance,
has reached the end of is useful lifespan and further rehabilitation efforts are no longer cost
effective (WisDOT, 2021a). Furthermore, numerous geometric and bridge deficiencies exist within
this corridor, which include substandard bridge clearance, substandard vertical and horizontal
curves and substandard ramp design as well as substandard interchange spacing and substandard
shoulder widths (WisDOT, 2021c). WisDOT has also stated that these deficiencies detract from
safety and contribute to operational problems throughout this corridor (WisDOT, 2021c). WisDOT is
also studying whether to replace the Wrightstown Safety and Weight Enforcement Facility (SWEF)
in Outagamie County located about 0.75 mile south of CTH U as part of the I-41 expansion project.
WisDOT considers the existing SWEF to be functionally obsolete and does not offer modern
technologies to weigh and inspect commercial motor vehicle truck traffic (WisDOT, 2021c). The
potential new SWEF may also be a co-facility to house the WI State Patrol Northeast Region
Headquarters, which is currently located in Fond du Lac (WisDOT, 2021c).



Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection                                                  21

Alternatives

As part of the AIN submitted to the Department, WisDOT indicated and described all alternatives
that were evaluated during the design process for the I-41 interchanges that affected agricultural
lands as part of the proposed I-41 expansion project. As mentioned within the Project Design
Section above, alternatives for the actual expansion of I-41 driving lanes, I-41 interchanges that
do not affect agricultural lands and the South Bridge Road interchange are beyond the scope of this
AIS and are therefore not included within this alternatives analysis. The I-41 interchanges that are
part of this analysis include the CTH E interchange, the CTH U interchange and the CTH S
interchange.

CTH E Interchange
During the design process for the I-41 and CTH E interchange, WisDOT evaluated a total of three
alternatives (denoted here as A, B and C), as described below, to address the three primary
concerns for the I-41 expansion project. A no build alternative was not included. Through their
analysis, the WisDOT sele -41 and CTH
E interchange as their preferred alternative as it best addressed the primary project goals.

Alternative A: Diverging Diamond Interchange Alternative (Preferred Alternative, see Figure
2, Appendix A - Figure 2)

Under this alternative, WisDOT would realign and construct a diverging diamond
interchange with traffic signals, realign the I-41 on/off ramps to accommodate the
additional lanes on I-41 and widen the CTH E overpass. In order to implement the proposed
CTH E diverging diamond interchange, WisDOT proposes to acquire a total of 6.12 acres
(1.58 acres being agricultural lands) fee-simple acquisitions (i.e
property purchase).

From their analysis, WisDOT determined the diverging diamond interchange with traffic
signals would provide the safest interchange option, had the best traffic operations, and has
the support of Outagamie County and the municipalities (WisDOT, 2021a). For the
aforementioned reasons, WisDOT selected the diverging diamond interchange with traffic
signals as the preferred alternative for the I-41 and CTH E interchange.

Alternative B: Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals Alternative (Dismissed)

Under this alternative, WisDOT would realign and construct a diamond interchange with
traffic signals, realign the I-41 on/off ramps to accommodate the additional lanes on I-41
and widen the CTH E overpass. If implemented, the CTH E diamond interchange with traffic
signals alternative (dismissed) would acquire a total of 2.26 acres (0.07 acres being

using fee-simple acquisitions.
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From their analysis, WisDOT determined the diamond interchange with traffic signals would
be the least safe available interchange option and would not improve traffic operations
(WisDOT, 2021a). For the above-mentioned reasons, WisDOT dismissed the diamond
interchange with traffic signals alternative.

Alternative C: Diamond Interchange with Three-lane Roundabouts Alternative (Dismissed)

Under alternative C, WisDOT would realign and construct a diamond interchange with three-
lane roundabouts, realign the I-41 on/off ramps to accommodate the additional lanes on I-
41 and widen the CTH E overpass. If implemented, the CTH E diamond interchange with
roundabouts alternative (dismissed) would acquire a total of 1.49 acres (0.8 acres being

-simple acquisitions.

From their analysis, WisDOT determined the diamond interchange with three-lane
roundabouts would be comparatively less safe than the preferred alternative, would provide
the lowest level of traffic operations, and would be the most complex design alternative
(WisDOT, 2021a). For the aforementioned reasons, WisDOT dismissed the diamond
interchange with three-lane roundabouts alternative.

CTH U Interchange
During the design process for the I-41 and CTH U interchange, WisDOT evaluated a total of two
alternatives (denoted here as A and B), as described below, to address the three primary concerns
for the I-41 expansion project. A no build alternative was not included. Through their analysis, the

-41 and CTH U
interchange as their preferred alternative as it best addressed the primary project goals.

Alternative A: Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts Alternative (Preferred Alternative see
Figure 3, Appendix A - Figure 3)

Under this alternative, WisDOT would construct a diamond interchange with roundabouts,
realign the I-41 on/off ramps, and realign the east (French Rd) and west (Mid Valley Dr) I-
41 frontage roads and at-grade intersections with CTH U. In order to implement the
proposed CTH U diamond interchange with roundabouts, WisDOT proposes to acquire a total
of 8.57 acres (5.73 using fee-simple
acquisitions (i.e property purchase).

From their analysis, WisDOT determined the diamond interchange with roundabouts would
provide the highest level traffic operations, provide the best capacity to handle future traffic
volumes, and has the support of Outagamie County and the Village of Wrightstown
(WisDOT, 2021a). For the above-mentioned reasons, WisDOT selected the diamond
interchange with roundabouts as the preferred alternative for the I-41 and CTH U
interchange.
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Alternative B: Diamond Interchange with Traffic Signals Alternative (Dismissed)

Under this alternative, WisDOT would construct a diamond interchange with traffic signals,
realign the CTH U overpass, realign the I-41 on/off ramps, and realign the east (French Rd)
and west (Mid Valley Dr) I-41 frontage roads and at-grade intersections with CTH U. If
implemented, the CTH U diamond interchange with traffic signals alternative (dismissed)
would acquire a total of 6.86 acres (4.02
fee-simple acquisitions.

From their analysis, WisDOT determined the diamond interchange with traffic signals would
meet the project s primary goals and needs. However, WisDOT determined the diamond
interchange with traffic signals would provide comparatively less capacity to handle future
traffic volumes than the diamond interchange with roundabouts (WisDOT, 2021a).
Therefore, WisDOT dismissed the diamond interchange with traffic signals alternative.

CTH S Interchange
During the design process for the I-41 and CTH S interchange, WisDOT evaluated a total of three
alternatives (denoted here as A, B, and C ), as described below, to address the three primary
concerns for the I-41 expansion project. A no build alternative was not included. Through their

-41
and CTH S Interchange as their preferred alternative as it best addressed the primary project
goals.

Alternative A: Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts Alternative (Preferred Alternative,
see Figure 4, Appendix A - Figure 4)

Under this alternative, WisDOT would construct a diamond interchange with roundabouts,
realign the I-41 on/off ramps, and realign the east (French Rd) and west (Mid Valley Dr) I-
41 frontage roads and at-grade intersections with CTH S. In order to implement the
proposed CTH S diamond interchange with roundabouts, WisDOT proposes to acquire a total

using fee-simple
acquisitions (i.e property purchase).

From their analysis, WisDOT determined the diamond interchange with roundabouts would
provide highest level traffic operations, provide the lowest acreage of impacts caused by the
relocation of the frontage road alternatives, and has the support of local municipalities
(WisDOT, 2021a). For the above-mentioned reasons, WisDOT selected diamond interchange
with roundabouts as the preferred alternative for the I-41 and CTH S interchange.

Alternative B: Diamond Interchange with Relocated Frontage Roads Alternative (Dismissed)
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Under this alternative, WisDOT would construct a diamond interchange, realign the I-41
on/off ramps, and relocate both the east (French Rd) and west (Mid Valley Dr) I-41 frontage
roads and at-grade intersections along CTH S. If implemented, the CTH S diamond
interchange with relocated frontage roads alternative (dismissed) would acquire a total of
11.88 acres (9.07 acres being agricultural lands) of new ROWs using fee-simple
acquisitions.

From their analysis, WisDOT determined the diamond interchange with relocated frontage
roads alternative, when compared to the preferred alternative, would have a lower capacity
to handle future traffic volumes, increase land ROW acquisitions, and be comparatively
more expensive (WisDOT, 2021a). Therefore, WisDOT dismissed the diamond interchange
with relocated frontage roads alternative.

