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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. 



Memorandum 

1610 N 2nd Street 
Suite 201 
Milwaukee, Wi 53212 

www.jacobs.com 

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: Potential impact 
of 0.2 acre of Southern Mesic Forest which has a 
significant association with two Wisconsin Natural 
Heritage Inventory-listed plants 

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: Potential 
impact of 1.0 acres of Southern Mesic Forest which 
has a significant association with two Wisconsin 
Natural Heritage Inventory-listed plants 

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; 0.9 acre of Prairie Hill Park. 

Threatened and Endangered Species: Potential 
impact of 0.2 acre of Southern Mesic Forest which 
has a significant association with two Wisconsin 
Natural Heritage Inventory-listed plants 

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: No impact 

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: No impact 

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. 
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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 acre 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 acre 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: Relocation of two businesses in northwest quadrant 

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 two businesses in the northwest quadrant and 
storage business in southeast quadrant; Two additional businesses on the west side of WIS 
441may 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 6.8 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: 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: 6.5 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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1. Introduction 
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are 
studying the environmental consequences of transportation improvements to I-41 between WIS 96 in the City of 
Appleton and County F in the City of De Pere, in Outagamie and Brown counties. I-41 is a vital route connecting the 
Fox Cities1 and Green Bay areas to Milwaukee, Chicago, and beyond (Figure 1-1). I-41 in the study area serves major 
manufacturing areas, residences, an international airport, educational institutions and universities, regional 
shopping centers, entertainment districts, and hospitals. 

This technical memorandum describes the potential indirect and cumulative environmental impacts that could result 
from implementation of the I-41 Project, as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This technical 
memorandum is divided into two parts: the first half describes indirect impacts, and the second half describes 
cumulative impacts. It is a standalone document that is a component of the I-41 Draft Environmental Assessment, 
which provides a full description and evaluation of the project’s alternatives, costs, proposed actions, and 
environmental impacts. 

As discussed in Section 4, Environmental Document Statement, of the Environmental Report and Environmental 
Assessment Template, the I-41 Environmental Assessment serves as the Tier 2 NEPA document for an element 
of the South Bridge Connector – the new interchange with I-41 at County EB/GV and new arterial roadway 
network from the County F/County EB intersection on the west to Lawrence Drive on the east – and 
incorporates elements from the South Bridge Connector Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The study 
team analyzed the potential indirect and cumulative environmental impacts described in this technical 
memorandum to the same level of detail as the rest of the I-41 Draft Environmental Assessment. For the 
resources impacted by the South Bridge Connector, this technical memorandum specifically notes the 
documented impacts for the new South Bridge Connector interchange with I-41 and new arterial roadway 
network from the County F/County EB intersection on the west to Lawrence Drive on the east. 

1.1 Project Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the I-41 Project is to provide a safe, efficient highway that meets interstate standards and 
corrects existing safety and operational deficiencies. Additionally, the project will address the outdated 
Wrightstown Safety and Weight Enforcement Facility to allow it to operate effectively with proposed 
improvements to I-41. 

The following factors informed the need for transportation improvements on I-41: 

• Safety 
– High crash rates 

• Capacity 
– Existing and future traffic operations 

• Roadway deficiencies 
– Pavement condition 
– Bridge condition 
– Roadway design deficiencies 

• System linkage 
• Outdated Safety and Weight Enforcement Facility 

 
1 The Fox Cities are defined as the cities of Appleton, Kaukauna, Menasha, and Neenah; the villages of Combined Locks, Fox Crossing, 
Harrison, Hortonville, Kimberly, Little Chute, and Sherwood; and the towns of Buchanan, Clayton, Freedom, Grand Chute, Greenville, Neenah, 
Vandenbroek, and Woodville. 
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Section 6 of the Environmental Report and Environmental Assessment Template provides more information on 
the Project Purpose and Need. 
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1.2 Proposed Action 
WisDOT and FHWA developed and evaluated a wide range of corridor alternatives for this project, including 
several configuration options at interchanges along the I-41 corridor. The following alternatives address the 
needs for the project: 

• No Build Alternative 
• Transportation System Management Alternative 
• Transportation Demand Management Alternative 
• Four-lane with Hard Shoulder Running Alternative 
• Six-lane Alternative (Preferred Alternative) 

Section 7 of the Environmental Report and Environmental Assessment Template discusses each alternative and 
reasons for elimination. The following alternatives were considered during the evaluation of indirect and 
cumulative impacts: 

• No Build Alternative 
• Preferred Alternative 

1.2.1 No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would not include any improvements to I-41, the interchanges, or the Safety and 
Weight Enforcement Facility. Only routine maintenance and minor improvements would be performed. No 
improvements would be made to address the substandard design elements and deteriorating bridges and 
roadways. Safety and operations would decrease as traffic on I-41 continues to increase. Roadway users would 
begin to experience extensive delays without expansion. 

While this alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project, it does serve as a baseline for a 
comparison of impacts related to the Preferred Alternative. 

1.2.2 Preferred Alternative 
The Preferred Alternative would reconstruct and upgrade I-41 to current WisDOT and American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) design standards and add an additional travel lane in each 
direction (Figure 1-2). The additional travel lane would be added in the existing median to reduce or eliminate 
the need for 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. Intelligent transportation system elements, such as traffic cameras and dynamic message signs, are part of 
the Preferred Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative also includes reconstruction of the existing service interchanges and one new service 
interchange, as follows: 

• Connection between WIS 96 and WIS 15 interchanges – The Preferred Alternative would construct auxiliary 
lanes to facilitate safe weaving movements between the two closely spaced interchanges. The ramps on the 
northern half of the WIS 96 interchange would be modified to accommodate the auxiliary lanes. The intent 
is not to rebuild the ramp termini at WIS 96 but to make the modifications somewhere along the ramp. 

• I-41 and WIS 15/County OO (Northland Avenue) – The existing WIS 15/County OO interchange is a diamond 
interchange with a partial cloverleaf in the northwest quadrant and traffic signals. The Preferred Alternative 
would reconstruct the interchange as a diverging diamond. 

• I-41 and WIS 47 (Richmond Street) – The existing WIS 47 interchange is a tight diamond interchange with 
traffic signals. The Preferred Alternative would reconstruct the interchange as a diverging diamond. 
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• I-41 and County E (Ballard Road) – The existing County E interchange is a diamond interchange with traffic 
signals. The Preferred Alternative would reconstruct the interchange as a diverging diamond. 

• Connection between County E and WIS 441 interchanges – There is currently an auxiliary lane along both 
northbound and southbound I-41 between County E and WIS 441. The Preferred Alternative would 
construct collector-distributor roads because it improves safety over the auxiliary lane. 

• I-41 and WIS 441 – The existing WIS 441 system interchange is a 35-mile-per-hour (mph) loop ramp. The 
Preferred Alternative would construct 55-mph flyover ramps at the interchange. 

• Connection between I-41 and County OO interchanges on WIS 441 – The I-41 and County OO interchanges 
along WIS 441 are closely spaced. The Preferred Alternative would construct an auxiliary lane along 
northbound WIS 441 and a braided ramp along southbound WIS 441 to allow for safe weaving movements. 

• I-41 and County N (Freedom Road) – The existing County N interchange is a diamond interchange with 
traffic signals. The Preferred Alternative would reconstruct the interchange as a diamond with traffic signals. 

• I-41 and WIS 55 (Delanglade Street) – The existing I-41 and WIS 55 interchange is a diamond interchange 
with roundabouts. The Preferred Alternative would reconstruct the interchange as a diamond with 
roundabouts. 

• I-41 and County J (Hyland Avenue) – The existing I-41 and County J interchange is a diamond interchange 
with roundabouts. The Preferred Alternative would reconstruct the interchange as a diamond with 
roundabouts. 

• I-41 and County U (County Line Road) – The existing I-41 and County U interchange is a diamond 
interchange with stop signs. The Preferred Alternative would reconstruct the interchange as a diamond with 
roundabouts. 

• I-41 and County S (Freedom Road) – The existing I-41 and County S interchange is a diamond interchange 
with stop signs. The Preferred Alternative would reconstruct the interchange as a diamond with 
roundabouts. 

• I-41 and South Bridge Connector2 – There is no existing interchange at I-41 and the South Bridge Connector. 
The Preferred Alternative would construct a diamond interchange with roundabouts and a new arterial 
roadway network from the County F/County EB intersection on the west to Lawrence Drive on the east. 

 
2 The I-41 Environmental Assessment serves as the Tier 2 NEPA document for the portion of the South Bridge Connector from the County F/County EB intersection 
on the west to Lawrence Drive on the east, including the I-41 interchange. 
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2. Indirect Impacts Analysis 
The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 40 defines indirect impacts3 as follows: 

• Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still 
reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to the 
induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density, or growth rate, and related effects on air 
and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems (40 CFR § 1508.8). 

The study team used the following documents to guide the analysis: 

• WisDOT, Guidance for Conducting an Indirect Effects Analysis, November 2014 

• AASHTO, Practitioner’s Handbook 12, Assessing Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts Under NEPA, 2016 

• National Cooperative Research Program Report 466, Desk Reference for Estimating the Indirect Effects of 
Proposed Transportation Projects, 2002 

• FHWA, Questions and Answers Regarding the Consideration of Indirect and Cumulative Impacts in the NEPA 
Process, January 2003 

• FHWA, Position Paper: Secondary and Cumulative Impact Assessment in the Highway Project Development 
Process, 1992 

• National Cooperative Research Program, Project 25-25, Task 22: Forecasting Indirect Land Use Effects of 
Transportation Projects, December 2007 

• 40 CFR, Chapter 1, Section 230.11(g)(h); Protection of Environment, Environmental Protection Agency, 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material 

The WisDOT Guidance for Conducting an Indirect Effects Analysis (2014) identifies two categories of indirect 
impacts: 

1. Project-influenced impacts: Project-influenced development related to improved accessibility to an area, 
which may change land use, promote development, or influence an increase in the rate of development. 
One example of an induced growth impact identified in AASHTO’s Practitioner’s Handbook 12 (2016) is 
commercial development occurring around a new interchange. 

2. Project encroachment impacts: Project encroachment impacts occur when a project action could potentially 
change the natural, cultural, historic, or socioeconomic conditions at some time in the future. These impacts 
are caused by the proposed action but occur later in time or farther removed in distance. One example of an 
encroachment effect identified in AASHTO’s Practitioner’s Handbook 12 (2016) is a long-term decline in the 
viability of a population of a particular species as a result of habitat fragmentation caused by the project. 

2.1 Methodology 
The indirect impacts analysis used the following systematic six-step approach as outlined in WisDOT’s Guidance 
for Conducting an Indirect Effects Analysis (2014): 

• Step 1: Scoping, selecting activities, and determining the study area. 

• Step 2: Inventory the study area and notable features. 

 
3 Effects and impacts are used interchangeably. WisDOT preference is to use “impacts;” this technical memorandum uses the term “effects” only when 
indicated by the guidance that is cited. 
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• Step 3: Identify the impact-causing activities of the proposed corridor alternatives. 

• Step 4: Identify the potentially significant indirect impacts. 

• Step 5: Analyze the indirect impacts, describe their significance for the corridor alternatives, and evaluate 
assumptions. 

• Step 6: Assess consequences and identify mitigation activities. 

The following section summarizes the six steps. 

2.2 Step 1: Scoping, Selecting the Tools/Activities, and 
Determining the Study Area 

The first step of the analysis has three overall goals: 

• Gather information on the issues to be evaluated in the analysis. 
• Determine the tools and techniques to be employed in the analysis. 
• Determine the location and extent of the Primary and Secondary Area of Potential Effect (APE). 

2.2.1 Scoping 
During an agency scoping meeting4 held in September 2020, the study team presented the following: 

• Project overview 
• Purpose and need 
• Environmental analysis 
• Alternatives 
• Project schedule 

No comments related to indirect impacts were received. 

2.2.2 Selecting the Tools and Activities 
The study team employed an array of tools and activities recommended in WisDOT’s Guidance for Conducting 
an Indirect Effects Analysis (2014), such as reviewing a variety of technical and statistical data, local and regional 
information sources and plans, including past indirect and cumulative impacts analyses completed for projects in 
the study area, and other data/analyses collected in the environmental documentation process to conduct the 
analysis. The study team also conducted 13 stakeholder interviews in March and April 2021 with local planners 
and agency officials in the region, including representatives from: 

• Town of Grand Chute 
• City of Appleton 
• Village of Little Chute 
• Town of Vandenbroek 
• City of Kaukauna 
• Town of Kaukauna 
• Village of Wrightstown 
• Town of Lawrence 
• City of De Pere 
• Outagamie County Development and Land Services Department 

 
4 The scoping process involves the public, local government, Native American tribes, and regulatory agencies on the scope of issues to be addressed in the 
environmental review process. 
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• Brown County Planning and Land Services Department 
• East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (ECWRPC) 
• Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 

The project team interviewed the stakeholders separately and used their input to identify available information 
and data, as well as garner input on indirect impact issues (see Attachment 1). 

2.2.3 Determining the Study Area 
Several techniques are available to determine the study area for indirect impacts. These include adopting 
geographical or political boundaries, watershed or habitat boundaries, and incorporating input from 
stakeholders. The study team used a combination of accepted techniques for delineating the Primary and 
Secondary APE, including political boundaries, resources boundaries, professional judgement, and data 
collection. 

Two study areas—a Primary and Secondary APE—were identified for the indirect impacts analysis. The Primary 
APE, illustrated in Figure 2-1, is closest to the project and identifies the locations that have the greatest 
likelihood for indirect impacts. The Primary APE is 0.25-mile from the project footprint and 0.5-mile radius from 
the project footprint at interchanges. It encompasses the social, historic, and natural resources that are most 
directly served by I-41 and its interchanges, and this area may be most susceptible to changes in access. Within 
the Primary APE, the analysis of potential impacts on resources includes the social, historic, and natural 
resources that could be indirectly affected by the project encroachment impacts of the I-41 Project, as well as 
potential project-influenced development. 

The Secondary APE, shown in Figure 2-1, illustrates the areas to be evaluated for regional land use trends that may 
be influenced by the project. The Secondary APE recognizes the I-41 Project as an important transportation facility 
in the region and largely mirrors the Grand Chute-Menasha West 2050 Planning Area Boundary, Appleton 2050 
Planning Area Boundary, Heart of the Valley 2050 Planning Area Boundary, and 2040 Brown County Sewer Service 
Area (SSA). The 2050 Planning Area Boundaries for Grand Chute-Menasha, Appleton, and Heart of the Valley were 
used for areas in Outagamie County because they represent a more realistic view of what areas could be serviced 
by municipal services and infrastructure in the future. The SSA in Brown County is the area within which the 
county has committed to providing municipal services and infrastructure to support development. Within the 
Secondary APE, the analysis of potential impacts includes regional land use patterns that could be indirectly 
affected by the project encroachment impacts of the I-41 Project, as well as potential project-influenced 
development. 
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2.3 Step 2: Inventory the Study Area and Notable Features 
This section summarizes the local, regional, and state plans; state and local regulations, including the regulatory 
framework for future growth (e.g., zoning and other ordinances); socioeconomic trends; land use and 
development; natural and historic resources; and other pertinent location-specific information that could be 
affected by indirect impacts. 

2.3.1 Local, Regional, and State Plans 
Regional and local comprehensive plans provide insight to the growth-related goals and aspirations of a 
community. Understanding community goals and aspirations within the Primary and Secondary APE provides a 
basis for assessing project compatibility and potential impacts. 

The proposed action is consistent with community comprehensive plans, and the Town of Grand Chute and City 
of Appleton explicitly support the expansion of I-41 from four to six lanes in their plans. In addition, the Brown 
County Comprehensive Plan, Town of Lawrence Comprehensive Plan, and City of De Pere Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreation Plan 2018-2023 support an adjoining project, the South Bridge Connector, including the new South 
Bridge Connector interchange included in this project. The communities along the project corridor recognize I-41 
as an asset and identify opportunities for commercial, business, and industrial development near interchanges, 
including at County N in the Village of Little Chute, WIS 55 in the City of Kaukauna, County U in the Village 
Wrightstown, County S in the Town of Lawrence, and the new South Bridge Connector interchange in the Town 
of Lawrence and City of De Pere. 

Fox Cities 2030 Sewer Service Area Plan Update 
The Fox Cities 2030 Sewer Service Area Plan Update (2006) is an important guide for sewered development in 
local communities. The plan’s major objectives are to: 

• Identify wastewater treatment and collection needs for sewer service areas for a 20-year or more planning 
period. 

• Forecast the amount and location of future urban development areas. 

• Identify environmentally sensitive areas that should be preserved. 

• Present land use development forecasts and recommendations for implementing wastewater treatment and 
collection plans for individual sewer service areas. 

• Inform developers and property owners of community policies and restrictions before development is 
proposed. 

• Establish "holding tank" service areas for isolated and rural special uses. 

The Fox Cities 2030 SSA Plan Update has four separate SSAs, each relating to one of the four regional 
wastewater treatment facilities in the urbanized area. In defining an SSA, local comprehensive plans are 
acknowledged and considered. The plan establishes an acreage allocation for each SSA based on the area’s 
population, 2030 population projection, and proposed growth (per comprehensive plans). The acreage 
allocation is the base acres that would be needed for each SSA through 2030. 

Outagamie County Comprehensive Plan 2040 
The Outagamie County Comprehensive Plan 2040 (2020) sets out broad county policy and reflects specific 
county-level plans as well as a variety of state, regional, and municipal plans. It establishes goals and 
recommendations to support an overarching vision and plan themes/guiding principles, with an emphasis on 
land use, development, and infrastructure policy. The plan includes a future land use map crafted using a Land 
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Use Transect concept5 and based on local community plans to provide a framework for decision makers to guide 
growth and development 

Outagamie County Farmland Preservation Plan 
Although land use zoning is administered at the local level, under Wisconsin State Statutes Chapter 91, the County is 
responsible for preparing the Farmland Preservation Plan, with which local zoning ordinances and maps must be 
consistent. The intent is to help maintain sustainable agriculture economies in the County as well as provide 
information to assist decision makers in preserving farmland and agriculture. Similar to state and national trends, 
agricultural land in Outagamie County continues to be converted to non-agricultural uses. The purpose of the plan is 
to provide a program to meet the agricultural needs of residents in an orderly and efficient manner, help maintain a 
high quality of life with minimal conflicts between farmers and non-farmland uses, and preserve the area’s natural 
resources and open-space features for future generations. 

Outagamie County Outdoor Recreation and Open Space Plan 
The Outagamie County Outdoor Recreation and Open Space Plan (2014) establishes goals and objectives to meet 
the recreational needs of residents in an orderly and efficient manner and preserve the area’s unique natural 
resources and features. The County aims to establish a County-wide system of parks, trails, and open space that 
will provide adequate facilities to all residents; conserve and protect the County’s natural resources; and 
encourage the involvement and cooperation of all the County’s communities in park and recreational planning 
and development. 

Brown County Comprehensive Plan 
Because land use zoning is administered at the local level under Wisconsin State Statutes Chapter 91, the Brown 
County Comprehensive Plan (2004) reflects the land use plans adopted by each community. The plan also 
provides best practices, guidance, and policy recommendations related to transportation and other elements, 
but it does not require communities to implement them. The entire plan is geared toward promoting future 
development in Brown County in a manner that is attractive to people and new and existing businesses. The 
County’s economic development goal is to “broaden the County’s tax base and strengthen its economy and 
employment base through the retention and attraction of existing businesses, development of new businesses, 
and continued diversification of industries.” Brown County is in the process of updating its comprehensive plan, 
anticipated to be adopted by the Brown County Board of Supervisors and Brown County Executive in the near 
future. 

2040 Brown County Sewage Plan 
The 2040 Brown County Sewage Plan has two main objectives: to identify sewer service areas (areas that have 
been identified for sewer services through 2040) and to identify environmentally sensitive areas6 (areas within 
the 2040 SSA where public sanitary sewer service and development should not be allowed; Brown County 
Planning Commission, Planning and Land Services Department 2015). 

The Brown County Planning Commission is the appointed local management agency for SSA planning within 
Brown County. In defining an SSA, local comprehensive plans are formally acknowledged and considered. The 
2040 Brown County Sewage Plan establishes an acreage allocation for individual municipalities based on the 
area’s population, 2040 population projection, and proposed growth (per comprehensive plans). The acreage 
allocation is the base acres that would be needed for each municipality through 2040. 

 
5 Transect Planning is based on the creation of a set of human habitats that vary by their level and intensity of urban character. In transect planning, this 
range of environments, from rural to urban, is the basis for organizing the components of the built world. 

6 Environmentally Sensitive Areas include parts of the landscape generally associated with surface water features, which should be protected from 
intensive development. They include all lakes, rivers, streams, wetlands, floodways, and other locally designated significant and unique natural resource 
features. 
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2017-2027 Brown County, WI Farmland Preservation Plan Update 
In May 2017, the Brown County Planning Commission adopted the 2017-2027 Brown County, WI Farmland 
Preservation Plan Update, which was also certified by the Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer 
Protection (DATCP). The plan serves as the Agricultural Chapter for the Brown County Comprehensive Plan. 
Although land use zoning is administered at the local level, under Wisconsin State Statutes Chapter 91, the 
County is responsible for preparing the Farmland Preservation Plan, with which local zoning ordinances and 
maps must be consistent. Agricultural land in Brown County has continued to be converted to non-agricultural 
uses, such as homes, businesses, roads, and schools, as a result of population and employment growth in the 
county. A primary goal of the plan is to balance the development of agricultural lands with the long-term 
sustainability of agricultural production in Brown County. 

Brown County Parks and Outdoor Recreation Plan 2017-2022 
Adopted in 2017, the Brown County Parks and Outdoor Recreation Plan stresses the importance of maintaining 
its current parks and trail facilities for the expanding county population. It offers general recommendations and 
implementation priorities for adding county park lands in partnership with local municipalities, improving park 
access specifically for bicycles and pedestrians, and preserving and managing natural resources. 

Town of Grand Chute Comprehensive Plan 
The Town of Grand Chute Comprehensive Plan (2009) establishes goals and objectives to guide future 
development. The plan promotes conserving the limited land resources within Outagamie County by 
encouraging a compact development pattern that promotes walkable communities, promoting infill 
development and redevelopment, and preserving natural areas and open space. 

The Town also aims to provide an adequate amount of land for future commercial and industrial development 
to support economic development, which includes an additional 150 acres of industrial land to be developed 
between 2010 and 2030. Further, the plan promotes the preservation of agriculture as a vital segment of the 
County’s economy and development of additional opportunities for sustainable farming. 

Town of Grand Chute Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Strategy 
The Town of Grand Chute Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Strategy (2018) establishes goals, objectives, and 
recommendations to guide the town in continuing to meet the open space and recreation needs of its citizens. 
Recommendations include acquiring additional lands for park development, evaluating the feasibility of an 
aquatic facility and community gardens, developing a dog exercise area, and investing in beautification projects. 

City of Appleton Comprehensive Plan 
With its location at the crossroads of I-41 and US 10, the City of Appleton is part of one of the fastest growing 
urban areas in Wisconsin. To accommodate growth, the City’s comprehensive plan states that Appleton will 
continue to add housing, businesses, and new residents through a combination of greenfield development and 
redevelopment (including brownfields) or infill within the urban core. The City’s overall goal with regard to land 
use is to provide sufficient quantities of land for development or redevelopment, in appropriate locations to 
meet future demand, while protecting natural resources, providing adequate parks and open spaces, and 
efficiently providing municipal utilities and services. 

Economic development is a critically important function for the City of Appleton in order to make the types of 
investments successful communities require, including investments in education, transportation, safety, clean 
water, and a thriving downtown. The overall goal for economic development is that Appleton will pursue 
economic development that retains and attracts talented people, brings good jobs to the area, and supports the 
vitality of its industrial areas, downtown, and neighborhood business districts. 
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City of Appleton Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 
The City of Appleton Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (2019) is designed to guide the Parks and 
Recreation Department, city officials, advisory committees, and other partners and stakeholders as they strive to 
provide the best possible facilities and leisure activities for the citizens of Appleton. It identifies key strategies, 
such providing clean, safe, and accessible facilities; protecting open space; complying with Americans with 
Disabilities Act standards; acquiring land for future park development; evaluating the feasibility of community 
gardens and an off-leash dog park; and investing in beautification projects. 

Village of Little Chute Comprehensive Plan 
The Village of Little Chute Comprehensive Plan (2016) encourages community growth and development, and 
provides goals, objectives, and policies to guide future land use. These include a new industrial park south of the 
Outagamie County Landfill; redeveloping the downtown and East Main Street; developing vacant and 
underutilized land within the SSA; and encouraging commercial growth to better balance residential, 
commercial, and industrial uses. 

The combination of an attractive environment created by the Fox River, and its location in the middle of the Fox 
Cities and the urban areas to the north and south, provides the Village of Little Chute with a strong package to 
market to businesses. In addition to retention and expansion of existing business and industry in the community, 
the plan encourages attracting new business and diversifying employment opportunities. 

Village of Little Chute Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 
The Village of Little Chute Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (2016) establishes goals, objectives, and 
recommendations to provide a park and recreation system that meets the needs of current and future residents; 
preserves the village’s open space, water, historical and natural resources; and enhances quality of life. The plan 
encourages acquisition of land for future park development, developing and connecting trail systems, enhancing 
and maintaining access to the Fox River, complying with Americans with Disabilities Act standards, and investing 
in beautification projects. 

City of Kaukauna Comprehensive Plan 
The City of Kaukauna Comprehensive Plan (2013) establishes goals, strategies, and recommendations for future 
land use. It recommends using existing infrastructure to its greatest capacity (i.e., infill development) and then 
expanding to accommodate growth. The City has the ability to expand services and infrastructure to the north, 
east, and south. A boundary agreement with the Town of Buchanan and the corporate limits of the Villages of 
Combined Locks and Little Chute limit westerly growth. The plan identifies two growth corridors up to the year 
2030: 

• Adding approximately 300 acres of industrial land along US 41 along with 150 acres in the County KK and 
WIS 55 corridors. 

• Adding approximately 60 acres of commercial highway service to the US 41 corridor. 

The City’s primary economic generator is the paper industry, and the comprehensive plan encourages that the 
city concentrate its industrial efforts on resource-based products such as paper, machinery, agriculture, and 
energy-based production. In an effort to diversify its services, the city developed an Industrial Park Network, 
which may include non-manufacturing employment. 

City of Kaukauna Recreation and Open Space Master Plan 
The City of Kaukauna Recreation and Open Space Master Plan (2019) outlines goals, strategies, and 
recommendations for the future development of parks and open spaces. The city aims to ensure connectivity by 
trail and sidewalks for all residents, implement a master planning process for the municipal pool, allow dogs in 
more municipal parks and open spaces, maintain and expand quality neighborhood parks and natural open 
spaces, invest in destination-worthy improvements in regional/local parks, implement a wayfinding signage 
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effort, strive for inclusivity in design, and use community events to connect and cross-promote parks and open 
spaces. 

Village of Wrightstown Comprehensive Plan 
The Village of Wrightstown Comprehensive Plan 2016 Update (2016) bases future development on the themes 
of sustainability, efficiency, integration, and neighborhoods. The plan recommends orderly and cost-effective 
growth, making maximum use of existing and planned services. For instance, the plan recommends that areas 
most easily serviced by municipal sewer and water develop first, with infill areas and areas contiguous to 
existing development given priority before other more costly areas are developed. Additionally, the Village’s 
development policies should focus more on mixing and joining compatible land uses than the conventional 
method of separating residential, commercial, and other land uses from one another. 

The plan promotes future development in a manner that supports a high-quality community that is attractive to 
existing and new businesses and their employees. The Village aims to maintain its small-town feel and charm 
while attracting and keeping businesses. 

2018 Town of Wrightstown Comprehensive Plan Update 
The 2018 Town of Wrightstown Comprehensive Plan Update (2018) desires to keep its identity as an agricultural, 
quiet, rural community. Therefore, the plan states that future development proposals should be reviewed with 
their potential impact on agricultural production and the Town’s rural character in mind. The plan recommends 
future land uses where the Town will most easily be able to provide services to future development. Future 
residential growth is anticipated at the currently lowest allowable density, and agriculture will continue to be 
the primary component of the Town’s land uses. 

The plan is geared toward promoting future development that supports a diverse economy and business growth 
opportunities through a mixture of large- and small-scale commercial and industrial activity, while retaining a 
small-town identity. The plan also promotes entrepreneurial agriculture as a means to diversify the agricultural 
market and grow the tourism market. 

Town of Lawrence Comprehensive Plan 
The Town of Lawrence has a rapidly increasing population and is planning for growth accordingly. The Town’s 
comprehensive plan recommends that future growth be orderly and cost-effective, maximizing use of existing 
and planned services. For instance, the plan recommends that areas most easily serviced by municipal sewer 
and water develop first, with infill areas and areas contiguous to existing development given priority before 
other more costly areas are developed. 

The plan recommends development policies focus on mixing and joining compatible land uses rather than the 
conventional method of separating residential, commercial, and other land uses. For example, the plan’s 
residential recommendations encourage the development of neighborhoods that include mixed housing types 
rather than single-use residential subdivisions, as well as mixed-use commercial and residential developments. 
The idea of creating diverse neighborhoods rather than standalone single-use developments is a common theme 
throughout the Future Land Use section. 

The Town of Lawrence Comprehensive Plan promotes future development in a manner that supports a high-
quality community that is attractive to existing and new businesses. The Town’s economic development goal is 
to “broaden the tax base and strengthen the Town of Lawrence economy and employment base through the 
expansion of business activity in a sustainable manner that does not detract from the rural character of the 
Town and that does not detract from the rapidly developing urban areas.” 

Town of Lawrence Parks & Outdoor Recreation Plan 
The Town of Lawrence Parks & Outdoor Recreation Plan, included the Town’s comprehensive plan, reflects the 
need for natural open space and preserving fish and wildlife habitat, as well as the need for new parks as the 
Town continues to develop. In the short-term, the Town’s focus is to meet the immediate facility needs of 
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existing parks and acquire land for future parks. In the long-term, the Town will continue to focus on these same 
needs, but also consider the facilities within each park to ensure the population uses the park system. 

City of De Pere 2010 Comprehensive Plan Update 
The City of De Pere is largely built out, which limits the potential for expanding its boundaries, except through 
annexation of lands.7 The City anticipates that most of the existing farmland in their community will be 
developed in the future. 

The City of De Pere 2010 Comprehensive Plan Update (2010) bases future development on the themes of 
sustainability, efficiency, integration, and neighborhoods. The plan recommends orderly and cost-effective 
growth, making maximum use of existing and planned services. For instance, the plan recommends that areas 
most easily serviced by municipal sewer and water develop first, with infill areas and areas contiguous to 
existing development given priority before other more costly areas are developed. 

Additionally, the plan recommends existing vacant or underused sites, which are prime for redevelopment, be 
given priority through the use of tax-increment financing districts or other grant/loan programs to encourage 
redevelopment activity. 

The City of De Pere Comprehensive Plan promotes future development in a manner that supports a high-quality 
community that is attractive to existing and new businesses. The City’s economic development goal is to “broaden 
the tax base and strengthen the city’s economy and employment base through the expansion of the current 
balance of commercial and industrial activity.” 