Alternative C: Diamond Interchange and Relocated Frontage Roads & Hickory Road
Connection Alternative (Dismissed)

Under this alternative, WisDOT would construct a diamond interchange, realign the I-41
on/off ramps, relocate the west (Mid Valley Dr) I-41 frontage road at-grade intersection
along CTH S, and relocate the east (French Rd) I-41 frontage road at-grade intersection
with CTH S to Hickory Rd. If implemented, the CTH S diamond interchange with relocated
frontage roads & Hickory Road alternative (dismissed) would acquire a total of 14.48 acres
(9.95 acres being agricultural lands) of new ROWs from fee-simple acquisitions.

From their analysis, WisDOT determined the diamond interchange with relocated frontage
roads & Hickory Road alternative when compared to the preferred alternative would have a
lower capacity to handle future traffic volumes, increase land ROW acquisitions, and be
comparatively more expensive (WisDOT, 2021a). Therefore, WisDOT dismissed the diamond
interchange with relocated frontage roads & Hickory Road alternative.

AGRICULTURAL SETTING

The agricultural setting of a county has the potential to broadly impact agricultural land valuations.
For example, counties with productive lands and/or urban counties with increased developmental
pressures are generally known to result in higher sale prices for agricultural lands (Borchers et al.,
2014; Nantel, 2020). As the impacted agricultural lands for the proposed I-41 expansion project
reside within both Brown and Outagamie Counties, the urban development pressures and
agricultural policies of each County will be analyzed to provide baseline information to assess the
valuation and stability of agricultural lands within the counties. Section IV, Agricultural Impacts will
analyze and discuss the potential impacts of the project on impacted agricultural lands.
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Urban Pressures on Agriculture

Urbanized Populations
Brown County, with an estimated population in 2020 of 264,821 residents (WisDOA, 2020) is
classified as a Central Metropolitan Statistical Area (WisDOA, 2013a). Outagamie County, with an
estimated population in 2020 of 187,661 residents (WisDOA, 2020) is also classified as a Central
Metropolitan Statistical Area (WisDOA, 2013a). Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA) are generally
defined as areas that contain central urbanized population area(s) of at least 50,000 people as well
as the adjacent counties that are socially and economically integrated with a large population
cluster (Standards, 2010). The Brown and Outagamie County MSA also part of two separate
Core Statistical Areas (CSA), the Green Bay-Shawano CSA and the Appleton-Oshkosh-Neenah CSA,
designated by the US Census Bureau (WisDOA, 2013a).

The Green Bay- largest CSA, is home to an estimated 321,591
residents or 5.5  in 2018 (WisDOR, 2020) and encompasses the
adjoining counties of Brown, Kewaunee, Menominee, Oconto and Shawano Counties (WisDOA,
2013a). The Appleton-Oshkosh-Neenah CSA CSA, is home to an

in 2018 (WisDOR, 2020), and
encompasses the adjoining counties of Calumet, Outagamie and Winnebago Counties (WisDOA,
2013a). D both Brown and Outagamie Counties are
associated with the largest urbanized area or urban cluster that accounts for the population within
their respective CSA  (Standards, 2010).

Urban Development Pressures
Urban development pressures on agricultural lands are known to increase the rate of farmland
conversion and increase agricultural land sale values (Azadi et al., 2010; Borchers et al., 2014,
Brorsen et al., 2015). The following analysis will identify if agricultural lands within Brown and
Outagamie Counties are exhibiting signs of urban pressure and development.

Based on the most recent available data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), in 2017
Brown and Outagamie Counties had 192,007 acres and 236,963 acres of land in farms or 56.6%
and 58.1% of their respective counties, both of which are higher than the statewide average of
41.3% (USDA, 2017a). However, between 1997 and 2017 Brown and Outagamie Counties
converted 2.0% and 6.1% of their respective agricultural lands out of agricultural use (Table 1).
When compared to the statewide average rate of 3.9% for agricultural land conversion, Brown
County is converting agricultural lands at approximately 1/2 the statewide rate, while Outagamie
County is converting 1.5 times more than the statewide average. (USDA, 2017a). During this same
time-period (1997  2017) both Brown and Outagamie Counties have also lost a proportionally
high number of farming operations, when compared to the statewide average (Table 2). Brown
County reported losing 7.9% of farming operations and Outagamie County reported losing 12.1%
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of their farming operations, which is respectively almost 7 and 10 times higher than the average
1.2% loss experienced across all counties in Wisconsin (Table 2) (USDA, 2017a).

Table 1: Agricultural land in production within Brown County, Outagamie County and Wisconsin (USDA, 1997;
USDA, 2017a).

Table 2: Change in the number of farms between 1997 and 2017 within Brown County, Outagamie County
and Wisconsin (USDA, 1997; USDA, 2017a).

Brown County
Brown County does show some signs of resiliency to the pressures of urban development. For
example, from 1997  2017 Brown County agricultural lands have only experienced about 1/2 the
rate of farmland conversion (by acre) as compared to the statewide average over the period (Table
1). On the contrary, during the same period Brown County has also lost 7.9% of its farming
operations, which is almost 7 times the rate of loss as the statewide averaged loss of 1.2% (Table
2). While pressure from urban development may certainly influence the loss of farming operations,
the broader push for consolidation among agricultural operations is also at work. Based on the
most recent data from the USDA, 2012  2017 farming operations lost within Brown County
generally came from small to mid-sized (1  499 acre) operations, while the number of large
operations (500 + acres) increased (USDA, 2017a). The consolidation of agricultural operations
could be one explanation for a high rate of farming operation losses and a low rate of agricultural
land conversion seen in Brown County.

There are signs that the pressures of urban development stemming from urban population growth
may also be influencing farmland conversion and the loss of agricultural operations across Brown
County. At the county level, the Wisconsin Department of Administration (WisDOA) predicts that
Brown County, as of 2020, will see a 15% population increase (41,600 persons) by 2040, which
ranks third by the number of persons gained and fourth by percentage within the state (WisDOA,

1997 2017

Brown County 195,966 192,007 2.0%

Outagamie County 252,471 236,963 6.1%

Wisconsin 14,900,205 14,318,630 3.9%

Acres of Agricultural Land (acres)Location Agricultural Land
Converted (%)

1997 2017

Brown County 1,059 975 -84 -7.9%

Outagamie County 1,286 1,130 -156 -12.1%

Wisconsin 65,602 64,793 -809 -1.2%

Location
Number of Farming Operations Percent

Change
(%)

Change in
Farming

Operations
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2013b). The Village of Howard and the City of Green Bay may likely be two key driving forces
behind the County s future growth, as the Village and City are predicted to see the  fifth and
eleventh largest population increase of 7,890 and 5,450 persons, respectively from 2020 to 2040
(WisDOA, 2013c).

Outagamie County
Urban development pressures are likely influencing agricultural land conversion and the amount of
agricultural operations within Outagamie County. Between 1997  2017, Outagamie County has
seen 6.1% of its agricultural lands converted out of farmland use, a conversion rate (by acre)
which is about 1.6 times or nearly double the statewide average (Table 1). Outagamie County has
also lost 12.1% of its farming operations between 1997  2017, a rate that is 10 times higher than
the statewide average (Table 2). The loss of farming operations within Outagamie County may also
be influenced by urban development pressures as well, rather than agricultural market
consolidation as was seen in Brown County. Based on USDA data between 2012  2017, farming
operations lost within Outagamie County came from mid-large sized (50  500+ acre) operations,
while the number of small operations (1  49 acres), generally thought of as specialty or hobby
agriculturally operations increased (USDA, 2017a). Urban development pressures and the demand
for smaller specialty or hobby agricultural operations could be factors in the high rate of
agricultural land conversion, loss of mid-large sized agricultural operations and increased amount
of small (1  49 acres) agricultural operations in Outagamie County.

The pressures of urban development and urban population growth on farmland conversion are
readily apparent in Table 1 and Table 2 across Outagamie County. According to WisDOA these
urban development pressures are likely to persist as WisDOA predicts that Outagamie County, as
of 2020, will see a 12% population increase (23,655 persons) by 2040, which ranks sixth by the
number of persons gained and thirteenth by percentage within the state (WisDOA, 2013b). Several
municipalities, including the Cities of Appleton, Kaukauna and the Village of Combined Locks will
likely to be the driving force behind the  future growth, as the  all predicted to see
population increases ranging from 6  26% from 2020 to 2040 (WisDOA, 2013c).