City of De Pere Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 2018-2023 
The City of De Pere Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 2018-2023 assists the City in maintaining existing 
parks and developing future parks. This plan outlines more than 45 park and recreation amenities, including 
mini-parks, neighborhood parks, community parks, large urban parks, natural resource areas, special use areas, 
private parks, and school parks. According to the plan, the City already has enough neighborhood and mini-park 
land through 2040. However, they will need 86 acres of community parkland by 2030 and 95 by 2040 to meet 
the National Recreation and Park Association standard of minimum acceptable facilities. The plan outlines 
additional needs and recommendations, including boat landings and water access on the Fox River in the 
southern portion of the City, and larger tracks of lands to expand sports facilities. 

2.3.2 State and Local Regulations 
Wisconsin’s Comprehensive Planning (Smart Growth) Law 
Wisconsin’s comprehensive planning and smart growth law requires that as of 2010, county and local land use 
actions be consistent with comprehensive plans. Effectively, the law required all local governments in Wisconsin 
to have a comprehensive plan in place by 2010, to be able to engage in programs or actions that affect land use. 
Key provisions as highlighted by the University of Wisconsin Extension include (University of Wisconsin 
Extension, Local Government Center 2000): 

• Planning is to guide the development and redevelopment of the local unit for a 20-year period, with 
projections for 5-year increments shown for the land use element. 

• The transportation element must compare the local units’ programs with state and regional transportation 
plans and must incorporate those and other applicable transportation plans. 

 
7 The City of De Pere has a boundary agreement with Lawrence. 
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Land Use Regulations 
Local jurisdictions have employed the following regulations to manage future growth: 

• Zoning Ordinance. A zoning ordinance is a written regulation and law that defines how property in specific 
geographic zones can be used (residential, commercial, industrial, institutional, etc.). Zoning ordinances may 
also regulate lot size, placement, bulk (or density), and the height of structures. Zoning ordinances describe 
not only the acceptable use for specified areas of land but also the procedures for handling infractions 
(including any penalties), granting variances, and hearing appeals. 

• Subdivision Ordinance. Subdivision regulations govern the process by which lots are created out of larger 
tracts of land. These regulations seek to ensure that the subdivisions appropriately relate to the 
surroundings, as well as existing and future public facilities. 

• Official Map. An Official Map is a regulatory tool used by a community to project and record future 
municipal improvements. It is commonly used to identify existing streets and planned improvements, but an 
Official Map can also be used to identify planned school sites, recreation areas, and municipal facilities. 
Once an area is identified on an Official Map, no building permit for a use other than the proposed use on 
the Official Map may be issued for that site unless the map is amended. 

• Tax Incremental Financing (TIF) Districts. A TIF District is a designated area designed to encourage 
development by freezing the allocations to various taxing bodies (e.g., park districts, etc.) at their levels as of 
the start of the TIF. For the life of the TIF, the amount received by these taxing bodies from property taxes 
collected within the TIF will remain constant, unless the City decides to redirect TIF funds back to one or 
more taxing bodies because of an increased need for that body’s services, which is not uncommon. Any 
increased tax revenues collected as a result of an increase in property values then go into the TIF fund and 
can be used by the city for a wide range of purposes within the TIF to promote redevelopment. 

• Extraterritorial Jurisdiction. Extraterritorial jurisdiction is the extension of cities and villages beyond their 
municipal boundaries into unincorporated areas of towns. Under Wisconsin Statutes, cities and villages have 
the authority – by right – to exercise extraterritorial land use planning, subdivision review, official mapping, 
and, with town approval, zoning outside their incorporated boundaries. In order to exercise extraterritorial 
zoning, cities and villages must work cooperatively with adjoining towns. 

Table 2-1 identifies the regulations each jurisdiction employs.  

Table 2-1. Land Use Regulations 

Jurisdiction 
Zoning 

Ordinance 
Subdivision 
Ordinance Official Map TIF Districts 

Extraterritorial 
Jurisdiction 

Outagamie County ✓ ✓    

Brown County ✓ ✓    

Town of Grand Chute ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  

City of Appleton ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓
 

Village of Little Chute ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Town of Vandenbroek ✓ ✓    

City of Kaukauna ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ 

Village of Wrightstown ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ 

Town of Wrightstown ✓ ✓    
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Table 2-1. Land Use Regulations 

Jurisdiction 
Zoning 

Ordinance 
Subdivision 
Ordinance Official Map TIF Districts 

Extraterritorial 
Jurisdiction 

Town of Lawrence ✓ ✓  ✓  

City of De Pere ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Environmental Regulations 
Five Outagamie County-administered ordinances, five Brown County-administered ordinances, and NR 121 
Water Quality Planning8 provide the tools for environmental preservation in the study area (Table 2-2). 
Additionally, local governments have ordinances with further environmental protection measures. 

Table 2-2. Environmental Preservation Ordinances 

Ordinance Description 

Outagamie County 

Livestock Waste Management Ordinance The ordinance regulates the construction, installation, alteration, design, and use of 
animal waste storage facilities and animal feedlots so as to protect the health, 
safety, and general welfare of residents and transients, prevent the spread of 
disease, and promote the prosperity and general welfare of the citizens of 
Outagamie County. 

Shoreland-Wetland Zoning Ordinance The ordinance regulates development within shoreland and wetland areas. 

Floodplains Ordinance The ordinance regulates and limits development within the 100-year floodplain. 

Stormwater and Erosion Control Ordinance The ordinance establishes regulations to protect streams and neighboring 
properties from the negative effects of unmitigated stormwater runoff during and 
after construction. Provisions ensure that development is not occurring where 
wetlands are present unless already permitted by the Department of Natural 
Resources or U.S. Army Corps of Regulations. 

Subdivision Ordinance  The ordinance regulates and controls the division of land within the unincorporated 
areas of the county.  

Brown County 

Agricultural Shoreland Management Ordinance The ordinance requires the creation of a 35-foot-wide vegetative buffer along all 
stream corridors in the unincorporated areas of Brown County. The intent of the 
ordinance is to improve surface water quality by minimizing the impact suspended 
solids, pesticides, and fertilizers create from agricultural practices. 

Animal Waste Management Ordinance This ordinance regulates the location, construction, installation, alteration, design, 
and use of animal waste storage facilities and animal feedlots so as to protect the 
groundwater and surface water resources. 

Land Division and Subdivision Ordinance  The ordinance regulates all land divisions of 10 acres or less outside of the 
designated SSA and land divisions of 40 acres or less inside of the SSA. 

Shorelands and Wetlands Ordinance The ordinance requires permits be obtained from the Brown County Zoning Office 
prior to any land-disturbing activity or construction within the shoreland zone (all 
lands and wetlands within 300 feet of a navigable stream or river and 1,000 feet of a 
navigable lake, pond, or flowage). 

 
8 Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 121 establishes regulations specifying policies, procedures, and requirements for Wisconsin's areawide water quality 
planning process. This process results in the preparation of areawide plans for managing the quality of waters of the state, ground and surface, public and 
private, including consideration of the relationship of water quality to land and water resources and uses. 
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Table 2-2. Environmental Preservation Ordinances 

Ordinance Description 

Town of Grand Chute 

Stormwater Management Ordinance The ordinance establishes long-term, post-construction runoff management 
requirements that will diminish the threats to public health, safety, welfare, and the 
aquatic environment. 

Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance The ordinance establishes requirements to minimize the amount of sediment and 
other pollutants carried by runoff or discharged from land-disturbing construction 
activity to waters of the State in the Town of Grand Chute. 

City of Appleton 

Shoreland-Wetland Ordinance The ordinance regulates development activity within shoreland areas and wetlands. 

Floodplain Ordinance The ordinance regulates development activity within floodplains. 

Stormwater Management Ordinance The ordinance establishes long-term, post-construction runoff management 
requirements that will diminish the threats to public health, safety, welfare, and the 
aquatic environment. 

Village of Little Chute 

Shoreland-Wetland Ordinance The ordinance regulates development activity within shoreland areas and wetlands. 

Floodplain Ordinance The ordinance regulates development within 300 feet from the ordinary high water 
mark of a river or stream or to the landward side of the floodplain. 

Stormwater Ordinance The ordinance regulates how stormwater is handled for all new projects.  

City of Kaukauna 

Shoreland and Wetlands Zoning The ordinance regulates development activity within shoreland areas and wetlands. 

Floodplain Zoning The ordinance regulates development activity within floodplains. 

Stormwater Management Ordinance The ordinance sets forth stormwater requirements and criteria to minimize the 
amount of sediment and other pollutants carried by runoff or discharged from land-
disturbing construction activity to waters of the state. 

Village of Wrightstown 

Floodplain Zoning Ordinance The ordinance establishes permitted and prohibited uses, allowable accessory uses, 
and floodproofing standards for residential structures when located within the flood 
fringe district. 

Shorelands and Wetlands Zoning Ordinance The ordinance regulates the intensity of development within shoreland areas and 
wetlands.  

Town of Lawrence 

Erosion and Stormwater Control Ordinance The ordinance controls the impact of development on runoff, groundwater 
recharge, and overall water quality. It includes standards for compliance and 
guidelines to assist developers in choosing appropriate stormwater management 
techniques.  

City of De Pere 

Shoreland-Wetland Zoning Ordinance The ordinance regulates development activity within shoreland areas and wetlands.  

Stormwater Management Ordinance The ordinance sets forth stormwater requirements and criteria, which will diminish 
the threats to public health, safety, welfare, and the aquatic environment due to 
runoff of stormwater from development or redevelopment. 
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Table 2-2. Environmental Preservation Ordinances 

Ordinance Description 

Conservancy Zoning District The purpose of this district is to provide adequate natural areas for the drainage of 
surface and storm waters and to protect natural resource areas containing swamp, 
wildlife habitat, and natural water or drainage courses. 

2.3.3 Socioeconomic Data and Trends 
This section describes socioeconomic trends based on available data and input from stakeholder interviews. These 
trends have the potential to influence transportation demand and land use in the Primary and Secondary APE. 

Population 
Population in Outagamie and Brown counties and the study area has been growing steadily and is forecasted to 
continue growing (Table 2-3). According to the U.S. Census, between 2010 and 2018, the population increased in 
Outagamie and Brown counties by 4.6 and 4.7 percent, respectively. Communities in the study area grew by 
7,217 (4.7 percent) during that same time period, with the Town of Lawrence and Village of Wrightstown 
experiencing the greatest population increases. According to Wisconsin Department of Administration 
population projections, between 2018 and 2040, population in Outagamie and Brown counties is expected to 
increase by 20.2 and 16.5 percent, respectively. This represents less than a 1 percent annual population growth 
rate. The population of the communities in the area is forecast to increase by 27,996 between 2018 and 2040, 
an average annual growth rate of 1.1 percent. In comparison, the population of Wisconsin is forecast to increase 
by 713,241, an average annual growth rate of 0.6 percent.  

Table 2-3. Community Populations 2010-2018 and 2040 Projected Population 

Community 
2010  

Population 
2018 

Population 

Percent 
Change 

(2010-2018) 

2040 
Population 
Projection 

Percent 
Change 

(2018-2040) 

Forecast 
Annual 

Growth Rate 

Outagamie County 176,695 184,754 4.6% 215,290 16.5% 0.8% 

Brown County 248,007 259,786 4.7% 312,320 20.2% 0.9% 

Town of Grand Chute 20,919 22,550 7.8% 29,270 29.8% 1.4% 

City of Appleton 72,623 74,234 2.2% 80,605 8.6% 0.4% 

Village of Little Chute 10,449 11,225 7.4% 10,900 -2.9% -0.1% 

Town of Vandenbroek 1,474 1,513 2.6% 1,935 27.9% 1.3% 

City of Kaukauna 15,462 15,998 3.5% 20,020 25.1% 1.1% 

Town of Kaukauna 1,238 1,272 2.7% 1,570 23.4% 1.1% 

Village of Wrightstown 2,827 3,389 19.9% 4,210 24.2% 1.1% 

Town of Wrightstown 2,221 2,453 10.4% 2,755 12.3% 0.6% 

Town of Lawrence 4,284 5,044 17.7% 7,965 57.9% 2.6% 

City of De Pere 23,800 24,836 4.4% 31,280 25.9% 1.2% 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau 2018, Wisconsin DOA 2013a, Wisconsin DOA 2013b 
 

Environmental Justice 
Based on a review the 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year Estimates for minority and low-
income populations (see Table 2-4 and Table 2-5), environmental justice populations are present in the study 
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area. As discussed in the Environmental Justice Factor Sheet, based on project outreach (public involvement 
meetings, Local Official Meetings), there is not a large minority or low-income population in the study area, and 
it is unlikely that the proposed project will result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or 
low-income populations. Minority and low-income populations compose 9.6 and 5.5 percent of the study area 
population, respectively.  

Table 2-4. Population by Race/Ethnicity (2014-2018 ACS 5-year Estimate) 

Area White 

Black or 
African 

American 

American 
Indian and 

Alaska 
Native Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian 
and Other 

Pacific 
Islander 

Some 
Other 
Race 

Two or 
More 
Races 

Hispanic or 
Latino 

City of Appleton 60,332 
(81.3%) 

2,297 
(3.1%) 

421 
(0.6%) 

5,453 
(7.3%) 

31 
(<0.1%) 

84 
(0.1%) 

1,421 
(1.9%) 

4,195 
(5.7%) 

City of De Pere 22,266 
(89.7%) 

157 
(0.6%) 

545 
(2.2%) 

639 
(2.6%) 

0 
(0%) 

58 
(0.2%) 

565 
(2.3%) 

606 
(2.4%) 

City of Kaukauna 15,208 
(95.1%) 

2 
(<0.1%) 

29 
(0.2%) 

12 
(0.1%) 

0 
(0%) 

30 
(0.2%) 

278 
(1.7%) 

439 
(2.7%) 

Town of Grand 
Chute 

19,073 
(84.6%) 

316 
(1.4%) 

75 
(0.3%) 

1,305 
(5.8%) 

0 
(0%) 

43 
(0.2%) 

243 
(1.1%) 

1,495 
(6.6%) 

Town of 
Kaukauna 

1,218 
(95.8%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

11 
(0.9%) 

0 
(0%) 

21 
1.7%) 

0 
(0%) 

22 
(1.7%) 

Town of 
Lawrence 

4,995 
(99.0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

49 
(1.0%) 

Town of 
Vandenbroek 

1,468 
(97.0%) 

0 
(0%) 

4 
(0.3%) 

2 
(0.1%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

3 
(0.2%) 

36 
(2.4%) 

Town of 
Wrightstown 

2,081 
(84.8%) 

29 
(1.2%) 

22 
(0.9%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

28 
(1.1%) 

293 
(11.9%) 

Village of Little 
Chute 

10,151 
(90.4%) 

34 
(0.3%) 

97 
(0.9%) 

148 
(1.3%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

218 
(1.9%) 

577 
(5.1%) 

Village of 
Wrightstown 

3,000 
(88.5%) 

83 
(2.4%) 

59 
(1.7%) 

48 
(1.4%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

18 
(0.5%) 

181 
(5.3%) 

Study Areaa 50,649 

(90.5%) 

475 

(0.8%) 

482 

(0.9%) 

2,052 

(3.7%) 

0 

(0%) 

94 

(0.2%) 

705 

(1.3%) 

1,502 

(2.7%) 

Source: ACS Table B03002 
a The study area is the Census Block Groups adjacent to I-41, depicted in Figure 2-2. 

 

Table 2-5. Percentage of Population Living below Poverty Level 
(2014-2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates) 

Area Percent of Population Living below Poverty Level 

City of Appleton 11.4% 

City of De Pere 7.0% 

City of Kaukauna 6.6% 

Town of Grand Chute 9.8% 
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Table 2-5. Percentage of Population Living below Poverty Level 
(2014-2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates) 

Area Percent of Population Living below Poverty Level 

Town of Kaukauna 3.1% 

Town of Lawrence 3.1% 

Town of Vandenbroek 4.4% 

Town of Wrightstown 7.8% 

Village of Little Chute 8.8% 

Village of Wrightstown 4.1% 

Study Area 5.5% 

Source: ACS Table S1701 and B17021 

 

Employment 
The Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development develops long-term outlooks of employment in 
Wisconsin’s industries and occupations. Between 2016 and 2026,9 employment in the Bay Area Workforce 
Development Area,10 which includes Outagamie and Brown counties, is forecast to increase from 453,610 to 
486,250 jobs (7.2 percent) (Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development 2019). The forecast annual rate 
of employment growth is less than one percent. 

The study area is experiencing ongoing development and is attracting major employers. For example, U.S. 
Venture is constructing an $80 million office building in downtown Appleton along the Fox River. Bernatello’s 
Pizza is expanding its facility in the City of Kaukauna by 30,000 feet, which is expected to create 48 jobs over the 
next three years. Also, UnitedHealth Group is building a $35 million, 174,000-square-foot corporate 
headquarters adjacent to I-41 in the Town of Lawrence. 

New commercial development, such as the Green Development Site (a 29-acre retail and commercial 
development in the Town of Grand Chute) and the 200-acre Lawrence Parkway Development (which is intended 
to be a destination-type baseball tournament facility) will lead to new jobs in the area as well. 

In addition, there are several business/industrial parks in the study area, which serve as major employment 
hubs. Some of them (Town of Lawrence Business Park and West De Pere Business Park) have plans for future 
expansion. See Table 3-1, Notable Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions, Land Use and 
Development, for other notable developments in the study area.

 
9 Employment forecasts are not available for year 2040. 

10 The Bay Area Workforce Development Area includes Brown, Door, Florence, Kewaunee, Manitowoc, Marinette, Menominee, Oconto, Outagamie, 
Shawano, and Sheboygan Counties. 
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2.3.4 Land Use and Development 
The I-41 study area in Outagamie County has experienced continued growth over the years, particularly in the 
City of Appleton. The area has experienced modest residential, commercial, and industrial growth along I-41 and 
the Fox River. In Brown County, development has continued to extend south from Green Bay along the Fox 
River, with growth occurring in the Town of Lawrence and City of De Pere. Locations outside the SSA remain 
largely undeveloped (Figure 2-5). Communities in the study area prepared and adopted comprehensive (Smart 
Growth) plans that describe long-term development concepts to manage land use and growth in the future. 

Primary APE 
The land uses adjacent to the project vary from urban to rural, which include residential, commercial, 
institutional, agricultural, and additional right-of-way (Figures 2-3 and 2-5). The existing land uses in the vicinity 
of each interchange along the project corridor are as follows: 

• WIS 96 – The WIS 96 interchange is built out. Land uses adjacent to the interchange are commercial and 
include the Fox River Mall and several free-standing chain retail stores, including Target, Sam’s Club, Best 
Buy, Party City, and Burlington Coat Factory. In the northeast quadrant, development is ongoing; the nearly 
29-acre Green Development Site includes retail and commercial development. Recent developments include 
a 94,000 square foot retail center for WG&R Furniture, At Home, and REI. 

• WIS 15 – The WIS 15 interchange is mostly built out. Land uses adjacent to the interchange include a mix of 
commercial, residential, institutional, and open space. In the northwest quadrant, there are a number of car 
dealerships. In the northeast quadrant is Prairie Hill Park, which has a playground, picnic pavilion, pond, and 
open space. There are also single-family residences in the northwest quadrant. In the southwest quadrant is 
the Casaloma Conservancy, which is a natural wooded area and contains a hiking trail. In the southeast 
quadrant is the Fox Valley Technical College. 

• WIS 47 – The WIS 47 interchange is mostly built out. Land uses adjacent to the interchange include a mix of 
commercial, community facilities, and residential. In the northwest quadrant are chain retail businesses and 
restaurants, including Meijer, Starbucks, Great Clips, and Jiffy Lube. There is developable land north of I-41 
adjacent to WIS 47. In the northeast quadrant is a closed restaurant that is planned for redevelopment in 
2021, commercial printing business, a church, and single-family residences. Several vacant parcels are 
available for commercial and residential uses. In the southwest quadrant are commercial businesses, 
including a dentist, hotel, and body shop, and the Appleton Department of Motor Vehicles. In the southeast 
quadrant is Valley Baptist Church and single-family residences. 

• County E – The County E interchange is partially built out. Land uses adjacent to the interchange include a 
mix of commercial and residential. In the northwest quadrant is open, developable land that contains the 
Apple Creek Trail. In the northeast quadrant, there are a number of medical offices and commercial 
businesses, including a dentist, physical therapist, law offices, and two hotels. There is also a Park & Ride lot. 
In the southwest quadrant is a small commercial strip containing a dentist, salon, daycare, fast-food 
restaurants, and a gas station. The area also contains townhomes and the 143-acre Appleton Memorial Park 
south of Capitol Drive. In the southeast quadrant is a large office complex home to Guardian Life Insurance 
Company. 

• WIS 441 (System Interchange) – The WIS 441 system interchange does not provide access to the local road 
network. Land uses adjacent to the interchange are commercial, industrial, recreation, and residential. In 
the northwest quadrant there are commercial businesses, including a crane service, paint store, and 
Mexican restaurant. There are several vacant parcels available for development. North of the interchange is 
the Badger Sports Park and Scheels USA Youth Sports Complex, which contains a number of soccer and 
baseball fields. In the northeast quadrant, there are commercial and industrial businesses, including a law 
office and plastic fabrication company, and vacant parcels for development. Further north are new single-
family and multi-family residential developments, with land available for additional residential development. 
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In the southwest quadrant, there are commercial businesses, including a packaging supply store, welding 
supply store, and commercial printer, and a medical complex that contains a walking path. Southeast of the 
interchange, there is a storage facility and landfill. Further south, there is open land that could be 
developed. 

• County N – The County N interchange is partially built out. Land uses adjacent to the interchange include a 
mix of commercial, industrial, agriculture, and residential. In the northwest quadrant, there are commercial 
businesses, including a kennel, tool store, and sign shop. North of Evergreen Drive, there are several large 
tracts of agricultural lands. Northeast of the interchange are commercial/industrial businesses, including a 
shooting range, antique mall, and equipment supplier. There is also a WisDOT Park & Ride at the 
intersection of County N and Evergreen Drive and planned industrial development. Further north there are 
single-family residences. In the southwest quadrant are more commercial businesses, including a hotel, fast-
food restaurants, and a bank. There are several vacant parcels available for development. In addition, 
further south, there are single-family residences. In the southeast quadrant, there are single-family 
residences, a millwork shop, and warehouses. 

• WIS 55 – The WIS 55 interchange is partially built out. Land uses adjacent to the interchange are 
commercial, industrial, and residential. Commerce Crossing in a new development in the northwest 
quadrant. Recent developments include Aurora BayCare Urgent Care and a restaurant. About 30 acres 
remains for future expansion. Northeast of the interchange is a car dealership and single-family residences. 
Additionally, an industrial park (Prosperity Center) is under development. East of the interchange, there are 
industrial businesses, including a machine shop and industrial finishing service. In the southwest quadrant, 
there are commercial and industrial businesses (e.g., machine shop, trailer dealer, gas station) and single-
family residences. There are several vacant parcels adjacent to I-41 in the southwest quadrant. In the 
southeast quadrant, there are a number of industrial businesses, including UPS Freight. 

• County J – The County J interchange is partially built out, and east of the interchange, the I-41 corridor 
transitions to rural development. Land uses adjacent to the interchange include a mix of commercial, 
industrial, residential, and vacant land. In the northwest quadrant, there are commercial and industrial 
businesses, including a forklift dealer, machine shop, and gas station. Further north, there are several vacant 
parcels. In the northeast quadrant, there is a cold storage facility, plastic fabrication company, and steel 
distributor. There are several vacant parcels. Southwest of the interchange, there is a car dealership and 
industrial businesses. Further south, there are single-family and multi-family residences. In the southeast 
quadrant, land use is primarily industrial and contains farm equipment suppliers, recycling center, and 
agricultural product wholesaler. 

• County U – The area adjacent the County U interchange is primarily agricultural but is undergoing 
development. There are three farmhouses in close proximity to the roadway and a manufacturer. There are 
also wooded areas surrounding Apple Creek. In addition, the Apple Creek Campground and Royal St. 
Patrick’s golf course are north and south of the interchange, respectively. Residential development (up to 
120 homes) is planned adjacent to the golf course. The Village of Wrightstown recently established a new 
TIF district east of the interchange, which has attracted large industrial users like Tweet Garot Mechanical. A 
$6 million Bay Area Granite & Marble facility and $13 million Country Vision Coop feed mill and agronomy 
center are also anticipated. 

• County S – The area adjacent the County S interchange is primarily agricultural land. There are residences 
interspersed in the northeast and southwest quadrants and commercial/industrial businesses along I-41 
south of the interchange (e.g., restaurant, medical office, construction equipment supplier, and steel 
distributor). There are also wooded areas surrounding Ashwaubenon Creek to the north. In addition, there is 
a WisDOT Park & Ride in the southwest quadrant of the interchange. North of Little Rapids Road, adjacent to 
I-41, is the 200-acre Lawrence Parkway Development, which will include commercial and residential 
development. It is planned to be home to the Impact Sports Academy, a $6 million indoor baseball training 
facility. The vision is for it to be a destination-type tournament facility that could generate tourism. 



 

2-20  PPS0218210210MKE 

• South Bridge Connector (new interchange) – The area adjacent and surrounding the proposed South Bridge 
Connector interchange is partially built out, with several new and upcoming developments. In the northwest 
quadrant is Sand Lake Apartments, a 252-unit multi-family residential development. In the northeast 
quadrant, UnitedHealth Group is relocating to a proposed $35 million, four-story, 174,000 square foot office 
building. South of the interchange, there are some commercial businesses and agricultural land. In addition, 
there are wooded areas surrounding Ashwaubenon Creek and The Preserve, a natural area northeast of the 
interchange which includes a trail. 

• County F –The County F interchange is mostly built out. Northeast of the interchange is a hotel, fast food 
restaurants, and Walmart. The 113-acre Town of Lawrence Business Park is on the west side of I-41, north 
and south of the interchange, and contains several businesses and industries. The Town of Lawrence plans 
to expand the park to the south over the next 20 years. Southeast of the interchange is the 800-acre West 
De Pere Business Park, which contains businesses and industries that employ several thousands of people. 
The City of De Pere plans to expand the park south in the future, and the City purchased 200 acres of land to 
accommodate the planned expansion. 

Secondary APE 
This section describes the land use and development for the Secondary APE, focusing on the areas that were not 
previously described as part of the Primary APE. Figures 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, and 2-6 illustrate existing and future land 
use in Outagamie and Brown counties. In Outagamie County, growth will occur north/northwest of the Town of 
Grand Chute, in the Town of Kaukauna, and in the Town Buchanan, and will primarily consist of residential uses. 
Commercial development will primarily occur along WIS 47 in Appleton and I-41 in the Town of Kaukauna. In 
Brown County, future development will occur south along I-41 in the Village of Wrightstown and Town of 
Lawrence and will consist largely of residential and commercial uses. In addition, the West De Pere Business 
Park, easterly adjacent to I-41 in some locations, will expand southward to approximately the County S 
interchange, where business parcels will be approximately 1 mile east of I-41. 

According to the Wisconsin Department of Administration’s 2040 population projections (Wisconsin DOA 
2013b), most municipalities in the study area will continue to experience modest growth. The Town of Lawrence 
is expected to be the fastest growing municipality in Wisconsin between 2010 and 2040. 

Table 2-6 identifies anticipated future housing needs in several project area communities, where data is available, 
to accommodate population growth. In Outagamie County, the City of Kaukauna anticipates needing upwards of 
2,000 units over a 20-year period from 2010 to 2030 to support projected population growth. This represents an 
average of up to 96 new units per year. In the Village of Wrightstown, Town of Wrightstown, and Town of 
Lawrence, the estimated number of annual new housing units is much lower. In general, the need for new 
housing is greater in the municipalities that are closer to the Appleton and Green Bay metropolitan areas. 

Table 2-6. Projected Housing Needs of Select Study Area Communities 

Municipality 
Existing Housing 

Units (year) 
Additional Required 
Housing Units (year) 

Estimated New 
Housing Units 

Estimate of New 
Units Per Year 

City of Kaukauna 6,596 (2010) 8,271 – 8,515 (2030) ~1,675 – 1,919 units 84-96 

Village of Wrightstown 1,079 (2013) 1,423 (2035) ~344 units 16 

Town of Wrightstown 840 (2010) 963 (2040) ~123 units 4 

Town of Lawrence 1,766 (2010) 2,018 (2040) ~ 67 units 8 

City of De Pere N/A (2008) N/A (2030) ~3,844 175 

Sources: City of De Pere 2010, Town of Lawrence 2016, Town of Wrightstown 2018, Village of Wrightstown 2016, City of 
Kaukauna 2013 
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There are several ongoing and planned development projects in the Secondary APE:11 

• U.S. Venture. U.S. Venture is constructing a $80 million office building in downtown Appleton along the Fox 
River. The development is approximately 3 miles south of I-41 and east of the WIS 47 interchange. 

• Kolosso Toyota. Along WIS 96, approximately 0.75-mile east of the interchange with I-41, Kolosso Toyota 
opened a new, $6.5 million building in January 2019 in Appleton, which houses a car showroom, service 
center, and offices. This is the first of two building phases. 

• Appleton Downtown Redevelopment Projects. Two redevelopment projects are planned for downtown 
Appleton. The first project is a 6-story, mixed-use project with 28 apartments and approximately 2,600 
square feet of commercial/retail space. The second project includes a $6.2 million, 36-unit, urban multi-
family project. The redevelopment projects are approximately 3 miles south of I-41 and east of the WIS 47 
interchange. 

• Appleton Single-Family Residential Development Projects. Seven single-family residential developments 
are ongoing in north Appleton: Clearwater Creek (26 lots), Apple Fields (19 lots), Trail View Estates South 
(127 lots), North Edgewood Estates (134 lots), Emerald Valley Estates (179 lots), Broadway Hills Estates 
(27 lots), and Apple Ridge (170 lots). The developments are north of I-41 between the WIS 47 and WIS 441 
interchanges. 

• Eagle Flats. The Eagle Flats development is a multi-phase development located just south of the Fox River in 
Appleton. The already constructed first phase of the development includes the construction of The Landing 
apartments, an Energy Star-certified facility that includes 54 restricted income units, and Riverwalk Place, 
which includes 70 affordable senior housing units. Future phases will include additional mixed-use 
development and riverfront amenities. The development is approximately 3 miles south of I-41 and east of 
the WIS 47 interchange. 

• RiverHeath. This is a multi-phase development located on the south side of the Fox River in Appleton. The 
first phase included a residential building, Evergreen, with 41 units. The second phase included a second 
residential building, Prairie, and a new, $12 million Courtyard by Marriott hotel. Construction of 
RiverHeath’s newest building, Willow, is underway, and will include 108 units. The development is 
approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the County E interchange. 

• Lexington Management Multi-Family Developments. There are several recently built apartment complexes 
north of I-41 (near the WIS 441 interchange) in the Village of Little Chute: Meadowbreeze Crossing 
(52 units), Windgate Terrace (64 units), Prairiewater Place (84 units), and Bridgewater Trails (290 units). 

• Village of Little Chute Downtown Redevelopment Project. Dollar Tree recently moved into a vacant 
building south of the County N interchange near the Fox River in the Village of Little Chute. The building, 
formerly the Save-A-Lot grocery store, is the focus of a downtown master plan. The renovation project will 
cost $1.5 million, and the Village is looking for up to six new tenants, such as small stores or even a 
restaurant. 