Regional Pressures
Regional pressures from the Green Bay-Shawano CSA and the Appleton-Oshkosh-Neenah CSA may
also influence urban development and farmland conversion in Brown and Outagamie Counties. The
neighboring counties of Menominee, Oconto and Shawano are expected to all see 2020 populations
increase from 5  13% by 2040 (WisDOA, 2013b) and this may in-turn generate additional future
growth, urban development and farmland conversion in the Green Bay-Shawano CSA. The similar
is true for the Appleton-Oshkosh-Neenah CSA as the Calumet and Winnebago Counties are
expected to see 2020 populations increase from 9  18% by 2040 (WisDOA, 2013b). Given the
strong potential for local, county and regional urban development pressures and urban population
growth, both Brown and Outagamie Counties are vulnerable to farmland conversion. Agricultural
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lands within or abutting incorporated municipal boundaries such as cities (Guiling et al., 2009) or
agricultural lands along transportation corridors, especially interstate highways (Mothorpe et al.,
2013), that link the Green Bay-Shawano CSA and the Appleton-Oshkosh-Neenah CSA would be at
the highest risk of future farmland conversion.

Agricultural Land Valuation

The valuation of agricultural lands is
valuation broadly serves as an indicator for the demand of agricultural land as well as its market
value. Circumstances that impact the land such as agricultural productivity, urban development
pressures and the intended future use of the land also factor into agricultural land valuation.
Nonetheless, market conditions for agricultural land sales may vary from year to year and may not
be apparent at the local scale.

The analysis of agricultural land value performed here encompassed agricultural land sales
reported to the USDA for both continued agricultural use and agricultural land diverted to other
land uses, at the county scale over a three year time-period (USDA, 2018; USDA, 2019a; USDA,
2020). This analysis is not a sales comparison of any parcel. Premium agricultural land sale prices
for sub-acre land sales are generally not reflected in this analysis. The results of the agricultural
land sale value analysis are shown in Table 3. The average ($ /acre) sale price for agricultural land
sold for continued agriculture use between 2017  2019 in Brown and Outagamie Counties was
$10,588 and $7,294 respectively. In comparison to the statewide averages, agricultural land sold
for agricultural uses in both Brown and Outagamie Counties respectively sold on average for
100.8% and 38.4% above the statewide average sale price. Across the state, agricultural lands
sold and diverted for development to non-agricultural uses averaged sale values of $10,005 per
acre. However, over the same 2017  2019 time-period, the average sale price for agricultural land
sales for development to non-agricultural uses in Brown and Outagamie Counties respectively was
$14,531 and $10,966 per acre or 45.2% and 9.6% higher than the statewide average.

Brown County Agricultural Land Valuation
In Brown County, the average sale price for agricultural lands sold for continued agriculture use is
double the statewide average price (Table 3). Agricultural lands diverted to non-agricultural uses
were also sold at prices well above the statewide average price (Table 3). The exceedingly high
sale prices for agricultural land shown in Brown County indicates a strong level of demand for both
agricultural land for the purpose of agricultural use as well as lands for development. The below
average rate of agricultural land conversions in Brown County, as shown in Table 1, provides
further evidence that Brown County agricultural landowners have a strong desire to resist demands
to sell agricultural land for non-agricultural uses. Conversely, strong urban development pressures
have the ability to find market based price points as shown in Table 3 to purchase and divert
agricultural lands to other uses. The robust forecast for population growth in Brown County would
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elude to the fact that strong urban pressure will continue within Brown County, in-turn this could
continue to spur high demand and high prices to divert agricultural land.

Given WisDOT proposes to convert the acquired agricultural lands, the estimate of agricultural land
valuation in Brown County for this analysis is based on the 2017-2019 average sale price for
agricultural lands sold for development in Brown County. As such, the analysis has established an
average valuation of $14,531 per acre in Brown County for agricultural land sold for development.
The estimated valuation proposed within this analysis is not a valuation of any particular
agricultural land or property and is only intended to establish an estimated average valuation for
agricultural lands sold and diverted to non-agricultural uses within Brown County, WI. As the data
used within the analysis is an average over the 2017  2019 time period, it is likely the average
sale valuation for agricultural lands sold and diverted for development to non-agricultural uses in
2021 for Brown County is different from the estimate presented here. Furthermore, the premium
price theory that establishes exceedingly higher prices for small or sub-acre agricultural parcels or
for agricultural parcels nearest to urban areas (Brorsen et al., 2015), which may explain Wisconsin
agricultural parcel sales of above $100,000 per acre is not reflective within this analysis.

Outagamie County Agricultural Land Valuation
In Outagamie County, the average sale price for agricultural lands sold for continued agricultural
use is above the statewide average, while agricultural lands diverted to non-agricultural uses were
consistent the statewide average price (Table 3). This would indicate a somewhat higher level of
demand to obtain farmland for agricultural uses. However, the average sale value of agricultural
lands diverted land to non-agricultural uses is on par with the rest of the state and may signify a
willingness to divert agricultural lands. As evident by the above average rate of agricultural land
conversions in Outagamie County (Table 1), Outagamie County agricultural landowners have also
historically sold agricultural lands for non-agricultural uses at a greater rate as compared to the
rest of the state. Furthermore, markets have historically been able to divert agricultural lands at
price points on par within the rest of the state (Table 3). Together, the high rate of agricultural
land conversions and sale prices for agricultural land diversions near the statewide average would
allude an openness to divert agricultural lands in Outagamie County.

Given WisDOT proposes to convert the acquired agricultural lands, the estimate of agricultural land
valuation in this analysis is based on the 2017-2019 average sale price for agricultural lands sold
for development in Outagamie County. As such, the analysis has established an average valuation
of $10,966 per acre in Outagamie County for agricultural land sold for development. The estimated
valuation proposed within this analysis is not a valuation of any particular agricultural land or
property and is only intended to establish an estimated average valuation for agricultural lands sold
and diverted to non-agricultural uses within Outagamie County, WI. As the data used within the
analysis is an average over the 2017  2019 time period, it is likely the average sale valuation for
agricultural lands sold and diverted for development to non-agricultural uses in 2021 for Outagamie
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County is different from the estimate presented here. Furthermore, the premium price theory that
establishes exceedingly higher prices for small or sub-acre agricultural parcels or for agricultural
parcels nearest to urban areas (Brorsen et al., 2015), which may explain Wisconsin agricultural
parcel sales of above $100,000 per acre is not reflective within this analysis.

Table 3: Agricultural land sales from 2017  2019 in Brown County, Outagamie County and the Wisconsin
State average (USDA, 2018; USDA, 2019a; USDA, 2020).

Farmland Preservation

cal governments and landowners with
tools to aid in protecting agricultural land for continued agricultural use and to promote activities
that support the larger agricultural economy. Lands that are planned for farmland preservation by
the county and included in a certified zoning district or located within an Agricultural Enterprise
Area (AEA) are afforded land use protections intended to support agriculture, and are eligible for
the farmland preservation tax credit.

Through this program, counties adopt a state-certified farmland preservation plan that maps areas
identified as important for farmland preservation and agricultural development based upon
reasonable and objective criteria. Based on the plan, local governments may choose to adopt a FP
zoning ordinance or designate Agricultural Enterprise Areas (AEA) to achieve further land
protections and ensure that farmland covered by the plan is eligible for farmland preservation tax
credits. Such ordinance  must also be certified by the Department of Agriculture, Trade
and Consumer Protection (the Department). Landowners who are eligible in either or both AEA and
FP zoning areas and claim the tax credit are required to follow the state soil and water conservation
standards to protect water quality and soil health.

Farmland Preservation Planning

2027 (Brown County, 2017). Outagamie County has maintained a Department certified FP plan
since 1982, the current plan was certified in 2012 and expires in 2022 (Outagamie County, 2020).

Sold for Ag Diverted Sold for Ag Diverted Sold for Ag Diverted

Brown County 10,326 4,800 11,441 24,261 9,996 -

Outagamie County 6,675 - 7,888 15,931 7,319 6,000

Wisconsin Average 4,960 10,794 5,587 13,280 5,269 5,942

*Sales based on "arms length" transactions, not including sales outside of market conditions (e.g. family sales or foreclosures)

 Agricultural land sold for continued agricultural use

Location

Agricultural Land Sale* ($ / acre)

_____2017_____ _____2018_____ _____2019_____
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Farmland Preservation Zoning

Wis. Stat. Chp. 91, regardless of whether or not FP zoned agricultural lands were impacted by the
proposed project, under Wis. Stats. § 84.01(34). Unless the intended purpose of the WisDOT
project is to construct a building or facility for the motor vehicle emission inspection and
maintenance program under Wis. Stats. § 110.20, WisDOT is generally exempt from
Farmland Preservation statute. proposed I-41 expansion is unrelated to the Wis.
Stats. § 110.20, the proposed project would be exempt from the conditional use zoning criteria
under Wis. Stats. § 91.46(4) if the project area were to be covered by a certified FP zoning district.