• Bernatello’s Pizza. Bernatello’s Pizza, a frozen pizza manufacturer and distributor, will invest $24 million to 
expand its facility in the City of Kaukauna by 30,000 square feet. The facility is south of I-41, east of the WIS 
55 interchange. The company plans to create 48 jobs over the next 3 years. 

• The Current of the Fox – Village of Wrightstown. Two luxury, 20-unit riverfront apartment buildings are 
under construction in the Village of Wrightstown: Wind and Wave. The development is on the north side of 
the Fox River, southeast of the County U interchange. 

 
11 The proposed Georgia-Pacific warehouse and distribution facility at County F, north of Little Rapids Road in the Town of Lawrence, as noted in the 
South Bridge Connector Tier 1 EIS, is no longer being planned. 
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Communities in the study area have growth management policies and land use controls in place to direct and 
manage future growth. These include zoning and subdivision ordinances, TIF districts, and extraterritorial zoning 
(Section 2.3.3). Further, as described in Section 2.3.2, communities within the study area have adopted 
comprehensive plans to guide future growth. Communities in the area prioritize infill development and areas 
contiguous to existing development given before other more costly areas are developed. Based on stakeholder 
interviews, communities do not often veer from their comprehensive plans. 
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2.3.5 Agriculture 
As the Appleton and Green Bay metropolitan areas continue to grow, agricultural lands are converted to homes, 
apartments, businesses, roads, and schools. In Outagamie County, the amount of farmland has been on the 
decline in recent decades. Between 2002 and 2007, the County lost 16,000 acres of farmland, and during the 
same timeframe there were over 10,300 building permits issued in rural areas of the County (Outagamie County 
2020). According to the 2017-2027 Brown County, WI Farmland Preservation Plan Update (Brown County 
Planning Commission 2017) in 2016, for the first time, agricultural land was less than half of all land in Brown 
County (168,686 acres; 49.2 percent). 

Agricultural land is concentrated in the Town of Vandenbroek, Town of Kaukauna, Village of Wrightstown, Town 
of Wrightstown, and Town of Lawrence (see Figures 2-2 and 2-4). However, future land use plans show a 
substantial reduction in agricultural lands in the Primary and Secondary APE as they are converted to residential, 
commercial, and industrial development in response to population and employment growth. 

Wisconsin has a Farmland Preservation Program, which helps farmers and local governments preserve farmland, 
protect soil and water, and minimize land use conflicts with agriculture. Through participation in the program, 
counties develop farmland preservation plans; local governments can develop farmland preservation zoning 
districts; landowners and local governments together form Agricultural Enterprise Areas;12 and landowners 
meet soil and water conservation standards to become eligible to claim an income tax credit. There is a 6,178-
acre Agricultural Enterprise Area in the Secondary APE, the Greenville Greenbelt Agricultural Enterprise Area, 
approximately 4 miles west of I-41 in the Town of Greenville. Farmland Preservation Program lands are present 
in Town of Vandebroek, Town of Kaukauna, Town of Wrightstown, and Town of Lawrence (Figures 2-2 and 2-4). 
Local governments and landowners renew their commitment to the Farmland Preservation Program annually. 

2.3.6 Natural and Historic Resources 
This section describes the notable natural and historic resources in the Primary and Secondary APE that may be 
subject to indirect impacts. 

Water Resources 

Surface Waters 

The Primary and Secondary APE are in the Lower Fox River basin, Fox River – Appleton watershed, and Apple 
and Ashwaubenon Creeks watershed. Waterways are Hemlock Creek, Ashwaubenon Creek, and Apple Creek, 
and tributaries to Mud Creek and Fox River. None of these waterways are trout streams or Outstanding or 
Exceptional Resource Waters.13 

Ashwaubenon Creek, Apple Creek, and one of the Mud Creek tributaries (5021372) are considered impaired 
waterbodies under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources [DNR] 
2020a). While Hemlock Creek is considered to be in “good” condition, all waterways receive agricultural and 
urban stormwater runoff contributing to reduced quality. 

Wetlands 

Wetlands are defined by the Clean Water Act as “areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do 
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (40 CFR 230.3). 
Wetlands are typically associated with waterbodies and pockets of wet, depressional areas. 

 
12 Agricultural Enterprise Areas are composed of large blocks of generally contiguous agricultural lands, consisting of at least five separate landowners. 

13 Outstanding Resource Water is defined as a lake or stream that has excellent water quality, high recreational and aesthetic value, and high-quality 
fishing and is free from point-source and nonpoint-source pollution. Exceptional Resource Water is defined as a lake or stream that exhibits the same high-
quality resource values as outstanding waters, but which may be impacted by point source pollution. 
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Wetlands are present in the Primary and Secondary APE. They can be found where I-41 crosses waterways, in 
adjacent agricultural fields, and alongside I-41 serving as swales or drainage basins for stormwater runoff from 
the roadway. 

Filling is the primary threat to wetlands. Although an array of federal, state, and local regulations help protect 
wetlands, wetlands (especially smaller ones) are still lost to road construction and other development activities. 
Draining wetlands can also occur through tiling and rerouting of surface water. Some agricultural areas are 
actually former wetlands that would revert back to wetlands if left undisturbed. Even if wetlands are not directly 
filled, drained, or developed, they still could be impacted by adjacent uses. 

Floodplains 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency defines “regulatory floodway” as “the channel of a river or other 
watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood without 
cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than a designated height.” A 100-year floodplain is an 
area that has a 1 percent chance of being inundated by a flood event in a given year. Hemlock Creek, 
Ashwaubenon Creek, Unnamed Stream 122800 (tributary to Ashwaubenon Creek), Apple Creek, Unnamed 
Stream 5021184 (tributary to Apple Creek), and Unnamed Streams 50202911 and 50201372 (tributaries to Mud 
Creek) possess 100-year floodplains. All but Hemlock Creek and Unnamed Stream 122800 (tributary to 
Ashwaubenon Creek) have regulatory floodway. 

Filling, grading, impediments, and impervious surfaces pose threats to floodplains and the resource values that 
they represent. While communities in the Primary and Secondary APE discourage development in floodplains, 
development could occur within the flood fringe areas through appropriate permits and approvals, and 
agricultural activities could continue within the floodplain. 

Habitat and Protected Species 
The most common upland community types in the study area are upland surrogate grassland, upland forest, and 
agricultural development. As discussed in the Wetland Delineation Report for I-41 (GEI Consultants, Inc 2021) 
upland forest is most commonly present in the northern extent of the study area, with upland forested 
complexes present along and south of County F and near Southbridge Road. Upland forest complexes are also 
present in the west-central portion of the study area near the WIS 441 interchange, and the western extent of 
the project near the WIS 15 interchange. The surrogate grassland community is present in the interstate right-
of-way, including the center medians, ramp and interchange medians, and areas adjacent to roads. Additionally, 
surrogate grasslands are present on edges and in corners of agricultural fields. Agricultural development is 
common in non-right-of-way areas, especially in the central portions of the study area where residential and 
business development is less widespread. 

As discussed in the Threatened, Endangered and Protected Resources Factor Sheet, three state-protected plant 
species are known to occur in or near the study area. Bald and golden eagles, as well as migratory birds are not 
known to occur near the study area. 

Cultural Resources 
Based on a literature review, nine previously reported archeological sites are located completely or partially 
within the Primary APE. A search of the Wisconsin Historic Preservation Database and National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) online database did not identify any NRHP-listed resources or locally designated 
sites/landmarks within or directly adjacent to the study area. Six previously surveyed architectural resources 
were identified, two of which are currently extant. Field surveys did not identify architecturally distinguished 
properties less than 40 years of age that merit recordation in the NRHP, and no potential historic districts were 
identified. No adverse effects on cultural resources are expected. 
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2.4 Step 3: Identify Impact-Causing Activities 
Step 3 of the analysis examines the No Build Alternative and Preferred Alternative and identifies potential 
impact-causing activities that may be associated with the project, including construction, operation, and 
maintenance relevant to indirect impacts. Impact-causing activities have the potential to be substantial and 
could affect resources in the Primary and Secondary APE. 

2.4.1 No Build Alternative 
The impact-causing activities of the No Build Alternative relate to its lack of action. While the No Build 
Alternative would avoid any specific impact-causing activities to land use or environmental factors, it does not 
address the purpose of and need for the project to provide a safe, efficient highway that meets interstate 
standards and corrects existing safety and operational deficiencies, or address the outdated Safety and Weight 
Enforcement Facility. 

2.4.2 Preferred Alternative 
The following components of the Preferred Alternative may have identifiable indirect impacts: 

• Capacity expansion of I-41 from four to six lanes to match the six-lane segment of I-41 north and south of 
the project area 

• Change in access due to the new South Bridge Connector interchange with I-41, which is part of the 5-mile-
long South Bridge Connector 

• Increasing capacity at nine service interchanges and the WIS 441 system interchange along I-41 

• Change in access at Association Drive, near the WIS 47 interchange 

2.5 Steps 4 and 5: Identify Potentially Significant Indirect Impacts; 
Analyze the Indirect Impacts and Evaluate Assumptions 

This section identifies and analyzes the potential for project-influenced development and project encroachment 
impacts. 

2.5.1 Project-Influenced Development 
WisDOT describes project-influenced development or induced growth as “the potential for land use changes to 
occur as a result of the project action that could reasonably occur sometime in the future.” An example of 
project-influenced development would include a commercial development occurring around a new interchange 
and the environmental impacts associated with this development (AASHTO 2016). 

The project could potentially induce growth in the Primary and Secondary APE in select locations where there is 
currently vacant/undeveloped land or agriculture. However, availability of land alone is not enough to cause 
land use change. National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Project 25-25, Task 22: Forecasting 
Indirect Land Use Effects of Transportation Projects identifies several factors such as local government land use 
policies, availability of supporting infrastructure (i.e., water and sewer), expected growth, and change in 
accessibility as indicators of the potential for project-influenced land use change. 

Based on a review of key causal variables, the location, magnitude, and/or pace of future planned development 
in the Primary and Secondary APE due to the proposed action are anticipated to be minimal. Local and regional 
planning agencies have strong land use controls and regulatory constraints that direct future development to 
areas consistent with local and regional plans that are served by municipal sewer and water and protect 
environmentally sensitive areas. Communities in the area prioritize infill development. Economic development is 
not part of the Project Purpose and Need. Further, growth and development in the study area is not being 
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driven by the proposed action, but rather the area’s proximity to both the Appleton and Green Bay job markets, 
highly ranked schools, and low cost of living, as identified by stakeholders. Additionally, the project improves an 
existing freeway in a mature transportation network, and travel time savings estimates are less than 5 minutes 
for a trip through the corridor, except for southbound morning peak period when motorists experience 
congestion west of WIS 441 in Appleton in the no-build condition. In this case, the potential for land use change 
is low as the proposed action is included in community comprehensive plans (Town of Grand Chute, City of 
Appleton), and local land use controls and regulatory constraints will direct new development to locations 
consistent with local plans. 

Land use patterns are not expected to change substantially if the project is built. Table 2-7 summarizes key 
underlying issues contributing to the conclusion that the project is not likely to add to substantial project-
influenced development.  

Table 2-7. Assessing the Potential for Project-Influenced Land Use Change 

Key Issues to Consider Assessment 

Public Policy and 
Constraints on Growth 
Potential 

The region's strong regional and local land use controls and regulatory constraints will direct new 
development in the study area to locations consistent with regional and local plans (Section 2.3.2). 
The potential for project-influenced land use change is weak in areas with strong policy and a strong 
record of policy enforcement and implementation.14 

Wisconsin’s Smart Growth Law requires county and local land use actions to be consistent with adopted 
comprehensive plans. It is difficult to depart from comprehensive plans because sewer service has been 
allocated to municipalities based on population, anticipated residential needs, as well as anticipated 
commercial and industrial areas (per comprehensive plans). During stakeholder interviews, communities 
indicated that they do not often veer from their comprehensive plans.  

Project Purpose and Need The project does not have an explicit economic development purpose and is not intended to produce 
land use change. 

Growth Trends and 
Projections 

There is ongoing population and employment growth occurring in the study area without the proposed 
project due to proximity to both the Appleton and Green Bay job markets and other factors identified 
during stakeholder interviews. Study area population growth is estimated at an average annual rate of 
1.1 percent, and employment growth is estimated at an average annual rate of less than one percent. 
NCHRP technical reports identify the potential for project-influenced land use change from population 
and employment growth at this annual rate as weak.15 

Change in accessibility The potential for land use change is generally low when a travel time savings is less than 5 minutes. The 
project improves an existing freeway in a mature transportation network, and travel time savings 
between the build and no-build condition are below this threshold, except during the southbound 
morning peak period when motorists experience congestion west of WIS 441 in Appleton in the no-build 
condition. The change in accessibility in this area with the Preferred Alternative is not anticipated to 
result in land use change as the proposed improvement is included in community comprehensive plans 
(Town of Grand Chute, City of Appleton), and local land use controls and regulatory constraints will 
direct new development to locations consistent with local plans.  

 

Development is occurring in the study area without the project and is planned to continue. When asked the 
likely impact of constructing the project, stakeholders noted development will occur in the study area regardless 
of the project. A couple respondents noted that the pace of industrial and commercial development may be 
modestly strengthened in the future with implementation of the project, however this view was not universally 
shared by all interviewees. In the Primary and Secondary APE, there are over one dozen ongoing and future 

 
14 NCHRP Project 25-25, Task 22: Forecasting Indirect Land Use Effects of Transportation Projects identifies communities with strong policy, strong record 
of policy enforcement, and implementation, then the potential for land-use change is probably as none to very weak. 

15 NCHRP Project 25-25, Task 22: Forecasting Indirect Land Use Effects of Transportation Projects identifies average annual population and employment 
growth of less than 1 percent as none to very weak potential for project-influenced land use change, and between 1 and 2 percent as weak to moderate 
potential for project-influenced land use change. 
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planned developments that would use existing I-41 service interchanges (see Section 2.3.4 and Table 3-1). When 
asked to what degree the project would influence development patterns at service interchanges, stakeholders 
responded that it would not change the type of development. Again, a couple respondents noted the pace of 
industrial and commercial development may be modestly strengthened in the future with the implementation 
of the project, when safety and operational issues are addressed, however this view was not shared by all 
interviewees. 

Several communities have identified the proposed improvement in their comprehensive plans, including the 
Town of Grand Chute, City of Appleton, and Town of Lawrence. Development patterns in these communities 
were informed by the proposed action. For example, the Town of Lawrence’s comprehensive plan identifies the 
new South Bridge Connector interchange. The Town has approved development consistent with the proposed 
interchange, including United Health Group’s 174,000-square-foot office building, Sand Lake Apartments (252-
unit complex), and two TIF districts. 

At the county and regional level, the proposed action has been part of regional planning discussions for decades. 
The new proposed interchange at the South Bridge Connector has been a been a part of the Brown County 
Comprehensive Plan since 1996. Planners in the area stated during stakeholder interviews that they have been 
intentional and mindful of the investment not preceding development in the area. Additionally, they have 
actively worked over the past 25 years to ensure local communities and residents are aware of the proposed 
improvement, including activities such as attending community and board meetings, conducting public 
meetings, and placing notes on land divisions and plats about the proposed investment. Some development has 
occurred in the area in anticipation of the improvement, but the new interchange now proposed for 
implementation is responding to existing land use development and travel demand. ECWRPC reported that the 
proposed investment along I-41 has been discussed for at least two decades and has been identified in the 
Appleton Transportation Management Area (TMA) Long Range Transportation/Land Use Plan since at least 
2010. In addition, I-41 is an important corridor that has been included in local comprehensive plans. 

Stakeholders noted that development in the region does not often depart from comprehensive plans as study 
area communities follow smart growth principals and prioritize infill development and areas contiguous to 
existing development. The project is unlikely to cause development in locations where it is not planned by local 
and regional planning agencies due to land use policies and regulations. 

Due to the existing four-lane freeway, proximity to the Green Bay, Appleton, Madison and Milwaukee markets, 
and the region's strong regional and local land use controls and regulatory constraints, the widening of I-41 will 
have a minimal impact on the potential for project-influenced land use change. While the Preferred Alternative 
may improve the attractiveness of land in the future in select locations in the study area for industrial and/or 
commercial uses, in consideration of key causal variables identified in Table 2-7, the proposed project would not 
substantially change the location, magnitude, or pace of future development within the study area. 

Impacts Related to Project-Influenced Development 
WisDOT does not anticipate substantial changes in land use and development from the construction of the I-41 
Project. Therefore, it is anticipated that there would be minimal impacts to air, water, natural systems, 
agricultural, and cultural resources from project-influenced development.16 

2.5.2 Project Encroachment Impacts 
Table 2-8 identifies the resources considered for potential project encroachment impacts based on direct 
impacts described in Section 22 of the Environmental Report and Environmental Assessment Template and 
associated Factor Sheets, and stakeholder input.

 
16 The Environmental Assessment serves as the Tier 2 NEPA document for the portion of the South Bridge Connector from the County F/County EB 
intersection on the west to Lawrence Drive on the east, including the new I-41 interchange. 
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Table 2-8. Resources Considered for Indirect Impacts 

Resource Will this resource be directly affected? Would this resource experience project encroachment impacts? 

Business and Economics The Preferred Alternative improves traffic operations and safety on I-41, 
but it would not change the economic characteristics of the study area. 
During construction, there may be short-term ramp closures, delays, and 
inconvenience for roadway users. Access to local businesses would be 
maintained during construction. 

The Preferred Alternative requires strip takings from approximately 93 
business properties and two business relocations. Permanent access 
changes would occur to businesses along Association Drive. Long-term 
economic disadvantages in the study area are not anticipated. WisDOT 
would provide property owners whose property is acquired by the 
project with mitigation.  

No. WisDOT does not expect project encroachment impacts to occur, 
either within or outside the project footprint. Access changes, business 
relocations and strip acquisitions would not result in the loss of economic 
viability of remaining businesses, business centers, or districts.  

Community and 
Environmental Justice 

Community: There may be short-term ramp closures, delays, and 
inconvenience during construction for roadway users, but access to 
community facilities would be maintained during construction. 
Permanent access changes may occur to the Appleton Department of 
Motor Vehicles, and strip takings may be required from three churches 
and one university property. Churches adjacent to I-41 may experience 
increased levels of traffic noise. 

Environmental Justice: Changes in access, visual impacts, noise, and 
construction impacts would be experienced by minority and/or low-
income populations, but the impacts do not result in any adverse impacts 
considered disproportionately high and adverse. 

Community: No. Project encroachment impacts are not expected to 
occur, either within or outside the project footprint. Access changes and 
strip acquisitions would not result in the loss of community cohesion. 

The proposed improvements are generally within the median of I-41, so 
traffic is not moving closer to churches adjacent to I-41 in most cases. As 
such, project encroachment impacts are not expected to occur. 

Environmental Justice: No. Project encroachment impacts are not 
anticipated. During stakeholder interviews, stakeholders identified that 
potential adverse indirect impacts could include I-41 acting as a barrier 
for people without a vehicle, and inhibit the ability of minority and low-
income populations to get to work or community facilities during 
construction; however, existing accommodations for non-motorized 
access across I-41 will remain as part of the Preferred Alternative and 
access to places of employment and community facilities would be 
maintained during construction. One stakeholder noted that if the project 
is designed to standards it would improve conditions for minority and 
low-income populations.  

Aesthetics The Preferred Alternative includes a new full-service South Bridge 
Connector interchange. The interchange would be a prominent visual 
feature. In addition, new flyover ramps at WIS 441 would introduce a 
more prominent visual feature at the existing interchange. Along the I-41 
mainline, the Preferred Alternate design removes the vegetated median 
in order to construct six lanes, introducing more pavement. 

In addition, new noise barriers would change the viewshed for motorists 
on I-41 and residents adjacent to I-41.  

No. Indirect impacts to visual quality are typically associated with growth. 
Limited growth is anticipated as a result of this project. Strong regional 
and local land use controls and regulatory constraints will direct new 
development in the study area to locations consistent with regional and 
local plans.  
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Table 2-8. Resources Considered for Indirect Impacts 

Resource Will this resource be directly affected? Would this resource experience project encroachment impacts? 

Agriculture The Preferred Alternative requires acquisition of agricultural land at four 
interchanges: County E (1.6 acres), County U (5.7 acres), County S (6.5 
acres), and South Bridge Connector (49.3 acres).  

Yes. Project encroachment impacts to farmland include remnant sections 
outside the construction footprint that are no longer suitable for 
agricultural production, such as severed parcels. Impacts could occur to 
severed parcels at the County U, County S, and South Bridge Connector 
interchanges.17 Project encroachment impacts are not anticipated to be 
substantial. 

In addition, construction of the project will acquire some agricultural 
land, which will reduce the amount of land available for the spreading of 
manure. However, the amount of land acquired for the project is minimal 
compared to the total amount of agricultural land in Outagamie and 
Brown counties. 

See discussion following this table.  

Relocations The project requires relocation of two residences near the new South 
Bridge Connector interchange and two businesses near the WIS 441 
interchange. 

No. Residential relocations would not result in the loss of community 
cohesion. 

Business relocations would not result in the loss of economic viability of 
remaining businesses, business centers, or districts. 

Section 4(f) The Preferred Alternative will result in a de minimus impact to the 
Outagamie County Forest and Prairie Hill Park. 

No. The Preferred Alternative is not anticipated to change the use of 
Section 4(f) properties; therefore, project encroachments are not 
expected to occur. 

Wetlands The Preferred Alternative impacts approximately 36 acres from 141 
wetlands. Impacts will be mitigated in accordance with state and federal 
regulations.  

Yes. Indirect wetland impacts are typically disturbances that reduce or 
eliminate wetland functions without directly filling or excavating wetland 
soils. Project encroachment impacts could result from disturbances that 
occur in areas outside of wetlands, such as uplands, other wetlands or 
waterways, and include the influx of surface water and sediments, 
fragmentation of a wetland from a contiguous wetland complex, loss of 
recharge area, or changes in local drainage patterns. Another potential 
impact could include a change in wetland type due to changes in 
vegetation composition, wetland hydrology, and wetland size. Wetland 
mitigation requirements for the project will subject to federal and state 
regulations and project encroachment impacts are not anticipated to be 
substantial. 

See discussion following this table.  

 
17 The Environmental Assessment serves as the Tier 2 NEPA document for the portion of the South Bridge Connector from the County F/County EB intersection on the west to Lawrence Drive on the east, 
including the I-41 interchange. 
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Table 2-8. Resources Considered for Indirect Impacts 

Resource Will this resource be directly affected? Would this resource experience project encroachment impacts? 

Surface Waters/Stormwater The Preferred Alternative would cross 26 surface waters; all but one are 
currently crossed by existing roadways included in the Preferred 
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative requires reconstruction and/or 
extension of some culverts, replacement of the bridge over Apple Creek, 
and a new crossing at Hemlock Creek. 

The Preferred Alternative increases impervious surface and contributes to 
increased stormwater runoff. However, increases in stormwater runoff 
will be partially offset by best management practices. 

Yes. There may be project encroachment impacts to water quality and 
aquatic habitat as a result of short-term water pollution during 
construction due to erosion and sedimentation, and increase in 
stormwater runoff due to increase in impervious cover. However, project 
encroachment impacts are not anticipated to be substantial. 

Regulatory protections exist for water in many study area municipalities, 
as well as at the county, state, and national level, which when 
implemented, would serve to mitigate potential adverse impacts to water 
resources indirectly impacted by proposed project. 

See discussion following this table. 

Floodplains Eight surface waters along the project corridor have floodplains. The 
Preferred Alternative results in 7 transverse and 5 longitudinal 
encroachments of these floodplains, resulting in 8 acres of 
encroachment. 

No. Project encroachment impacts are not anticipated as improvements 
within floodplains would be in accordance with the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency Regulations on Floodplain Management, Executive 
Orders, and local regulations.  

Traffic Noise 

The Preferred Alternative produces a noise impact, increasing existing 
sound levels by 15 A-weighted decibels or more, and exceeding the Noise 
Level Criteria. Noise abatement measures will mitigate direct impacts 
where feasible.  

No. The noise analysis considers traffic volumes that include the future 
users attracted to the proposed action. Therefore, the noise levels 
predicted by traffic modeling already incorporate project encroachment 
impacts and would be analyzed and mitigated for as a direct impact. 
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2.6 Step 6: Assess Consequences and Identify Mitigation 
Activities 

This section assesses the consequences of the indirect impacts that were discussed in Step 5. It also identifies 
potential mitigation measures WisDOT and other agencies could use to minimize the indirect impacts. 

2.6.1 Project-Influenced Development 
Potential Consequences 
The I-41 Project has the potential to induce growth in the Primary and Secondary APE in select locations; 
however, it is not anticipated to substantially change land use and development in the area as discussed in 
Section 2.5.1. 

Potential Mitigation Measures 
As mentioned in Section 2.3.3, communities within the Primary and Secondary APE have dedicated 
staff/departments, comprehensive planning documents, and zoning regulations in place to direct the amount, 
type, and density of development within their communities. No further mitigation is recommended. 

2.6.2 Project Encroachment Impacts 
Agriculture 

Potential Consequences 

Potential consequences of the potential indirect impacts to agriculture include remnant sections of agricultural 
lands that are either impractical or uneconomical to farm. Typically, these remaining sections are difficult for 
farm equipment to access. Impacts could occur to farmland at the County U, County S, and South Bridge 
Connector interchanges. The Preferred Alternative changes access to three parcels at the County U interchange 
and one parcel at the County S interchange, and it severs two parcels at the new South Bridge Connector 
interchange. However, most parcels that may be indirectly impacted are already planned for conversion from 
agricultural to other uses. Land use in Brown County shows the existing agricultural lands in the vicinity of the 
County S and South Bridge Connector interchanges as being developed for commercial and residential use in the 
future (Figures 2-5 and 2-6). 

Outagamie County ranks as the ninth highest county in the state for the number of milk cows and milk 
production (Outagamie County 2020). Similarly, Brown County is one of Wisconsin’s premier dairy counties, 
resulting in over 900 million gallons of manure in the Lower Fox River basin annually (Dynamic Concepts, LLC 
2017). An important issue facing farming in the study area cited in the Brown County Comprehensive Plan is the 
increasing number of cattle combined with a decreasing availability of agricultural lands for the spreading of 
manure. Farmers use the manure as fertilizer for crop production, as it is rich in nitrogen, phosphorus, 
potassium, and other micronutrients. Reconstruction of the County S, County U, and County E interchanges and 
construction of the new South Bridge Connector interchange are anticipated to acquire more than 60 acres of 
agricultural land, which will reduce the amount of land available for the spreading of manure. 

Decreases in available land for the spreading of manure has several implications. It increases conflicts with rural 
residents due to overapplication of manure on remaining farmland, and creates the potential for increased 
runoff into surface water and groundwater resources if proper spreading and nutrient management techniques 
are not followed. However, the amount of agricultural land acquired for the project is minimal compared to the 
total amount of agricultural land in Outagamie and Brown counties. In Outagamie County, within the Primary 
APE, the project would impact less than two acres out of 247,482 total acres (0.0006 percent), based on the 
total acres of agricultural land reported in the 2007 Census of Agriculture, as identified in the Outagamie County 
Farmland Preservation Plan (Outagamie County 2020). In Brown County, within the Primary APE, the project 
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would impact about 62 acres out of 168,686 total acres (0.04 percent), based on the total acres of agricultural 
land in 2016 (Brown County Planning Commission 2017). The project is not anticipated to substantially change 
land use in the Secondary APE as discussed in Section 2.5.1. 

Potential Mitigation Measures 

Potential mitigation measures include those that WisDOT or other agencies could implement to minimize 
indirect impacts. WisDOT completed and coordinated an Agricultural Impact Notice for Highway Projects (form 
ARM-LWR-359) with DATCP in accordance with standards and applicable laws. Potential mitigation measures for 
indirect impacts could include compensating for the impact by establishing, enhancing, or preserving agricultural 
lands. 

The Outagamie County Farmland Preservation Plan notes that the use of farm-scale biodigesters is a growing 
industry in Wisconsin, which produce methane gas from animal waste (Outagamie County 2020). A larger, 
community-scale manure digester that takes in nutrients from multiple farms may be a means to address excess 
manure, reduce nutrient flow to the surface waters, and generate a consistent source of renewable electricity at 
the same time. The excess manure could be used to generate methane and subsequently electricity (Brown 
County Planning Commission 2017). This strategy is identified in the 2017-2027 Brown County, WI Farmland 
Preservation Plan Update. It is a current effort outside of the I-41 Project and is being spearheaded through a 
partnership between DNR, DATCP, Public Service Commission, and BC Organics, which is a consortium of farms, 
technology suppliers, renewable natural gas buyer, fertilizer buyer, and investors (Hubbuch 2019). During the 
stakeholder interviews, it was shared that a large manure digester is proposed in southern Brown County. 

Surface Waters/Stormwater 

Potential Consequences 

When rain falls on roads, driveways, parking lots, and other paved surfaces that do not allow water to soak into 
the ground, it picks up and carries many different pollutants that are found on paved surfaces, such as sediment, 
nitrogen, phosphorus, bacteria, oil and grease, trash, pesticides, and metals. Consequently, when the polluted 
water flows into rivers and streams, it degrades water quality. Stormwater runoff not only increases turbidity,18 
but it also has harmful effects on aquatic life due to oxygen depletion. Excess nitrogen and phosphorus can 
cause algae to grow faster than ecosystems can handle. Significant increases in algae harm water quality, food 
resources, and habitats, and decrease the oxygen that fish and other aquatic life need to survive. 

In addition, chloride from road salt used for deicing is toxic to aquatic life, and even low concentrations can 
produce harmful effects in freshwater ecosystems. High chloride levels in water can inhibit aquatic species’ 
growth and reproduction and impact food sources. Runoff containing road salt can also cause oxygen depletion 
in bodies of water, as the salt can sink to the bottom and create a dense layer that inhibits gas exchange with 
the overlying water. 

Due to increased impervious surface as a result of the Preferred Alternative, the project could indirectly impact 
water quality. In particular, the new crossing at Hemlock Creek due to the proposed South Bridge Connector 
interchange could introduce pavement over the waterway where there currently is none. In addition, 
construction of waterway crossing structures may potentially impact waterway health through disturbance to 
the creek bed, banks, vegetation, and aquatic fauna movement. However, in consideration of mitigation 
measures, impacts are not anticipated to be substantial. 

Potential Mitigation Measures 

Potential mitigation measures include those that WisDOT or other agencies could implement to minimize 
indirect impacts. Stormwater management will follow WisDOT/DNR TRANS 401, DNR 151/216, and TS4 
requirements and conform to local municipal stormwater management regulations, which control potential 

 
18 Turbidity is a measure of the degree to which water loses its transparency due to the presence of suspended particulates such as clay, silt, and other 
organic or inorganic material. The more total suspended solids in the water, the cloudier or murkier it seems and the higher the turbidity will measure. 
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indirect impacts to waterways. Per regulations, the I-41 Project is required to reduce annual total suspended 
solids loadings by 40 percent, based upon an average annual rainfall year, when compared to no runoff 
management controls. Stormwater best management practices, including, but not limited to, grass swales, 
vegetative filter strips, street-cleaning practices, catch basins, biofilters, and detention ponds, will be evaluated 
during more detailed project design to provide an appropriate measure to manage additional runoff from 
increased impervious surfaces. A stormwater management plan will be developed in coordination with the DNR 
to reduce and/or minimize impacts to waterways by conforming to TS4, TRANS 401, and NR 151/216 
requirements. The project construction plans will conform to WisDOT drainage- related erosion control 
measures and NR 151 requirements. 