Brown County
A review of the Departments FP program participation map shows that sixteen jurisdictions within
Brown County have adopted certified FP zoning districts administered under town or village
authorities (DATCP, 2020). The Town of Lawrence is the only town to be impacted by the proposed
project within Brown County. However, the Town of Lawrence does not have authority within
incorporated areas (villages and cities), leaving the authority to zone for agriculture with the
incorporated areas (i.e the City of De Pere). Excluding the South Bridge Connecter project (DOT ID
4556-02-00) documented by the Department under AIS #3839, the proposed I-41 expansion
project does not impact any cities within Brown County. Therefore, the FP zoning analysis for
Brown County will focus on the impacted agricultural lands within the Town of Lawrence.

Administered by the Town of Lawrence, FP zoning throughout the Town is defined as the AG-FP
Agricultural Farmland Preservation zoning district (Lawrence, 2021). A review of the Town of
Lawrence zoning map indicates that one agricultural parcel (parcel ID L-20) that is zoned AG-FP is
impacted by the preferred alternative to reconstruct the I-41 and CTH S interchange (Lawrence,
2020).

Outagamie County
A review of the Departments FP program participation map shows that seven Towns within
Outagamie County have FP zoning, which is administered by either the County or Town. The Town
of Kaukauna is the only Town impacted by the proposed I-41 expansion project to have a certified
FP zoning district, which the Town administers (DATCP, 2020). However, Outagamie County and
the Towns within the County do not have authority within incorporated areas (villages and cities),
leaving the authority to zone for agriculture with the incorporated areas (e.g. the City of Appleton).
The proposed I-41 expansion project impacts agricultural lands located within the City of Appleton,
the Village of Wrightstown and the Town of Kaukauna, therefore, the FP zoning analysis for
Outagamie County will focus on the impacted agricultural lands within the aforementioned
municipalities.

Administered by the Town of Kaukauna, FP zoning throughout the Town is defined as the Exclusive
Agricultural District (DATCP, 2013a). The City of Appleton and the Village of Wrightstown do not
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have FP zoning certified by the Department. A review of the 2013 certified
zoning map on file with the Department indicated that none of the agricultural parcels impacted by
the preferred alternative to reconstruct the I-41 and CTH U interchange are zoned under the
Exclusive Agricultural District (DATCP, 2013b).

Agricultural Enterprise Areas
AEA are community-
future. This designation highlights the importance of the area for local agriculture and further
supports local farmland preservation and agricultural development goals. Designation as an AEA
also enables eligible landowners to enter into FP agreements. Through an FP agreement, a
landowner agrees to voluntarily restrict the use of his/her land to agriculture for fifteen years in
exchange for eligibility for the farmland preservation tax credit.

A review of the Department s AEA program shows that Outagamie County contains three
designated AEAs (DATCP, 2021): the Cicero Blackmour, the Greenville Greenbelt and the Three
Rivers  Brown County does not contain a designated AEA. The Cicero Blackmour AEA is
located in northeastern Outagamie County, while the Greenville Greenbelt AEA is located in
southwestern Outagamie County. The Three Rivers AEA is located across both northwestern
Outagamie and central/northeastern Waupaca Counties. As the proposed I-41 expansion project is
located across southeastern Outagamie County, none of Outagamie
impacted by the WisDOT project.

Drainage Districts

Drainage districts are local governmental entities governed under Wis. Stat. Ch. 88 and organized
under a county drainage board and for the primary purpose of draining of lands for agricultural use
(DATCP, 2019a). Landowners who benefit from drainage pay assessments to cover the cost to

190 active districts exist within 27 of Wisconsin  72 counties.

A review of the Department s Drainage Program database indicates that Brown County has two
active drainage districts that are managed under the Brown County Farm Drainage Board
Commission. The proportion of the I-41 expansion project area that was analyzed as part of the
South Bridge Connecter project (DOT ID 4556-02-00) under AIS #3839 (DATCP, 2012) will impact
Drainage District #5 in the City of De Pere. As mentioned within the introduction, the agricultural
impacts of the proposed project area that is part of the South Bridge Connecter project were
already analyzed and published in AIS #3839 (DATCP, 2012). Therefore, the analysis of the South
Bridge Connecter project area is beyond the scope of this analysis. In accordance with the scope of
this analysis, the proposed I-41 expansion project does not impact any active drainage districts
within Brown County.
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Outagamie County has eight active drainage districts that are managed under the Outagamie
County Drainage Board. Of the active drainage districts, the proposed I-41 expansion project will
impact the Vandenbroek (#4509) drainage district (Figure 7). Under Wis. Stat. § 86.075 and ATCP
48.40 WisDOT is required to notify a county drainage board whenever a highway project impacts a
drainage district and furthermore consult with the drainage board on the design implications to
existing drainage infrastructure. The AIN WisDOT (2021) submitted to the Department did not
indicate whether the WisDOT has already informed the Outagamie County Drainage Board of this
project. To that end, the Department reiterates that WisDOT shall inform the Outagamie County
Drainage Board of the proposed project and work with the Board to mitigate potential impacts to
existing drainage infrastructure.

Figure 7: Active drainage districts relative to the location of the proposed Interstate 41 expansion in Brown
and Outagamie Counties, WI.
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Conservation Programs

Voluntary conservation programs such as the USDA Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program
(CREP) and the USDA Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) are financial incentive programs to
help agricultural landowners meet their conservation goals. The USDA and the Department jointly
administer the CREP program in Wisconsin.

Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP)
The CREP program pays eligible agricultural landowners enrolled within the program to install filter
strips along waterways or to return continually flooded fields to wetlands while leaving the
remainder of the adjacent land in agricultural production. To be eligible for CREP payments, a
recipient must have agricultural lands in crop production that are within 150 ft of a stream or water
body or 1,000 ft from a grassland project area (DATCP, 2019b).A review of the Departments CREP
records indicated that the proposed I-41 expansion project would not directly impact any current
CREP fields or easements.

Conservation Reserve Program (CRP)
The CRP program is a land conservation program administered by the Farm Service Agency of the
USDA. In exchange for a yearly rental payment, eligible agricultural landowners enrolled in the
program agree to remove highly erodible land from agricultural production and plant resource-
conserving plant species such as grasses or trees that will improve environmental health and
quality (USDA, 2019b). Eligible agricultural landowners must possess lands with the potential for
long-term improvements to water quality, prevent soil erosion or establish beneficial wildlife
habitats according to the USDA Environmental Benefits Index (USDA, 2019b). CRP enrollment
information is privileged to the USDA and CRP program participants. The Department is therefore
unable to determine if any of the impacted agricultural parcels are enrolled within the CRP
program.

AGRICULTURAL IMPACTS

In addition to being a key component of Wis. Stat. §32.035, documenting the agricultural impacts
of a project provides the project initiator and the agricultural landowner the opportunity to better
understand the project in its own right as well as learn how the project will impact agriculture.
Furthermore, the documentation of agricultural impacts by agricultural landowners and operators
creates the opportunity for them to advocate for alternatives that may reduce impacts to
agricultural lands. In order to promote the opportunity for alternatives, the Department has used
information provided by WisDOT for this AIS and information gathered by the Department from
agricultural landowner(s) to analyze the potential agricultural impacts of the proposed I-41
expansion project from STH 96 (Wisconsin Ave) in Outagamie County, to CTH F (Scheuring Rd) in
Brown County, WI. The analysis of the agricultural impacts and conclusions drawn from the
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analysis form the basis of the Department s recommendations within the Agricultural Impact
Statement Recommendation Section above.