To mitigate impacts of new waterway crossings, waterways could be realigned to maintain hydraulic capacity, if 
needed. Where a waterway has the potential to offer passage of aquatic fauna, the road crossing would be 
designed in a manner that would not discourage fauna passage. 

Wetlands 

Potential Consequences 

Indirect wetland impacts are typically disturbances that reduce or eliminate wetland functions without directly 
filling or excavating wetland soils. Project encroachment impacts could include the influx of surface water and 
sediments, fragmentation of a wetland from a contiguous wetland complex, loss of recharge area, or changes in 
local drainage patterns, contributing to wetland degradation. Another potential impact could include a change in 
wetland type due to changes in vegetation composition, wetland hydrology, and wetland size. Conversion from 
one wetland type to another can have a major ecological impact by changing habitat types and community 
structure. 

The proposed action could have an indirect impact on wetlands receiving stormwater runoff. The quality of 
stormwater runoff into wetlands adjacent to the construction footprint will be managed by stormwater best 
management practices such as grass swales, vegetative filter strips, street-cleaning practices, catch basins, 
biofilters, and detention ponds, which will filter runoff from the roadway before entering the adjacent wetland. 

For most wetlands remaining adjacent to the roadway, the hydrology originates as direct precipitation or runoff 
from other areas or from adjacent streams. These hydrologic sources will not be modified by the roadway. 
Existing culverts will be extended or new culverts will be installed to maintain flow across the roadway corridor. 
Indirect hydrologic impacts are possible at several wetlands identified in Table 2-9, where the hydrology of the 
remaining wetland may be impacted by the improvements. 

To determine the wetlands that could incur hydrologic indirect impacts, the study team identified remnant 
wetland areas outside the construction footprint that would be fragmented or could have a loss of functionality 
due to permanent direct impacts. Where there are temporary direct impacts, or permanent impacts that would 
not require mitigation (i.e., stormwater conveyance ditches that are replaced in-kind), indirect impacts are not 
anticipated. The anticipated level of indirect impact, as presented in Table 2-9, was determined based on 
professional judgement by estimating the anticipated level of indirect impact with consideration of the degree 
of fragmentation and changes in local drainage patterns. Generally, at sites where more than 50 percent of the 
wetland is directly impacted, the level is described as moderate; at sites where less than 50 percent of the 
wetland is directly impacted, and wetland hydrology is anticipated to be maintained, the level is described as 
minimal; and where less than 1 percent of the wetland is directly impacted, the level is described as 
inconsequential. 

Approximately 6 acres of wetland would have a moderate indirect impact; approximately 26 acres of wetland 
would have a minimal impact; and approximately 3 acres of wetland would have an inconsequential impact. 
Wetland mitigation requirements for the project are subject to federal and state regulations; therefore, project 
encroachment impacts are not anticipated to be substantial.  
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Table 2-9. Wetlands Potentially Indirectly Impacted by the Preferred Alternative 

Wetland ID County Location Map Level of Indirect Impact 

W-C-81 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 2 and 36 Minimal 

W-D-84 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 2 and 36 Minimal 

W-D-72 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 2 and 36 Moderate 

W-D-85 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 3 and 36 Moderate 

W-C-76 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 3 and 36 Moderate 

W-D-63 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 3 and 4 Minimal 

W-A-101 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 6, 7, and 37 Inconsequential 

W-D-47 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 7 and 37 Moderate 

W-A-98 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 7 and 37 Moderate 

W-A-103 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 7 and 37 Minimal 

W-D-49 Outagamie  Preferred Alternative Maps 7 and 37 Inconsequential 

W-D-50 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 8, 9, 10, and 38 Moderate 

W-D-46 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Map 8 Minimal 

W-A-119 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 9 and 38 Minimal 

W-D-45 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 9, 10, and 38 Moderate 

W-D-51 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 9, 10, and 38 Minimal 

W-D-34 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 10 and 38 Moderate 

W-A-95 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 10 and 38 Minimal 

W-D-36 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 10, 11, and 39 Moderate 

W-W-45 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 11 and 39 Moderate 

W-A-94 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 11 and 39 Minimal 

W-A-93 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 11 and 39 Minimal 

W-A-85 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 11 and 39 Minimal 

W-D-79 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 11 and 39 Minimal 

W-A-59 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 11 and 39 Minimal 

W-C-45 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 11 and 39 Minimal 

W-A-71 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 11 and 39 Minimal 

W-A-73 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 11 and 39 Moderate 

W-A-74 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 39 and 40 Moderate 

W-C-68 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Map 39 Minimal 

W-A-61 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 12 and 13 Minimal 

W-A-62 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Map 13 Minimal 

W-D-44 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Map 13 Minimal 
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Table 2-9. Wetlands Potentially Indirectly Impacted by the Preferred Alternative 

Wetland ID County Location Map Level of Indirect Impact 

W-A-50 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 18 and 19 Moderate 

W-B-27 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Map 19 Inconsequential 

W-D-1 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Map 19 Minimal 

W-B-13 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 25 and 41 Moderate 

W-B-15 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 25 and 43 Moderate 

W-B-12 Outagamie Preferred Alternative Maps 25, 26, and 41 Moderate 

W-B-7 Brown Preferred Alternative Map 26 Moderate 

W-C-17 Brown Preferred Alternative Maps 29 and 42 Minimal 

W-C-18 Brown Preferred Alternative Maps 29 and 42 Minimal 

W-B-45  Brown Preferred Alternative Maps 30 and 42 Moderate 

W-B-49  Brown Preferred Alternative Maps 34 and 44 Inconsequential 

W-A-5 Brown Preferred Alternative Maps 34, 35, and 46 Minimal 

W-C-28 Brown Preferred Alternative Map 43 Minimal 

W-C-19 Brown Preferred Alternative Map 43 Moderate 

W-C-32 Brown Preferred Alternative Map 43 Minimal 

W-C-20 Brown Preferred Alternative Map 43 Moderate 

W-C-30 Brown Preferred Alternative Map 43 Moderate 

W-B-48 Brown Preferred Alternative Map 43 Moderate 

W-C-41  Brown Preferred Alternative Map 44 Moderate 

Potential Mitigation Measures 

Potential mitigation measures include those that WisDOT or other agencies could implement to minimize 
indirect impacts. Buffers can eliminate or minimize the potential for losses of wetland functions from impacts 
occurring on adjacent uplands or wetlands. Dense grassy or herbaceous buffers on gradual slopes intercept 
overland runoff, trap sediments, remove pollutants, and promote ground water recharge. For steeper slopes, 
greater buffer widths and denser vegetation (e.g., shrubs and trees) are necessary. 

Mitigation could also include wetland restoration, which involves taking an existing wetland from a poor, 
unhealthy, or degraded state to the level of productivity and habitat value associated with undisturbed natural 
wetlands occurring in the vicinity. This process often can be accomplished by changing surrounding water inflow 
or drainage, eliminating erosion and siltation, and reducing pollution from adjacent areas. 
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3. Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative impacts on the environment result from the incremental impact of an action when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes such 
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place 
over a period of time (40 CFR § 1508.7). 

The following guidance documents were used to guide the analysis: 

• WisDOT. 2007. Guidance for Conducting a Cumulative Effects Analysis. 

• AASHTO. 2016. Practitioner’s Handbook 12, Assessing Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts Under NEPA. 

• Council on Environmental Quality. 1997. Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), January. 

• FHWA. 2003. Questions and Answers Regarding the Consideration of Indirect and Cumulative Impacts in the 
NEPA Process. January. 

• FHWA. 1992. Position Paper: Secondary and Cumulative Impact Assessment in the Highway Project 
Development Process. 

• 40 CFR, Chapter 1, Section 230.11(g)(h); Protection of Environment, Environmental Protection Agency, 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material. 

The methodology used to assess cumulative impacts for the I-41 Project is based on the WisDOT Guidance for 
Conducting a Cumulative Effects Analysis (2007), which includes the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) 
11-step process identified in the handbook Considering Cumulative Effects under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (1997). The 11-step process can be subcategorized into three primary steps: scoping, describing the 
affected environment, and determining the environmental consequences. 

• Scoping – Step 1, identify the significant issues associated with the proposed action and define the 
assessment; Steps 2 and 3, establish geographic scope and timeframe of the analysis; Step 4, identify other 
actions affecting the resources, ecosystems, and human communities of concern. 

• Describe the affected environment – Step 5, characterize resources identified in scoping in terms of their 
response to change and capacity to withstand stress; Step 6, characterize the stresses affecting these 
resources and their relation to regulatory thresholds; Step 7, define a baseline condition for the resources. 

• Determine the environmental consequences – Step 8, identify the important cause-and-effect relationships 
between human activities and resources; Step 9, determine the magnitude and significance of cumulative 
impacts; Step 10, modify or add alternatives to mitigate significant cumulative impacts; Step 11, monitor the 
cumulative impacts of the selected alternative and adapt management. 

The following subsections describe the cumulative impacts scoping process, the affected environment, and 
environmental consequences. 

3.1 Scope of Cumulative Impacts Analysis 
As indicated in AASHTO’s Practitioner’s Handbook Assessing the Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts Under 
NEPA (2016), the resources assessed for cumulative impacts “are typically a subset of the range of 
environmental resources considered in the assessment of direct and indirect effects—in many cases, just two or 
three topics are chosen for analysis.” The cumulative impact analysis does not include resources on which the 
proposed project would not have an impact or those for which impacts could be mitigated. 
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WisDOT used CEQ’s document Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(1997) to determine which resource topics to analyze for cumulative impacts. The document notes the following 
about cumulative impacts: “In a broad sense, all the impacts on affected resources are probably cumulative; 
however, the role of the analyst is to narrow the focus of the cumulative effects analysis to important issues of 
national, regional, or local significance… Not all potential cumulative effect issues identified during scoping need 
to be included in an Environmental Assessment or an EIS. Some may be irrelevant or inconsequential to 
decisions about the proposed action and corridor alternatives. Cumulative effects analysis should count what 
counts, not produce superficial analysis of a long laundry list of issues that have little relevance to the effects of 
the proposed action or eventual decisions.” 

The direct and indirect effects of the proposed action are a building block of the cumulative impact analysis 
(AASHTO 2016). A cumulative impact analysis is required when there is a direct and/or indirect effect on a 
specific natural, historic, cultural resource, or population for the proposed action to exert a cumulative influence 
(WisDOT 2007). If no direct and/or indirect impact to a specific resource is suspected, or the impact could be 
mitigated, then there is no need to consider cumulative impacts to that resource. 

3.1.1 Scoping Cumulative Impacts 
The cumulative impact analysis considers the resources that could be affected directly and indirectly by the 
Preferred Alternative when combined with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions that 
potentially affect the same resources or human communities. Based on the anticipated direct and indirect 
project impacts; stakeholder interviews; demographic, land use, and natural resources information; and 
guidance described in Section 3.1, three resources were reviewed for potential cumulative impacts: 

• Agriculture 
• Surface Water Quality 
• Wetlands 

The stakeholder input described in Section 2.2.2 of the indirect impacts analysis was also used to help identify 
potential cumulative impacts. In addition, the cumulative impact analysis is informed by data on demographics, 
land use trends, and agricultural and water resources in Section 2 of this technical memorandum. 

3.1.2 Cumulative Impacts Study Area and Timeframe for Analysis 
Figure 3-1 illustrates the cumulative impacts study area for agricultural resources, surface water, and wetlands. 
The study team used guidance from CEQ, WisDOT, AASHTO, and traffic analysis to develop the study area. CEQ 
recommends that a cumulative effects analysis should be conducted on the scale of human communities, 
landscapes, watershed, or airsheds. Thus, the study area for the impact analysis varies by resource and the 
distance an effect can travel. AASHTO points out that a study area for a cumulative impact analysis should be 
“large enough to provide the context necessary for understanding the health of the resource and compact 
enough to present a proper perspective.” Further, the guidance recommends the cumulative effects assessment 
boundaries must be at least as large as the direct and indirect effect study areas because direct and indirect 
effects are components of cumulative impacts. 

The timeframe for the analysis is 2040, which coincides with the availability of study area demographic and 
resource information, and this timeframe is long enough for cumulative impacts to unfold, but not so far into 
the future that the impacts become too difficult to reasonably anticipate.
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3.1.3 Notable Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
In Outagamie County, the I-41 study area has experienced continued growth over the years, particularly in the 
City of Appleton. The area has experienced modest residential, commercial, and industrial growth along I-41 and 
the Fox River. In Brown County, development has continued to extend southward along the Fox River, with 
growth occurring in the City of De Pere and the Town of Lawrence. However, the I-41 study area in Brown 
County, south of the Town of Lawrence, remains largely undeveloped. The communities that are affected by the 
Preferred Alternative have prepared and adopted comprehensive (Smart Growth) plans that contain long-term 
development concepts to manage land use and growth in the future. Table 3-1 identifies notable past, present, 
or reasonably foreseeable future actions, that when considered with the I-41 Preferred Alternative, may have 
cumulative impacts on environmental resources.  

Table 3-1. Notable Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Project 
Past, Present, or Future 

Action 

Transportation 

I-41 Widening (City of Neenah to WIS 15). This project expanded the US 41 freeway from four to six 
lanes from Breezewood Lane southwest of the City of Neenah to the WIS 15 interchange.  

Past 

(1992) 

I-41 Expansion (City of De Pere to Village of Howard). This project added lanes and upgraded 
interchanges between Orange Lane in the City of De Pere to Lineville Road in the Village of Howard.  

Past 

(2017) 

WIS 96 Reconstruction. This project includes complete reconstruction of WIS 96 from Washington Street 
in the Village of Little Chute to Claribel Street in the City of Kaukauna; replacement of the existing 
concrete pavement, curb and gutter, sidewalks and storm sewer; creation of on-street bicycle 
accommodations; correction of substandard intersection angles at Washington Street and Grant 
Street/Plank Road; and installation of a new lighting system. 

Present 

(2020) 

CTH CA Reconstruction. This project will widen College Avenue from Two Mile Road to Casaloma Drive to 
an urban four-lane divided highway. Traffic safety improvements will be made at the intersections of 
Communication Drive, Mayflower Road, and McCarthy Road.  

Present 

(2020) 

South Bridge Connector. This project will construct a new Fox River crossing and connecting streets 
between the Town of Lawrence and Town of Ledgeview. The project would begin at County EB 
(Packerland Drive) in the Town of Lawrence and continue southeasterly along a new alignment to 
connect to a new full-access interchange on I-41. The route would continue east on Southbridge Road 
and Red Maple Road, cross the Fox River 2.5 miles south of the Claude Allouez Bridge, and continue along 
Rockland Road. At the intersection of Rockland Road and County PP (South Broadway), the route would 
continue northeasterly on new alignment and end at the intersection of County X (Heritage Road) and 
County GV (Monroe Road) in the Town of Ledgeview. 

Future 

(2025-2032) 

Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Fox River Greenway. This 15+ mile trail network will connect parks and downtown/commercial districts 
from the City of Appleton to the Village of Kimberly, City of Kaukauna, Town of Buchanan, and Village of 
Combined Locks. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

Land Use and Development 

Village of Little Chute Windmill and Visitor Center. The $2.5 million project constructed a 100-foot-tall 
windmill and Visitors Center south of the County N interchange in the Village of Little Chute.  

Past 

(2014) 

Union Square. This 53-unit, income restricted apartment development is located north of downtown 
Appleton, southeast of the I-41 and WIS 47 interchange. This property consists of two components, 
including twenty 2-story townhome-style units and 33 units in a single 3-story structure. 

Past 

(2015) 

ThedaCare Regional Cancer Center. ThedaCare constructed a $44 million regional cancer center in 
Appleton southeast of the I-41 and WIS 47 interchange.  

Past 

(2016) 
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Table 3-1. Notable Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Project 
Past, Present, or Future 

Action 

Neenah Paper Expansion. Neenah Paper's Appleton Mill encompasses 10.5 acres. In 2016, the company 
invested over $70 million in a new 44,000-square-foot manufacturing plant south of the Fox River. The 
mill is approximately 3 miles south of I-41, east of the WIS 47 interchange.  

Past 

(2016) 

Fox Cities Exhibition Center. The multi-purpose convention center in Appleton (south of the I-41 and WIS 
47 interchange) draws many people to the Fox Cities. It was initially estimated to generate an average of 
$6.5 million in new visitor spending to the Fox Cities each year. 

Past 

(2017) 

Glacier Ridge. This development in Appleton included 63 single-family residential lots. The subdivision is 
northeast of the I-41 and WIS 47 interchange. 

Past 

(2017) 

Eagle Point Senior Living. A $15.7 million 55+ independent and assisted living community on the north 
side of the Fox River. It includes 99 apartments and 10 townhomes. The development is approximately 3 
miles south of I-41 and east of the WIS 47 interchange. 

Past 

(2018) 

Woolen Mill Lofts. This 60-unit development in downtown Appleton converted a vacant, century-old 
woolen mill into a mix of market rate and restricted income housing. The development is on the south 
side of the Fox River, approximately 3 miles south of I-41 and east of the WIS 47 interchange. 

Past 

(2018) 

Fox Cities Champion Center. The project constructed a new $30 million youth sports facility in the Town 
of Grand Chute. The Center is northwest of the I-41 and WIS 96 interchange. 

Past 

(2019) 

Regency Plan Senior Living. In the Village of Little Chute, a new $6 million, 40-unit senior housing 
complex was constructed. The complex is south of the County N interchange. 

Past 

(2019) 

Greene Development Site. In the northeast quadrant of the WIS 96 interchange in the Town of Grand 
Chute, the nearly 29-acre property includes retail and commercial development, including construction 
of a 94,000-square-foot retail center for WG&R Furniture. The development is estimated to cost $40 
million. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

Kolosso Toyota. Along WIS 96, east of the interchange with I-41, Kolosso Toyota opened a new, $6.5 
million building in January 2019 in Appleton, which houses a car showroom, service center, and offices. 
This is the first of two building phases. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

Appleton Downtown Redevelopment Projects. There are two redevelopment projects planned for 
downtown Appleton. The first project is a six-story, mixed-use project with 28 apartments and 
approximately 2,600 square feet of commercial/retail space. The second project includes a $6.2 million, 
36-unit, urban multi-family project. The redevelopment projects are approximately 3 miles south of I-41 
and east of the WIS 47 interchange. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

Appleton Single-Family Residential Development Projects. Seven single-family residential developments 
are ongoing in north Appleton: Clearwater Creek (26 lots), Apple Fields (19 lots), Trail View Estates South 
(127 lots), North Edgewood Estates (134 lots), Emerald Valley Estates (179 lots), Broadway Hills Estates 
(27 lots), and Apple Ridge (170 lots). The developments are north of I-41 between the WIS 47 and WIS 
441 interchanges. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

Eagle Flats. The Eagle Flats development is a multi-phase development located just south of the Fox River 
in Appleton. The already constructed first phase of the development includes the construction of The 
Landing apartments, an Energy Star-certified facility that includes 54 restricted income units, and 
Riverwalk Place, including 70 affordable senior housing units. Future phases will include additional mixed-
use development and riverfront amenities. The development is approximately 3 miles south of I-41 and 
east of the WIS 47 interchange. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

RiverHeath. This is a multi-phase development located on the south side of the Fox River in Appleton. 
The first phase included a residential building, Evergreen, with 41 units. The second phase included a 
second residential building, Prairie, and a new, $12 million Courtyard by Marriott hotel. Construction of 
RiverHeath’s newest building, Willow, is underway, and will include 108 units. The development is 
approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the County E interchange. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 
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Table 3-1. Notable Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Project 
Past, Present, or Future 

Action 

Lexington Management Multi-Family Developments. There are have been several recently built 
apartment complexes north of I-41 and east of French Road (near the WIS 441 interchange) in the Village 
of Little Chute: Meadowbreeze Crossing (52 units), Windgate Terrace (64 units), Prairiewater Place (84 
units), and Bridgewater Trails (290 units). 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

Village of Little Chute Downtown Redevelopment Project. Dollar Tree recently moved into a vacant 
building south of the County N interchange near the Fox River in the Village of Little Chute. The building, 
formerly the Save-A-Lot grocery store, is the focus of a downtown master plan. The renovation project 
will cost $1.5 million, and the Village is looking for up to six new tenants, such as small stores or even a 
restaurant. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

Commerce Crossing. Located northwest of the WIS 55 interchange on the former City of Kaukauna dog 
track, the project includes construction of a dental office and larger medical facility. About 30 acres 
remain for future expansion. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

Bernatello’s Pizza. Bernatello’s Pizza, a frozen pizza manufacturer and distributor, will invest $24 million 
to expand its facility in the City of Kaukauna by 30,000 square feet. The facility is south of I-41, east of the 
WIS 55 interchange. The company plans to create 48 jobs over the next 3 years. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

Village of Wrightstown TIF District #4. The Village of Wrightstown’s new TIF district, east of the 
I-41/County U interchange, attracted large industrial users like Tweet Garot Mechanical, which 
consolidated its Village of Ashwaubenon and Green Bay sites into one $9 million building along I-41. It 
also brought in the future $6 million Bay Area Granite & Marble facility and $13 million Country Vision 
Coop feed mill and agronomy center. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

The Current of the Fox – Village of Wrightstown. Two luxury, 20-unit riverfront apartment buildings are 
under construction in the Village of Wrightstown: Wind and Wave. The development is on the north side 
of the Fox River, southeast of the County U interchange. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

Lawrence Parkway Development (Town of Lawrence TID #1). This 200-acre development adjacent to I-
41, north of the County S interchange, will include commercial and residential development. It is planned 
to be home to the Impact Sports Academy, a $6 million indoor baseball training facility. The vision is for it 
to be a destination-type tournament facility that could generate tourism. 

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

UnitedHealth Group. UnitedHealth Group is relocating to a proposed $35 million, four-story, 174,000 
square foot office building in the City of De Pere, in the northeast quadrant of the proposed South Bridge 
Connector interchange. Currently, the company employs more than 1,000 people in the Green Bay area.  

Present and future 
(development ongoing) 

U.S. Venture. U.S. Venture is constructing a $80 million office building in downtown Appleton along the 
Fox River. The development is approximately 3 miles south of I-41 and east of the WIS 47 interchange. 

Future 

3.2 Describe the Affected Environment and Determine the 
Environmental Consequences and Potential Mitigation 
Measures 

This section describes the resources that could experience cumulative impacts as a result of the Preferred 
Alternative, and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions listed in Section 3.1.3. The affected 
environment is summarized first, including an established baseline condition and the resource’s capacity to 
withstand stress. Where possible, a quantitative assessment of the current health or condition, and the trend it 
is experiencing, is provided. When quantitative data was not available, a qualitative discussion of the resource 
health or condition and trend is presented. Then, an evaluation of the environmental consequences is 
conducted for each resource. This includes examining the cause-and-effect relationship between human 
activities and affected resources, and determining the magnitude and significance of the cumulative impacts. 
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The evaluation also considers avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures WisDOT can undertake for the 
Preferred Alternative to minimize cumulative impacts to the greatest practical extent. It also considers other 
local, state, and federal ordinances and laws that can further manage cumulative impacts that result from the 
project’s direct and potential indirect effects. 

WisDOT assessed the following resources for potential cumulative impacts: 

• Agriculture 
• Surface Water Quality 
• Wetlands 

3.2.1 Agriculture 
Affected Environment 

Resource Condition, Trends, and Other Future Actions 

Although the Appleton and Green Bay metropolitan areas are urbanizing, Outagamie and Brown counties have 
undertaken planning and implemented zoning ordinances, such as the Livestock Waste Management Ordinance 
(Outagamie County), Animal Waste Management Ordinance (Brown County), Subdivision Ordinance (Outagamie 
County), and Land Division and Subdivision Ordinance (Brown County), to ensure the continued success of 
agricultural production and supportive industries consistent with community goals. 

The Outagamie County Farmland Preservation Plan (2020) identifies the following goal for farmland: “Preserve 
the productive agricultural lands of Outagamie County and encourage the development of agricultural 
enterprises.” As illustrated in Table 3-2, there has been a decrease in farmland in Outagamie County since 1971. 
The Outagamie County Farmland Preservation Plan identifies that between 1971 and 2000, approximately 
64,270 acres of land transitioned from agriculture to other land uses, such as homes, businesses, roads, and 
schools. In addition, the plan identifies that between 2002 and 2007, Outagamie County has lost over 16,000 
acres of farmland, and during that same time, over 10,300 building permits were issued in the rural area of the 
county. 

Table 3-2. Total Agricultural Lands in Outagamie County, 1971 to 2000 

Year Acres Percentage of County Change in Acres Percent Change 

1971 276,672 65.7% -- -- 

1980 259,911 63.3% -16,761 -6.1% 

2000 212,402 51.4% -47,509 -18.3% 

Source: Outagamie County 2020 

The 2017-2027 Brown County, WI Farmland Preservation Plan Update (2017) identifies the following goal for 
agricultural resources: “Balance the development of agricultural lands with the long-term sustainability of 
agricultural production in Brown County.” As illustrated in Table 3-3, farmland decreased in Brown County since 
1970. The plan identifies that from 1987 through 2012, the number of farms in Brown County decreased from 
1,263 to 1,111 farms. Between 1970 and 2016, approximately 58,600 acres of land transitioned from agriculture 
to other land uses, such as homes, businesses, roads, and schools. Agricultural land in 2016 was approximately 
50 percent of the land uses in Brown County (Brown County Planning Commission 2017). 

Table 3-3. Total Agricultural Lands in Brown County, 1970 to 2016 

Year Acres Percentage of County Change in Acres Percent Change 

1970 227,254 66.33% -- -- 

1980 216,809 63.28% -10,445 -4.6% 
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Table 3-3. Total Agricultural Lands in Brown County, 1970 to 2016 

Year Acres Percentage of County Change in Acres Percent Change 

1990 201,668 58.86% -15,141 -7.0% 

2000 176,695 52.63% -24,973 -12.4% 

2016 168,686 49.23% -11,645 -6.46% 

Source: Brown County Planning Commission 2017 

Existing agricultural land is concentrated in the Town Vandenbroek, Town of Kaukauna, Village of Wrightstown, 
Town of Wrightstown, and Town of Lawrence. Within the study area, population and employment growth has 
resulted in a gradual loss of farmland. This trend is anticipated to continue. Community land use plans illustrate 
a gradual development of remaining agricultural land within the study area and there are several ongoing and 
planned developments (see Table 3-1), especially in the Town of Lawrence. These communities encourage 
growth to occur adjacent to existing development to minimize the costs of extending infrastructure and impacts 
on natural resources. Tables 3-4 through 3-7 show the growth in acreages for residential, commercial, industrial, 
and agricultural land uses in the Town of Wrightstown, Village of Wrightstown, Town of Lawrence, and City of 
De Pere in Brown County.19 

Residential land uses are forecast to increase by approximately 2,200 acres in the four communities. Commercial 
and industrial land uses will also increase (17.69 acres in the Town of Wrightstown, 35 acres in the Village of 
Wrightstown, 255.9 acres in the Town of Lawrence, and 590 acres in the City of De Pere). The City of De Pere 
and Town of Lawrence do not identify future acres for agriculture, but note that agricultural land uses will 
continue to decrease as they are converted to other uses as the communities grow. 

Table 3-4. Existing and Future Land Use in the Town of Wrightstown 

Land Use Category 

Acres 

Existing (2017) Future (2040) Difference 

Residential 1,323.26 1,703.89 380.63 

Commercial 10.35 12.62 2.27 

Industrial 70.3 85.72 15.42 

Agriculture 14,870 14,471 -399 

 

Table 3-5. Existing and Future Land Use in the Village of Wrightstown 

Land Use Category 

Acres 

Existing (2015) Future (2035) Difference 

Residential 481 643 162 

Commercial 28 38 10 

Industrial 70 95 25 

Agriculture 1,107 910 -197 

 

 
19 Data is not available in Outagamie County community comprehensive plans. 
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Table 3-6. Existing and Future Land Use in the Town of Lawrence 

Land Use Category 

Acres 

Existing (2014) Future (2040) Difference 

Residential 1,508.7 2,530.4 1,021.7 

Commercial 136.9 229.6 92.7 

Industrial 241.2 404.4 163.2 

Agriculture 5,289.6 N/Aa N/A 
a It is expected that agricultural land uses within the Town of Lawrence will continue to decrease as the land is converted to other uses 
and as the Town of Lawrence continues to grow. 

 

Table 3-7. Existing and Future Land Use in the City of De Pere 

Land Use Category 

Acres 

Existing (2009) Future (2030) Difference 

Residential 2,454 3,456 1,002 

Commercial 475 665 190 

Industrial 985 1,385 400 

Agriculture 917 N/Aa N/A 

a It is expected that agricultural land uses within the city will continue to decrease as they are converted to other uses and as the city 
continues to grow. 

Another important issue facing farming in the study area is the production of manure in excess of available land 
for its spreading, as well as the high levels of phosphorus reaching surface waters. If current trends continue, 
this will become an increasingly important issue for study area communities. 

Resource Management 

Under Chapter 91 of the Wisconsin Statutes, the counties are given the task of identifying farmland preservation 
areas as part of a county-wide Farmland Preservation Plan. Specifically, the Brown County plan identifies 
farmland for preservation based on the following criteria: 

• Include areas with soils suitable for agricultural production. 

• Include lands that have historically been used for agricultural use or agriculture related uses. 

• Include lands in close proximity to agricultural infrastructure. 

• Include undeveloped natural resource or open space areas that connect other farmland parcels to create a 
large, uninterrupted block. 

• Exclude areas that will be developed within the next 15 years as identified in the local comprehensive plans. 

• Locally identified areas may not be based primarily on landowner preferences. 

Criteria for identifying farmland for preservation is not established in the Outagamie County Farmland 
Preservation Plan. However, Outagamie County identifies the following two goals for the plan: 

• To preserve the productive agricultural lands of Outagamie County and encourage the development of 
agricultural enterprises 

• To encourage future urban development to locate near necessary public facilities 

Participation in the program is renewed annually by landowners and the counties coordinate with local 
communities in developing the county farmland preservation plans. 
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Summary – Baseline Condition for the Resource 

Development, due to population and employment growth in the study area, has resulted in a gradual decrease 
of land within agricultural production since 1970. Population and employment projections indicate that the area 
will continue to grow. Study area communities that intend to allow development within areas that are currently 
farmed encourage infill development and growth next to existing development to minimize the costs of 
extending infrastructure and consistent with the 2050 Planning Area Boundaries in Outagamie County and 2040 
Brown County SSA. 

Environmental Consequences 
Cumulative impacts to agricultural land are possible and include those general direct impacts to agriculture 
discussed in the Agriculture Factor Sheets and indirect impacts discussed in the previous section, as well as the 
impacts of the projects listed in Table 3-1. 

Population and employment growth will contribute to the continued decline in the amount of land in 
agricultural production in the study area. This growth is driven by the area’s proximity to both the Appleton and 
Green Bay job markets and its attractive quality of life. As discussed in Section 2.5.1, the proposed action’s 
contribution to this decline is anticipated to be minimal. The growth that is leading to a decline in agricultural 
land in the study area is driven by factors other than the proposed action. 