As mentioned within the Project Design Section, only the I-41 interchanges and retention ponds
that affect agricultural lands are included within this analysis. Components of the proposed I-41
expansion project that are beyond the scope of this analysis include:

Expansion of I-41 driving lanes that occur within the existing WisDOT highway ROW

Expansion of I-41 driving lanes that require acquisitions of non-agricultural lands

Modifications to I-41 interchanges that will not affect agricultural lands

The South Bridge Road interchange, refer to AIS #3839

Farmland Acquisitions and Landowner Concerns

The proposed improvements to the I-41 interchanges of CTH E, CTH U and CTH S and retention
ponds will require WisDOT to purchase 65.68 acres of agricultural lands via a combination of
permanent easements and fee-simple acquisitions from ten agricultural operations (Table 4). The
Department attempted to contact agricultural landowners and agricultural tenant operations whom
had agricultural impacts of one or more acres as shown in Table 4. WisDOT has also engaged in a
public outreach campaign to gather public and stakeholder feedback and has provided the
Department a summary of those interactions within the AIN submitted to the Department
(WisDOT, 2021a). The following section relays the feedback and comments received from

ll as WisDOT. The
information
specific agricultural landowners and agricultural landowners in general.

Agricultural tenant operators impacted by the I-41 expansion project may be eligible for a farm
replacement payment from WisDOT in accordance with Wis. Stat. §32.19(4m)(b) if WisDOT
exercises the powers of eminent domain through a jurisdictional offer to the agricultural property
owner. A voluntary sale between the WisDOT and agricultural property owner, after a jurisdictional
offer has been made, would not negate the potential for a farm replacement payment.

WisDOT
Within the AIN submitted to the Department, WisDOT (2021a) stated they have engaged in various

numerous individual meetings with project stakeholders. WisDOT stated they had not received
specific comments regarding farm operations or agricultural land impacts at the time of the AIN
submission. WisDOT stated various units of government and municipalities, including Outagamie
and Brown County, municipalities within Outagamie County, and the Town of Lawrence have
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provided their support for the preferred alternatives for the I-41 interchanges of CTH E, CTH U and
CTH S (WisDOT, 2021a).

MS Real Estate Holding LLC
MS Real Estate Holding LLC owns approximately 5,895 acres of agricultural land, some of which
they rent to an affiliated agricultural producer. Their agricultural operation primarily consists of a
large dairy operation and related cropland to support the dairy. Of the agricultural parcels owned
by MS Real Estate Holding LLC in Brown County, the I-41 and CTH S interchange impacts parcel
numbers L-20, L-20-1 and L-21-1 (Figure 4). Parcels L-20, L-20-1 and L-21-1 are located within
the of Town Lawrence and are zoned as Agricultural - Farmland Preservation (AG  FP), Estate
Residential (ER) and ER respectively, by the Town of Lawrence (Lawrence, 2020). In Outagamie
County, the CTH U interchange impacts parcel numbers 300000102 and 300000101 (Figure 3) and
the Golf Course Drive retention pond impacts parcel number 300002401 (Figure 6). These parcels
are located within the Village of Wrightstown and are zoned as General Business (B-1), with
Planned Development District (PDD) and B-1, respectively by the Village of Wrightstown
(Wrightstown, 2007). In order to implement the two I-41 interchanges with CTH U and CTH S,
WisDOT is proposing to acquire a total of 17.64 acres of agricultural cropland from the
aforementioned parcels owned by MS Real Estate Holding LLC (Table 4).

MS Real Estate Holding LLC reported two concerns to the Department, those being lost

acquisitions. MS Real Estate Holding LLC has stated the proposed acquisitions remove agricultural
lands they are currently planning to sell for development. MS Real Estate Holding LLC indicated the
asking price for the impacted lands ranges from $100,000 - $250,000 per acre. MS Real Estate
Holding LLC is also concerned the remnant parcels will have few opportunities for commercial
entrances and access points.

Phyllis & Thomas Van Asten
Phyllis & Thomas Van Asten own approximately 250 acres of agricultural land, the majority of
which they rent to two other agricultural producers. The peration
primarily consists of agricultural land rentals. Of the agricultural parcels owned by Phyllis & Thomas
Van Asten, the CTH U interchange and retention ponds impact parcel numbers 130016500,
130016600, 130018000, 130018300 and W-151 (Figure 3). These parcels are located within the
Town of Kaukauna in Outagamie County and are zoned as either Rural Development (RD) or Light
Industrial by the Town of Kaukauna (DATCP, 2013b). In order to realign the west (Mid Valley Dr) I-
41 frontage roads, as part of the I-41 and CTH U interchange, WisDOT is proposing to acquire a
total of 11.92 acres of agricultural cropland from the aforementioned parcels owned by the Van

 Phyllis Van Asten reported to the Department her concerns for lost agricultural land rental
income and not receiving fair compensation for agricultural lands lost to the proposed I-41
expansion project.



Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection                                                  37

R & B Real Estate
R & B Real Estate LLC (R & B) owns 24.69 acres of agricultural land, some of which they rent to
another agricultural producer
cropland for a hay/forage crop. Of the agricultural parcels owned by R & B, the CTH S interchange
impacts parcel numbers L-39-3 and L-39-4 (Figure 4). These parcels are located within the Town of
Lawrence in Brown County and are zoned as Residential (R-2) by the Town of Lawrence (Lawrence,
2020). In order to realign the west (Mid Valley Dr) I-41 frontage road, as part of the I-41 and CTH
S interchange, WisDOT is proposing to acquire a total of 1.10 acres of agricultural cropland from
the aforementioned parcels owned by R & B. R & B reported two concerns to the Department, 1)
loss of access and 2) the creation of an uneconomic remnant parcel via parcel severance.

Lloyd and Faye Patoka
Lloyd and Faye Patoka own approximately 14.73 acres of agricultural land. The Patoka agricultural
operation primarily consists of agricultural pastureland. Of the agricultural parcels owned by Lloyd
and Faye Patoka, the CTH S interchange impacts parcel number L-39 (Figure 4). This parcel is
located within the Town of Lawrence in Brown County and is zoned as Agricultural (A-1) by the
Town of Lawrence (Lawrence, 2020). In order to realign the east (French Rd) I-41 frontage road
and create a retention pond, as part of the I-41 and CTH S interchange, WisDOT is proposing to
acquire a total of 3.86 acres of agricultural cropland from the aforementioned parcel owned by the

. Lloyd and Faye Patoka reported to the Department their concern for drainage impacts
resulting from the relocation of the culvert that runs underneath French Road.

Huss Living Trust
WisDOT is proposing to acquire, via permanent easement, 2.33 acres of agricultural land from
parcel number 130068500 owned by the Huss Living Trust (Figure 6) to construct the proposed
Wrightstown Road retention pond. This parcel is located within the Town of Kaukauna in Outagamie
County and is zoned as Light Industrial by the Town (DATCP, 2013b). The Huss Living Trust
reported to the Department their concern for drainage impacts to their cropland, loss or impacts to
a current field access point, and general concerns for the impacts the project will have to their
agricultural operation.

R & R Countryside LLC
WisDOT is proposing to acquire, via permanent easement, 6.00 acres of agricultural land from
parcel number L-460 owned by R & R Countryside LLC (Figure 5) to construct the proposed Little
Rapids Road retention pond. This parcel is located within the Town of Lawrence and is zoned as
Agricultural (A-1) by the Town of Lawrence (Lawrence, 2020). Marcel Turriff, speaking on the
behalf of R & R Countryside LLC, reported several concerns regarding the proposed retention pond
to the Department. Mr. Turriff indicated his main concern was for the loss of access to the remnant
of parcel L-
retention pond between the road and the remnant parcel. Mr. Turriff also reported concerns that
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the remnant parcel is not productive agricultural land, is located within a floodplain and is
frequently flooded. Furthermore, the combination of lost access and limited land use for the
remnant has led Mr. Turriff to believe it would be difficult to sell the remnant parcel.

Vanepern Family Trust
WisDOT is proposing to acquire, via permanent easement, 3.80 acres of agricultural land from
parcel number 322111500 owned by the Vanepern Family Trust (Figure 6) to construct the
proposed CTH J retention pond. This parcel is located within the City of Kaukauna and is zoned as
Industrial (IND) (City of Kaukauna, 2019) by the City of Kaukauna. The Vanepern Family Trust is
opposed to the location of the CTH J retention pond on the eastern highland side of parcel number
322111500. The Vanepern Family Trust stated the eastern side is drier productive agricultural
lands, while the western side is less productive agricultural land that is prone to ponded water. The
Vanepern Family Trust suggested that WisDOT relocate the CTH J retention pond to the western
side of parcel number 322111500 in order to preserve the most productive farmland. The Vanepern
Family Trust stated they would also like to crop around the remnants of agricultural land regardless
if the pond is located on the western or eastern side of the parcel.