Additionally, the loss of agricultural land is impacting opportunities to spread manure on agricultural lands for 
break down by soil microorganisms. This could contribute to additional loads of phosphorus reaching surface 
waters if more manure is spread than can be accommodated on the land. 

Potential Mitigation 
Potential mitigation measures include those that WisDOT or other agencies could implement to minimize 
indirect impacts. WisDOT completed an Agricultural Impact Notice for Highway Projects (Form ARM-LWR-359) 
and coordinated with and DATCP in accordance with standards and applicable laws. Potential mitigation 
measures for cumulative impacts could include compensating for the impact by establishing, enhancing, or 
preserving agricultural lands. 

As discussed in Section 2.3.3.3, environmental regulations, local governments, and the state have regulations 
and management practices in place to mitigate potential impacts from the I-41 Project and other current and 
future developments listed in Table 3-1. Conforming with land use planning and regulation tools such as 
comprehensive planning, SSA planning, zoning and subdivision ordinances, extraterritorial review and approval, 
Farmland Preservation Program, and official mapping, will play an important role in minimizing and mitigating 
the cumulative impacts to agriculture. 

A community-scale manure digester that takes in nutrients from multiple farms may be a means to address 
excess manure and reduce phosphorus flow to the surface waters (see Section 2.6.2.1 for additional 
information). 

3.2.2 Surface Water Quality 
Affected Environment 

Resource Condition, Trends, and Other Future Actions 

The I-41 Project is located in the Lower Fox River basin, Fox River – Appleton watershed, and Apple and 
Ashwaubenon Creeks watershed. The Fox River – Appleton Watershed is 39 square miles extending from the 
Town of Kaukauna to the Village of Menasha (DNR 2020b). The Apple and Ashwaubenon Creek Watershed is 113 
square miles extending from the Village of Ashwaubenon to the City of Appleton (DNR 2020c). Land use in both 
watersheds is a mix of agriculture, residential, commercial, and industrial. Creeks and streams in both 
watersheds drain to the Fox River, which flows northeasterly to the Bay of Green Bay. 
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Water quality in the watersheds has been affected by human activities, such as farming practices and urban 
development. Nonpoint-source pollution cannot be as readily identified as a point source and typically enters 
surface waters via stormwater runoff of excess fertilizers from agricultural lands or urban land uses. Nonpoint-
source pollution is also a contributor to poor water quality in the study area. The Apple and Ashwaubenon 
Creeks watershed has been selected as a priority watershed under the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Water 
Pollution Abatement Program (DNR n.d.). The program aims to reduce nutrient and sediment loadings to 
streams and rivers by 50 percent, which is necessary for meaningful water quality improvements to occur. 

There are 27 waterbodies/waterways along the I-41 corridor. Table 3-8 describes the general condition of each 
of the waterways, including impairment status. Ashwaubenon Creek, Apple Creek, and one of the Mud Creek 
tributaries (5021372) are considered impaired waterbodies under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (DNR 
2020a). While Hemlock Creek is considered to be in “good” condition, all waterways receive agricultural and 
urban stormwater runoff contributing to reduced quality. 

Table 3-8. Waterways near the Preferred Alternative 

Waterway (Waterbody Identification 
Code for Unnamed Streams) General Condition Impaired (Impairments) 

Waterway S-A-16 (Unnamed Stream 
5021451) 

Unknown No 

Waterway S-A-12 (Unnamed Stream 
5021401) 

Unknown No 

Waterway S-A-11 (Unnamed Stream 
5021372) 

Poor Yes (degraded biological community) 

Waterway S-A-10 (Unnamed Stream 
5020911) 

Fair No 

Waterbody S-A-9 (Unnamed Stream 
5021184) 

Unknown No 

Waterbody S-D-3 (Unnamed Stream 
5021184) 

Unknown No 

Waterway S-D-2 (Local Water 125000) Fair No 

Waterway S-A-14 (Wetland 45423694585) Unknown No 

Waterway S-A-17 (Unnamed Stream 
5021265) 

Unknown No 

Waterway S-E-6 Unknown No 

Waterway S-C-3 (Unnamed Stream 
5021149) 

Unknown No 

Waterway S-D-1 (Local Water 124800) Fair No 

Waterway S-C-2 (Unnamed Stream 
124700) 

Fair No 

Waterway S-B-5 (Unnamed Stream 
124700) 

Unknown No 

Waterway S-B-4 Unknown No 

Waterway S-B-3 (Apple Creek 124100) Poor Yes (low dissolved oxygen, elevated water 
temperature, degraded habitat) 
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Table 3-8. Waterways near the Preferred Alternative 

Waterway (Waterbody Identification 
Code for Unnamed Streams) General Condition Impaired (Impairments) 

Waterway S-A-6 (Unnamed Stream 
(128000) 

Unknown No 

Waterway S-A-7 (Unnamed Stream 
(128000) 

Unknown No 

Waterway S-A-3 (Unnamed Stream 
123100) 

Unknown No 

Unnamed Stream 5019660  Unknown No 

Waterway S-E-2 (Wetland W-C-50) Unknown No 

Waterway S-C-12 (Ashwaubenon Creek 
122200) 

Poor Yes (low dissolved oxygen and degraded 
habitat) 

Waterway S-D-4 (Unnamed Stream 
5019554) 

Unknown No 

Waterway S-C-11 (Unnamed Stream 
122800) 

Unknown No 

Waterway S-C-6 (Ashwaubenon Creek 
122200) 

Poor Yes (low dissolved oxygen and degraded 
habitat) 

Waterway S-B-8 (Hemlock Creek 122600) Good No 

Waterway S-A-1 (Hemlock Creek 122600) Good No 

 

In 2012, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency approved the Total Daily Maximum Load Report for the 
Lower Fox River basin as required under the Clean Water Act for all “303(d)” impaired waters. The Brown 
County Comprehensive Plan Update indicates that 63.0 percent of the sources of total phosphorus and 97.6 
percent of total suspended solids within the Lower Fox River basin are from nonpoint sources (Brown County 
Planning Commission 2019). 

In 2018-2019, the University of Wisconsin-Green Bay in partnership with Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources and NEW Water (the brand of the Green Bay Metropolitan Sewage District), conducted water quality 
monitoring and biological monitoring of fish and aquatic macroinvertebrate communities in Ashwaubenon Creek 
to document baseline conditions as part of NEW Water’s Adaptative Management program (McReynolds 2020). 
The Adaptive Management program includes efforts to improve water quality by reducing phosphorus and 
sediment discharge. Water quality varied by testing site and season. Generally, the highest dissolved oxygen 
concentrations occurred when water was coldest in May and October, and the lowest concentrations occurred 
in the warmer summer months. Most sites on Ashwaubenon Creek were low in dissolved oxygen during the July 
2019 sampling period, at concentrations that increase stress to fish and macroinvertebrates. Fish indices of 
biotic integrity in Ashwaubenon Creek were fair to good for cool-cold and cool-warm headwater streams, and 
poor to fair for intermittent headwater streams. Macroinvertebrate indices of biotic integrity at testing sites 
were primarily fair, with some instances of poor, good, and excellent conditions. A qualitative habitat rating 
showed all testing sites to have fair habitat. Water quality and biotic integrity in Ashwaubenon Creek will be 
monitored throughout the Adaptive Management program to evaluate progress. 
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Resource Management 

• Point-source pollution is regulated through the federal Clean Water Act and the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System. 

• Nonpoint-source pollution is regulated by DNR through performance standards for runoff management in 
NR 151 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. 

• Outagamie County’s Stormwater and Erosion Control Ordinance and Brown County’s Agricultural Shoreland 
Management Ordinance (Table 2-1) are important for reducing total phosphorus and total suspended solids 
in surface waters. 

• Section 404(b)(1) requires the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to determine the potential short- or long-term 
effects by determining the nature and degree of effect any proposed discharge would have individually or 
cumulatively, if applicable. If impacts remain after avoidance and minimization actions are implemented, 
they would be mitigated. 

Summary – Baseline Condition for the Resource 

Water quality in the Apple and Ashwaubenon Creeks and Fox River – Appleton watersheds has been affected by 
human activities, such as farming practices and urban development. Several streams in the study area are 
considered impaired waterbodies under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. Resource regulation and 
management efforts are ongoing to improve water quality. 

Environmental Consequences 

Cumulative impacts to surface water quality would include those general direct impacts to surface water 
discussed in the Surface Water Factor Sheet and indirect impacts discussed in the previous section, as well as the 
impacts of the projects listed in Table 3-1. 

Current and future land development within the Apple and Ashwaubenon Creeks and Fox River – Appleton 
watersheds could cumulatively impact water quality. Increased impervious area in the study area would increase 
the likelihood of stormwater carrying sediment and other nonpoint-source pollutants to waterbodies. Notably, 
Hemlock Creek is currently considered to be in “good” condition, and the I-41 Project, which includes a new 
crossing of Hemlock Creek, in combination with the other projects listed in Table 3-1, could incrementally 
degrade its water quality due to runoff. Excess nitrogen, phosphorus, and road salt can decrease the oxygen in 
water that fish and other aquatic life need to survive (see section titled Potential Consequences). Six other 
roadways cross Hemlock Creek within the Apple and Ashwaubenon Creeks watershed. 

Stormwater best management practices are anticipated to partially offset increases in flows due to the addition 
of impermeable cover which will provide some water quality benefits and reduce erosion and sedimentation. 
After mitigation, the increase in impervious area from the Preferred Alternative is anticipated to have a small 
contribution, when compared to total impervious area for the Fox River – Appleton and Apple and 
Ashwaubenon Creeks watersheds. 

Potential Mitigation 
Potential mitigation measures include those that WisDOT or other agencies could implement to minimize 
indirect impacts. Stormwater management will follow WisDOT/DNR TRANS 401, DNR 151/216, and TS4 
requirements and conform to local municipal stormwater management regulations. New transportation 
facilities are required to reduce total suspended solids loadings by 80 percent, based upon an average annual 
rainfall year, when compared to no runoff management controls, while reconstruction projects are required to 
reduce total suspended solids loadings by 40 percent. Stormwater best management practices, including, but 
not limited to, grass swales, vegetative filter strips, street-cleaning practices, catch basins, biofilters, and 
detention ponds, will be evaluated to provide an appropriate measure to manage additional runoff from 
increased impervious surfaces. As identified in Table 2-1, local governments have regulations and management 
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practices in place (e.g., stormwater management ordinances) to mitigate potential impacts from other current 
and future developments. 

3.2.3 Wetlands 
Affected Environment 

Resource Condition, Trends, and Other Future Actions 

The I-41 Project is located in the Lower Fox River basin, Fox River – Appleton watershed, and Apple and 
Ashwaubenon Creeks watershed. The Fox River – Appleton Watershed is 39 square miles extending from the 
Town of Kaukauna to the Village of Menasha (DNR 2020b). The Apple and Ashwaubenon Creek Watershed is 
113 square miles extending from the Village of Ashwaubenon to the City of Appleton (DNR 2020c). Land use in 
both watersheds is a mix of agriculture, residential, commercial, and industrial. 

The DNR’s Wisconsin Wetland Inventory (WWI) indicates that a variety of wetlands are present within the 
cumulative impacts study area (forested, emergent class wetlands, wetlands too small to delineate, and 
excavated open water wetlands). The WWI shows approximately 3,420 acres of wetland. 

On-site field delineations identified 968 individual wetlands in 13 community types, comprising approximately 
160 acres in the vicinity of the proposed action (GEI Consultants, Inc 2021).20 Table 3-9 summarizes the wetlands 
in the vicinity of the project corridor.  

Table 3-9. Wetlands near the Preferred Alternative 

Wetland Community Type Number of Wetlands Acres General Location 

Aquatic Bed 52 +/-10.52 Scattered throughout the project corridor  

Aquatic Bed (Degraded) 15 +/-1.64 Scattered throughout the project corridor; 
several identified near WIS 441 and County 
OO interchanges 

Deep Marsh (Degraded) 2 +/-1.02 Central portion of the project corridor 

Riparian Emergent 2 +/-0.34 North side of I-41 between County E and 
Meade Street; east side of French Road 
north of County S 

Riparian Emergent (Degraded) 83 +/-12.05 Scattered throughout the project corridor 

Riparian Wooded 12 +/-1.68 Northern and western portions of the 
project corridor 

Riparian Wooded (Degraded) 32 +/-1.97 Scattered throughout the project corridor; 
prevalent in the northern and western 
portions 

Shallow Marsh (Degraded) 271 +/-59.32 Scattered throughout the project corridor 

Shrub Scrub 3 +/-0.65 Central and northern portions of the 
project corridor 

Shrub Scrub (Degraded) 25 +/-0.65 Scattered throughout the project corridor; 
most prevalent in the western third portion 

Wet Meadow 14 +/-3.16 Scattered throughout the project corridor; 
most prevalent in the northern and 
western portions 

 
20 The area of investigation is the 1,938-acre study area used for delineating wetlands and differs from the cumulative impacts study area. 
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Table 3-9. Wetlands near the Preferred Alternative 

Wetland Community Type Number of Wetlands Acres General Location 

Wet Meadow (Degraded) 446 +/-62.97 Scattered throughout the project corridor 

Wooded Swamp 5 +/-1.27 Northern portion of the project corridor 

Wooded Swamp (Degraded) 6 +/-0.85 Northern and western portions of the 
project area 

 

Wetland delineations identified 880 degraded wetlands, which is approximately 90 percent of the total number 
of wetlands identified. When a wetland functions property, it provides water quality protection, fish and wildlife 
habitat, natural floodwater storage, and reduction in the erosive potential of surface water. A degraded wetland 
is less able to effectively perform these functions. The greatest threat to wetlands is posed by human activities, 
such as population growth, urbanization, and industrial development. 

Resource Management 

• Section 404 of the Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands. Section 404 permits are authorized by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

• County and municipal ordinances regulate development activity within wetlands. 

• Point-source pollution is regulated through the federal Clean Water Act and the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System. 

• Nonpoint-source pollution is regulated by DNR through performance standards for runoff management in 
NR 151 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. 

Summary – Baseline Condition for the Resource 

There are a variety of wetlands and wetland community types throughout the cumulative impacts study area 
and project corridor. Wetland quality has been affected by population growth and urban development. Ninety 
percent of the wetlands identified through wetland delineations are considered degraded. Resource regulations 
are in place to protect the quality of wetlands. 

Environmental Consequences 
Cumulative impacts to wetlands would include those general direct impacts to wetlands discussed in the 
Wetlands Factor Sheet and indirect impacts discussed in the previous section, as well as the impacts of the 
projects listed in Table 3-1. The project will have a permanent impact on a small area of wetlands 
(approximately 36 acres of 3,420 acres in cumulative impact study area). The project’s impact to wetlands will 
be offset by mitigation, for no net loss of wetlands from the project. 

This project, combined with current and future land development (see Table 3-1) within the study area, could 
cumulatively impact wetland quality. Increased development in the study area would increase the influx of 
surface water and sediments, fragmentation of a wetland from a contiguous wetland complex, loss of recharge 
area, or changes in local drainage patterns. 

Assuming the same Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, county and local regulations will be in place in the 
future, all of these impacts would be subject to the same permitting requirements as the proposed action, 
regardless of the project sponsor or funding source. It is reasonable to assume that these impacts would be 
mitigated at least within the same 8-digit HUC to maintain the no net loss of wetlands. 

In consideration of federal and state permitting requirements and local regulations, cumulative impacts to 
wetlands are not anticipated to be substantial. 
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Potential Mitigation 
Potential mitigation measures include those that WisDOT or other agencies could implement to minimize 
indirect impacts. There are strict wetland regulations at the federal, county, and municipal levels, thus 
promoting the continued preservation of localized wetland areas, and thus a reduction in future wetland losses. 
In addition, more aggressive wetland regulations require higher mitigation ratios. Under the protection granted 
to wetlands (WisDOT Wetland Mitigation Banking Technical Guideline), mitigation guidelines require as a 
general rule compensatory mitigation at 1.0:1.0 where wetland acreage losses are applied to an existing 
mitigation bank site or 1.5:1.0 where wetland acreage losses are compensated as part of a concurrent 
transportation project design. Thus, in many cases, more wetlands are being created than destroyed by 
individual projects. In-kind replacement has been elevated as an objective, lessening the potential for changing 
wetland composition in the area. These mitigation requirements are applicable to both private and public 
projects. 

Outagamie and Brown counties, the City Appleton, Village of Little Chute, City of Kaukauna, Village of 
Wrightstown, and City of De Pere have shoreland-wetland zoning ordinances (Table 2-2) that regulate 
development activity within wetlands. Current and future projects listed in Table 3-1 are subject to wetland 
regulations at the federal, county, and municipal levels. 
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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.
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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. 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.
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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.
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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 I-41 and WIS 441 system interchange being considered as part of the overall I-41 
Project involves the use higher speed design curves with a larger footprint than the current 
configuration.  The proposed ramp alignment for the northbound WIS 441 to Southbound I-41 
movement and a waterway ditch along the north side of I-41 will affect the parking and truck docking at 
the two highlighted commercial properties. 
 
There are 5 potential relocations that include 3 residential and 2 business displacements, that could 
include 4 landlords and 4 tenants.



4  

 
 
3. Estimated Displacements 
 
DESCRIBE ESTIMATED DISPLACEMENTS, NUMBER AND TYPE. The recommended highway 
project improvements would result in NUMBER of displacements.  The property(ies) is 
summarized in the table below: 
 

Property Address Property 
Owner Name 

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

1985 French Rd, 
De Pere, WI 54115 

Gail Cordry 221 Palmetto Dr, Inman SC 
29349 

Yes 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 

3001 E Enterprise Ave 
Appleton WI 54913 

Karen Smith W5554 Blackfriar Rd 
Black Creek, WI 54106 

Yes Nonresidential 

3101 E Enterprise Ave 
Appleton WI 54913 

Nicholas Land 615 S Main St 
Oshkosh, WI 54902 

Yes Nonresidential 
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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 1985 French Rd, 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 split-level, 1,652 SF, single family, four-bedrooms, 2 ½ bathrooms, full basement, 
and attached two-car garage.  There is a total of 14.395 acres with additional outbuildings, not sure the 
use or size of these buildings.  
 

  
 
 
 
Displaced property located at 3001 E. Enterprise Ave, Appleton, WI – According to the assessment card, 
the owner’s address is different than the property address and the NE Region has informed me that the 
property is being rented- this is a 11,250 sf all concrete block and steel frame building built in 1998.  
Building has 16’ high ceilings, two 10 x 10 dock doors, two 12 x 14 drive ins, and located in the Northeast 
Business Park. 
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Displaced property located at 3001 E. Enterprise Ave, Appleton, WI – According to the assessment card, 
the owner’s address is different than the property address and the NE Region has informed me that the 
property is being rented- this is a 11,250 sf all concrete block and steel frame building built in 1998.  
Building has 16’ high ceilings, four private offices, conference room, break room, 3 rest rooms, CAT5 
data room, one 10 x 10 dock door, one 12 x 12 drive in, and located in the Northeast Business Park. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

4. Divisive or Disruptive Effects 
 
The proposed roadway improvements will displace three residences and two businesses.  The 
disruption to area residents and business, in general, should be construction-related, short-term 
disruptions.   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; therefore, an investigation has 
determined that there is no airstrip at this location.  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 one residential owner occupant and two 
residential owner tenant occupants, and two business 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.   
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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 however 
advisory assistance, benefits and other resources will be made available to all relocates without 
discrimination.  
 
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  

 
 

Available Commercial/Industrial Replacements  
 

Property Address Rate/Price SF Available Comments 
525 N Perkins Street 
Appleton WI 

$4.50/NNN 15,000 Office space, 1 dock, 2 overhead doors, 14’ 
clearance height, industrial zoning, semi access 

3120 N Roemer Road 
Appleton, WI  

$5.00/NNN 
$1,475,000 Sale 

31,030 4 dock doors, 1 overhead door, 10’ – 22’ clear 
height, industrial zoning, semi zoning 

Capital Dr Lot 9, Northeast 
Business Park 
Appleton WI 

$5.75/NNN-Warehouse 
$14-$16/NNN-Office 

6,000-20,000 Built-to-Suit-Office space, warehouse/shop, 
industrial zoning 

3350 South Eisenhower Dr 
Appleton, WI 

$5.75/NNN 50,000 Office space, 4 (12’ x 14’) drive in bays, clear 
height 12’ – 28’, 16 dock doors, industrial zoning, 
semi access 

435 Sixth Street 
Menasha WI 

$4.00/NNN 
$2,000,000 Sale 

155,584 Office space, dock doors, 2 drive in doors, cranes, 
15’ – 21’ clear height, industrial zoning, semi 
access 

N677 Communication Dr. 
Greenville, WI 

$7.40/NNN 
$1,575,000 

21,000 Office space, 3 12’ overhead doors, 1 dock door, 
21’ – 22’ clearance height, light industrial zoning 

 
 
10. Relocation Preliminary Cost Estimates 
  
 Displaced Residential Property Address 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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 

1985 French Rd 
De Pere, WI 

$300,000 $25,000 $62,000 $3,000 $15,000 $405,000 
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  Displaced Commercial/Industrial 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 
BUSINESS PAYMENT 

MOVING 
COSTS 

TOTAL 
PAYMENT 

3001 E Enterprise Ave 
Appleton, WI 

$1,000,000 $50,000 $650,000 $30,000 $1,730,000 

3101 E Enterprise Ave 
Appleton, WI 

$1,000,000 $50,000 $700,000 $25,000 $1,775,000 



 

 

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 
June 1, 2021 

SHSW Number 
      

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

23 miles 
Land to be Acquired: Fee Simple 

70 acres 
Land to be Acquired: Easement 

0 acres 
 

Distance as measured from existing 
centerline Existing Proposed Other Factors Existing Proposed 
Right-of-Way Width 
local road/I-41 

75/150 ft 75/150 ft 
Terrace Width 

local road 
0 0 

Shoulder 
I-41 

50-60 ft 50-60 ft 
Sidewalk Width 
local road 

0-8 ft 8 ft 

Slope Intercept 
I-41 

60-70 ft 60-70 ft 
Number of Lanes 
I-41 

4 6 

Edge of Pavement 
I-41 

50-60 ft 50-60 ft 
Grade Separated Crossing 
I-41 

25 26 

Back of Curb Line 

local road varies varies 
Vision Triangle 

      acres Varies 
To 

standard 

Realignment       Minimal 
Temporary Bypass 

0 acres 
      No 

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.
 
Please see attached Continuation sheet and figure showing proposed new right-of-way required for this project.  
 
  Add continuation sheet, if needed.  

DocuSign Envelope ID: F2659C8C-E23D-4EFD-BB71-099013C991A4

21-0313

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 APE encompasses all proposed project elements and activities, including areas of new WisDOT ROW acquisition, 
proposed stormwater retention ponds, temporary staging areas, and the three residential and two business parcels that 
will be acquired for the construction of the South Bridge Connector and the two potential business acquisitions near WIS 
441. Additionally, it extends up to two parcels beyond WisDOT ROW to account for potential indirect effects from project
activities. A discontiguous portion of the APE encompasses the proposed salt shed expansion at the intersection of
County Road OO (West North Avenue) and Holland Road in Little Chute. The APE 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; 

 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. 

DocuSign Envelope ID: F2659C8C-E23D-4EFD-BB71-099013C991A4



X. SIGNATURES

X       X X 
(Regional Project Manager 
Signature) 

(Date – 
m/d/yy) 

(WisDOT Historic Preservation 
Officer Signature) 

(Date – 
m/d/yy) 

(State Preservation Officer 
Signature) 

(Date – 
m/d/yy) 

X       
(Consultant Project Manager 
Signature) 

(Date – 
m/d/yy) 

2/24/21

2/24/21

DocuSign Envelope ID: F2659C8C-E23D-4EFD-BB71-099013C991A4

16 March 2021 07 April 2021



I-41 Project: Form DT1635 Project Description Continuation Sheet 

The I-41 Project is located along Interstate 41 (I-41) between State Road (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.  

Therefore, to address the deficiencies, the project evaluated several options to reconstruct I-41 
and the existing interchanges within the project corridor. This project also evaluated 
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.  

Temporary staging areas for construction materials and equipment will occur within areas of 
existing WisDOT right-of-way (ROW) adjacent to I-41 and at interchanges. Approximately 70 
acres of new WisDOT ROW will be acquired as part of the project, and three residential parcels at 
the South Bridge Connector location also will be acquired and potentially two businesses near 
the WIS 441 interchange. 

DocuSign Envelope ID: F2659C8C-E23D-4EFD-BB71-099013C991A4



 

 

Appendix F 
Agency Correspondence 



 

 

Bureau of Aeronautics (BOA) and Airport 
Correspondence 

  



February 17, 2021

Abe Weber
Airport Director
Appleton International Airport
W6390 Challenger Drive, Suite 201
Appleton, WI 54914

RE:        WisDOT I.D. 1130-63-00
I-41, WIS 96 in the city of Appleton
to County F in the city of De Pere
Outagamie and Brown Counties

Dear Mr. Weber,

The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) is exploring options to improve I-41 in the project limits
to address numerous safety and operational issues. The Wisconsin State Budget signed in 2019 enumerated
this project for construction.

WisDOT’s I-41 project team is currently preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA). The EA process
includes development of a project purpose and need, range of alternatives, evaluation and screening of
alternatives and identification of a preferred alternative. Numerous factors are considered throughout the
environmental document development process including safety, mobility, compatibility with state/regional/local
plans, engineering design standards, impacts to the socio-economic, natural and physical environment, cost,
and input from the public and state/federal review agencies.

The Appleton International Airport is located west of the southern project limit and within five miles of the project
(see attached map). The Wisconsin Department of Transportation’s Facilities Development Manual section 5-
10-25.2 requires notification of any public airports that lie within five miles of a proposed highway project.

At this time no action is requested from your airport. If you would like more information about the project please
contact me at scott.ebel@dot.wi.gov or (920) 492-5676.

Sincerely,

Scott Ebel, P.E.
I-41 Design Project Manager
WisDOT—NE Region

CC:       Josh Cothren
Airspace Safety Program Manager
WisDOT -  Bureau of Aeronautics
4822 Madison Yards Way
Madison, WI 53705

WisDOT Division of Transportation Systems Development
Northeast Region
944 Vanderperren Way
Green Bay, WI  54304

Governor Tony Evers
Secretary Craig Thompson

wisconsindot.gov
Telephone: (920)492-5643

FAX: (920)492-5640
Email: ner.dtsd@dot.wi.gov

March 29, 2021

mailto:scott.ebel@dot.wi.gov


February 17, 2021

Marty Piette
Airport Director
Green Bay – Austin Straubel International Airport
2077 Airport Drive, Suite 18
Green Bay, WI 54313

RE:        WisDOT I.D. 1130-63-00
I-41, WIS 96 in the city of Appleton
to County F in the city of De Pere
Outagamie and Brown Counties

Dear Mr. Piette,

The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) is exploring options to improve I-41 in the project limits
to address numerous safety and operational issues. The Wisconsin State Budget signed in 2019 enumerated
this project for construction.

WisDOT’s I-41 project team is currently preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA). The EA process
includes development of a project purpose and need, range of alternatives, evaluation and screening of
alternatives and identification of a preferred alternative. Numerous factors are considered throughout the
environmental document development process including safety, mobility, compatibility with state/regional/local
plans, engineering design standards, impacts to the socio-economic, natural and physical environment, cost,
and input from the public and state/federal review agencies.

The Green Bay – Austin Straubel International Airport is located north of the north project limit and within five
miles of the project (see attached map). WisDOT’s Facilities Development Manual section 5-10-25.2 requires
notification of any public airports that lie within five miles of a proposed highway project.

At this time no action is requested from your airport. If you would like more information about the project please
contact me at scott.ebel@dot.wi.gov or (920) 492-5676.

Sincerely,

Scott Ebel, P.E.
I-41 Design Project Manager
WisDOT—NE Region

CC:       Josh Cothren
Airspace Safety Program Manager
WisDOT -  Bureau of Aeronautics
4822 Madison Yards Way
Madison, WI 53705

WisDOT Division of Transportation Systems Development
Northeast Region
944 Vanderperren Way
Green Bay, WI  54304

Governor Tony Evers
Secretary Craig Thompson

wisconsindot.gov
Telephone: (920)492-5643

FAX: (920)492-5640
Email: ner.dtsd@dot.wi.gov

March 29, 2021

mailto:scott.ebel@dot.wi.gov
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Dutkiewicz, Carly/CHI

From: Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2021 10:04 PM
To: Dutkiewicz, Carly/CHI
Subject: FW: WisDOT I-41 Project Notification - GRB

FYI

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

From: DOT BOA-Highway Coordination <boahighwaycoordination@dot.wi.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2021 1:18 PM 
To: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: DOT DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Webb, 
Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE <Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com>; DOT 
BOA-Highway Coordination <boahighwaycoordination@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: WisDOT I-41 Project Notification - GRB 
 
Thank you for providing information for the above referenced project.  
  
STATE COORDINATION  
  
The subject project is outside of the TRANS 57 described Airport Approach Surface. No further BOA coordination is 
necessary unless the Federal Aviation Administration notes an adverse aviation impact as a result of coordination with 
that agency.  
  
Please ensure all storm water retention and/or detention facilities within a five mile radius of a public use airport are 
constructed and maintained as outlined in the FAA guidance on hazardous wildlife attractants found in FAA Advisory 
Circular 150/5200-33B. For information or further guidance on storm water systems and other hazardous wildlife 
attractants, please contact Michael Menon, Airport Operational Safety and Wildlife Program Manager at 
michael.menon@dot.wi.gov. 
  
If any permanent or temporary easements or land acquisition will be needed from an airport, please notify the 
Bureau of Aeronautics as soon as possible. Land acquisition and easements require further review and involve a lengthy 
FAA approval process separate from the FAA notice procedures outlined below. Timely notification will assist in 
preventing unnecessary delays to the project. Property notifications should be directed to Teresa Klein, Airport Land 
Program Manager at teresa.klein@dot.wi.gov.  
  
A Notice of Impact should be provided to all airports within 5 miles of the project in advance of the beginning any 
construction activities. This notice should include the project schedule, any identified aeronautical impacts, identify 
project components whether temporary or permanent which will exceed the previously listed heights, and anticipated 
effects to surface access to the airport during construction (i.e. detours and/or closures). This is critically important to 
ensure first responder access procedures in the event of an aircraft emergency can be developed and coordinated 
locally. This also allows the airport operator to provide notification regarding delays or changed traffic patterns to 
aviators and passengers.  
  
  
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINSTRATION COORDINATION 
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Notice to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) could be required even if project involves an existing roadway or 
structure and/or even if the project is more than five miles from an airport, and irrespective of whether or not the 
project includes roadway vertical or horizonal realignment.  
  
It is important to note that FAA coordination may be required by the FAA for projects located any distance from an 
aeronautical facility, including those which are more than 5 miles from the nearest airport. The requirements for filing 
with the Federal Aviation Administration for existing and proposed structures vary based on a number of factors: height, 
proximity to an airport, location, and frequencies emitted from the structure, etc. For more details, please reference CFR 
Title 14 Part 77.9. Temporary equipment such as temporary signs, poles, or construction equipment exceeding the 
notice requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 must also be coordinated with the FAA.  
  
There is a Notice Criteria Tool which may be found at http://oeaaa.faa.gov  to assist in determining the need for filing. 
Multiple project points may need to be run through the Notice Criteria Tool to assess the filing requirements for project. 
BOA guidance recommends checking the Notice Criteria Tool for the entire length of the project in 1/3-mile increments, in 
addition to all structures (i.e. signs, lights, poles, utilities, etc) which exceed 15 feet (17 ft in the case of interstate 
highway projects) above the surface elevation. Any points resulting in a request to file should be submitted to the FAA 
for review.  The FAA is the ultimate authority who will determine what information or points are needed for their 
review. Notice must be filed at the FAA website http://www.oeaaa.faa.gov.  
  
FAA's OEAAA Wisconsin contacts can be found at this website for questions regarding FAA coordination. If you require 
additional information regarding the FAA filing requirements for your structure, please either the Wisconsin Specialist or 
Technician using the Air Traffic Areas of Responsibility map for displayed when you open the Off Airport contacts link. 
  
It is recommended that coordination with the FAA occur at the earliest feasible time in the project cycle for which there 
is a reasonable confidence in the veracity and stability of the location and elevation data to be provided to the FAA. We 
recommend filing at the project design phase and filing an extension request prior to construction phases if the FAA 
determination letter expires (typically 18 months). There is a risk that the FAA may impose requirements which may 
necessitate the stoppage of work or modification to the design if proper and timely coordination is not achieved. 
  
If notice is required to be filed to the FAA for temporary or permanent objects, no work should proceed until the FAA 
issues a final Determination Letter. If the contractor cannot limit their equipment to the heights and/or locations to FAA 
studied parameters, a new aeronautical study must be conducted. The recommendations of the FAA should be 
implemented. It is critical to ensure appropriate follow up notification of the actual construction or completion of the 
project to the FAA is timely filed (FAA Form 7460-2), as may be required in any FAA determination letter. Please read 
any and all determination letters carefully and adhere to all conditions and requirements contained therein.  
  
  
***Please note the new contact point for questions and coordination for the Bureau of Aeronautics regarding 
highway projects is now BOAHighwayCoordination@dot.wi.gov***  
  
Airspace Safety Program 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation | Bureau of Aeronautics 
BOAHighwayCoordination@dot.wi.gov | 608-266-6812 
  
 
  
  
_____________________________________________ 
From: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 1:04 PM 
To: DOT BOA-Highway Coordination <boahighwaycoordination@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: DOT DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Webb, 
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Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE <Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com> 
Subject: FW: WisDOT I-41 Project Notification - GRB 
  
  
Hello, 
  
Sending a copy of this notification to BOA’s highway coordination mailbox to make sure we have our bases covered.  
  
Please let us know if there are any questions about the I-41 Project or specific concerns that BOA would have. 
  
Thanks! 
  
  
Scott Ebel, P.E.  
I-41 Design Project Manager 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Northeast Region 
Phone: (920) 360-2225 
wisconsindot.gov 
  
If this is related to a records request please mail: dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov 
  
  
_____________________________________________ 
From: Ebel, Scott - DOT  
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2021 10:37 AM 
To: bc_airport@co.Brown.wi.us 
Cc: DOT DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>; Cothren, Joshua W - DOT <joshua.cothren@dot.wi.gov>; 
Degrave, Chad - DOT <Chad.Degrave@dot.wi.gov>; Webb, Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; Goldsworthy, 
Benjamin/MKE <Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: WisDOT I-41 Project Notification - GRB 
  
  
Hello Mr. Piette, 
  
Please find the attached I-41 Project notification letter and buffer zone location map. 
  
<< File: I-41_GRB_Letter.pdf >>  << File: I-41_GRB_Buffer_Map.pdf >>  
Please let us know if you have any questions about the I-41 Project at this time. 
  
Regards, 
  
Scott Ebel, P.E.  
I-41 Design Project Manager 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Northeast Region 
Phone: (920) 360-2225 
wisconsindot.gov 
  
If this is related to a records request please mail: dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov 
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Dutkiewicz, Carly/CHI

From: Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2021 10:04 PM
To: Dutkiewicz, Carly/CHI
Subject: FW: WisDOT I-41 Project Notification - ATW

FYI

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

From: DOT BOA-Highway Coordination <boahighwaycoordination@dot.wi.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2021 1:18 PM 
To: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: DOT DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Webb, 
Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE <Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com>; DOT 
BOA-Highway Coordination <boahighwaycoordination@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: WisDOT I-41 Project Notification - ATW 
 
Thank you for providing information for the above referenced project.  
  
STATE COORDINATION  
  
The subject project is outside of the TRANS 57 described Airport Approach Surface. No further BOA coordination is 
necessary unless the Federal Aviation Administration notes an adverse aviation impact as a result of coordination with 
that agency.  
  
Please ensure all storm water retention and/or detention facilities within a five mile radius of a public use airport are 
constructed and maintained as outlined in the FAA guidance on hazardous wildlife attractants found in FAA Advisory 
Circular 150/5200-33B. For information or further guidance on storm water systems and other hazardous wildlife 
attractants, please contact Michael Menon, Airport Operational Safety and Wildlife Program Manager at 
michael.menon@dot.wi.gov. 
  
If any permanent or temporary easements or land acquisition will be needed from an airport, please notify the 
Bureau of Aeronautics as soon as possible. Land acquisition and easements require further review and involve a lengthy 
FAA approval process separate from the FAA notice procedures outlined below. Timely notification will assist in 
preventing unnecessary delays to the project. Property notifications should be directed to Teresa Klein, Airport Land 
Program Manager at teresa.klein@dot.wi.gov.  
  
A Notice of Impact should be provided to all airports within 5 miles of the project in advance of the beginning any 
construction activities. This notice should include the project schedule, any identified aeronautical impacts, identify 
project components whether temporary or permanent which will exceed the previously listed heights, and anticipated 
effects to surface access to the airport during construction (i.e. detours and/or closures). This is critically important to 
ensure first responder access procedures in the event of an aircraft emergency can be developed and coordinated 
locally. This also allows the airport operator to provide notification regarding delays or changed traffic patterns to 
aviators and passengers.  
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINSTRATION COORDINATION 
  
Notice to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) could be required even if project involves an existing roadway or 
structure and/or even if the project is more than five miles from an airport, and irrespective of whether or not the 
project includes roadway vertical or horizonal realignment.  
  
It is important to note that FAA coordination may be required by the FAA for projects located any distance from an 
aeronautical facility, including those which are more than 5 miles from the nearest airport. The requirements for filing 
with the Federal Aviation Administration for existing and proposed structures vary based on a number of factors: height, 
proximity to an airport, location, and frequencies emitted from the structure, etc. For more details, please reference CFR 
Title 14 Part 77.9. Temporary equipment such as temporary signs, poles, or construction equipment exceeding the 
notice requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 must also be coordinated with the FAA.  
  
There is a Notice Criteria Tool which may be found at http://oeaaa.faa.gov  to assist in determining the need for filing. 
Multiple project points may need to be run through the Notice Criteria Tool to assess the filing requirements for project. 
BOA guidance recommends checking the Notice Criteria Tool for the entire length of the project in 1/3-mile increments, in 
addition to all structures (i.e. signs, lights, poles, utilities, etc) which exceed 15 feet (17 ft in the case of interstate 
highway projects) above the surface elevation. Any points resulting in a request to file should be submitted to the FAA 
for review.  The FAA is the ultimate authority who will determine what information or points are needed for their 
review. Notice must be filed at the FAA website http://www.oeaaa.faa.gov.  
  
FAA's OEAAA Wisconsin contacts can be found at this website for questions regarding FAA coordination. If you require 
additional information regarding the FAA filing requirements for your structure, please either the Wisconsin Specialist or 
Technician using the Air Traffic Areas of Responsibility map for displayed when you open the Off Airport contacts link. 
  
It is recommended that coordination with the FAA occur at the earliest feasible time in the project cycle for which there 
is a reasonable confidence in the veracity and stability of the location and elevation data to be provided to the FAA. We 
recommend filing at the project design phase and filing an extension request prior to construction phases if the FAA 
determination letter expires (typically 18 months). There is a risk that the FAA may impose requirements which may 
necessitate the stoppage of work or modification to the design if proper and timely coordination is not achieved. 
  
If notice is required to be filed to the FAA for temporary or permanent objects, no work should proceed until the FAA 
issues a final Determination Letter. If the contractor cannot limit their equipment to the heights and/or locations to FAA 
studied parameters, a new aeronautical study must be conducted. The recommendations of the FAA should be 
implemented. It is critical to ensure appropriate follow up notification of the actual construction or completion of the 
project to the FAA is timely filed (FAA Form 7460-2), as may be required in any FAA determination letter. Please read 
any and all determination letters carefully and adhere to all conditions and requirements contained therein.  
  
  
***Please note the new contact point for questions and coordination for the Bureau of Aeronautics regarding 
highway projects is now BOAHighwayCoordination@dot.wi.gov***  
  
Airspace Safety Program 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation | Bureau of Aeronautics 
BOAHighwayCoordination@dot.wi.gov | 608-266-6812 
  
 
  
  
_____________________________________________ 
From: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 1:04 PM 
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To: DOT BOA-Highway Coordination <boahighwaycoordination@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: DOT DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Webb, 
Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE <Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com> 
Subject: FW: WisDOT I-41 Project Notification - ATW 
  
  
Hello, 
  
Sending a copy of this notification to BOA’s highway coordination mailbox to make sure we have our bases covered.  
  
Please let us know if there are any questions about the I-41 Project or specific concerns that BOA would have. 
  
Thanks! 
  
  
Scott Ebel, P.E.  
I-41 Design Project Manager 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Northeast Region 
Phone: (920) 360-2225 
wisconsindot.gov 
  
If this is related to a records request please mail: dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov 
  
  
_____________________________________________ 
From: Ebel, Scott - DOT  
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2021 10:37 AM 
To: weberaj@co.outagamie.wi.us 
Cc: DOT DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>; Cothren, Joshua W - DOT <joshua.cothren@dot.wi.gov>; Webb, 
Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE <Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com>; 
VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: WisDOT I-41 Project Notification - ATW 
  
  
Hello Mr. Weber, 
  
Please find the attached I-41 Project notification letter and buffer zone location map. 
  
<< File: I-41_ATW_Letter.pdf >>  << File: I-41_ATW_Buffer_Map.pdf >>  
Please let us know if you have any questions about the I-41 Project at this time. 
  
Regards, 
  
Scott Ebel, P.E.  
I-41 Design Project Manager 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Northeast Region 
Phone: (920) 360-2225 
wisconsindot.gov 
  
If this is related to a records request please mail: dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov 
  
  



 

 

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 

  



_____________________________________________
From: Ebel, Scott - DOT 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 4:52 PM
To: USACE_Requests_WI@usace.army.mil; Westlake.kenneth@epa.gov; twincities@fws.gov;
john.malvitz@wi.usda.gov; thill7@oneidanation.org; Cutbank, Stacie <sdanfor3@oneidanation.org>;
Heaton-Amrhein, Jennifer A - DATCP <Jennifer.HeatonAmrhein@wisconsin.gov>; Doperalski, James
P - DNR <James.Doperalski@wisconsin.gov>; Schaeve, Matthew D - DNR
<Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov>; Cloud, Lynn - DOT <Lynn.Cloud@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: DOT DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>; Bacher-Gresock, Bethaney
<Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov>; Lipke, Bryan - DOT <Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice,
Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Helmrick, Michael - DOT
<Michael.Helmrick@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: I-41 Project Environmental Assessment,1130-63-00, Brown and Outagamie Counties
 
 
Re:  Environmental Assessment, I-41 Project  
Project ID 1130-63-00  
Brown and Outagamie Counties, WI   
       
    
Dear Sir or Madam:  
  
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT), in cooperation with the Federal
Highway Administration, is preparing an Environmental Assessment for the I-41 Project in
Brown and Outagamie Counties, WI (see attached Project Location Map). The project is the
reconstruction of 23 miles of I-41 between WIS 96 (Wisconsin Avenue) and County F
(Scheuring Road). Currently 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 project will evaluate the capacity, conditions and operations of the freeway
and each interchange. WisDOT will evaluate reconstructing I-41 as a 4-lane freeway or
widening it to 6 lanes (3 lanes in each direction). The project 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. In addition, WisDOT is evaluating the
replacement of the existing Safety and Weight Enforcement Facility (SWEF) along I-41 in
Wrightstown as part of this project.  
  
This letter is part of the early coordination phase of the environmental review process. At
this time, we are requesting:  

Information on resources under your agency’s jurisdiction in the project area,  
Areas of concern that should be considered in evaluating the problems and potential
improvements,   
Your input on potential social, economic or environmental impacts, requirements and permits.  
 

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.  
WisDOT is planning an Agency Coordination meeting in late June 2020 to discuss project
schedule, scope and potential impacts with state and federal resource agencies. We will
send a separate invitation to that meeting.    

mailto:USACE_Requests_WI@usace.army.mil
mailto:Westlake.kenneth@epa.gov
mailto:twincities@fws.gov
mailto:john.malvitz@wi.usda.gov
mailto:thill7@oneidanation.org
mailto:sdanfor3@oneidanation.org
mailto:Jennifer.HeatonAmrhein@wisconsin.gov
mailto:James.Doperalski@wisconsin.gov
mailto:Matthew.Schaeve@wisconsin.gov
mailto:Lynn.Cloud@dot.wi.gov
mailto:DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov
mailto:Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Michael.Helmrick@dot.wi.gov


 
If you have any questions regarding this proposed project, please contact me at (920) 360-
2225 or Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov. Also, please visit the project website for additional project
information (https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/projects/by-region/ne/i41/default.aspx).  
 
Sincerely,  
  
  
Scott Ebel, P.E.  
Project Manager  
  
Attachments: Project Location Map  
 
<< File: I-41 Project Location Map.pdf >>
 

mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/projects/by-region/ne/i41/default.aspx__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!WphlTf4EkHrnyWDD7Jd-baU7odpcLg3cVDDFGEvqhojb3ytRVvpMS-e6PY-w6XnhjQ2XDpYukQ$
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Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 



 
July 14, 2020         DOT: Brown and Outagamie 
  
  
 
Mr. Scott Ebel, P.E. 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation – NE Region 
944 Vanderperren Way 
Green Bay, WI 54304 
 
 
 
 Subject: DNR Preliminary Review 
  Project I.D. 1130-63-00 
  Environmental Assessment for I-41 Expansion  
  STH 96 (Wisconsin Avenue) to CTH F (Scheuring Road)  
  Outagamie and Brown Counties 
 
 
Dear Mr. Ebel: 

 
The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has received the request for information 
regarding resouces under DNR’s jurisdiction, areas of concern, and input on social, economic or 
environemnal impacts. According to your proposal, the purpose of this project is to improve I-41 
between STH 96 and CTH F. Proposed improvements may include capacity expansion of 23-mile 
segment of I-41, which includes sixteen overpasses/underpasses, 10 existing interchanges, and one 
proposed interchange. 
 
Preliminary information has been reviewed by DNR staff for the project under the DNR/DOT 
Cooperative Agreement. Initial comments on the project as proposed are included below, and we 
assume that additional information will be provided that addresses all resource concerns identified. 
When requesting Final Concurrence/Water Quality Certification, please send the most up-to-date plan 
set (including the erosion control plan sheets), contract special provisions, Wetland Impact Tracking 
Form, Notice of Intent for the Transportation Construction General Permit (TCGP), and any additional 
pertinent information to ensure environmental commitments have been met. 
 
A detailed plan has not been developed so DNR’s comments will be general in nature for the corridor. 
Additional coordination will be needed as this project progresses. 
 
General Comments 
 
Public Lands  
There are public lands (i.e. The Preserve and Prairie Hill Park) within the project area. Some properties 
may have state or federal encumbrances that require additional coordination, which have not been 
verified at this time. 
 
Please consider design alternatives that completely avoid impacts to public lands. However, if 
avoidance is not practicable, please allow ample time for coordination and resolution. 

 
 

Tony Evers, Governor 
Preston D. Cole, Secretary 

 Telephone 608-266-2621 
Toll Free 1-888-936-7463 

TTY Access via relay - 711 
 

 
State of Wisconsin 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
2984 Shawano Avenue 
Green Bay, WI 54313-6727 

 dnr.wi.gov 
wisconsin.gov 
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Waterways 
There are numerous waterway crossings along this project corridor. Based on the DNR Surface Water 
Data Viewer many of the waterway crossings are associated with either the Mud, Apple, and 
Ashwaubenon Creek watersheds which are part of the Lower Fox River (LFR) Basin Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL). Some of these waterways may be used for fish spawning activities thus and 
instream date restriction may be warranted. 
 
Wetlands 
There are many areas of mapped wetlands and wetland indicator soils (hydric) located within the 
project area. While wetlands may not be mapped via the Wisconsin Wetland Inventory (WWI), that 
does not confirm they are not present on the landscape, therefore a wetland determination/delineation 
will be needed to assess the wetland boundaries and wetland quality. There is potential for wetland 
impacts to occur as a result of this project, and wetland impacts must be avoided and/or minimized to 
the greatest extent practicable. Unavoidable wetland losses must be compensated for in accordance 
with the DNR/DOT Cooperative Agreement and the WisDOT Wetland Mitigation Banking Technical 
Guideline. When more detailed information is available, please provide the wetland community type 
and quantity of unavoidable wetland impacts, and mitigation information for this project using the 
Wetland Impact Tracking Form. 
 
Habitat Connectivity 
Waterway and wetland corridors are often used and wildlife corridors especially in urban settings. The 
proposed project may result in a disruption to wildlife movement and increase vehicular/wildlife 
conflicts. As the alternative development progresses DNR will work with you to identify potential wildlife 
corridor how to address potential impacts. 
 
Natural Heritage Conservation (formerly “Endangered Resources”) 
Due to the size and scope of the project, and considering unknown project impacts, it is difficult to 
conduct a detailed Natural Heritage Inventory (NHI) review at this time. There are known records of 
special habitat communities, and threatened and/or endangered species within the vicinity of the project 
limits. A more detailed review and field verification will be conducted once project impacts are more 
clearly defined. 
 
Invasive Species 
There are multiple invasive and exotic species within the project area, including but not limited to 
Phragmites (Phragmites australis) and Common teasel (Dipsacus fullonum). As project development 
progresses please consider the use of best management practices to avoid the spread of invasive 
species as outlined in NR 40, Wis. Adm. Code, more details on that can be found here: 
https://dnr.wi.gov/topic/Invasives/bmp.html.  For more information on the NR 40 rule, please refer to the 
following: https://dnr.wi.gov/topic/invasives/classification.html. Field verification will be needed to 
confirm or deny the presence of invasive species, once the area of project impacts are known. 
 
Storm Water Management & Erosion Control 

• For projects disturbing an acre or more of land erosion control and storm water measures must 
adhere to the Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Transportation Construction 
General Permit (TCGP) for Storm Water Discharges. Coverage under TCGP is required prior to 
construction. WisDOT should apply for permit coverage by submitting a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
prior to, or when requesting Final Concurrence. Permit coverage will be issued by DNR with the 
Final Concurrence letter after design is complete and documentation shows that the project will 
meet construction and post-construction performance standards. For more information 

https://dnr.wi.gov/topic/Invasives/bmp.html
https://dnr.wi.gov/topic/invasives/classification.html
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regarding the TCGP you can go to the following link, and click on the “Transportation” tab: 
https://dnr.wi.gov/topic/Sectors/Transportation.html  

 
• All projects require an Erosion Control Plan (ECP) that describes best management practices 

that will be implemented before, during and after construction to minimize pollution from storm 
water discharges. Additionally, the plan should address how post-construction storm water 
performance standards will be met for the specific site. The project design and Erosion Control 
Implementation Plan (ECIP) must comply with the TCGP in order to receive permit-coverage 
from the DNR. 
 

• Once the project contract has been awarded, the contractor will be required to outline their 
implementation of erosion control measures as it relates to the construction project, as well as 
their construction methods in the ECIP. An adequate ECIP for the project must be developed by 
the contractor and submitted to this office for review at least 14 days prior to the preconstruction 
conference. For projects regulated under the TCGP, submit the ECIP as an amendment to the 
ECP.  

Other Comments 
The natural resource areas mentioned above often provide a social and economic benefits to the 
public. Public recreation such as walking, boating, swimming, or bird watching are supported by the use 
other adjacent natural resources. 
 
Specific Comments 
Below are more specific comments on the interchages with this segment of I-41, moving from south to 
north along the project corridor, as indicated by the map provided by WisDOT: 
 

1. WIS 96/W.Wisconsin Ave Interchange 
➢ Tributary to Mud Creek (WBIC 5021372) intersects NB offramp/SB onramp 
➢ Tributary to Mud Creek (WBIC 5021451) runs along west side of IH41 (west of NB 

off/SB on), complete length of interchange 
➢ Zone AE mapped floodway along above Tributaries to Mud Creek, west and east of IH41 

on/off ramps 
➢ Mapped hydric soils following both stream corridors, identified as Fluvaquents (Fu), but 

mapped hydric soils stop along WBIC 5021451 at STH 96/Wisconsin Ave. 
➢ No mapped wetlands on Wisconsin Wetland Inventory (WWI), but very likely present 

along both stream corridors, and potentially in ditches. 
 

A. Canadian National Railroad Underpass 
➢ No mapped wetlands or hydric soils 
➢ No waterways or mapped floodplain 

 
2. WIS 15/CTH OO/W Northland Ave. Interchange 

➢ The Casaloma Conservancy (CC) is in the SW quadrant of this Interchange, which is a 
wetland mitigation site developed/owned by Appleton International Airport (ATW), and it 
is protected in perpetuity. Since it is protected in perpetuity, this site must be avoided. 

➢ Mapped hydric soils along west side of interchange/highway, both Zittau silty clay loam 
(ZtA) and Manawa silty clay loam (McA) 

➢ Mapped wetlands in the SW quadrant of the interchange (CC) 
➢ Intermittent tributary to Mud Creek (WBIC 5021401) running under south end of the 

interchange, and meandering through CC. 
➢ No mapped floodplain 

https://dnr.wi.gov/topic/Sectors/Transportation.html
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➢ Fox Valley Tech College (FVTC) local trail connecting east-west sides of highway 
(Section 4f coordination) 

➢ Prairie Hill Park in NE quadrant of interchange, owned by City of Appleton (Section 4f 
Coordination – Local Community Park) 

 
B. W.Capitol Drive Overpass 

➢ No waterways nor mapped floodplains 
➢ Mapped hydric soil south of overpass (McA), possibly an issue for lane expansion, but 

not overpass. 
➢ No mapped wetlands per WWI 

 
C. N.Lynndale Drive/CTH A Overpass 

➢ Tributary to Mud Creek (WBIC 5021372) is piped under the overpass, daylighting in the 
SW and NE quadrants 

➢ Mapped Zone AE Floodway with along this tributary (WBIC 5021372) 
➢ Mapped hydric soils along waterway corridor, identified as Allendal loamy fine sand 

(AdA) 
➢ No mapped wetlands per WWI, but likely some along waterway corridor 

 
D. Canadian National Railroad Underpass 

➢ No waterway or mapped floodplain 
➢ No mapped wetlands nor hydric soils 

 
E. N.Gillette Street Underpass 

➢ No waterway impacts anticipated – however Tributary to Mud Creek (WBIC 5020911) 
runs N/S well east of Gillette St. 

➢ Mapped Zone AE floodplain all around this underpass/Gillette St. 
➢ Mapped hydric soils on east side of overpass, identified as Keowns silt loam (Ke) 
➢ No mapped wetlands, but good potential considering hydric soil type 

 
3. WIS 47/N.Richmond Street Interchange 

➢ No waterways present nor mapped floodplain 
➢ Pockest of hydric soils scattered around interchange area, identified as Kewaunee silt 

loam and Manawa silty clay loam (KhB & McA) 
➢ No mapped wetlands per WWI 

 
F. N.Meade Street Overpass 

➢ Tributary to Apple Creek (WBIC 5021184) running through the north ditchline 
➢ Mapped Zone AE floodplain beginning in NE quadrant of overpass, should be no impact 

unless widening Meade 
➢ No mapped wetlands per WWI 
➢ Some hydric soils around the edges of the overpass (McA) 

 
4. CTH E/N.Ballard Road Interchange 

➢ Some hydric soils present (McA) 
➢ No mapped wetlands present per WWI 
➢ Tributaries to Apple Creek present but on outside edges of existing diamond interchange 
➢ Floodplains well set back in NW quadrant, near storm water pond and tributary to Apple 

Creek, but should be easily avoidable 
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5. North Junction WIS 441 Interchange 
➢ Regional storm water pond located in the NE quadrant of the interchange, and it is also 

classified as Open Water wetland (W0Hx) via SWDV 
➢ Tributary to Apple Creek (WBIC 125000) follows the ditchline around the WIS 441 N 

offramp/IH 41 S onramp, and drains into the regional storm water pond. 
➢ Tributary to Apple Creek (WBIC 5021265) running along the SE quadrant, in the 

ditchline of WIS 441 offramp/IH 41 N onramp 
➢ Area is dominated by Manawa silty clay loam (McA), which are partially hydric soils 
➢ Previous site visits have confirmed that pocket wetlands are present within the perimeter 

of the circular WIS 441 on/off ramps 
➢ No mapped floodplains 

 
G. French Road Overpass 

➢ Tributary to Apple Creek (WBIC 125000 – flowing out of storm water pond) north of and 
south of (WBIC 5021265) IH-41 

➢ Large storm water pond to NW of French Road, which is also mapped as an open water 
wetland (W0Hx) 

➢ Area largely mapped with hydric soils (McA) 
➢ No mapped floodplains 

  
H. Holland Road Overpass 

➢ Unnamed tributary to Apple Creek (WBIC 125000 – same as last overpass), which is 
piped under north side of IH-41. Eventually flows under IH-41 into another storm water 
pond. 

➢ Some hydric soils under north side of overpass (McA) 
➢ No mapped floodplains 

 
I. Vandenbroek Road Overpass 

➢ No mapped wetlands or waterways  
➢ No mapped floodplains 

 
6. CTH N/Freedom Road Interchange 

➢ No mapped wetlands or waterways 
➢ No hydric soils present 
➢ No mapped floodplains 

 
J. Buchanan Street Overpass 

➢ No mapped wetlands or waterways  
➢ No mapped floodplains 
➢ Some hydric soils (McA) on north side of overpass 

 
K. Rose Hill Road Overpass 

➢ No mapped wetlands, hydric soils, waterways, nor floodplains 
 

      7.   WIS 55/Delanglade Street Interchange 
➢ No mapped wetlands, waterways, nor floodplains 
➢ Some hydric soils skirt around the south and east sides of the Interchange (McA) 
➢ This interchange was recently reconstructed, so more environmental details are likely on 

file with WisDOT.  
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L. Maloney Road Underpass 
➢ No mapped wetlands, however likely present in the ditch south of IH41 
➢ Partially hydric soils mapped over the total overpass (McA) 
➢ No mapped waterways or floodplains 

 
      8.   CTH J/Hyland Avenue Interchange 

➢ No mapped wetlands, however they may be present within drainage ditches on edges of 
diamond interchange 

➢ Tributary to Apple Creek (WBIC 124700) on north side of interchange 
➢ Some hydric soils (McA) mapped within interchange 
➢ No mapped floodplains 

 
M. CTH JJ/Edgewood Drive Underpass 

➢ WisDOT mitigation site (Calmes Mitigation Site) in the NW quadrant of the underpass, 
on the W side of W41 Frontage Road. Wetlands known to be present in the SW 
quadrant, and appear to be located in the ditch between E41 Frontage Road and IH-41. 

➢ No mapped wetlands or waterways, however there may be wetlands in the median and 
ditches 

➢ Hydric soils present, including Suamico muck (Su), and Poygan silty clay loam (Po). 
Both of these hydric soils are strong indicators of the presence of wetlands. 

➢ No mapped floodplain 
 

N. Wrightstown Road Underpass 
➢ Phragmites known to be present in the wetland areas west of IH-41, but unknown if 

present east of IH-41 
➢ Hydric soils present on north of underpass, identified as Shiocton silt loam (ShA) 
➢ No mapped floodplain in immediate area of underpass 

 
      9.   CTH U/S County Line Interchange 

➢ No mapped wetlands, waterways, floodplains, nor hydric soils 
➢ Some Phragmites present in the wet ditchlines 

 
O. Apple Creek Overpass 

➢ Apple Creek (WBIC 124100) is a cool-warm headwater classified as impaired. Apple 
Creek is used by fish for spawning activities. 

➢ No mapped wetlands or hydric soils 
➢ There is mapped floodplains immediately near this crossing 

 
      10.   CTH S/Freedom Road Interchange 

➢ Unnamed tributaries to Ashwaubenon Creek (WBIC 123100 and 5019660) 
➢ Mapped wetlands 
➢ Mapped hydric soils Manawa silty clay loam (McA) and Poygan silty clay loam (Po) 
➢ No mapped floodplains 
➢ Phragmites present in multiple areas 

 
P. Little Rapids Road Overpass 

➢ Unnamed tributarty to Ashwaubenon Creek (WBIC 5019554) 
➢ Ashwaubenon is just to the south of the overpass. Ashwaubenon is a cool-cold 

headwater and cool-warm headwater and is classified as impaired.  Apple Creek is used 
by fish for spawning activities. 

➢ Mapped wetlands along the waterways and wetland vegetation adjacent 
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➢ Mapped hydric soils Oshkosh silty clay loam (Osa), Bellevue silty clay loam (Bd), and 
Poygan silty clay loam (Po). 

➢ Mapped Zone A floodplain along Ashwaubenon Creek 
➢ Phragmites present in multiple areas 

 
      11.   South Bridge Road Interchange (Proposed) 

➢ This interchange is being reviewed as part of the Southern Bridge Connector EIS 
process (DOT ID 4556-02-00). 

 
The above comments represent the DNR’s preliminary environmental concerns for the proposed I-41 
project, for the purposes of assisting in the preparation of the WisDOT’s Environmental Assessment 
(EA). Further coordination and more detailed reviews will occur as prescribed under the DNR/DOT 
Cooperative Agreement, as project designs progress, and plans are further refined. If any of the 
concerns or information provided in this letter requires further clarification, please contact either Jim 
Doperalski  at (920) 412-0165 or Matt Schaeve at (920) 366-1544, or email both at  
james.doperalski@wisconsin.gov and matthew.schaeve@wisconsin.gov. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 

 
James P. Doperalski Jr. and Matthew Schaeve 
Environmental Analysis & Review Specialists 
 
 
Electronic copies: Mike Helmrick – WisDOT Regional Environmental Coordinator 
   Kathie Van Price – WisDOT Regional Environmental Coordinator 
   Bobbi Jo Fischer – DNR EARS Supervisor  
   File 
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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
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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-
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:
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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,
 
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
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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>
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>
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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

Grand Chute Trails
Fox Cities Stadium Trail
Fox Valley Tech Trails

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


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/


 

 

Wisconsin Division of Agriculture, Trade, and 
Consumer Protection (DATCP) 

 



____________________________________
From: Zopp, Zach P - DATCP <zach.zopp@wisconsin.gov> 
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2020 2:33 PM
To: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Heaton-Amrhein, Jennifer A - DATCP <Jennifer.HeatonAmrhein@wisconsin.gov>; DOT DTSD NER 
I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Smith, 
Katy A – DATCP <Katy.Smith@wisconsin.gov>
Subject: RE: I-41 Project Environmental Assessment,1130-63-00, Brown and Outagamie Counties

Hello Scott,

We have reviewed the shapefiles you provided for the I-41 Project Environmental Assessment, ID 
1130-63-00, in Brown and Outagamie Counties. The spatial analysis we conducted indicates the 
project has the potential to impact a level of farmland that would require an Agricultural Impact 
Statement. Given our cooperative memo of understanding (Section III.A), we’re asking WisDOT to 
provide an Agricultural Impact Notice (AIN) for this project. Please use the Highway Projects AIN 
form located on the DATCP website to compete the AIN.