Integrated Public Resources LLC
WisDOT is proposing to acquire, via permanent easement, 6.87 acres of agricultural land from
parcel number L-452 owned by Integrated Public Resources LLC (Figure 5) to construct the
proposed Larry Lane retention pond. This parcel is located within the Town of Lawrence and is
zoned as Agricultural (A-1) by the Town of Lawrence (Lawrence, 2020). TJ Lamers, speaking on
the behalf of Integrated Public Resources LLC reported the Town of Lawrence is currently designing
a new retention pond approximately 100 yards to the east of this pond. Mr. Lamers suggested
WisDOT contact the Town of Lawrence to determine if the

is in
close proximity to the WisDOT proposed pond, Mr. Lamers is opposed to the placement of the Larry
Lane retention pond on parcel number L-452.

Town of Lawrence
WisDOT is proposing to acquire, via permanent easement, 6.87 acres of agricultural land from
parcel number L-453 owned by the Town of Lawrence (Figure 5) to construct the proposed Larry
Lane retention pond. This parcel is located within the Town of Lawrence and is zoned as
Agricultural (A-1) by the Town of Lawrence (Lawrence, 2020). Patrick Wetzel, Town Administrator
reported that the Town of Lawrence is currently working with WisDOT on an alternative design to
remove the Larry Lane retention pond and redirect the incoming stormwater to new regional
retention ponds owned by the Town.
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Table 4: Acres of agricultural lands, listed by agricultural landowner (separated by I-41 interchange &
retention pond), impacted by the proposed I-41 expansion project Outagamie and Brown Counties, WI.

Severance, Access and Wasteland
The acquisitions of agricultural property to implement the selected alternatives for proposed
improvements to the I-41 interchanges of CTH E, CTH U and CTH S and retention ponds would
result in agricultural parcel severance, removal of existing field access points and potentially the
creation of wastelands and uneconomic remnant parcels. The circumstances (i.e loss of access,
severance, wasteland etc.) surrounding the impacts to each impacted remnant agricultural parcel
are unique, thus some agricultural parcels may remain economically viable, while others may not.
The following analysis will document the potential for severance, loss of access and potential
creation of wastelands and uneconomic remnant parcels for the agricultural parcels impacted by
the preferred selected alternatives for the proposed I-41 interchanges of CTH E, CTH U and CTH S
and retention ponds.

Fee-simple* Permanent
Easement

Temporary
Easement

Total

Thrivent Financial 1.58 0.00 0.00 1.58

MS Real Estate Holding LLC 4.02 0.00 0.00 4.02

Phyllis & Thomas Van Asten 1.71 10.21 0.00 11.92

Lloyd and Faye Patoka 1.02 2.84 0.00 3.86

MS Real Estate Holding LLC 4.42 0.00 0.00 4.42

R & B Real Estate LLC 1.10 0.00 0.00 1.10

Vanepern Family Trust 0.00 3.80 0.00 3.80

MS Real Estate Holding LLC 0.00 9.20 0.00 9.20

Huss Living Trust 0.00 2.33 0.00 2.33

R & R Countryside LLC 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00

Integrated Public Solutions LLC 0.00 6.87 0.00 6.87

Town of Lawrence 0.00 6.87 0.00 6.87

Nazcr Trac LLC 0.00 3.71 0.00 3.71

Project Totals 65.68

Agricultural
Landowner

Acres of Impacted Agricultural Land (acres)

* Fee-simple purchase: to transfer full ownership of property, including the underlying title, to another party

I-41 and CTH U Interchange (with Retention Ponds)

I-41 and CTH E Interchange

I-41 and CTH S Interchange (with Retention Ponds)

Retention Ponds (Excluding CTH U & S Interchanges)
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Severance
While WisDOT does take efforts to eliminate, reduce or mitigate severance, agricultural parcels at
times are severed to accommodate a roadway project. Severing an agricultural parcel to
accommodate a new roadway effectively splits the existing parcel into two or more smaller parcels,
which are separated by the roadway. Severing an agricultural parcel may remove existing access
points, create agricultural wastelands or uneconomic remnant parcels, and even divide the
operation of a farm. severance damage

oss in market value to remaining property resulting from a partial
 (WisDOT, 2016).

damages resulting from severance is described in Wis. Stat. § 32.09(6).

As shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4, under the proposed preferred selected alternatives, the I-41
expansion project would sever the following agricultural parcels:

I-41 and CTH U Interchange:

The realignment of the east I-41 frontage road (French Rd) for the CTH U interchange
(Outagamie County) will sever parcel ID 300000102. This severance will create two
different fields, each with irregularly shaped corners.

I-41 and CTH S Interchange:

The realignment of the west I-41 frontage road (Mid Valley Dr.) for the CTH S
interchange (Brown County) will sever parcel IDs L-20 and L-20-1. This severance will
divide the parcels into smaller remnant fields and potentially create uneconomic
remnant parcels.

Access
Partial acquisitions of farmland, such as for new ROWs for highways, may remove existing points of
access and entrances utilized by agricultural operations to access their farmland. According to Wis.
Stat. § 86.05, WisDOT is required to provide a suitable new entrance to the parcel if one is
removed and if the parcel is divided (severed) then an entrance shall be constructed on each side
of the highway to restore access to the severed parcels.

As proposed under the preferred selected alternatives (Figure 3, Figure 4, Figure 5 and Figure 6),
the I-41 expansion project has the potential to remove agricultural field access points from the
following parcels or remnant severed parcels:

Brown County
I-41 and CTH S Interchange: : L-20, L-20-1, L-21-1, L-39, L-39-3.

Birchwood Road Retention Pond: parcel ID: L-1978

Larry Lane Retention Pond  L-452, L-453
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Little Rapids Road Retention Pond: parcel ID: L-460

Outagamie County
I-41 and CTH U Interchange: parcel ID s: 130016500, 130016600, 130018000,
300000101 and 300000102.

Wrightstown Road/Golf Course Drive Retention Pond: 130068500,
300002401

CTH J Retention Pond: In Outagamie County, parcel ID: 322111500

At this time, it is unclear where WisDOT would provide new access points to these remnant fields.
In order to accommodate field access to the remnant fields, the Department recommends that
WisDOT work with agricultural landowners and any agricultural tenant operators to determine safe
new access points to the remnant fields.

Wasteland
Acquisitions that sever farmland frequently create small remnant fields that may be difficult to
access or are irregularly shaped. Small remnant fields that are irregularly shaped can make it
difficult for agricultural equipment to navigate and reduce the amount of tillable acres, thus
creating undeveloped land (Wis. Stat. § 70.32(2)(a)(5)) or what is commonly referred to as
wasteland as shown in Figure 8B. This in turn reduces agricultural productivity and decreases the
economic viability of the land. Furthermore, as remnant fields decrease in size the proportion of
wasteland (a result of narrow fields and sharp corners) increases, which further influences the
fields overall productivity and economic viability. Compensation for the reduction in the value of
parcels that are small and/or irregularly shaped and the potential creation of uneconomic remnant
parcels according to Wis. Stat. 32.05(3m) should be addressed in the appraisal of each affected
parcel. If an uneconomic remnant parcel is created, the Department recommends that WisDOT
consider offering to purchase the uneconomic remnant field.

As proposed by WisDOT (Figure 3, Figure 4, Figure 5 and Figure 6), the I-41 expansion project has
the potential to create agricultural wastelands and potentially uneconomic remnant parcels across
several parcels including:

Wasteland
The realignment of the west I-41 frontage road (Mid Valley Dr.) for the CTH U interchange
will dramatically narrow the width of tillable cropland on parcel ID 130016600 from 167 ft
down to 80 ft. This has the potential to increase the level difficultly to maneuver agricultural
equipment and create a higher proportion of wasteland on parcel ID 130016600.

The severance of parcel ID 300000102 to realign the east I-41 frontage road (French Rd)
for the CTH U interchange will create two different fields, each with several irregularly
shaped corners that may create additional wastelands.
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The proposed realignment of the west I-41 frontage road (Mid Valley Dr) for the CTH S
interchange will sever parcel ID L-20. The smaller (2.5 acres) of the remnant L-20 parcels
will contain several irregularly shaped corners that may create additional wastelands.

Uneconomic Remnant Fields
The proposed acquisition of approximately 0.75 acres of tillable cropland from parcel ID L-
39-3 to realign the west I-41 frontage road (Mid Valley Dr) for the CTH S interchange will
acquire the majority (55%) of the total tillable land (1.36 acres) from parcel ID L-39-3. As a
result, the remnant of parcel L-39-3 will only have approximately 0.6 acres of tillable
cropland, which
access limitations, and the potential for increased stormwater runoff from the realigned
frontage road.