Please feel free to contact us with any questions,

Zach Zopp
Land and Water Program Specialist - Bureau of Land and Water Resources/ Division of Agricultural 
Resource Management
Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade & Consumer Protection
608-224-4650
zach.zopp@wisconsin.gov

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

_____________________________________________

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://datcp.wi.gov/Pages/Programs_Services/AISNotificationForms.aspx__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!WphlTf4EkHrnyWDD7Jd-baU7odpcLg3cVDDFGEvqhojb3ytRVvpMS-e6PY-w6XnhjQ3qZviWdQ$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://datcp.wi.gov/Pages/Programs_Services/AISNotificationForms.aspx__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!WphlTf4EkHrnyWDD7Jd-baU7odpcLg3cVDDFGEvqhojb3ytRVvpMS-e6PY-w6XnhjQ3qZviWdQ$
mailto:zach.zopp@wisconsin.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://datcp.wi.gov/customersurvey__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!WphlTf4EkHrnyWDD7Jd-baU7odpcLg3cVDDFGEvqhojb3ytRVvpMS-e6PY-w6XnhjQ2h4QiCKw$


From: Zopp, Zach P - DATCP
To: Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE; Degrave, Chad - DOT; Ebel, Scott - DOT; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; Lipke, Bryan -

DOT; Webb, Charlie/MKE; Helmrick, Michael - DOT
Cc: I-41 NER Study Correspondence; Smith, Katy A – DATCP
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: I-41 Project Environmental Assessment,1130-63-00, Brown and Outagamie Counties
Date: Wednesday, October 28, 2020 12:14:15 PM

Hello Everyone,

I’ve spoken with my Unit Supervisor and I can confirm that we can proceed with the preferred action
discussed in today meeting, that action being:

WisDOT will submit an AIN for the I-41 project 1130-63-00 without the ponds, while also
acknowledging information about the ponds is pending. DATCP would in turn provide a statement
that acknowledges the need for an AIS,  but also generally states the following:
1) A request for information about the retention ponds
2) The AIS publication may be delayed until the requested information is provided
3) DATCP may choose to publish the AIS without the requested information, however an addendum
may be required to address the requested information.

DOT and DATCP would have future communications to determine how best to handle the
publication of the AIS with/without the information on the retention ponds.

I believe this captures the preferred action that we arrived at today. Please let me know if there are
questions or changes to the action.

Zach Zopp
608-224-4650
zach.zopp@wisconsin.gov

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

mailto:zach.zopp@wisconsin.gov
mailto:Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com
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mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
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mailto:charlie.webb@jacobs.com
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mailto:Katy.Smith@wisconsin.gov
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Regulatory File No. MVP-2020-00932-JRS 
 

THIS IS NOT A PERMIT 
 
Scott Ebel 
WDOT NE Region 
PO Box 28080 
Green Bay, WI 54324-0080 
 
Dear Mr. Ebel: 
 
 We have received your submittal described below. You may contact the Project 
Manager with questions regarding the evaluation process. The Project Manager may request 
additional information necessary to evaluate your submittal.  
 
 File Number: MVP-2020-00932-JRS 
 
 Applicant: Scott Ebel 
 
 Project Name: WISDOT/Project ID1130-63-00  
 

Project Location: Section 7 of Township 21 N North, Range 19 E, Brown County, 
Wisconsin (Latitude: 44.3677920285455; Longitude: -88.2772520352163) 

 
 Received Date: 05/29/2020 
 
 Project Manager: Joseph Shoemaker 

(651) 290-5378 
Joey.R.Shoemaker@usace.army.mil 
 

 Additional information about the St. Paul District Regulatory Program can be found on 
our web site at http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/missions/regulatory. 
 
 Please note that initiating work in waters of the United States prior to receiving 
Department of the Army authorization could constitute a violation of Federal law. If you have any 
questions, please contact the Project Manager. 
 

Thank you. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
St. Paul District 
Regulatory Branch 

     
CC: Ryan J Pappas, WDNR 
 
 
 



 

 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

  



From: Ebel, Scott - DOT
To: DOT DTSD NER I41; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE
Cc: VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; Lipke, Bryan - DOT
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] I-41 Project Environmental Assessment,1130-63-00, Brown and Outagamie Counties
Date: Monday, June 1, 2020 3:51:34 PM

FYI
 

From: Simpkins, Darin <Darin_Simpkins@fws.gov> 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 12:37 PM
To: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] I-41 Project Environmental Assessment,1130-63-00, Brown and Outagamie
Counties
 
Hello -

Because of workload, US Fish and Wildlife Service is no longer able to provide general species
lists and need people to first go to IPaC before requesting informal consultation. With IPaC
you should generate an Official Species List to make your own determinations of potential
impacts before reaching out to us. It's likely that many of these inquiries will result in No Effect
determinations and will not require review by our office. In addition, changes in office staff
and workload has resulted in the necessity of directing partners to our online assisted
determination key (aka d-key) for Northern Long Eared Bat instead of using the streamlined
consultation form that was part of the 2016 rangewide programmatic BO for the 4(d) rule.
Please read below for further guidance. 

 

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

You can obtain information on federally listed species that could occur in your project area
through our Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) system
(https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/). Through IPaC, you will be able to enter geographic and activity
details for your project to generate an Official Species List that provides a list of federally
listed species and designated critical habitat that may be impacted by your project. The species
list will also include any species proposed for listing and any areas proposed as critical habitat
that overlap with the project area. The Official Species List provided through IPaC is
considered a technical assistance tool intended to be used by the project proponent to
determine whether project activities could impact federal trust resources and, therefore,
require further consultation with the Service.

The species list includes links to species-specific project-design guidelines and survey
guidelines to help you determine whether your project may affect the species and, if so, how to
avoid or minimize those effects. After reviewing species list and applicable links, if you
determine that further consultation is required with the Service (i.e., your project “May
Affect” listed species or critical habitat), please contact our office for further assistance. 
Please contact Assistant Field Supervisor Shauna Marquardt (shauna_marquardt@fws.gov) to
be directed to the appropriate staff lead.

Please note: if you determine your activities will have No Effect on listed or proposed species
or to designated or proposed critical habitat, you are not required to submit any materials to
the Service.  Instead, we recommend that you document the rationale for any No Effect
determination in your internal project files.

mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com
mailto:Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!Uk6gH008r7LtDOLG62M3FOe5coPuDst1egStkO24cO2BnZnbAQvoaNnJoZ5FuFKA7KcDZnNoMg$
mailto:shauna_marquardt@fws.gov


 
Streamlined Consultation - Please use online assisted determination key:
 
Changes in office staff and workload has resulted in the necessity of directing partners to
our online assisted determination key (aka d-key) for Northern Long Eared Bat  (NLEB) instead
of using the streamlined consultation form that was part of the 2016 rangewide programmatic
BO for the 4(d) rule.  The d-key can be used to help determine if prohibited take might occur
and, if not, to generate an automated verification letter. No further review by us is necessary.
Our Field Offices were advised to direct project proponents to the online d-key in lieu of the
forms as we are transitioning away from using the pdf forms for workload management
purposes.
 
You'll find the information you need at the links below.
 
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
 
 

From: Marquardt, Shauna R <Shauna_Marquardt@fws.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 1, 2020 9:34 AM
To: Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Simpkins, Darin <Darin_Simpkins@fws.gov>
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] I-41 Project Environmental Assessment,1130-63-00, Brown and Outagamie
Counties
 
Hi Scott,
 
Your project has been assigned to Darin Simpkins (cc'd).
 
 
______________________________________________
Shauna Marquardt | Assistant Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Minnesota/Wisconsin Ecological Services Field Office
573-239-3293
 
 

From: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 4:51 PM
To: USACE_Requests_WI@usace.army.mil <USACE_Requests_WI@usace.army.mil>;

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/mammals/nleb/s7.html__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!Uk6gH008r7LtDOLG62M3FOe5coPuDst1egStkO24cO2BnZnbAQvoaNnJoZ5FuFKA7KeRmNNbqA$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.fws.gov/Midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/KeyFinal4dNLEBFedProjects.html__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!Uk6gH008r7LtDOLG62M3FOe5coPuDst1egStkO24cO2BnZnbAQvoaNnJoZ5FuFKA7Kffs6b-CA$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/determination_key_instructions_nleb.html__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!Uk6gH008r7LtDOLG62M3FOe5coPuDst1egStkO24cO2BnZnbAQvoaNnJoZ5FuFKA7KfxZlYdIg$
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February 02, 2021

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Green Bay Ecological Services Field Office
2661 Scott Tower Drive

New Franken, WI 54229-9565
Phone: (920) 866-1717 Fax: (920) 866-1710

In Reply Refer To: 
Consultation Code: 03E17000-2021-SLI-0673 
Event Code: 03E17000-2021-E-02340  
Project Name: I41, Brown and Outagamie Counties (WisDOT ID 110-63-00)
 
Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 

location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The attached species list identifies any federally threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate 
species that may occur within the boundary of your proposed project or may be affected by your 
proposed project.  The list also includes designated critical habitat if present within your 
proposed project area or affected by your project.  This list is provided to you as the initial step 
of the consultation process required under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, also 
referred to as Section 7 Consultation.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 requires that actions authorized, funded, or 
carried out by Federal agencies not jeopardize federally threatened or endangered species or 
adversely modify designated critical habitat.  To fulfill this mandate, Federal agencies (or their 
designated non-federal representative) must consult with the Service if they determine their 
project “may affect” listed species or critical habitat. 

Under 50 CFR 402.12(e) (the regulations that implement Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act) the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 
completed formally or informally.   You may verify the list by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website 
http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ at regular intervals during project planning and implementation and 
completing the same process you used to receive the attached list.  As an alternative, you may 
contact this Ecological Services Field Office for updates.

Please use the species list provided and visit the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Region 3 
Section 7 Technical Assistance website at - http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/section7/ 
s7process/index.html.  This website contains step-by-step instructions which will help you 
determine if your project will have an adverse effect on listed species and will help lead you 
through the Section 7 process. 

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/section7/s7process/index.html
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/section7/s7process/index.html
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▪

For all wind energy projects and projects that include installing towers that use guy wires or 
are over 200 feet in height (e.g., communication towers), please contact this field office 
directly for assistance, even if no federally listed plants, animals or critical habitat are present 
within your proposed project or may be affected by your proposed project.

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 http://www.fws.gov/midwest/ 
midwestbird/EaglePermits/index.html to help you determine if you can avoid impacting eagles or 
if a permit may be necessary.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in 
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project 
that you submit to our office.

Attachment(s):

Official Species List

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/midwestbird/EaglePermits/index.html
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/midwestbird/EaglePermits/index.html
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".

This species list is provided by:

Green Bay Ecological Services Field Office
2661 Scott Tower Drive
New Franken, WI 54229-9565
(920) 866-1717
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 03E17000-2021-SLI-0673
Event Code: 03E17000-2021-E-02340
Project Name: I41, Brown and Outagamie Counties (WisDOT ID 110-63-00)
Project Type: TRANSPORTATION
Project Description: The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) is proposing to 

reconstruct Interstate 41 (I-41) in Brown and Outagamie counties 
(WisDOT Project ID 1130-63-00). 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. Therefore, to address the 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.

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/@44.29739095000005,-88.36689361581072,14z

Counties: Brown and Outagamie counties, Wisconsin

https://www.google.com/maps/@44.29739095000005,-88.36689361581072,14z
https://www.google.com/maps/@44.29739095000005,-88.36689361581072,14z
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1.

Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 2 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.

NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.

Mammals
NAME STATUS

Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Threatened

Flowering Plants
NAME STATUS

Dwarf Lake Iris Iris lacustris
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/598

Threatened

Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.

1

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/598


February 03, 2021

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Green Bay Ecological Services Field Office
2661 Scott Tower Drive

New Franken, WI 54229-9565
Phone: (920) 866-1717 Fax: (920) 866-1710

In Reply Refer To: 
Consultation code: 03E17000-2021-TA-0673 
Event Code: 03E17000-2021-E-02348 
Project Name: I41, Brown and Outagamie Counties (WisDOT ID 110-63-00) 
 
Subject: Verification letter for the 'I41, Brown and Outagamie Counties (WisDOT ID 

110-63-00)' project under the January 5, 2016, Programmatic Biological Opinion on 
Final 4(d) Rule for the Northern Long-eared Bat and Activities Excepted from Take 
Prohibitions.

 
Dear Kathie VanPrice:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received on February 03, 2021 your effects 
determination for the 'I41, Brown and Outagamie Counties (WisDOT ID 110-63-00)' (the Action) 
using the northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) key within the Information for 
Planning and Consultation (IPaC) system. This IPaC key assists users in determining whether a 
Federal action is consistent with the activities analyzed in the Service’s January 5, 2016, 
Programmatic Biological Opinion (PBO). The PBO addresses activities excepted from "take"[1] 

prohibitions applicable to the northern long-eared bat under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(ESA) (87 Stat.884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

Based upon your IPaC submission, the Action is consistent with activities analyzed in the PBO. 
The Action may affect the northern long-eared bat; however, any take that may occur as a result 
of the Action is not prohibited under the ESA Section 4(d) rule adopted for this species at 50 
CFR §17.40(o). Unless the Service advises you within 30 days of the date of this letter that your 
IPaC-assisted determination was incorrect, this letter verifies that the PBO satisfies and 
concludes your responsibilities for this Action under ESA Section 7(a)(2) with respect to the 
northern long-eared bat.

Please report to our office any changes to the information about the Action that you submitted in 
IPaC, the results of any bat surveys conducted in the Action area, and any dead, injured, or sick 
northern long-eared bats that are found during Action implementation. If the Action is not 
completed within one year of the date of this letter, you must update and resubmit the 
information required in the IPaC key.
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▪

This IPaC-assisted determination allows you to rely on the PBO for compliance with ESA 
Section 7(a)(2) only for the northern long-eared bat. It does not apply to the following ESA- 
protected species that also may occur in the Action area:

Dwarf Lake Iris Iris lacustris Threatened
If the Action may affect other federally listed species besides the northern long-eared bat, a 
proposed species, and/or designated critical habitat, additional consultation between you and this 
Service office is required. If the Action may disturb bald or golden eagles, additional 
coordination with the Service under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act is recommended.

________________________________________________ 
 
[1]Take means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to 
attempt to engage in any such conduct [ESA Section 3(19)].
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Action Description
You provided to IPaC the following name and description for the subject Action.

1. Name

I41, Brown and Outagamie Counties (WisDOT ID 110-63-00)

2. Description

The following description was provided for the project 'I41, Brown and Outagamie Counties 
(WisDOT ID 110-63-00)':

The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) is proposing to 
reconstruct Interstate 41 (I-41) in Brown and Outagamie counties (WisDOT 
Project ID 1130-63-00). 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. Therefore, to address the 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.

Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://www.google.com/ 
maps/@44.29739095000005,-88.36689361581072,14z

Determination Key Result

https://www.google.com/maps/@44.29739095000005,-88.36689361581072,14z
https://www.google.com/maps/@44.29739095000005,-88.36689361581072,14z
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This Federal Action may affect the northern long-eared bat in a manner consistent with the 
description of activities addressed by the Service’s PBO dated January 5, 2016. Any taking that 
may occur incidental to this Action is not prohibited under the final 4(d) rule at 50 CFR 
§17.40(o). Therefore, the PBO satisfies your responsibilities for this Action under ESA Section 
7(a)(2) relative to the northern long-eared bat.

Determination Key Description: Northern Long-eared Bat 4(d) Rule

This key was last updated in IPaC on May 15, 2017. Keys are subject to periodic revision.

This key is intended for actions that may affect the threatened northern long-eared bat.

The purpose of the key for Federal actions is to assist determinations as to whether proposed 
actions are consistent with those analyzed in the Service’s PBO dated January 5, 2016.

Federal actions that may cause prohibited take of northern long-eared bats, affect ESA-listed 
species other than the northern long-eared bat, or affect any designated critical habitat, require 
ESA Section 7(a)(2) consultation in addition to the use of this key. Federal actions that may 
affect species proposed for listing or critical habitat proposed for designation may require a 
conference under ESA Section 7(a)(4).
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Determination Key Result
This project may affect the threatened Northern long-eared bat; therefore, consultation with the 
Service pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat.884, as 
amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) is required. However, based on the information you provided, 
this project may rely on the Service’s January 5, 2016, Programmatic Biological Opinion on 
Final 4(d) Rule for the Northern Long-Eared Bat and Activities Excepted from Take Prohibitions 
to fulfill its Section 7(a)(2) consultation obligation.

Qualification Interview
Is the action authorized, funded, or being carried out by a Federal agency?
Yes
Have you determined that the proposed action will have “no effect” on the northern long- 
eared bat? (If you are unsure select "No")
No
Will your activity purposefully Take northern long-eared bats?
No
[Semantic] Is the project action area located wholly outside the White-nose Syndrome 
Zone?
Automatically answered
No
Have you contacted the appropriate agency to determine if your project is near a known 
hibernaculum or maternity roost tree? 
 
Location information for northern long-eared bat hibernacula is generally kept in state 
Natural Heritage Inventory databases – the availability of this data varies state-by-state. 
Many states provide online access to their data, either directly by providing maps or by 
providing the opportunity to make a data request. In some cases, to protect those resources, 
access to the information may be limited. A web page with links to state Natural Heritage 
Inventory databases and other sources of information on the locations of northern long- 
eared bat roost trees and hibernacula is available at www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/ 
mammals/nleb/nhisites.html.
Yes
Will the action affect a cave or mine where northern long-eared bats are known to 
hibernate (i.e., hibernaculum) or could it alter the entrance or the environment (physical or 
other alteration) of a hibernaculum?
No
Will the action involve Tree Removal?
Yes

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/nhisites.html
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/nhisites.html
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8.

9.

10.

Will the action only remove hazardous trees for the protection of human life or property?
No
Will the action remove trees within 0.25 miles of a known northern long-eared bat 
hibernaculum at any time of year?
No
Will the action remove a known occupied northern long-eared bat maternity roost tree or 
any trees within 150 feet of a known occupied maternity roost tree from June 1 through 
July 31?
No
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Project Questionnaire
If the project includes forest conversion, report the appropriate acreages below. 
Otherwise, type ‘0’ in questions 1-3.
1. Estimated total acres of forest conversion:
3.5
2. If known, estimated acres of forest conversion from April 1 to October 31
3.5
3. If known, estimated acres of forest conversion from June 1 to July 31
3.5
If the project includes timber harvest, report the appropriate acreages below. 
Otherwise, type ‘0’ in questions 4-6.
4. Estimated total acres of timber harvest
0
5. If known, estimated acres of timber harvest from April 1 to October 31
0
6. If known, estimated acres of timber harvest from June 1 to July 31
0
If the project includes prescribed fire, report the appropriate acreages below. 
Otherwise, type ‘0’ in questions 7-9.
7. Estimated total acres of prescribed fire
0
8. If known, estimated acres of prescribed fire from April 1 to October 31
0
9. If known, estimated acres of prescribed fire from June 1 to July 31
0
If the project includes new wind turbines, report the megawatts of wind capacity 
below. Otherwise, type ‘0’ in question 10.
10. What is the estimated wind capacity (in megawatts) of the new turbine(s)?
0
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON 
BOULEVARD CHICAGO, IL 

60604-3590 
 

July 2, 2020 
 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 
  Mail Code RM-19J 

 
Scott Ebel  
Wisconsin Department of Transportation  
944 Van Der Perren Way 
Green Bay, Wisconsin 54304 

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

Dear Mr. Ebel:  

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has received the scoping request for the above 
mentioned project, by email dated May 29, 2020. Our comments are provided pursuant to the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality's NEPA 
Implementing Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. 

The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT), in cooperation with the Federal 
Highway Administration, is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the I-41 Project. 
The project is the 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 project 
will evaluate the capacity, conditions, and operations of the freeway and each interchange. 
WisDOT will evaluate reconstructing I-41 as a 4-lane freeway or widening it to 6 lanes (3 lanes 
in each direction). The project 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. 

EPA will participate in upcoming scoping and other meetings. We have the following comments 
and recommendations as WisDOT prepares the EA and Finding of No Significant Impacts 
(FONSI).  

Wetlands 



Based on preliminary analyses, EPA believes jurisdictional wetlands and streams could be 
located within the project area. The EA should discuss direct and indirect impacts to aquatic 
resources within and surrounding the project area that may result from the proposed actions 
and induced growth as a result of the proposed project. Examples of indirect impacts include 
runoff, contamination, sedimentation, or changes to hydrology of the remaining portions of 
wetlands, rivers, and streams. 

Placement of fill materials into Waters of the U.S. would require that the project comply with 
the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines under the Clean Water Act (CWA). These guidelines are 
summarized as follows: 

• Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) - There must be no 
practicable alternative to the proposed discharge (impacts) that would have less adverse 
impacts on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other 
significant adverse environmental consequences; 

• No Violation of Other Laws - The proposed project must not cause or contribute to 
violation of state water quality standards or toxic effluent standards, and must not 
jeopardize the continued existence of federally-listed endangered or threatened species 
or their critical habitat(s); 

• No Significant Degradation - The project must not cause or contribute to significant 
degradation of Waters of the United States; and 

• Minimization and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts - The project must include appropriate 
and practicable steps to avoid impacts to regulated Waters of the United States. Where 
impacts are unavoidable, there must be documentation on how impacts have been 
minimized. Finally, compensatory mitigation to offset unavoidable, minimized impacts 
to the aquatic ecosystem must be provided. 

While we offer the following comments to inform the Draft EA, EPA reserves its right to 
provide additional comments regarding this project if it is later determined that a Clean Water 
Act Section 404 permit will be needed. 

Recommendations: 

• Include an analysis of prudent and feasible alternatives for proposed impacts to all 
Waters of the United States, including wetlands. Describe project modifications to avoid 
and/or minimize impacts to Waters of the U.S. in order to best maintain aquatic resource 
functions, values, and habitat. Alternatives should also include, where feasible, project 
components that support and improve the existing aquatic ecosystems. 

• Include a discussion on CWA Section 404 permitting and a description of CWA Section 
401 Water Quality Certification requirements. 

• Discuss any proposed mitigation, including mitigation sequencing per the CWA Section 
404(b)(1) guidelines (that is, first avoid, then minimize impacts, then compensate for 
impacts that could not be avoided or minimized).Describe  how mitigation will comply 



with the 2008 Mitigation Rule (40 CFR 230). Include information on mitigation ratios 
and type(s) of wetlands that will be restored or created and how wetland hydrology and 
wetland plant communities will be established at mitigation sites. If a mitigation bank 
will be used, the EA should identify the name and location of the bank and status of 
available credits. Any mitigation commitments should be detailed in the FONSI. 

If impacts to wetlands are unavoidable, we recommend that the EA and FON SI include 
commitments to implement the following measures to minimize impacts during construction: 

• Perform construction in wetlands during frozen ground conditions, if feasible. 
• Minimize width of temporary access roads. 
• Use easily removed materials for construction of temporary access roads and staging 

areas (e.g., swamp/timber mats) in lieu of materials that sink (e.g., stone, rip-rap, 
wood chips). 

• Use swamp/timber mats or other alternative matting to distribute the weight of the 
construction equipment. This will minimize soil rutting and compaction. 

• Use vehicles and construction equipment with wider tires or rubberized tracks, or use 
low-ground-pressure equipment to further minimize impacts during construction 
access and staging. 

• Use long-reach excavators, where appropriate, to avoid driving or staging in 
wetlands; Place mats under construction equipment to contain any spills. 

Water Quality 

The proposed project will likely result in an increase in impervious surfaces. This will 
increase the amount of stormwater runoff that will need to be collected and stored before 
natural infiltration can fully occur. The Draft EA should consider future more intense and 
frequent precipitation events in modeling and designing its stormwater management plan. 
Any mitigation measures should be committed to in the EA and FONSI. 

Recommendations: 

• Stormwater data from climate change models1 should be used to determine what 
volume of stormwater management capacity will be needed for this project during its 
useful life. That enhanced capacity should include enough storage to temporarily 
retain the volume of stormwater that is produced by 100-year and 500-year storm 
events. 

• Due to potential surface water quality issues, we recommend stormwater from 
bridges and roadway surfaces not be discharged directly to waters of the U.S. Rather, 
stormwater should be channeled toward green infrastructure, such as bioswales, that 
would allow first flush road pollutants to be captured prior to discharge to surface 

 
1 https://nca2018.globalchange.gov/ 

https://nca2018.globalchange.gov/


waters. 

Land Use 

EPA notes proposed actions are mostly confined to the existing right-of-way, but include 
work to existing interchanges and potentially adding an interchange. Increasing capacity and 
adding an interchange will likely lead to additional growth in the areas, potentially spurring 
infill between the project termini. CEQ regulations (Section 1502.16) instruct agencies to 
consider other effects that are reasonably foreseeable, including unintended consequences like 
growth and changes to land use.  

Recommendation:  The Draft EA should include an analysis of direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts on land use as a result of the proposed project. This should include 
any reasonably foreseeable impacts as a result of induced growth along the corridor. Any 
regional or county-wide smart growth or land use plans should be discussed in the Draft 
EA  and incorporated into the development of access roads, interchanges, and other 
infrastructure to support the road and interchange improvements.  

Children’s Health  

EPA notes several schools along the corridor. The Draft EA should address the particular 
vulnerabilities children face from adverse impacts to air quality during construction and after. In 
addition to general contracting-related best practices to control emissions, EPA has the following 
recommendations to further reduce impacts to where children learn and play. EPA’s Smart 
School Siting Tool2 may also help as school access is modified during interchange work or 
development moves forward.  

Recommendations:  

• EPA recommends considering the use of the Air Quality Flag Program3 during 
construction to communicate with local communities, particularly with schools and 
childcare centers, about potential changes in air quality and allow, among other things, for 
schools or other organizations to adjust their planned outdoor activities. The Air Quality 
Flag Program reflects regional-scale air quality on a given day and provides baseline 
conditions that might be exacerbated by construction activity.  

• In order to limit exposure to construction-related emissions, EPA recommends considering 
limiting construction timing to outside of school and childcare operating hours, where 
construction is planned adjacent to schools and childcare centers.  

 

 

 
2 https://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/smart-school-siting-tool 
3 https://www.airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=flag_program.index 

https://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/smart-school-siting-tool


Air Quality 

EPA has included a checklist of considerations related to reduction of emissions during 
construction. We encourage WisDOT and FHWA to incorporate these considerations into the 
project.  

Coordination and Consultation  

The Draft EA should include coordination and consultation records. EPA is particularly 
interested in coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Wisconsin Department 
of Natural Resources regarding bat habitat and hibernaculum and other federal and state listed 
endangered species.  Likewise, coordination with the Wisconsin Historic Preservation Office 
regarding compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act should be documented in the 
Draft EA. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of our comments. Please continue to include EPA 
as the project develops. We look forward to reviewing the Draft EA and the FONSI. If you have 
any questions, please contact me or Elizabeth Poole of my staff at 312-353-2087 or 
poole.elizabeth@epa.gov.  

Sincerely,  

 

 

Kenneth A. Westlake 
Deputy Director 
Tribal and Multimedia Programs Office 

 

Enclosure:  Construction Emission Reduction Checklist 

 

 

 
 

KENNETH WESTLAKE
Digitally signed by KENNETH 
WESTLAKE 
Date: 2020.07.02 13:58:02 -05'00'



 

 

American Indian Tribes 

 



mikew@badriver-nsn.gov; kevindupuis@fdlrez.com; ned.danielsjr@fcpotawatomi-
nsn.gov; marlon.whiteeagle@ho-chunk.com; ekent@iowanation.org; louis.taylor@lco-
nsn.gov; jwildcatsr@ldftribe.com; jim.williams@lvd-nsn.gov; chairman@mitw.org; 
thill7@oneidanation.org; josephrupnick@pbpnation.org; jody.johnson@piic.org; 
rick.peterson@redcliff-nsn.gov; tiauna.carnes@sacandfoxks.com; 
justinwood@sacandfoxnation-nsn.gov; adminast.council@meskwaki-nsn.gov; 
garland.mcgeshick@scc-nsn.gov; susanl@stcroixtribalcenter.com; 
shannon.holsey@mohican-nsn.gov;  

thpo@badriver-nsn.gov; michael.laronge@fcpotawatomi-nsn.gov; bill.quackenbush@ho-
chunk.com; JillHoppe@fdlrez.com; brian.bisonette@lco-nsn.gov; mjyoung@ldftribe.com; 
daisy.mcgeshick@lvdtribal.com; dgrignon@mitw.org; sdanfor3@oneidanation.org; 
noah.white@piic.org; marvin.defoe@redcliff-nsn.gov; gary.bahr@sacandfoxks.com; 
chris.boyd@sacandfoxnation-nsn.gov; cassandra.graikowski@scc-nsn.gov; 
tbpo@stcroixtribalcenter.com; bonney.hartley@mohican-nsn.gov;  

SUBJECT: WisDOT request for comment and notification of Federal undertaking under 
36 CFR 800 (Project ID 1130-63-00) 

WisDOT Project:  1130-63-00  
Highway/Termini: I-41: WIS 96(Wisconsin Avenue) to County F (Scheuring Road) 
County: Outagamie and Brown Counties  

The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT), in cooperation with the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), is considering an undertaking to reconstruct 23 miles of I-41 in 
Outagamie and Brown Counties between WIS 96 (Wisconsin Avenue) and County F (Scheuring 
Road) (see attached Project Location Map). The proposed undertaking will consist of 
reconstructing I-41 and the interchanges in the project area and potentially adding a lane of 
traffic in each direction. In addition, WisDOT is evaluating the replacement of the existing Safety 
and Weight Enforcement Facility (SWEF) along I-41 in Wrightstown as part of this project.   

The project 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. There 
are ten existing interchanges in the corridor and one proposed new interchange in Brown 
County (South Bridge Connector) near the northern end of the study corridor.   

Your tribe has requested to be notified of undertakings in this area of Wisconsin. WisDOT would 
be pleased to receive any comments your tribe wishes to share regarding the determination of 
the APE or potential impacts to historic properties and/or burials in this 
undertaking. Additionally, you may use this opportunity to request consultation pursuant to 36 
CFR 800.3. WisDOT understands that your tribe is a sovereign nation and as such has the 
discretion to consult government to government with the FHWA directly. Also other 
environmental studies may be conducted to include endangered species survey, contaminated 
material investigations, soil testing and right-of-way surveys. Results of these studies will assist 
the engineers in the design to avoid, minimize or mitigate the proposed project’s effect upon 

Sent: May 29, 2020



cultural and natural resources. If WisDOT identifies the potential for historic properties to be 
affected, you will be provided more information.  

To ensure your comments are considered during this early phase of project development, 
FHWA/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 proposed 
project, please reply to this email or contact:  

FHWA Environmental Specialist: Bethaney Bacher-Gresock 
Phone: (608) 662-2119 
E-mail: Bethaney.bacher-gresock@dot.gov

WisDOT Project Manager: Scott Ebel, P.E. 
Phone: (920) 360-2225  
E-mail: Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
Address: 944 Vanderperren Way, Green Bay, WI 54304
Project Website: https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/projects/by-region/ne/i41/default.aspx

EC:  bees.cr@dot.wi.gov (already included in the DL list) 
Regional Tribal Liaison  
Tribal Leader  

CC:   Johnathan Buffalo, NAGPRA Rep. – Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa 
Cultural Preservation Office - Iowa Tribe of Oklahoma  
Hattie Mitchell, THPO – Prairie Band Potawatomi Nation  

Attachment: Project Location Map 



NEW  RD

RD
FELDCAMP

RD
NACKERS

CL
U

N
E 

 R
D

WEILER     RD

RD
TOWN

WRIGHTS-

RD
HASSELT

RD
GARRITY

KAUKAUNA

RD
M

cC
AB

E

TEARDROP     LN

RD
KEMPEN

VA
N

DE
N

   
   

BO
SC

H
  R

D

GOLDEN      GLOW   RD

VAN  ASTEN        RD

M
cH

U
G

H
   

   
   

   
 R

D

M
AL

O
N

EY
   

   
   

 R
D

W
EY

ER
S 

   
   

   
RD

LAU          RD

GREINER          RD

DR
BROOKSIDE

H
O

LL
AN

D 
   

   
   

 R
D

RD
M

EADO
W

M
ISTY

CENTER     VALLEY  RD

CT
G

O
N

N
ER

IN
G

M
ARTYS

CT

M
U

RP
H

Y 
 R

D

GARVEY  RD

SCHROEDER  RD

TI
M

M
  R

D

HAVEN  DR
HILLY

RDRA
Y

HICKORY  LN

TIP  RD

RD

JO
HN

SO
N

BAIN   RD

SE
CT

IO
N

   
   

LI
N

E 
   

   
 R

D

LN
ETHEL

VANS               RD ALBERS  LN

RUEDEN  LN

RAY    RD

VI
N

E 
   

   
   

   
 R

D

FR
EN

CH
   

   
   

   
   

 R
D

FR
EN

CH
   

   
   

   
   

   
RD

SIEVERT          RD

RD
KRAMER

DR

WHITETAIL

M
cC

AR
TH

Y 
   

   
RD

BROADWAY        DR

RD
MACKVILLE

RD
JESKE GLENN  ST

RD
PINE  GROVE

DR
CO

U
N

TR
YV

IE
W

M
EA

DE
   

   
   

   
 S

T

DR
LONE  OAK

RDCENTER         VALLEY

DEER    RUN  RD

RD

RDROCK

RDWEGE
WEGE             RD

H
AM

PL
E 

 R
D

AL
PH

O
RN

  L
N

BU
CK

H
O

RN
  D

R

QUARRY           RD

RD
WOOD

RD
MULLEN

M
U

LL
EN

   
   

 R
D

TW
EL

VE
   

   
 C

O
RN

ER
S

STATE  RD

RD
H

AM
PL

E

STINGLE           RD

RD
SCHIMMELFENNIG

JO
CH

M
AN

N
  R

D

KRUEGER           RD

H
ER

M
AN

   
   

   
RD KLIKA  RD

PU
LS

   
   

   
   

RD P
LU

G
ER

  R
D

BE
YE

R

M
AY

FL
O

W
ER

   
   

   
   

RD

CLIFF  RD
CEDAR

G
RE

EN
W

O
O

D 
   

   
  R

D

RD
PO

H
LM

AN

M
AR

KE
T 

   
   

   
   

   
  R

D RDROCKKE
LL

Y 
   

   
  R

D

MIDWAY   RD

RD
MAYFLOWER

M
AY

FL
O

W
ER

   
   

   
   

RD

LA
IR

D 
   

   
   

 R
D

TH
O

M
PS

O
N

   
   

   
   

RD

KE
TT

N
ER

  R
D

BONNIE  DR

RDCENTER    VALLEY

RE
XF

O
RD

   
   

   
  R

D

DR
H

O
EW

IS
CH KIRSCHNER              RD

RD
CONRADT

RD
OLD  54

PETERSON  RD

RD
CUMMINGS

PARTHIE  RD

PEW  ST

COUNTRY  LNCROSS

N
O

RT
H

   
  R

D

IM
M

EL
   

   
   

RDGRANDVIEW                        RD

CH
U

RC
H

IL
L 

 R
D

DR

W  SPENCER       RD

VI
EW

  D
R

Q
U

AR
RY

N
O

RT
H

   
   

  R
D

M
AN

LE
Y

RDSCHOOL

GREENVILLE

G
RE

EN
DA

LE
  R

D

RD

ISL
AN

D

LOWER  RD

Black Otter

HICKORY
COURT  LN

H
AE

N
   

   
 R

D

DRWINNEGAMMIE

G
RE

EN
DA

LE
 R

D

RD

RD

RD

RD

RD

RD

RDRD

RD

HILLVIEW  RD

SU
N

SE
T 

DR

DRWAGON  WHEEL

PI
N

E 
CR

ES
T 

LN

SCHABO

ROCKY  RD

SPRING

HILLVIEW

JU
LI

U
S

EDGEWOOD DR

KA
VA

N
AU

G
H

PO
W

ER
S 

RD

BO
DD

E

FA
RR

EL
L

PLEASANT

M
AI

N
  R

D

BARBER  RD

KRUEGER
HANSEN  RD

AD
VE

N
T 

 R
D

VANDENBROEK

Kimberly
Combined

RESERVATION

INDIAN

ONEIDA

Kaukauna

L.

Chute

Appleton
1

6

6

36

36

1

1

31

36

31

1 66

31
31

31 36

36 31

6
6 1

3136

Binghamton

Mackville

Greenville

Stephensville

Valley
Center

Freedom

Corners
Five

Medina

Little

Locks

Hortonville

LIBERTY

ELLINGTON

CHUTE
GRAND

BUCHANAN

FREEDOM

CENTER

ONEIDA

CREEK

154

150

148
146145

144

142139

138

137

136

Cr.

CN

CN
CN

CN

CN

CN

TRA
IL

W
IO

U
W

A
SH

Duc
k

Cr.

Apple

Apple

Cr.Bear
R.

R.

W
ol

f

WRIGHTSTOWN

SHIRLEY               RD

BL
AK

E 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
RD

MANITOWOC  -  CALUMET  RD

WAYSIDE                     RD

Cr
.

Ash
wau

be
no

n

R.

Ea
st

R.

Ea
stPlum

Cr.

RD
GOLDEN  GLOW

SP
O

RT
SM

AN
  D

R

LN

PO
U

W
EL

S 
 C

T

BI
G

  V
AL

LE
Y 

 R
D

HUTJENS  DR

EILER  RD

 C
LU

B 
 D

R
CR

ES
T  

RD

LE
DG

E LEDGEVIEW  RD

RO
SI

N
  R

D

E  BLAKE  RD

COUNTRY  LN

LASEE   RD

EL
M

RO
   

 R
D

LE
M

KE
  R

D

ST
  P

AT
S 

   
CH

U
RC

HRD

CRESTVIEW

SCHMIDT  RD

RAPIDS

LITTLE

NOAH  RD

TE
TZ

LA
FF

  R
D

O
LD

  M
IL

IT
AR

Y

DR
MAR - EL

JAN  DR
BOB-BEA- DR

RDOLD  MARTIN

VA
N

DE
U

RZ
EN

APPLE  CRK  RD

MEADOWLARK   RD

MALLARD   RD

RDWRIGHTSTOWN

RDPARTRIDGE

RDSCHOOL

RO
YA

LE
RI

DG
E

RD
BU

N
KE

R 
 H

IL
L

RD
O

U
TA

G
AM

IE

E  NEW  RD

CLANCY

RD

HOLLAND   RD

RD
HOLLANDW

ET
TE

RI
N

G
VA

N
DE

R

RD
STAEVEN

RDMILL RDMILL

RD

RD

LAABS

RDRDRD

H
AR

T 
 R

D

RUDDEN  RD

BU
RN

S 
 R

D

MANITOWOC  - CALUMET  RD

Kolbs Cormer

RD
H

O
LL

Y 
 - 

 M
O

R

RD

BIRCHWOOD

RD
GLENROCK

O
AK

RI
DG

E 
   

RD

EL
M

RO
 R

D

BIRCH  CRK
RD

LN

O
LD

  5
7

FA
IR

 LN

 HICKORY  RD

RE
FU

G
E 

 R
D

DE
U

ST
ER

 S
T

LE
DG

ET
O

P 
DR

DR

SPORTSMAN

RIDGE CT

CARTER  LN

CO
TT

ON
W

OO
D

RO
TZ

EN
BE

RG

FO
X 

RD

RDW
IN

K LO
VE

RS

SC
H

W
AH

N

RD

FARRELL

PARK

RD

W
EB

ER
RD

RDLAMERS

SH
AN

TY
RD

RDFAIR

RD

RD

RD
RY

AN

MIDWAY RD

RD
TO

W
ER

161

157
Little Rapids

4

TR
A

IL

ST
A

TE
RI

V
ER

FO
X

CN

De

6

Askeaton

Allouez

LAWRENCE

Ashwaubenon

ROCKLAND

Holland

Wrightstown Greenleaf

Pere

31
36 31

6

31

36

31 36
36

1 1

HOLLAND

76
96

125

96

96

55

55

47

47

76

15

32

32

96

57

57

JJ

BB

O

KK

CC

BB

GV

GG

GG

CE
CE

ZZ

ZZ

UUUU

EEEEEE

JJ

JJ
EE

PP

CE HH

OO
AA

CA

OO

CB

CB

JJ

MM

U

Z

N

E

A

S

K

Z ZQ

J

E

N

O
O

C

E

N

J

J
E

S S

C

A

A

A

A

S

DDD

GV

OO

CE
KK

PP

PP

ZZ

DD

ZZ PP

ZZ

PP

GV

EE

EB

U
W

W

D X

ZZ

S

F

F

D

D

D

X G

G

441

41

41

N
. G

IL
LE

TT
 S

T

N
. M

EA
DE

 S
T

FR
EN

CH
 R

D

VA
N

DE
N

BR
O

EK
 R

D

BU
CH

AN
AN

 S
T

41 41

A

B
C D E G HF I J K

L

M

P

N

O

2

3 4 6 7
8

10

9

1

5

11

END PROJECT

HWY: COUNTY:PROJECT NO: 1130-63-00 IH 41 OUTAGAMIE & BROWN PROJECT OVERVIEW

O
U

TA
G

AM
IE

 C
O

U
N

TY
BR

O
W

N
 C

O
U

N
TY

BEGIN PROJECT

I-41 PROJECT

WIS 96 IN APPLETON TO COUNTY F IN DE PERE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPO
RT

AT
ON

WISCONSIN

I
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPO

RT
AT

ON

WISCONSIN

I

1 WIS 96/W WISCONSIN AVENUE INTERCHANGE

2 WIS 15/CTH OO/W NORTHLAND AVENUE INTERCHANGE

3 WIS 47/N RICHMOND STREET INTERCHANGE

4 CTH E/N BALLARD ROAD INTERCHANGE

5 NORTH JUNCTION WIS 441 INTERCHANGE

6 CTH N/FREEDOM ROAD INTERCHANGE

7 WIS 55/DELANGLADE ST INTERCHANGE

8 CTH J/HYLAND AVE INTERCHANGE

9 CTH U/S COUNTY LINE INTERCHANGE

10 CTH S/FREEDOM ROAD INTERCHANGE

IH 41 INTERCHANGE LOCATIONS

11 SOUTH BRIDGE ROAD INTERCHANGE (PROPOSED)

A CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILROAD UNDERPASS

B W CAPITOL DRIVE OVERPASS

C N LYNNDALE DRIVE/CTH A OVERPASS

D CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILROAD UNDERPASS

E N GILLETTE STREET UNDERPASS

F N MEADE STREET OVERPASS

G FRENCH ROAD OVERPASS

H HOLLAND ROAD OVERPASS

I VANDENBROEK ROAD OVERPASS

J BUCHANAN STREET OVERPASS

IH 41 OVERPASS/UNDERPASS LOCATIONS

K ROSE HILL ROAD OVERPASS

L MALONEY ROAD UNDERPASS

M CTH JJ/EDGEWOOD DRIVE UNDERPASS

N WRIGHTSTOWN ROAD UNDERPASS

O IH-41 OVER APPLE CREEK

P LITTLE RAPIDS ROAD UNDERPASS



From: Ebel, Scott - DOT
To: Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE
Cc: Webb, Charlie/MKE
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: WisDOT request for comment and notification of Federal undertaking under 36 CFR 800

(Project ID 1130-63-00)
Date: Monday, June 1, 2020 3:24:33 PM

FYI

From: Bill L. Quackenbush <Bill.Quackenbush@ho-chunk.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 4:28 PM
To: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>; DOT DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>;
Bacher-Gresock, Bethaney <Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov>; Lipke, Bryan - DOT
<Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov>; Helmrick, Michael - DOT <Michael.Helmrick@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice,
Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Halada, Matthew - DOT
<Matthew.Halada@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Samson Falcon <Samson.Falcon@ho-chunk.com>; Marlon E. WhiteEagle
<Marlon.WhiteEagle@ho-chunk.com>
Subject: RE: WisDOT request for comment and notification of Federal undertaking under 36 CFR 800
(Project ID 1130-63-00)

Good afternoon Scott Ebel,

Thank you for contacting the Ho-Chunk Nation of Wisconsin regarding your proposed
undertaking known to us as the WDOT ID 1130-63-00.

We do not have any known questions or concerns regarding archaeological and/or cultural
sites at this time that we wish to disclose, but we do look forward to receiving the
archaeological documents for this project for a short review.

We ask to remain as a consulting party as afforded by the NHPA. If you encounter
archaeological resources and/or other items of cultural interest, please stop the project and
contact the necessary parties needed.

Best regards,

Bill Quackenbush
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Ho-Chunk Nation of Wisconsin

From: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 4:14 PM
To: DOT DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>; Bacher-Gresock, Bethaney
<Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov>; Lipke, Bryan - DOT <Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov>; Helmrick,
Michael - DOT <Michael.Helmrick@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT
<Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Halada, Matthew - DOT <Matthew.Halada@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: WisDOT request for comment and notification of Federal undertaking under 36 CFR 800

mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com
mailto:charlie.webb@jacobs.com


From: Ebel, Scott - DOT
To: Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE
Cc: Webb, Charlie/MKE
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: WisDOT request for comment and notification of Federal undertaking under 36 CFR 800

(Project ID 1130-63-00)
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 12:40:09 PM
Attachments: I-41 Project Location Map.pdf

Ben - FYI

From: Bill L. Quackenbush <Bill.Quackenbush@ho-chunk.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 11:00 AM
To: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: DOT DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>; Bacher-Gresock, Bethaney
<Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov>; Lipke, Bryan - DOT <Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov>; Helmrick,
Michael - DOT <Michael.Helmrick@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT
<Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Halada, Matthew - DOT <Matthew.Halada@dot.wi.gov>; Cloud, Lynn
- DOT <Lynn.Cloud@dot.wi.gov>; DOT BEES Cultural Resources <bees.cr@dot.wi.gov>; Samson
Falcon <Samson.Falcon@ho-chunk.com>; Marlon E. WhiteEagle <Marlon.WhiteEagle@ho-
chunk.com>
Subject: FW: WisDOT request for comment and notification of Federal undertaking under 36
CFR 800 (Project ID 1130-63-00)

Good morning Scott Ebel,

Thank you for contacting the Ho-Chunk Nation of Wisconsin regarding your proposed
undertaking known as the WDOT ID 1130-63-00 project. As this project falls well within the
ancestral areas of the Ho-Chunk, we do wish to remain as an interested party throughout the
duration of this federal undertaking. The Ho-Chunk Nation will have further comments
forthcoming regarding S106 questions or concerns regarding archaeological and/or cultural
sites that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Sites within the APE of this project.
We do wish to await for an electronic copy of the archaeological report for this, as well as a
signed copy of the Wisconsin SHPO review form for our files here.

If this project proceeds and work begins, and you encounter archaeological resources and/or
other items of cultural interest, please stop the project and contact the necessary parties
needed. At this time, we do wish you well with your project endeavors.

Best regards,

Bill Quackenbush
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Ho-Chunk Nation of Wisconsin

From: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 4:14 PM
To: DOT DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>; Bacher-Gresock, Bethaney
<Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov>; Lipke, Bryan - DOT <Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov>; Helmrick,
Michael - DOT <Michael.Helmrick@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT

mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com
mailto:charlie.webb@jacobs.com
mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov
mailto:Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Michael.Helmrick@dot.wi.gov


From: Ebel, Scott - DOT
To: DOT DTSD NER I41; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE
Cc: Lipke, Bryan - DOT; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: WisDOT request for comment and notification of Federal undertaking under 36 CFR 800

(Project ID 1130-63-00)
Date: Thursday, July 2, 2020 1:32:17 PM

1130-63-00 ENV
 
FYI
 

From: Michael LaRonge <Michael.LaRonge@fcpotawatomi-nsn.gov> 
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2020 10:55 PM
To: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: RE: WisDOT request for comment and notification of Federal undertaking under 36 CFR 800
(Project ID 1130-63-00)
 
Re:         WisDOT Project ID 1130-63-00, I-41 (WIS 96(Wisconsin Avenue) to County F (Scheuring

Road)), Outagamie and Brown Counties, Wisconsin.
 
 
Dear Mr. Ebel,
 
Pursuant to consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (1966 as
amended) the Forest County Potawatomi Community, a Federally Recognized Native American
Tribe, reserves the right to comment on Federal undertakings, as defined under the act.
 
This response is regarding the projects mention above.  Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO)
staff has reviewed the materials you provided for the project and based on the potential work
outside the existing right-of-way we request a copy of the archaeological report associated with
these areas.
 
Your interest in protecting Wisconsin’s cultural and historic properties is appreciated. If you have any
questions or concerns, please contact me at the email or number listed below.
 
Respectfully,
 
Michael LaRonge
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Cultural Preservation Division
Forest County Potawatomi Community
8130 Mish ko Swen Drive
P.O. Box 340
Crandon, Wisconsin 54520
Phone: 715-478-7354
Email: Michael.LaRonge@FCPotawatomi-nsn.gov
 

mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com
mailto:Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Michael.LaRonge@FCPotawatomi-nsn.gov


From: Ebel, Scott - DOT
To: Cutbank, Stacie
Cc: Halada, Matthew - DOT; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE; Webb, Charlie/MKE; DOT DTSD

NER I41
Subject: [EXTERNAL] WisDOT I-41 Project, Outagamie and Brown Counties, Archaeology Records Search Request
Date: Friday, December 4, 2020 1:35:09 PM
Attachments: TribalMap.pdf

Dear Ms. Cutbank,
 
As part of project due diligence, WisDOT is conducting an archaeological records review for the I-41
Project in Outagamie and Brown Counties, which includes examining the region within 1.6 kilometers
(one mile) of the Project’s Area of Potential Effects. The 1.6 kilometer (one mile) study area includes a
small portion of the Oneida Reservation (Note: no impacts will take place on Oneida Nation land).
Therefore, WisDOT requests a records review, including any known archaeological sites, sacred lands, or
Traditional Cultural Properties that may be within 1.6 kilometers (one mile) of the Project’s Area of
Potential Effects.  This area is shown on the attachment.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding this request.
 
Regards,
 
 
Scott Ebel, P.E. 
Project Manager
I-41 Design & Local Program
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Northeast Region
Phone: (920) 360-2225
wisconsindot.gov
 
If this is related to a records request please mail: dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov
 
 
 
 

mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:sdanfor3@oneidanation.org
mailto:Matthew.Halada@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com
mailto:charlie.webb@jacobs.com
mailto:DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov
mailto:DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/projects/by-region/ne/default.aspx__;!!B5cixuoO7ltTeg!U9IVGaaOAHMbdrqLXxOutZItxQDh4t91zac7Ng4pV7B12nODp792i7WhBQQhBU2ZkmE-rh2W8g$
mailto:dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov
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From: Stacie M. Cutbank
To: Ebel, Scott - DOT
Cc: Halada, Matthew - DOT; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE; Webb, Charlie/MKE; DOT DTSD

NER I41
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: WisDOT I-41 Project, Outagamie and Brown Counties, Archaeology Records Search Request
Date: Friday, December 4, 2020 3:09:04 PM

Good afternoon Scott,
I received your email regarding your request for me to review our historical and archaeological
records on the proposed project known as the I-41 Project in Brown and Outagamie Counties.  The I-
41 Project includes looking within a one mile region of the Project’s Area of Potential Effects.  The
one mile area of study includes a small area of Oneida Nation land.  Please allow two weeks for me
to research the area of focus.  Also, the history of Oneida Nation lands include both the Menominee
Nation and Ho-Chunk Nation…  Will there be an opportunity for Menominee and Ho-Chunk THPOs to
provide historical and archaeological records within the Project’s Area of Potential Effects?  

Yaw^ko,

Stacie Cutbank
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Cultural Heritage Department
Oneida Nation
P.O. Box 365 – Oneida, WI 54155 
Mobile: 920-217-4556

From: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov> 
Sent: Friday, December 4, 2020 1:35 PM
To: Stacie M. Cutbank <sdanfor3@oneidanation.org>
Cc: Halada, Matthew - DOT <Matthew.Halada@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT
<Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE
<Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com>; Webb, Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; DOT
DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: WisDOT I-41 Project, Outagamie and Brown Counties, Archaeology Records Search Request

Dear Ms. Cutbank,

As part of project due diligence, WisDOT is conducting an archaeological records review for the I-41
Project in Outagamie and Brown Counties, which includes examining the region within 1.6 kilometers
(one mile) of the Project’s Area of Potential Effects. The 1.6 kilometer (one mile) study area includes a
small portion of the Oneida Reservation (Note: no impacts will take place on Oneida Nation land).
Therefore, WisDOT requests a records review, including any known archaeological sites, sacred lands, or
Traditional Cultural Properties that may be within 1.6 kilometers (one mile) of the Project’s Area of
Potential Effects.  This area is shown on the attachment.

mailto:sdanfor3@oneidanation.org
mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Matthew.Halada@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com
mailto:charlie.webb@jacobs.com
mailto:DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov
mailto:DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov


From: Ebel, Scott - DOT
To: Quackenbush, Bill
Cc: VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE; Webb, Charlie/MKE; DOT DTSD NER I41
Subject: [EXTERNAL] WisDOT I-41 Project, Outagamie and Brown Counties, Archaeology Records Search Request
Date: Friday, January 8, 2021 2:42:56 PM
Attachments: TribalMap.pdf

Dear Mr. Quackenbush,

As part of project due diligence, WisDOT is conducting an archaeological records review for the I-41
Project in Outagamie and Brown Counties, which includes examining the region within 1.6 kilometers
(one mile) of the Project’s Area of Potential Effects. The 1.6 kilometer (one mile) study area includes a
small portion of the Oneida Reservation (Note: no impacts will take place on Oneida Nation land).

Stacie Cutbank, Oneida Nation THPO, noted that the history of Oneida Nation lands include the Ho-
Chunk Nation.  Therefore, WisDOT requests a records review, including any known archaeological sites,
sacred lands, or Traditional Cultural Properties that may be within 1.6 kilometers (one mile) of the
Project’s Area of Potential Effects.  This area is shown on the attachment.

Please let us know if you have any questions regarding this request.  Per your emails dated 5/29/20 and
6/26/20, we will be sending copies of archaeological reports and signed SHPO review form when they are
ready.

Regards,

Scott Ebel, P.E. 
Project Manager
I-41 Design & Local Program
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Northeast Region
Phone: (920) 360-2225
wisconsindot.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:Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov
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From: Ebel, Scott - DOT
To: Grignon, Dave
Cc: VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE; Webb, Charlie/MKE; DOT DTSD NER I41
Subject: [EXTERNAL] WisDOT I-41 Project, Outagamie and Brown Counties, Archaeology Records Search Request
Date: Friday, January 8, 2021 2:43:13 PM
Attachments: TribalMap.pdf

Dear Mr. Grignon,

As part of project due diligence, WisDOT is conducting an archaeological records review for the I-41
Project in Outagamie and Brown Counties, which includes examining the region within 1.6 kilometers
(one mile) of the Project’s Area of Potential Effects. The 1.6 kilometer (one mile) study area includes a
small portion of the Oneida Reservation (Note: no impacts will take place on Oneida Nation land).

Stacie Cutbank, Oneida Nation THPO, noted that the history of Oneida Nation lands include the
Menominee.  Therefore, WisDOT requests a records review, including any known archaeological sites,
sacred lands, or Traditional Cultural Properties that may be within 1.6 kilometers (one mile) of the
Project’s Area of Potential Effects.  This area is shown on the attachment.

Please let us know if you have any questions regarding this request.

Regards,

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

If this is related to a records request please mail: dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov

mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
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From: Ebel, Scott - DOT
To: Cutbank, Stacie
Cc: VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE; Webb, Charlie/MKE; DOT DTSD NER I41
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: WisDOT I-41 Project, Outagamie and Brown Counties, Archaeology Records Search Request
Date: Friday, January 8, 2021 2:50:54 PM
Attachments: WisDOT I-41 Project Outagamie and Brown Counties Archaeology Records Search Request.msg

WisDOT I-41 Project Outagamie and Brown Counties Archaeology Records Search Request.msg

Hello Stacie,

Just doing a quick follow-up on the request below and also wanted to let you know that per your
recommendation, we’ve contacted representatives from Menominee Nation and Ho-Chunk Nation to
request if they also have any records within the Oneida Nation in the area within one mile of the I-41
Project’s Area of Potential Effects.   (Copies of emails attached.)

Thanks!

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

If this is related to a records request please mail: dotdtsdnerecords@dot.wi.gov

From: Stacie M. Cutbank <sdanfor3@oneidanation.org> 
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2020 3:09 PM
To: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Halada, Matthew - DOT <Matthew.Halada@dot.wi.gov>; VanPrice, Kathie - DOT
<Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE
<Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com>; Webb, Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; DOT
DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: RE: WisDOT I-41 Project, Outagamie and Brown Counties, Archaeology Records Search
Request

Good afternoon Scott,
I received your email regarding your request for me to review our historical and archaeological
records on the proposed project known as the I-41 Project in Brown and Outagamie Counties.  The I-
41 Project includes looking within a one mile region of the Project’s Area of Potential Effects.  The
one mile area of study includes a small area of Oneida Nation land.  Please allow two weeks for me
to research the area of focus.  Also, the history of Oneida Nation lands include both the Menominee
Nation and Ho-Chunk Nation…  Will there be an opportunity for Menominee and Ho-Chunk THPOs to
provide historical and archaeological records within the Project’s Area of Potential Effects?  

Yaw^ko,

mailto:Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov
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From: Bill L. Quackenbush
To: Ebel, Scott - DOT
Cc: VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE; Webb, Charlie/MKE; DOT DTSD NER I41; DOT BEES

Cultural Resources; "Cloud, Lynn - DOT"; "Stankevich, Sandy - DOT"; Samson Falcon; Marlon E. WhiteEagle;
Nathaniel Longtail Jr.

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: WisDOT I-41 Project, Outagamie and Brown Counties, Archaeology Records Search Request
Date: Friday, January 8, 2021 3:20:21 PM
Attachments: TribalMap.pdf

Good afternoon Scott,
 
Thank you for touching base with us as consulting parties for this proposed federally funded
undertaking. Yes we do in fact recognize the APE of this proposed undertaking as being
within the ancestral areas of the Ho-Chunk. We have already created a HCN THPO file for
this proposed project, and our internal review and needed research is already taking place. We
do also look forward to adding to our THPO file, the archaeological reports and SHPO/OSA
review documents as these are compiled by you folks as well. Thank you for keeping this in
mind.
 
Regarding the disclosure of tribally sensitive information we may have, well we do elect to not
disclose culturally sensitive information of this nature in a matter of fact way, unless we
request to formally meet to consult on this matter as guided by the regulations set forth via 36
CFR 800 (National Historic Preservation Act).
 
This said, we do look forward to seeing this proposed highway project proceed on time,
without setbacks attributed to the S106/NEPA tribal consultation process. The early and
effective communication such as this, makes all of our work lives much more efficient during
these trying times we now find ourselves in.
 
Enjoy the weekend that is fast approaching.
    
Best regards,
 
Bill Quackenbush, THPO
HPD - Cultural Resources Division Manager
Ho-Chunk Nation of Wisconsin
 
 

From: Ebel, Scott - DOT <Scott.Ebel@dot.wi.gov> 
Sent: Friday, January 8, 2021 2:43 PM
To: Bill L. Quackenbush <Bill.Quackenbush@ho-chunk.com>
Cc: VanPrice, Kathie - DOT <Kathie.VanPrice@dot.wi.gov>; Goldsworthy, Benjamin/MKE
<Benjamin.Goldsworthy@jacobs.com>; Webb, Charlie/MKE <Charlie.Webb@jacobs.com>; DOT
DTSD NER I41 <DOTDTSDNERI41@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: WisDOT I-41 Project, Outagamie and Brown Counties, Archaeology Records Search Request
 
Dear Mr. Quackenbush,
 
As part of project due diligence, WisDOT is conducting an archaeological records review for the I-41
Project in Outagamie and Brown Counties, which includes examining the region within 1.6 kilometers
(one mile) of the Project’s Area of Potential Effects. The 1.6 kilometer (one mile) study area includes a
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From: Lipke, Bryan - DOT
To: VanPrice, Kathie - DOT; Ebel, Scott - DOT
Cc: DOT DTSD NER I41
Subject: FW: WisDOT I-41 Project, Outagamie and Brown Counties, Archaeology Records Search Request
Date: Monday, February 22, 2021 4:13:47 PM

Let me know if we prefer a more formal response and I will quickly request.

From: Stacie M. Cutbank <sdanfor3@oneidanation.org> 
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2021 3:35 PM
To: Lipke, Bryan - DOT <Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: RE: WisDOT I-41 Project, Outagamie and Brown Counties, Archaeology Records Search
Request
Good afternoon Bryan,
I hope you are doing well today. I have completed an archive review of our burial and culturally
sensitive historical sites on the I-41 Brown and Outagamie project area. I have not found anything in
our records or data base to indicate any cultural resources that would be impacted from the
proposed project. Would you need a formal response to meet Section 106 requirements for the
project? Please advise on next steps.
Have a good day!
Yaw^ko,

Stacie Cutbank
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Cultural Heritage Department
Oneida Nation
P.O. Box 365 – Oneida, WI 54155
Mobile: 920-217-4556

From: Lipke, Bryan - DOT <Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 8, 2021 7:56 AM
To: Stacie M. Cutbank <sdanfor3@oneidanation.org>
Subject: FW: WisDOT I-41 Project, Outagamie and Brown Counties, Archaeology Records Search
Request
Good morning Stacie,
Hope you stayed warm this weekend, as this sure is a bitter cold snap. I am on the I-41 Brown and
Outagamie project team helping with the Environmental Assessment (EA) and wanted to assist them
in follow-up with you on this inquiry.
If the team can provide you with further information for completing your review of historical and
archaeological records please let me know. Please include me in copy when you respond to Scotts
original email. Have a good week,

Bryan Lipke, P.E.
Planning Project Manager
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Northeast Region
Phone: (920) 492-5703 (Skype)
Cell Phone: (920) 360-9196
Bryan.Lipke@dot.wi.gov
wisconsindot.gov
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