The proposed realignment of the west I-41 frontage road (Mid Valley Dr) for the CTH S
interchange will sever parcel ID L-20-1, leaving two small remnant parcels each less than
0.4 acres. The remnant parcels of L-20-1 may no longer be economically viable agricultural
land given its future size, access limitations, and the potential for increased stormwater
runoff from the realigned frontage road.

The proposed realignment of the west I-41 frontage road (Mid Valley Dr) for the CTH S
interchange will sever parcel ID L-21-1, creating 4.6 acre and 0.2 acre remnant parcels. The
0.2 acre remnant parcel of L-21-1 may no longer be economically viable agricultural land

from the realigned frontage road.

The proposed new ROWs for the 1) Birchwood Road and 2) Little Rapids Road retention
ponds within Brown County will acquire the majorities of parcel IDs L-1978 and L-460,
respectively. The 0.34 acre remnant parcel of L-1978 may no longer be economically viable
agricultural land given its future size. The 3.82 acre remnant of parcel L-460 may also no
longer be economically viable agricultural land given access limitations, the presence of
subprime flood prone soils and the potential for increased soil moisture from the Little
Rapids Road retention pond & spillway.
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Figure 8: Examples of agricultural wastelands created from regular shaped fields with square corners (Figure
A) and irregular shaped fields with sharp or acute angles (Figure B) that may result from parcel severance.

Prime Farmland and Soils

As proposed by WisDOT, the realignment, redesign and reconstruction of the I-41 interchanges of
CTH E, CTH U and CTH S and retention ponds will impact a total of 65.68 acres of agricultural lands
and agricultural soils. WisDOT proposes to purchase these agricultural lands using a combination of
permanent easements and fee-simple acquisitions. The soils impacted by the proposed project
were cataloged by soil map unit and soil texture (Table 5) using the Department s prime farmland
soils GIS layer. These soils were analyzed for impacts to soils designated as prime farmland, prime
farmland if drained or farmland of statewide importance (Table 5). Prime farmland is designated by
the USDA according to section 622.3 of the National Soil Survey Handbook (USDA, 2017b) and is
based on the ability of the land and soil to produce crops. Definitions of prime farmland, prime
farmland if drained and farmlands of statewide importance are provided under Table 5.

The vast majority of the agricultural lands (85% or approximately 56.08 acres) impacted by the I-
41 interchanges of CTH E, CTH U and CTH S and retention ponds hold some level of Federal or
State priority designation. Specifically, the USDA has designated approximately 23.10 acres as
prime farmland or 12.24 acres as prime farmland if drained, while the State of Wisconsin has
designated approximately another 20.74 acres as farmland of statewide importance (Table 5).
Across the impacted agricultural parcels, there are three primary soil textures including silt loam,
sandy loam soils and silty clay loam of various soil series. The majority of impacted soils are silt
loam soils, which are medium-textured soils (Cornell, 2017)  with good soil structure, possess an
ideal ability to hold onto water without becoming excessively wet and are usually best suited for
crop production (UW-Extension, 2005). Sandy loam soils are course-textured porous soils (Cornell,
2017)
irrigation to best suit crop production (UW-Extension, 2005). Silty clay loam soils are fine-textured
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soils (Cornell, 2017) that lack soil structure, have very small pores, accumulate moisture which can
lead to excessively wet conditions and are generally considered less than ideal soils for plant
growth (UW-Extension, 2005). Draining fine-textured soils, such as with underground drain tiling,
can remove excess moisture and improve the quality of the soil.

improvements to the I-41 corridor has the
potential to remove both high quality soils and prime farmland from production. Furthermore, the
proposed realignment of the west frontage road (Mid Valley Dr) for the I-41 and CTH S interchange
will remove agricultural lands (parcel ID L-20, L-20-1) currently
Farmland Preservation (FP) program through a certified FP zoning district. Cumulatively, the
proposed I-41 expansion project will remove 56.09 acres of high quality soils and productive
farmland as well as remove 3.61 acres of agricultural lands out of the states certified farmland
preservation program.

Table 5: Agricultural soils impacted by the proposed I-41 expansion project in Brown and Outagamie Counties,
WI.

Drainage and Soil Health

Maintaining proper field drainage and preserving soil health is vital to the success of an agricultural
operation. If drainage is impaired, water can settle in fields and cause substantial damage, such as
reducing soil health, harming or killing crops and other vegetation, concentrating mineral salts,
flooding farm buildings, or causing hoof rot and other diseases that affect livestock. Soil structure,
texture, organic matter and microorganisms are all important factors that influence soil health

Soil
Texture

Alluvium 0.00 2.03 0.00 0.00 2.03

Sandy Loam 0.39 0.02 17.22 5.69 23.33

Silty Clay Loam 6.75 3.90 2.34 0.00 12.99

Silt Loam 15.96 6.29 1.18 3.90 27.33

Project Total 65.68

*Prime farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food,
feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and may be utilized for cropland, pastureland, rangeland, forest land, or other
lands excluding urban built-up land or water. It has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to
produce economically sustained high yields of crops when treated and managed according to acceptable farming
methods, including water management.

Farmlands of statewide importance are set by state agency(s). Generally, these farmlands are nearly prime
farmland and economically produce high yields of crops when treated and managed according to acceptable farming
methods. Some may produce yields high as prime farmlands under proper conditions.

Not Prime farmland, indicates farmland is neither prime farmland nor of designated importance.

Prime
Farmland*

(acre)

Total
(acre)

Farmland of
Statewide

Importance  (acre)

Prime farmland if drained, indicates that if farmland is drained it would meet prime farmland criteria.

Not Prime
Farmland

(acre)

Prime
Farmland if

Drained
(acre)
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(Wolkowski and Lowery, 2008). The winter application of sodium chloride (salt) to roadways and
the salt rich runoff that leaves the roadway can have potentially detrimental impacts to the health
of nearby soils, ecosystems and surface waters (Richburg, 2001; Kelly et al., 2008; Corsi et al.,
2010).

WisDOT holds a general permit to discharge under the Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge Elimination
No. WI-

S066796-1, ensures that WisDOT is compliant with provisions of Wis. Stat. ch. 283, ch NR 151,
Wis. Adm. Code, ch NR 216, Wis. Adm. Code, and Wis. Stat. 30.2022(2) when WisDOT engages in
land disturbance construction activities including clearing, grading and/or excavating that affects
one acre or more of land (WisDNR, 2018). The permit only authorizes WisDOT to discharge
stormwater from land disturbing construction activities that may become mixed with other
stormwater discharges and the WisDNR may require individual permits for constructions sites
under section 1.1.4 of WPDES permit No. WI-S066796-1 (WisDNR, 2018).

Drainage and Soil Health Impacts
While the expansion of I-41 extends along a 23 mile corridor, the agricultural impacts will be
specific to only three I-41 interchanges and new retention ponds (Figure 2, Figure 3 and Figure 4).
Therefore, the drainage and soil health analysis will focus on the agriculture parcels that are
impacted by the preferred alternatives for the CTH E, CTH U and CTH S interchanges and various
retention ponds.

CTH S Interchange
Of primary concern is the realignment of the I-41 west frontage road (Mid Valley Dr) at the CTH S
interchange further into parcel L-21-1. As a result, the realigned Mid Valley Drive will cross a
known DNR flowline that drains parcel L-21-1, the adjoining contiguous field parcels and the upland
parcels to the west of CTH S. This flowline has visible pathways of concentrated flow over grassed
waterways that cross underneath Mid Valley Dr before draining into the Ashwaubenon Creek
(Figure 4). The realignment of Mid Valley Dr has the potential affect the existing drainage of parcel
L-21-1 and the upland fields if drainage is impaired or if backwaters are created upstream of the
DNR flowline along the realigned roadway.

The realignment of Mid Valley Dr and the creation of the southwestern retention pond at the CTH S
interchange will also require the filling of a known wetland and the alteration of Ashwaubenon
Creek  between parcels L-39-3 and L-20-1 (Figure 4). The culmination of
impacts agricultural parcel L-39-3 (i.e impacts to an adjacent wetland, the additional new
impermeable roadway surfaces for Mid Valley Dr, and roadway salt application) creates the
potential for increased overland salty runoff that will funnel onto the field and potential degrade the
health of the soil, nearby wetland and surface water.
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CTH U Interchange
The realignment of the east I-41 frontage road (French Rd) for the CTH U interchange in
Outagamie County will sever parcel ID 300000102 (Figure 3). This severance may impede current
overland drainage pathways within parcel ID 300000102, which degrade the ability of the remnant
parcels to drain properly. The additional new impermeable roadway surfaces for French Rd and the
application of salt in winter, also creates the potential for increased volumes of overland salty
runoff that will funnel onto the remnant fields and potentially degrade soil health.

CTH E Interchange
As shown in Figure 2, the agricultural impacts from the proposed selected alternative are in close
proximity (less than 10 ft) to a known DNR flowline that drains agricultural parcel ID 311645110.
This flowline also drains a substantial urban area eastward approximately 1.8 miles to State
Highway 47 and crosses I-41 at two locations prior to reaching parcel ID 311645110. Disruptions
to any of these flowlines on or prior to parcel ID 311645110 may disrupt the proper drainage of
flow and degrade soil health.

Retention Ponds
The construction of the I-41 expansion project retention ponds may affect the existing surface and
subsurface (i.e drain tile) drainage patterns of agricultural fields. Construction activities also have
the potential to disrupt and/or mix soil profiles surrounding the physical pond & spillway, damage
or break active drainage tile lines and the movement of heavily equipment may compact soil. UW-
Extension report A3367 states that heavy equipment with axle loads that exceed 10 tons increase
the risk of soil compaction into subsoil layers that cannot be removed by conventional tillage
(Wolkowski and Lowery, 2008). In addition, research has also shown that construction activities
can negatively impact soil properties, soil health and crop yields for up to a decade within the ROW
depending on the type and severity of construction impacts (e.g equipment axle weight, use of
excavation, intermixing of soil layer etc.) (Culley and DOW 1988; Shi et al., 2014).

Beyond these general concerns, revising the final locations of the four following retention ponds
may mitigate drainage impacts to agricultural lands and preserve prime farmland & soils:

CTH J Retention Pond (Figure 6)

Little Rapids Road Retention Pond (Figure 5)

Golf Course Drive Retention Pond (Figure 6)

Larry Lane Retention Pond (Figure 5)

As proposed, the CTH J (parcel number 322111500) and Little Rapids Road (parcel number L-460)
retention ponds are located on areas that contains prime farmland or farmland of statewide
importance. The agricultural lands on the western side of parcel 322111500 and eastern side of
parcel L-460 are hydric soils that are reported to be frequently ponded or flooded and less
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productive agricultural soils. Hydric soils are commonly saturated, flooded or ponded for an
extended period during the growing season, causing anaerobic conditions within the upper soil
layer and may be associated with wetlands. Unless WisDOT determines these areas to be farmed
wetland, WisDOT should consider relocating:

The CTH J retention pond to the western side of parcel number 322111500 in order to
preserve the most productive agricultural lands and address the concerns of the Vanepern
Family

The Little Rapids Road retention pond to the southeastern side of parcel number L-460 in
order to preserve the most productive agricultural lands and address the concerns of R & R
Countryside LLC.

The third retention pond location of concern is the Golf Course Drive retention ponds. The ROW for
the Golf Course Drive pond is sited across a large grassed channel on parcel number 300002401.
This grassed channel appears to drain the I-41 highway corridor to the north and carries the water
south to a known DNR flowline. While the exact location of the pond within the proposed ROW is
still unknown, the Department recommends avoiding the grassed waterway to the greatest extent
possible to mitigate impacts to existing field drainage patterns. In addition, the soils within parcel
number 300002401 are hydric soils and may contain drainage tiles that are used to remove excess
water from agricultural lands in order to mitigate the negative impacts saturated hydric soils may
have on crop production. age tiles are present within parcel number
300002401, during construction WisDOT should monitor for the presence of drainage tiles and
repair any lines that are broken as a result of construction activities.

Lastly, the Town of Lawrence and Integrated Public Resources have reported that the Town of

proposed Larry Lane retention pond on parcel numbers L-452 and L-453. WisDOT should consider
contacting and consulting with the Town of Lawrence to determine if they may collaborate on
retention pond designs along the I-41 project corridor in the Town of Lawrence and potentially
reduce the overall number and/or size of retention ponds in the area.

Drainage and Soil Health Conclusion
The proposed improvements to the I-41 interchanges of CTH E, CTH U and CTH S and retention
ponds have the potential to impact the drainage and soil health of the surrounding agricultural
fields. The proposed retention ponds may benefit some agricultural lands by intercepting
stormwater surges and retaining stormwater for an extended period, thus helping to mitigate the
immediate negative impacts of large stormwater events to agricultural lands. On the other hand,
alterations to existing flowlines, breaking existing drainage tile lines, increasing nearby impervious
surfaces, and filling wetlands could create new flow patterns, create backwaters, and/or degrade
drainage to an extend th and/or drain runoff.
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WisDOT should consider taking steps, including relocating some of the retention ponds, to mitigate
these impacts to soil health and drainage. Of specific concern is the soil health and potential for
impacted drainage for parcel numbers L-21-1, L-39-3, L-460, 300000102, 300002401 and
311645110. If not properly addressed, the soils within these parcels may be wetter and less
favorable for agricultural cropping because of the proposed project. The application of salt to
roadways in the winter also creates the potential for additional detrimental impacts to the health of
the receiving agricultural soils and downstream waterways.

The Department advises WisDOT to work within the bounds of Wis. Stat. § 88.87 to build adequate
ditches, culverts, and other facilities to prevent obstruction of drainage, protect property owners
from damage to lands caused by unreasonable diversion or retention of surface water, and
maintain, as nearly as possible, the original drainage flow patterns to ensure stormwater and
drainage impacts are mitigated on the remnant fields. Refer to Appendix C, Section III for the
statutes pertaining to drainage rights. Landowners whose property is damaged by improper
construction or maintenance of highway facilities and highway drainage structures may file a claim
with WisDOT within three years after the damage occurs (Appendix C, Section III).

Obliterated Roadway
The realignment of frontage roads to accommodate for the preferred selected alternatives for the I-
41 interchanges of CTH U and CTH S will require the obliteration of portions of frontage roads as
shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4. Standard Specifications for Highway and
Structure Construction, Sections 214 and 625, when an old roadbed is obliterated, surfacing
material shall be removed and disposed of, and ditches shall be filled in. The area will then be
graded to a contour that will merge with the adjoining contour. After rough grading is completed,
these areas shall be covered with topsoil, harrowed, smoothed, fertilized, and seeded in accordance
with WisDOT guidelines. Topsoil is usually spread to a depth of four inches.

WisDOT has indicated the planned approach is to make the land available for use, but the final
course of action is still under consideration. If lands from the obliterated roadway are made
available, there is approximately 4.8 acres (2.3 acres from CTH U and 2.5 acres from CTH S) of
land available for use. The agricultural value of any obliterated roadway depends on the use and

bsoils and topsoil.
Soils beneath the obliterated roadway may be compacted and thus require deep tillage to de-
compact subsoils in order to mitigate potential adverse effects of compaction on plant growth.
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APPENDIX A: ADDITIONAL MAPS



































APPENDIX B: APPRAISAL AND COMPENSATION PROCESS



APPENDIX C: WISCONSIN S AGRICULTURAL IMPACT STATEMENT

STATUTE

(1

(2)

(3)



(4)

When an impact statement is required permitted

Contents

Preparation time; publicatio

Waiting period

(5)



STATUTES GOVERNING EMINENT DOMAIN

Section 32.09 of the Wisconsin Statutes describes the compensation provided for
property acquisition and certain damages:

(6)

(a)

(b)



(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(g)

Section 32.19 of the Wisconsin Statutes outlines payments to be made to displaced
tenant occupied businesses and farm operations.

(4m) (a)



(b)

(5)



Section 32.25 of the Wisconsin Statutes delineates steps to be followed when
displacing persons, businesses, and farm operations.

(1)

(2)



(3)

STATUTES GOVERNING ACCESS
Section 86.05 of the Wisconsin Statutes states that access shall be provided to land
which abuts a highway:

Section 84.25 of the Wisconsin Statutes describes access restrictions concerning a
controlled-access highway.

(3)

(4)



(5)

(6)

(7)

STATUTES GOVERNING DRAINAGE
Section 88.87(2) of the Wisconsin Statutes describes regulations concerning rights of
drainage:



WisDOT specification 205.3.3 further describes its policies concerning drainage:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)
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